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A CITY INDEX: MEASUREMENT OF A CITY’S ATTRACTIVENESS

By

RALPH H, TODD*

Introduction

The most commonly recognized factors that attract indus-
trial investment to a city are those with impact upon sales and
profit. Size of market; availability and price of labor, materials
and service; and proximity to supportive industry all weigh
heavily, In addition, location decision makers must consider
the conditions that relate to living in the new area: a city’s overall
economic condition, its demographic and physical environment,
the seriousness of its crime problems, and its recreational and
educational opportunities. Similarly, the decision may reflect
acceptance of the premise that such conditions as a city's
geographic location, its population size or growth rate or its
age relate to its attractiveness.

The attractiveness of one city over another clearly has
subjective aspects that do not lend themselves to measurement.
This paper does not present data on attitudes or opinions about
how a city's residents perceive their city. The intention is to
provide a vardstick with which to compare conditions in one
city with those in other cities. It is expected that such findings
will both stimulate and aid decision makers to improve those
conditions of a city that make it a less attractive place in which
to invest, work and live. A related use will be that made of the
data by potential investors making locational decisions. The
assumption inherent in the reliance on objective data rather
than subjective perceptions of a city’s attractiveness is that the
measurable conditions do in fact determine how well satisfied
the residents are with those conditions,!

*The authar wishes to acknowledge the work of Yeshen Chen who
assisted In the compilation of the statistical data for this study. The
author is also grateful to Murray Frost, Edward Hauswald and Paul Lee
for their constructive criticism of the manuscript. The author also had
the benefit of suggestions from Jon Empson and Linda Ferring who
reviewed the text for accuracy and consistency. However the content and
views expressed in the study are those of the author who is ultimately
respansible.

TFor a recent discussion of the relation between objective measure-
ments of conditions and subjective perceptions of these conditions see
Angus Campbell, Philip Converse and Wiilard Rodgers, The Quality of
American Life: Perceptions, Evaluation, and Satisfactions (New York:
Russell Sage Foundation, 1976). In their recent nationwide survey the
authors found that one of the strongest influences on an individual's
satisfaction with his situation is his perception of himself in relation to
his perception of the average person’s situation. The authors do acknow-
ledge that objective indicators of an area’s well being are more reliable
than subjective. Nevertheless the subjective element Is essential to provide
a complete analysis of quallty of life.

The Composite Rankings

Eighty quantifiable aspects of a city’s economic, demo-
graphic and social environment have been used to develop a
composite index to compare the attractiveness of 100 major
United States cities (Figure 1). The more attractive the 80
conditicns reveal a city to be, the nearer it ranks to 7 on the City
Index; the less attractive it is, the nearer it ranks to 700. All data
were drawn from existing statistics with a focus on the most
current data available. When data gaps for any city existed, data
were drawn from a different source or from the same source for
an earlier year,

Methodology. The technique of ranking cities was used
as a basis for evaluation, Two approaches were employed to rank
the cities, First, a final city standing was computed from the
aggregate score of the city for all 80 indicators separately
ranked. This method assigns equal weights to each factor, i.e.,
high electrical rates and dirty air have equal weights. This
approach, while straight-forward and simple, produces a measure
that may be criticized as not taking into consideration the fact
that many basic statistics measure the same conditions and that
some conditions may be more or less important than others.
For comparison, a second ranking approach was used. This
approach gives equal weight to four categories of conditions or
concerns (economic, demographic/environmental, crime, recrea-
tional/educational).

The ranking technique permits only an approximate mea-
sure of city differences at one point in time. The emphasis on
the city as the unit for measure has in some cases led to under-
recognition of the extent of the interaction between nearby
cities in large metropolitan complexes such as Los Angeles.
Despite these limitations the City Index can assist city planning
and administrative decision makers by providing a picture of
many functional areas of city life. Exhibits can also be prepared
for any of the 100 cities in the study. Any city not included in
the study could develop its own index and compare its own
conditions with the specific values provided in this report or
with other available data.

The relationships between a city's composite score and
three other conditions were also investigated. The correlation
was measured between the City Index rankings (first weighting
method) and 1) the 1975 population size rankings, 2) the
1970-1975 population rate of change and 3) the age of the
city. Finally, the correlations between key indicators and the
composite scores were measured,




Findings. The City Index resulting from the ranking of
the 100 cities according to 80 indicators is presented in Table 1,
Five of the ten cities with the highest scores are concentrated
in the Midcontinent states of Oklahoma, Kansas, Nebraska and
lowa. Five of the ten are state capitals, and five have 1976
populations under 250,000.

On the other hand eight of the ten lowest ranked cities
are concentrated along the Northeastern Atlantic Coast in New
Jersey, New York and Maryland and in the industrial states of
Michigan and QOhio. None of the lowest ranked cities are state
capitals and four have 1975 populations under 250,000.

What is the significance of changing the weighting system
on the rank of individual cities? As noted previously, the cities
were ranked by two methods (A) giving equal weight to each of
the 80 indicators and (B) giving equal weight to each of the four
categories of indicators--economic, demographic/environmental,
crime and recreational/educational factors. Of the 100 major
cities studied, 62 had their final standings changed by more than
five rank positions when the weights were changed. Lincoln,
Madison, Des Moines and Omaha ranked as the four most
attractive cities regardiess of the weighting approach used. At
the other extreme, Detroit, Gary and Newark ranked as the
three least attractive cities by either weight scheme. This suggests
that the standings of both the top and the bottom cities on the
list are rather secure. The results of the alternate weighting
procedures are distinguished in Columns A and B of Table 1.

Is there an optimal city size? Currently residents of many
of the cities in our 50 states are debating this issue. Although

it will not end the debate, the findings from a correlation of city
size and the City Index indicated no significant relationship
between the population size of the 100 cities and the comparative
standings of their economic, demographic/environmental, crime,
and recreational/educational characteristics. Five of the ten
highest ranked cities (Lincoln, Madison, Des Moines, Greensboro
and Virginia Beach) had 1975 populations of less than 250,000.
Further examination, however, showed that four of the ten
lowest ranked cities (Gary, Paterson, Jersey City and Flint)
also had populations under 250,000. The statistical correlation
between city size and the City Index composite score has a
coefficient, r, of + 0.26. Of the 80 indicators used in the Index,
only two had substantial correlation (i.e., greater than an r of
+/-0.50) with population size. These are population density
(r of +0.60) and carbon monoxide air pollution {r of +0.59).

Are the most attractive cities those that are growing most
rapidly? The correlation between growth in population and City
Index composite score is inverse and of an r of value of -0.34,
That is to say the lower the composite score (higher the rank)
the higher the rate of growth in that city tended to be, but the
relationship is weak. Only two of the 80 individual indicators
were strongly correlated with population growth rates, building
permits per 10,000 population (r of +0.73) and hospital beds
per 100,000 population {r of -0.50).

Is age of city correlated with city composite score?
Although there was somewhat more correlation between the
year a city was founded and the City Index score (r of -0.46)
than between city size and the Index score, it would be an over-

Lincoln

Madison

Des Moines

Omaha 2,361
Greensboro 2,378
indianapolis 2,457
Honalulu 2464
Tulss 2,506
Wichita 2513
Virginia Beach 2618

FIGURE 1
COMPQOSITE CITY SCORES
MOST ATTRACTIVE AND LEAST ATTRACTIVE MAJOR AMERICAN CITIES®

[Median City)

1 3000

MNew York
Flint
Baltimore

Patersan

St. Louis
Cleveland
Jersey City
Detroit
Gary
Newark

*Lowest composite score = most attractive city.

3,684
3,710
3,726
3,776
3,780
3,784
3,785
3834
4099
4,191




TABLE 1 — PART A
CITY INDEX
Composite | Subgroup Aanks 2 Ul Individuat Factor Hanks
FRanks 2/ 31 Economic Factars
City A B [ o E F 1 2 3 4 g B 7 8 a 1w 1 12 13 14 1 1% 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
Linceln Tt 2 7 1 18 M&ws0 19 57 8 9 13 15 33 N&we/Nn 2 8 8 85 26 62 a1 22einel
Madlison 2 2 23 1 3 1 385 3 59 50 88 9 27 20 30 60 33 36 £ 57 17 20 31 83 3 28 61 17 9
Des Moines 3 3 15 53 ] 2 25 33 5 M4 il 2 28 22 82 2 489 34 47 B4 44 3 3/ 19 9 4 23 4% 37
Omaha 4 4 B %0 3w as 3 17 71 30 63 2/ 18 2 1Y B 3@ 17 13 10 2B M4 24 26 2 23 18 2% 26
Gresnsboro 5 7 6 38 2% 32 14&ase 2 10 2 M 27 25 49 13&a18/z8 B0 4 a5 a8 37 20 20 25 608168/
Inglianapalis G 8 9 29 i3 583 22 23 33 8B M 4 6 16 35 40 24 12 39 17 2 34 25 1B 19 15 28 5 46
Honoluiu 7 65 33 10 B 34 13 4%/¢3 24 8 3 73 84 y2 32%1z a6 3 e &6 1 2 30 86 5 15 27 7
Tulsa 8 2B 3 88 37 3% 18 4 28 g 13 38 do18 9 1 15 8 89 BB 3 27 23 2 7 037 B 18 2%
Wichita 9 12 10 45 21 43 3B 16 Ot 37 2 18 10 B6 30 9 43 7 3 W/ 16 5 13 23 10 27 8 9§ a7
| Viginlo Beseh 10 9 6 6 2 907 2% a8l ael s g1 o8 80 77 66 25 2%208fs0 o3 19 6 14 45 14 188l 2 1&/
Jdackson 1 & 35 17 w37 68 3 17 3 40 35 48 57 4 27 9 27 2 90 . Gl 3G 16 7 a7 52 16 20
Spokane 12 i 22 45 15 T 48 13 63 58 12 36 a4 3 a x| 45 6 1 9 43 38 43 34 33 12 2 21 43
Fort Wayne 13 1w 37 M § 29 44 40 53 12 56 4  ar 21 33 & 34 9 &8 44 48 " 8 38 67 3 4 F 35
Laxingten 19 1% 25 13 16 62 48%41% 7 5 3w g 36 61 20 60 21108 4 6 22 20 16 23 2843 20 o0& 22¢/
Salt Lake City 1 19 17 40 70 13 21 1V 44 33 23 23 12 45 0 6 5O 15 r40 Fal o9 1M N e 50 4 2B 47
Lubbock 1B 20 13 19 45 63 632 8895 7 oz 32 B 12 4 4 w¢¥wNe B 5 3 3 20 1841 s p08fags
tashuille 17 23 18 6 47 28 586 32 35 25 43 7 @ 9 16 32 14 16 30 &1 17 33 20 9 1B 33 B3 27 13
Seattle 8 3 16 70 & 18 B8 20 8 45 22 6 i 1 1 16 66 O 53 30 31 8§ 72 2 35 14 79 40 18
Charlotts 3 12 B2 8 49 13T 10 0 4 5 14 33 2 2% 4§ 20 @ 20 6 24 855 45 13 33 I8 5 44 13
_Kpoxyille 20135120 28 25 Bi 2448 20 70 28814 A ® A9 90 24 35 9) 2B B3 56 29 13 65 84 35 42
Montgomery 21 39 14 a0 17 88 728/ s&'3 s 33 10 &8 32 60 26&/22804a€No 91 o 13 7 23 6&iaa 26 238 23€f
Cklahoma City 22 42 7 6 73 44 32 23 55 28 3 31 t1 7 17 9 36 46 21 34 22 3 28 15 11 33 91 8 13
Houston 23 34 A4 38 38 89 19 227 23 N 16 32 20 15 14 A4 10 ag 32 31 20 19 17 13 5 45 46 46 25
Saeraments 24 3 19 16 79 59 23 24 37 85 2 & 3 6 5 28 68 4 7 3 27 14 55 22 33 36 35 4 43
Serr Diege B 2 32 15 33 ¥7 17 19 13 82 36 8 5 43 46 37 31 83 52 52 1@ 24 37 3 41 30 8 43 10
Austin 6 17 B4 B 20 45 60 2 B0 17 44 @ 60 5 53 555 95 81 99 33 18 4 22 5 58 88 10 8
Shreveport 27 26 33 36 5 067 84 6 48 20 64814 25 235 7 17 I 42 35 W 1 28 11 2 35 69 39 2/ I8
Sen Jose 28 22 ¥ 3 20 100 28 A7 30 6 27 26 26 30 8 31 7 38 66 43 28 W 21 35 30 63 4 53 B
Little Aock 29 66 11 84 91 36 378 &3 10 32 2 s2 se I 10 6&70&y g w0 3 ow o oG 322 16 1 18E
| St Faul 30_15_ 742 46 _11_ 90837897 ez 50 9 74 A9 58 a7 74%/3:Efa9 20 38 65 78 615 25 83 62 178/ |
Syracuse 3 15 73 42 9 4 B7 3 3 72 713 58T 41 43 B9 7B 4 B BY 23 77 YR 34 48 42 7 86 60
Fort Lauderdale 32 49 24 BY 863 64 1 gf 4] ef i 1 4 32 24 B85 54 11 ) 18 &/ B4 ef 26 B9 i@ B9 BB 33 65 20 42 15 &/ 3 9"‘
Mifwactkes 33 14 7 22 7 30 47 45 81 62 77 4 35 1% 48 51 81 62 &6 B 41 74 0T 2 256 40 3% 32 45
Baton Rouge 3 45 2 ar i4 W 80 23 47 o 64 &f 22 48 40 18 7 17 2 10 2 21 2 B 20 1781 87 33 I
Minneapolis s 20 64 23 M 4 w38 36 az a7 8 47 47 i 27 79 3 64 38 % A0 18 16 28 34 69 .53
Coloradn Springs 38 56 31 93 a2 56 528/218782 26 24 25 a9 n oz 138 1¢/13¢fes 98 1@ 38 8 a0 18¥es s 208 58
Partland 37 44 43 B4 40 6 27 3% 41 63 7 6 8 10 8 33 682 67 44 B3 I 42 70 2¢ 3G 19 6 37 68
Anaheim 3 33 a6 4 34 95 26 28 5 N 20 36 52 53 47 30 20 93 43 14 38 9 B2 38 28 34 18 47 L]
Denver 39 S0 45 67 A1 0 7 25 42 35 15 4 32 44 23 5 6B ¢4 34 38 33 S0 S8 8 0B 35 66 52 40
Poskford 40 Bl 38 83 17 _o7__158/208(78 23 47 18 23 74_ A5 57 48%/928fda 47 14 57 51 30 42 33 6§ 12 19¢ |
Crallas 41 72 20 72 92 48 9 18 12 14 a 22 185 34 22 3 3 80 45 66 20 36 47 10 L | 85 50 28
Fart Warth 42 B! 30 8B BO 88 84 20 2B 13 B 27 13z 13 B 83 &1 41 49 30 4B 48 25 8 €9 584 3t 22
Corpus Christt 43 31 42 26 22 7 93 5 8% 22 3@ 22 9 3% s 2 19 & 8 13 4 33 12 3} 0 B 23 2B 28
Mermphis 44 55 30 47 69 s5 B 12 23 44 65 19 22 & W 18 21 3 6 16 31 86 44 27 21 60 B8 49 19
Grand Papids 4% 26 64 32 02m 40 71 36 Gw 9n 39 6 #6 B4 55 G2 ©H g4 42 4% 25 4 83 24 44 38 10 74
Phoanix 48 58 26 33 13 B 20 z 27 2% a8 1 2 5 31 59 3% 32 23 27 24 30 43 ds 2 43 s 47 35 14
Fichmond 47 48 52 48 Mg 02 24%'38 21 24 33 20 68 V7 86 55 57 9 5 B 34 15 41 4 4 1 97 79 25
Columbus, Oh, 48 36 62 20 62 31 78 45 ,B7 49 46 34 72 33 I 58 a7 86 44 41 33 32 27 23 16 6 65 29 30
Jacksonvitle 49 a8 40 34 59 73 63 2 40 21 2 B 65 67 45 4 5 B 19 19 29 18 28 19 I8 94 3 18
| Providence | 49 23 77 37 24 20 63 30 3z G2 S5 20 90 80 71 65 9% 56 30 €9 26 5 42 17 52 48 53 11 58 |
Fucson 57 a1 "B 18 56 57 50 33 29 47 14 19 17 68 o8 36 8 1 48 63 45 24 25 a5 18L&/ 71 b9 B4 a4
Alcuguerque 52 79 2B 9B 87 61 45 1 1 Ba 28 16 44 38 49Sf47 G 11 3T 85 8 N i I ' S ¢ B 4 2 12
Calumbus, Ga, 53 84 41 9 4 84 83 780 6 3™ 2 69 63 62 23 2% 43 12 67 2 3 W0 36 I s 2 2
Tacoma S84 B9 53 77 8 33 60 20 24 I8 3 O 2 2 2 26 SB 39 54 €0 39 16 &4 40 3B 63 99 45 24
Toledo 5 53 58 &7 39 53 §5 41 55 80 31 £ 56 &0 38 42 41 50 53 20 30 46 40 34 37 46 21 19 33
Mlabile 56 G2 42 60 43 G685 7 43 15 45 2v 62 32 BQ 19 4D 90 29 26 7 % 15 23 17 73 a4 38 a2
Cincinnati 87 35 79 2¥ 61 § 65 35 53 42 50 9 43 A6 40 S0 63 54 &7 @5 25 60 66 31 24 31 M 72 88
Lang Beach 58 87 20 49 53 03 s5823% 2 73 2 3@ 51 &2 s 18 e7F2S 2 1 12 84 30 23 3@ 21 {7 63 &
Akron 50 39 68 12 52 47 42 33 56 43 20 22 63 60 48 B 62 77 63 40 42 B4 67 32 3@ M 60 34 A9
| _Las \egas 60 82 1 97 1co 88 mpm&lie 39 4 ma s 3 19 zp  a&iostlig 15 13 12 a8 33 44%l92 7 esifzas/
Eouisville 61 B2 §7 80 44 27 g2 37 g8 4% " 17 14 19 47 73 822 18 7 g 72 4 24 A L7 90 HE 45
Fresno g2 B9 44 a4 E5 B9 9 21 168 92 1 Sﬁf 12 &f 42 20 18 39 64 50 el 11 20 7 O3 33 3 a4 12 8. 27
Worcester 83 25 86 @ 41 24 50 93 54 67 728 1 83 @3 74 M 63 N 49 Y6 I 62 39 42 49 B4 36 85 65
Pittatsurgh 54 63 82 60 60 & 70 37 3B B3 B3 17 B4 U9 63 62 91 S 63 100 I 8 B 12 31 8 20 48 B4
Kansas City 65 Y6 55 69 63 26 29 36 58 21 60 24 29 V2 24 15 64 63 24 18 34 48 8O 16 28 3 68 B4 38
San Francisco 66 72 63 69 BG 14 4 32 16 & 91 WO 1 2\® 1 17 BG 6B6 B F0O 2% 63 64 i 38 2 64 Bl a2
St. Patersburg 7 74 48 57 49 80 34026540 23z 8 25 79 71 61 4z 29828z 84 a2 0 61 28 45 o oM 6 e
Rochester 68 29 8 30 27 18 68 a7 62 B8 4 26%57 @1 70 @ 98 B 23 4 49 8 82 33 2B 68 92 83 67
Riverside 69 65 61 14 48 B8 338158/ 6 37 34 288787 3 65 24 31 L40%ee 83 19 2@ 67 I 46 65 44 5680
Chattanaoga 707080 100 30 60 9187458761 51 so g 18 5 12 68 23960ffs6 79 35 22 32 21 12 52 63 13 838
Mew Orleans 71 B9 70 35 8B 52 87 35 67 52 645/ 1 41 42 16 & €9 76 24 a7 14 85 83 12 27 62 57 86 4B
£ Paso 72 75 56 76 11 93 96 4 90 36 69 22 71 B8 90 38 25 19 27 98 1 17 1 37 4% 76 13 15 29
Sents Ana 73 84 47 24 51 o8 6651%gs Be 20 38 75 67 56 37 oS sl 33 3 83 ez 3 8 9 1 s0 58
Buffale 74 46 ©8 GG 34 12 ©6 a2 79 B4 v9 6S/95 41 a4 0 g7 2\ I ]2 47 94 92 36 51 79 §1 B4 63
Washingten, O:C. 7% 78 78 B85 71 19 3 43 4 64 83 1 49 66 75 47 04 60 55 28 42 B3 €5 4 0 1 88 87 3
Hartford % 42 97 5 87 3 8% 52 Y6 Bl A 10 92 83 69 75 92 U8 51 65 34 90 92 28 29 11 95 82 48
Mismi 77080 69 62 88 41 14 50 26 69 17 4 6 54 64 42 88 29 92 31 35 49 24 43 24 24 73 33
Los Angeles J6 8 46 4 6 91 6 24 3 79 20 36 H 38 26 2 61 32 50 63 12 47 30 23 39 I 73 76 27
Bridgeport 79 61 85 28 31 73 67 49 64 65 23 30%9s g2 73 73 8 72 57 8 35 77 65 33 48 s4 s0 s 518
E 93 4394 74 28 32 66 _32 60 43 61 35 43 75 24 51 6027 21 &4 93 71 42
D7 54 94 B3 8B 22 A 12978 27 24 44 A8 40 9 53 32 78 67 14 30
Tampa 82 B7 BB 96 B84 51 51 38 61 27 B 30 53 48 27 48 27 45 @ s8 32 856 61 32 45 #H) 45 42 146
Atfanta 83 86 66 04 OB 23 39 43 66 46 38 15 3 B4 52 41 44 85 20 25 34 BO 00 7 3 7 98 77 18
Oakland a4 92 60 57 o7 gt 36 408fasfos am 26 28 26 18 26 86%/37%s3 a6 25 Be 64 28 89 17 43 76 48
Bostan 85 81 92 =4 82 33 64 48 75 90 728017 84 @6 V8 BB 77 B5 B 35 535 52 B2 3 48 118 85 88 B4
Springfielc, Ma, 86 67 98 30 36 B0 82 42 77 &7 2837 @ B7 64 1 90 S8 45 &4 15 B7 59 41 50 &% 48 €8 59
Morlotk B7 o4 80 B8 64 T 77038 49 B2 78 B a0 7T 66 51 47 B3 22 46 3B 58 14 3 4 75 B} B1 36
Dayton B8 B3 91 92 93 o888 BOD 72 %7 31 18 0 B2 62 66 88 94 K7 27 37 8BS 87 3W 22 13 4% 58 52
Philadalphia 8¢ 77 95 48 33 71 B4 44 31 83 51 19 93 BY B0 49 71 65 51 72 61 78 69 11 40 0 7 0 50
| _Chicago 90 96 81 Y3 74 B2 30 47 95 By BO 20 30 7850 44 765 B0 46 42 34 B 79 B 3 37 37 7 54
Now York o1 B4 00 43 68 75 12 43 19 ©8 B4 6 G5 90 81 47 10 47 B9 B 20 B 28 2 44 25 100 €9 36
Flint 82 97 75 71 95 86 43 34 88¢/y5 40 22 78 B4 85 8 69 3 33 22 35 62 @O 3D B4 B 38 24 35
Baltimare 83 @85 95 45 T &85 73 48 27 494 81 12 88 75 78 B3 75 46 25 23 52 €7 @9 44 30 47 72 51 57
Paterson 94 o5 87 € 58 98 40 52 74090 e2Slm gy a5 o s 82 52 a7 82 37 73 22 25 47 74 40 A1 63
3t Louis 95 91 94 €2 99 22 83 49 OF 61 78 13 40 70 42 S5 93 7B 49 56 42 @49 91 & 31 47 30 60 61
Cleveland 96 90 99 74 80 42 94 53 95 ©7 54 27 @9 60 65 63 04 79 61 40 47 84 81 15 22 26 76 63 62
Jersoy City 97 93 93 78 41 90 61 37 80%ss e28' 5 @1 85 79 63 72 3 1 6 40 91 84 37 49 I3 56 70 66
Datroit 98 99 83 88 94 83 46 47 89 90 67 38 61 I 77 B4 B9 57 50 12 44 79 77 43 53 53 62 67 &
Gory 99 100 84 99 B3 99 75 40 93 €6 B2 20 45 76 28 44 B8 40 68 77 32 93 HG 98 23 77 9O 30 44
Newrark 100 95 100 62 96 79 95 55 98 95 629 5 97 @5 79 2 96 75 40 62 S0 76 73 27 41 44 80 86 64

Factors ara dofined ot end of table.




TABLE 1 - PART B
CITY INDEX

Individusl Facior Ranks

31 Econcmic Factors

21 Demogrophic/Environmental Factors

Factors are defined at end of toble.

City 20 25 26 27 28 29 30 I {32 33 M 35 36 37 I8 I 40 41 42 43 44 45 a6 47 48 49 50 51 &2
Lincotn 77 2 65 4 138 2 so a5 w6 1857 26 16 69 46 2 11 2 mﬁwman aef3r 15 23 2elB2 22
Madison 9% 1 11 o4 2% 1 33 3 24 28 B 43 4 3 B9 49 34 B W0 22 16 14 2y 7 3287 14
D8 Maines A2 M1 4 17T 24 26 10 22 31 ] 1B 47 42 ©§5 68 39 Bl 6D 15 1§ ':a 20 2t 83 ™ 77 2
Omaha W 1 5t 4 3 27 B8 12 36 32 13 47 2 2B I/ 6 30 I 43 & 24 31 2/ I 18 50 0 3 20
Greensboro 9 2 20 4 19 38 5 8 1633 2058 232 3aciseel a4 3247 20 27 T 67 Y 23 20 43 WS B
Indianagolis %5 1 4B 3 1 n 13 7 9 S 23 W & 27 20 M r— T | ] 5 3 T3 42 B84 58 22 63 Td/e2 17
Honphulu B8 2z S50 4 47846 48 1 3 23 A2 30 46 5 2 & 37 94 47 84 80 17 w0 128 1 20
Tulsa 13 23 4 19 1S 87 39 5 34 24 20 95 328/79 s.r' 57 25€042 pa @31 67 82 75 5t 21 15 228fa2 35
Wichita 4 2 38 A4 8 4 8O0 3z 17 68 18 18 77 29 03 37 23 4% 12 27 35 68 33 39 14 48 14 55 28

| Vieginia Beach B0 3 2 7 4 1 22 A4 Al 4 55_1‘ wElzy 3 5 1 439 38 o8 1 96 _e9__16% 1 1 delzne
Jneksan a2z 772 @6 4 2@ T 30 870758 " 2867368 22 18 E/58 65 16 28 7 52 42 46 18 W19 6
Spokane 27 2 34 4 Ml 1w 8 B W a 61 69 50 90 79 42 71 72 18 44 A5 28 13 25 31 478/88 18
Fart Wayne 7 ¥ 12 4 BB 7 8 ¥ K 42 W 6 35 46 86 62 24 63 27 I 34 83 7 9 1w e 38N
Lexingtan 6l 4 27 4 8467 15 0 50824 aABEf74 65 33 A 4 B 43 1 12 47 6 a4 43 el 2 2aclag 28/
Sait Lake City 56 P N A 1 198728 24 i8 27 7 1 63 &6 B3 91 57 & B4 37 26 36 27 W 11 38 24¢/70 16
Lutboek 17 2 4 3 33gfsp 74 4p o9sfzy 38fge 4 6 2@ Y1 27 38 W 5 68 67 78 36 0 aagf sdize 25
Nashwille 9 2 @0 4 I 34 28 17 3 48 A4 BB B4 88 75 38 28 BY 40 17 42 28 88 8y 32 33 33¢f98 12
Seattln 84 2z 24 3 10 26 o9 11 3 s0 28 25 W s B1 81 35 37 67 9 60 B 26 8 2 47 41 B2 14
Charlatte 6 1 37 4 21 66 | 12 290 37 20 B4 33 24 43 33 29 26 30 31 63 8 66 87 16 46 WS4 &

| _Kroxville 30 3 35 4 sofes 26 20 13 2z 38 60 S| 37 40 _42 17 3233 1314 60 42 68 17 31 254/3a 4 |
Monigomery 7 4 13 4 W&73 28 6 nsm 12Efm BT a0 B0 16 31 A4 22 12 80 89 63 16 42534
Oklshoma Gty 22 2 30 & 7 20 59 40 51 21 46 B0 38 IJ2 50 20 64 47 13 S6 46 51 46 16 38 3041 26
Housten 2 1 1w 3s8f31 36 66 21 |:-. 17 24 91 B 19 4 53 22 61 3/ 19 51 44 73 52 27 27 24 9 12
Sacromonto 9 1 B0 4 6 45 38 2/ 8 20 37 5 71 3G 20 B 25 I 64 23 43 o 22 26 6 22 13 27 W0
San Dingo 4z 45 3 3IF 0 43 40 13 10 23 29 B 11 9 73 1 27 3@ 31 91 W B9 65 12 B mE'B S
Austin ] 1 8 3 &2 claa 16 2 23 9 2 T B8O 4 48 27 3 41 3@ 2B 88 99 79 12 17 3 18015 18
Shrevepaort 32 4 46 4 Geffe0 14 7 6 39 1 05 1 57 JO E5 40 69 79 0§ 1@ 62 48 3/ 15 19 0&f0 7
Son Jose 23 2 Bl A4 16 43 32 4 22 19 21 23 80 28/ acfer 16134 6 36 92 12 8 27 138/ 9 28 33 149}
Little Rock 9 3 8 4 2 52 18 16 158415 126¢/83 o4 66 82 72 53 V7B B0 18 B4 14 67 W0 13 1r 0dR
St. Paul M2 55 A4 W %68 _19 az&70  0&f24 13 33 a6 15 1923 417 11 _30_ 1 8 _208/3a 17 usshul
Syracuse & 2 26 4 36 3 14 44 a1 ag i1 18 6B 67 52 16 32 19 31 43 9 42 20 41 23
Fort Lauderdale 92 4 1 & 26817 65 30 308’ 1 apffer 74 e28/m tfss asfss 88 4 23 25 34 81 s&lgasiigd/ zsinrir‘
Milwaukes 2 1 65 3 6 6 69 5 52 69 43 65 16 23 19 66 i1 14 23 19 45 63 2 1 2 A B8 28
Balon Rouge 2 6 87 3 32884 17 2 46 25 10 02 76 12 A4 44 12 62 25 33 86 80 88 8 24811 258013 8
Minneapalis ("] 1 @3 4 30 14 EH7 3B 47 87 20 19 27 4% 47 64 48 32 60 17 2 ] ¥ 5 20 3 N a8 16
Colorado Springs 14 2 19 a4 50721 56 64 10911 y8fe6 62 13 @1 76 15 63 31 308005788 74822 affa0 ;Y 23
Portland 88 1 59 3 41 57 27 31 32 57 16 3 73 61 8 BG 38 45 68 7 20 21 i3 30 28 21 42 S0 14
Anahgim 33 3 10 4 63¥ 6 3/ 44 M a 17 12 67 78/ 12868 fas 42 6 68 41 81 3 19.:1'37 zasf 6¢/ agf
Denver 93 2 71 3 14 69 61 33 35 2% 4 91 34 49 90 42 25 2B 17 B/ 10 7 S6 10 72 19

| _Rocktord 3 2 %3 4 g g4 2 3 Cfﬁ'i 315044 €0 ad 9147 20 K416 _24_ B4 74 BT 7 255"142:‘:953"0-1 18
Daliss 89 16T 24 A 70 24 21 37 Al 87 93 25 16 B2 206 83 31 17 083 64 70 84 14 80 S8 17
Fort Worth 43 & 7 3 18 33 72 4B & a3 32 02 86 38 17 85 37 40 S8 7 49 64 68 36 084 5 2 a7
Corpus Christi &1 2 32 4 70%85 83 44 5 54 a4 96 58 9 13 s4 24 W 8B 14 7 8 B 20 17 21 a% 3 27
Mermphis 4 2 88 3 A 83 28 8 14 43 15 41 42 37 34 12 33 74 40 33 A0 34 80O 86 16 S0 25 26 15
Grond Rapids 74 2 B3 4 52 13 8 @0 3¢ 38 27 T 3 47 B5 23 3B S99 63 4 33 T3 I 4 N 5 38785 14
Prhioenix 65 z 9 4 8 3 23 47 4 5 ¢ a5 ar 17 6 60 25 068 29 30 7B 29 69 &2 2 65 27 1L a9
Richmang 6 2z 9 3 9 53 2 28 30 76 2 6245 e3S/oatfiep 490 84 1 7 11 8§ 20 23 28 20 40 3
Columbus, Oh. 48 2 74 4 12 71 52 35 26 38 18 20 S 38 33 35 44 9 19 28 32 6O 35 46 23 289 3I7sfen 13
Jdncksonville 713 4p 4 20 S8 71 61 2 26 6 B0 95 10 3 40 10 73 34 J BG M 76 SO 19 19 20 4 4

| Providenca 49 2 67 3 44 3v&l 7 28 a0 44 14 14 3 _61 96 7 51 42 0 1Y 12 32 6 85 26 29 43flg3 17
Tucsan 763 m@ 4 488fss 31 47 25 03 2B 34 B3 38 2 BA 32 B0 28 25 @8 8 ap 72 1 23 17 18 11
Albuquergua 57 3 49 65 0 75 28 37 32 ¥ 9 18 ©4 2 74 83 21 77 63 % @2 23 s6 5 7 44 BILE4 19
Columbus, Ga. 78 3 70 4 36%%es 28 0 2 77 ) 78 85 315458/ 3 asfen &1 33 83 o0 90 a5 ¢ 1 sdw &
Tecoma o6 i 47 4 BELfaz 2 3 22 58 28 5 78 41 64 8BS 3 w 8 4 65 75 48 2 26 W 24 857 14
Toledo 4 2 6 4 B2 s3I 41 11 36 56 10 35 44 49 10 77 1B 20 1 24 s 72 3 73 31 20 35875 15
Mobila 12 4 62 B 57 73 49 28 7 34 22 73 41 851 86 9 45 05 37 268/e08/8a saffsg 248/ 18l s 0
Cincinnati 91 2 88 3 36 SB1 47 32 41 §) A0 21 28 62 B0 63 39 1% 45 9 9 43 14 11 2 66 248747 13
Long Beach 25 2 76 3 48 41 a4 1B -w."iss 266/3% 54 55 20 89 9 49 51 19 B0 18 BS 31 109&/45s 31 & 4
Akren [ix] 2 54 4 23 & 24 1 37 a3 27 3B a3 1 12 42 1 1 3 46 65 45 67 25 & 42 -4 a9 af 65 17
Las Vegas 3 5 145 9 54 53 1616 !J 24550 98 14 80 2 81 53 20 B/ B6_ 92 713 60 20 2319
Louisville 20 2 6B 3 & 77 10 28 A3 4& 3 B 43 =98y cfsa 415/87 53 W 13 48 25 2/ 22 A7 3/ a4 12
Fresng 62 2 8 3 79%s8 30 24 20 26 25 42 37 68 42 I 86 9 78 17 83 64 41 6 S5 52 12 I 1
Worcester 0 2 a4 4 3B 22 45 32 35 IS 7 17 12 56 68 7 16 17 5 11 1 68 10 19 184 38 83 14s
Pittsburh 47 3 56 S5 69 25 20 37 55 64 20 22 13 66 95 60 46 W 46 6 4 62 2 34 34 56 39866 13
Kansas City 53 2 73 4 77 32 43 a1 6 63 B4 72 Y2 43 B4 34 36 40 30 17 37 61 50 60 27 6 61 20
San Franciseo @ 1 77 4 A8 85 4 26 63 6B 6B € 20 38 95 10 28 75 21 B0 6 34 48 3.44’ 6 26 37 20
St.Petersburg 52 3 3 5 34 28 60 8 3& 2 nsfda J0 62 72 93 3 M I3 17 48 63 s¢ 44 ssf g 28438108/
RAochéster 69 B | 3 63 4 37 3 53 82 52 9 17 67 92 30 28 46 48 23 30 17 12 15 28 17 17 B 20
Riverside 45 2 72 4 40%3s 30 2w 13 632 48 15 4 e 3 63 21 0 85 8 77 7 10&ss 39 128/ ¢/

| _Chettenooge | 65 2 32 6 evefag 6 20  8%f33 18%M8s e0 B0 o8 43 32 A9 76 12807a%/77 838fy2 27 46 35939 2
New Orieans 60 3 92 4 B7 87 48 9 9 72 47 @4 30 3B 8 18 48 22 75 23 38 19 48 84 24 16 ZSJ-‘} a
€l Paso M 3 5 2 m&4 79 52 12 iy 6 93 BI 6 66 36 18 60 14 15 ®4 87 9f 80 3 38 28824 N
Santa Ana 24 4 10 3 286 a3 62 4% zn &2 87 10 25 74 13 26 52 23 93 A1 95 24 19895 23 as.f el
Butfolo ar 6 28 4 B 11 42 %6 61 53 13 10 88 88 18 43 20 62 14 3 36 18 77 2 51 29 23
Washington, .C. 98 1| 96 3 5 84 20 33 66 sﬁf 63 90 40 42 37 29 46 B 55 28 6 13 38 66 2 51 159’ :m 12
Hartford 72 1 42 3 32 12 31 63 B4 43 60 2 7 B4 ¥ w0 s 4 7 B 6 16 4 88 22 13 agfler 1z
Miami 6 3 16 4 69 B2 73 46 €2 12 6 75 88 63 852 92 42 0 S5 5 17 3 23 84 &g s 2 7
Lot Angeles 57 1 75 3 B0 41 44 17 45 58 38 9% 54 18 18 BZ 6 32 66 29 B) 18 B4 0 19 38 44 4 B
Bridgeport 1 2 25 4 B8 8 6 8 G 46 44 B O B3 A7 32 10 21 16 25 41 26 43 &) 208 3 48866 22

| Birminghom 543 A A2 39 32 30 28 46 10 70 8465 1 46 €5 72 69 3 B 49 1% su__za__ 87 Gz a3
San Antonio § 2z B2 2 J4 @ 77 83 20 20 8 88 49 18 24 21 21 &7 13 29 J9 65 87 b4 FRRETETETIT
Tampa 80 4 22 4 43 42 68 41 28 6 17 @85 92 48 B4 7B 3B VW 63 11 3I6 63 B3I T8 a 26 24¢fa3 10
Atlanie 5 2 93 3 22 63 3 27 2 10 64 75 40 58 61 46 66 7. 7 27 &6 19 33 20 32 26 2/ 12
Ookland 4 2 B4 3 82 20 35 22 4% 0w 63 NV 1w 83 22 B 6 65 41 13Y s 12 2 14
Boston 8 a4 97 3 61 S0 16 42 §6 47 45 63 8 S0 76 20 42 12 64 W0 2 4 3 o0 18 25 49 589 24
Springfiete, Ma. 86 2 76 3 73%/3@ 24 42 27 40 26 40 15 43 7/ 24 21 13 71 29 39 €9 32 34 2810 3 6482
Norfolk 48 2 8 4 6 81 1 52 3 78 31 8320 22 73 3 33} 7 2 2w 76 77 15 83 w47 11 3 20
Dayton B4 2 88 A4 B4 B5 BS G5 43 70 49 B9 67 €9 63 5 S0 48 27 21 10 @ 20 17 25 32 1B&sn 15
Philadelphia 97 4 .95 3 95 Y6 B2 31 B9 i 4% 30 11 31 1 45 23 13 35 23 62 24 62 56 24 4B 18
| Chicage ... 0. 2 B B B M 75 29 &1 6354 5625 7 21 18 |1 23 11 18 25 B4 37 6374 g_a_+ 82 ._50__..% .
Hawe Yotk o 7 89 1 85 38 &1 32 71 6 48 69 5 30 g8 6 3 32 0 2 51 o1 23 3 21
Flint 73 3 8 4 B3 23 40 6 42 S8 85 31 52 mﬁf:uif 57 9% 61 12 8 85 17 53 3%13 sﬂ" 81 1r
Baltimare 89 4 ©3 3 78 86 54 58 61 69 57 77 23 43 23 25 30 35 43 23 28 9 24 47 25 53 7atlag
Paterson 20 6 78 4 63919 314 47 s 57 %0 6557 4 44 B3 1 43 24 1@ 26 57 o8 47 62 209128/ 5|£!
51, Louis a 4 29 a3 53 88 62 43 57 79 56 61 L ) 62 26 47 a4 Th 2 1 ag G 8 17 55 423" %] 14
Clevaland 61 4 B a4 78 31 61 56 75 53 39 24 48 27 0 37 81 82 14 19 22 21 a4 26 ,67%13%6s oo
Jorsoy City W &6 83 4 go ez sa 40 70 64 ap 4% 2 34 80 2 20 30 24 30 2 71 72 82 23926 45 18/ 188
Detroit 26 6 80 3 46 35 46 4 B0 74 B2 937 22 30 21 43 26 38 36 23 S2 61 B0 40 23 G0 W 74 27
Gary 3 4 7 6 e6%a0 56 34 33 60 5 52 a2 B 5 28 19 52 55 33 76 91 82 9 20958 so e 9
Mevark B4 6 94 3 B9 72 41 50 69 70 B4 535 6 20 s 8 33 18 44 26 49 27 45 88 23813 I & 15
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TABLE 1 - PART C
CITY INDEX
Indvidual Factor Ranks
8 Crime Factors 20 Recreation, Education and Other Factors
City 53 54 B5 66 57 53 60 60 |61 62 61 @4 65 63 67 68 € 70 71 Y2 13 74 73 76 71 @ 9 80
Lincain 1 1 4 22 2 2 38 2 7 B 2 15 B 27 X 68 " 18 74 63 49 32 28 FA | s/ B 7
Madison 3 3 1 27 8 1 65 3 1 4 7 17 3 7 33 15 1 8§ 50 21 14 15824 1 1 5§I12£flasf
Des Moinos 32 & 16 13 3 11 78 18 32 s4 7 2 2 31 23 #N HH t 18 B W@ 8 1 21 19 W 15 12
Ciahe 49 1 20 49 6 46 28 22 42 I8 O 9 46 43 26 3 H) 13 30 8 665 30 22 40 MEf32 ¢ 9
Greensbare 8 63 19 21 12 5 U6 B 10 44 8 23 27 asdl4g 77 28 3 61 19 86 22 27 20 @ 19 17 i)
Indianapals 4 1 37 61 13 15 8 23 43 30 8 A4 87 41 54 A8 65 13 38 © #3 38 37 3 35 2519892
Honalulu 4 65 t7 14 19 3 2 4 28 I8 g a5 4 23 5 5 60 15 6 64 B 23 3 37 01 46 24 12
Tulsa 12 43 31 38 8 43 33 32 43 55 @ 37 56 40 30 22 63 44 35 27 38 te i3 33 24 28 N 128/
Wichita 23 40 30 6 20 14 58 19 37 WM 7 32 48 37 46 9 49 21 32 73 67 1@ 28 168/83s/ 15/ 108/
__ﬂ..‘n_mr_u______ 2 41_ 268 4 15 25 1 S\ B8 7 62 50 32 53 g5 67533 74 26 &0 aa_t'en ef4i_ g6 63 1i.ﬁf14d-'
. 32 58 12 15 17 26 17 36 7 8 i1 “23-??6 Hﬂ 56 12 20 26 22 36 54 22 27 16 12
Spom 7 14 9 32 22 3 73 2 27 a8 6 1 17 33 1a a4 2 9 13 31 84 62 38 20 20 188 3=flrd
Fort Wayne 7 1 2 24 W 2 7 1 3 1 7 25 53 33 48 41 6 74 185 72 21 14 3% 26 36 wael3
Lexington 24 13 21 4 3 4 66 F 5 B7 6 38 43 ’a? 49 3 123 ™M a4 70 68 46 a8 20 27 i4 L]
Salt Loke City 47 88 12 65 62 20 84 0 8 I 9 2 & 53 9 % 7 24 26 61 7 63%ags’ s 2 a2l ael ge/
Lubbock 5 45 63 53 32 47 55 B 18 80 A8 5 856 35 37 60 13 39 30 48 83 48 28 a4 42 3mEl 24 gf 118/
Nashville 60 42 64 20 32 30 36 30 21 84 8 38 W 45 3 B4 45 4 33 24 61 34 35 9 5 25 1"
Seattle 54 34 27 6 48 49 60 35 14 48 B 36 33 3 6 40 M 0 4 84 21 35 20 26 da 385 m sf 128/
Charlotte 34 47 70 18 81 52 40 W 39 53 7 34 30 so@21 g0 47 & 2 11 67 42 37 31 8 &5&/zmelasl
| _Knaxville 26 _65__36 12 3138 13 39 12 38 _ 7 _10_ 16 35%es s 10 32 51 1047 43 24 76 Iescliagl
Mont 1B 19 79 21 4 37 9 4 17 6 13 21 56 62 3/ 6 7 74 a6 62 28 25 20 18 52 rﬂf‘u
Okighoma City B 87 50 77 62 S89 42 47 43 43 B 33 2 s2 27 24 64 27 42 868 2 40 50 25 14 13
Houston 61 18 72 43 35 7 O 47 42 92 O B4 32 48 ©3 88 65 26 34 59 38 513 40 60 8 df 27 rJ 1 :uJ
Sacramento 54 37 48 67 68 66 62 41 26 6 7 24 40 40 233 67 2 185 & 62808 77 W I3 N 43 02
Ban Diege A28 17 W 2B 2 H2 2 I 6 8 &1 38 54 40 65 2B 13 47 ?251 ral ™Gy 30 I8 725 14
Austin 19 33 29 69 28 13 49 13 4 41 8 39 37 22wLE9 87 4 M A1 64 20 Y3 B0 12 35 9 17 4
Shreveport 6 6 53 5 7 35 22 3 47 73 7 17 44 4582 63 M 6 a8 27 6 54sfa78i3s 48 698 r9singl
San Jose 0 30 14 40 40 18 45 28 35 2 7 57 68 34 88 19 W W 0 M 8 sieisfmw 77 64 B 14
Littla Rock 8 16 65 69 65 85 B8 27 42 €0 6 11 33 21 24 8! 53 40 31 3% 25 56 27 6 9 MEiqpuiiasl
St Paul .53 47 11 _30 S0 51 23 44 11 39 6 9 29 =dla3 52 62 14 24 78 9 5 6 _13 13 39 16 14
Syracuse 41 © 6 25 31 27 20 14 6 49 6 16 24 28 26 a2 12 1w 28 2 20 2859w 3&s0f 08 787
Fort Lauderdale a3 64 B? 10 6 & @87 a0 s2 4 3 27 2 s a4 17 = 2 1w o 9 eoSivz a3 w2 60
Mitwauken 37 22 26 11 4 12 18 33 2 19 8 49 67 22 I 2 W A 58 23 4 15 g a1 sz & ieH a3/
Baton Rougo 4 12 8 23 20 78 27 91 23 67 B 49 A1 208y 62 21 28 74 u7 68 54 47 27 64 67¢/13gf 1 ay‘
Memphis L=t R 62 82 49 A0 34 26 40 G5 8 A3 33 32 60 47 &7 4 20 14 ™M 27 30 34 a6 42 27
Colorado Serings 35 37 22 060 34 16 S5 22 29 73 7 28 34 8 16 11 55 a4 sz 22 95 67 71 1w 2 (88iapsl msf
Portland G4 38 3% B3 72 B2 B 5O 256 3w 7 B A0 18 M 28 27 3 27 60 17 44 z2 24 1y (292459
Anaheim 3 54 43 53 23 52 58 2 61 7 44 39 3m 7845 3 o58/p0 vs5Sfenctlas 9-’&2 1w |4
Denver 92 77 61 51 53 31 33 8 34 8§ 9 14 10 40 30 & 2B 11 63 49 26 479 16
Rock ford 7 41 54 S0 64653 __7_ 40 55 :u.dfg\,___@ 801674807236 15 a:ish:r'h’ QJ'MSI"
Dalias 78 64 69 @85 34 A2 56 8 B 14 1 28 23 41 27 47 15 a4 1M 24 2 d
Fart Worth 4 B0 57 46 44 9 ag 3 ] L7 7 A0 68 as 44 ?5 € 32 23 B 73 31 3/ 26 m M o2 12
Carpus Chrlsti 14 1 24 31 33 68 A4 15 B 68 7 34 &6 25 S M G 6 Y4 20 6 51 H8 37 3 1 11 1
Mesmphis 9 55 52 B2 A9 40 44 26 40 65 B 46 33 32 80 47 57 14 20 44 YA 27 30 34 25 Az 27 13
Grand Ropids 20 & 31 42 36 B 42 4 23 27 7 8 43 84 57 20 A2 z2 G8 A2 B0 39 41 38 ¥ ngsf ::r &f | <f
Phoonix 33 82 32 46 M 53 B3 96 B i3 8 47 57 &8 20 a4l W 37 w66 a1 w850 N i)
Richmeond 73 53 77 §9 37 57 62 28 15 50 6 8 21 13 96 42 21 42 57 12 20 24 .33 1 1 58¢ 8¢/ 10 1w 1 1 w
Cotumbus, Oh. 5 2% 33 4 57 28 63 30 n 1 8 6 45 37 45 mooan 32 ac 0 37 1 lg-'; 11 41 ‘e 133*'16 ) 14 &/
Jecksonville 43 2 61 6 A4 71 A6 16 49 62 8 42 54 3Baz 6 67 26 36 30 B2 1 55 40 34 eV Y
| _Providence 30 42 y2 1 29 26 1 712 13__6_10 72 8%74 20 5 24 65 32 13 25 20 6_33 717240
Tucson ZZ 27 6 a4 76 60 78 29 17 64 7 21 25 63 51 49 13 25 21 S8 S8 49 52 27 74 28 20 10
Albuguerque 3 S0 28 73 53 M4 8 w22 8 7 12 20 87 32 7 37 1/ 12 83 89 S2 63 13 66 4 19 !2
Calurbius, Go. 20 7 an 2 17 10 6 16 A9 49 5 190 73 245y 65 73 17 74 43 B 33 57 W@ 28 40 17
Tacorma 27 68 41 08 30 42 47 I8 80 4 4 22 67 37 % 7 W6 21 2 63 83 71 62 31 83 aasly el :NJ
Taledo 56 11 30 66 29 21 76 16 37 23 0§ 49 63 S0 48 13 G2 B 68 A5 67 10 5 42 30 A8 19 12
Mohile 45 54 44 28 33 68 25 12 38 70 6 16 34 50 58 63 Gl 26 60 49 2 08 3B I 23 3 B sf 13
Cincinnati 52 44 46 70 42 §6 39 20 1 4 7 31 45 38 19 7 25 13 49 50 2 111w 26 38 m zr-f
Long Beach 72 0 47 52 45 A4 17 A48 28 58 5 €1 61 47 52 % 9 45 33 85 e 8295793 61 55
Axron 47 25 41 62 32 32 68 27 33 24 7 48 72 3B 81 6 38 24 67 47 48 12 12 38 & 19& d e sﬂ’
| _Lss Vegos BA 50 71 _05 80 93 B9 _6C_38 85 6 __4 1 619 1 g1 4 32 i 75 43 79 48 37 M1 61 ,‘—,”:Z,@_‘_'*“EE ......
Louisvilla 58 36 61 37 30 26 14 40 25 32 7 .32 24 3B a7 65 85 26 @6 15 3 65 37 22 11 W0 & 1
Fresno a2 71 a2 4@ es 3w @0 49 23 12 7% 3 ap s5d/s0 67 3@ 15 €68 6/ 65 B3 66 28 69 S 19 11
Viarcester 50 51 18 12 63 24 10 72 10 i5 4 J0 63 2 90 @8 17 10 74 6 B4 14 47 17 37 2 24 10
Pittsburgh 9% 35 A0 &4 18 67 & 61 10 1 7 2 24 21 30 12 % 14 37 36 12 8 3 15 32 sagizsel ouf
Kansas City 77 856 69 M 65 83 H7 37 A4 a7 g8 47 22 46 gf a3 43 52 34 35 3 30 417 34 42 18 15 22 12
San Francisco B2 49 G0 86 46 ©68 48 B9 31 47 7 33 5 I 1w 21 46 39 15 1 4 72 42 16 47 a9sim 14
St. Patertburg 48 27 13 35 66 85 56 3 42 It 6 46 21 51&/20 36 5 3B 16 56 66 85 87 M A4 45 I 12
Rochester B5 1 26 15 49 8 S8 28 13 27 8 22 31 12 a1 83 23 28 a8 17 5 3 2 4 s8&/rscf gdi3g/
Riverside 21 24 W0 47 61 B84 sS4 N ] B B 3 N B8 B3 M4 1B 328/ 74 81 85 7% 89 18 7MW 2 el 12
| _Chantanoogs 19 18 54 B 23 60 41 38 40 67 6 14 13 5030 44 57 17 B2 82 S1_ A 8 26 12 _rogiwgeliagl |
Now Orieans 76 23 75 41 14 55 16 63 24 86 8 A0 10 14%5/€0 80 43 21 17 38 32 668 55 30 48735l 28]
El Pasg e an L] 2 27 18 19 25 43 80 B 37 4 -‘1‘51”63 B2 G625 22 0 ar 86 &% a2 ?& 3 2?2}' 13
Santa Ana 40 29 0 85 BB 34 72 A% 5 65 2 856 o0 s1&m 3w a2 45 72 938/93 7seleactian 82 72 2d/12
Buffalo 7103 A6 48 25 23 18 Bl W4 5 8 a7 sz 4 72 1 M 11 46 7 36 9 21 36 snclardaaion/
Washington, [.C. 94 31 8 B0 W 62 28 17 4 26 8 50 19 13886 5t 2 19 1 37 1 78 85 2 3833 szl
Hartfard 87 & as 67 77 88 70 69 20 5 10 15 13 91 30 20 31 3¢ 33 2 13 3 3 5ﬁ el22 18 8
Minrmi 79 3% 74 BO 75 97 60 31 45 48 7 3 S0 51243 2w 19 2 7 69 3 60 36 W 09 a8 25 1:1
Los Angales 67 28 5 73 43 76 18 55 33 31 8 60 62 61 2 50 53 45 38 028/a4 82 57 42 56
Bridgeport 8 1 3 9 B 20 64 67 3% 2 1 41 0 17¥9e3 713 % 3 52 @ 80 . mcf:mcf IEJ 181 st/
Sirmingham__ 63 40 B0 72 30 @6_ 41 86 38 21 7 7 21 3 B9 B0 95 N 55 8 92 29 19 40 20 s9c/i16ge/ipf/ |
Ser Antonio 18 59 1 33 47 38 32 19 43 83 © 49 85 38 73 37 62 16 53 99 @1 61 868 33 &4 A0 24€1138
Tampa 63 43 B2 64 0 ©4 74 21 24 63 7 34 11 28 7 36 24 a3 15 55 62 69 53 28 40 63gfzss/ae/
Atlanta 83 61 85 93 86 96 67 41 B B8 7 20 3 5 22 69 JN 7§ 7 6 46 32 30 31 73 23 n
Oakland 85 4 02 90 78 92 75 67 44 44 5 60 6 11 f 21 44 20 73 94%Ma5 728042839 65 60 18
Bosten 92 13 65 79 59 72 20 13 B 9 B 45 42 6 34 B4 8 17 2B 87 6 64 34 14 61 es5d agf M!-"
Saringfiald, Ma. 45 1 3 16 52 91 N 67 43 18 7 23 66 180 51 96 3 N 16 € 50 23 17 42 o6& 1Y 6
Nortolk B0 44 65 63 25 73 43 19 35 6 7 35 S5 20 66 05 46 3B 43 26 80 58 64 30 9 W W a
Dayten 8 1 §3 78 79 77 B2 46 21 7 7 W 23 6 3I5 B i4 23 41 4 40 37 3 13 48 245 58 ;¢
Priladelphia 0 19 6 3 5 37 1 42 2B 66 8 57 64 49 92 14 S 19 50 13 60 45 16 28 45 85 27 11
. Chicago 8 52 73 _58__8 64 31 52 33 63 0850 E» 30 g7 _46_ B4 6 76 A 87 26 41 mﬁf‘mﬂmshaif .
New York B9 4 ©4 B5 36 87 4 54 39 78 9 62 BO 15 8§ 23 53 10 19 68 46 84 43 a2 g3affer 28 14
Flint 55 48 62 01 73 o8 86 20 45 51 6 27 67 41 @2 56 22 28 74 43 78 59 EO 34 g0 30 8 12
Baltimoro B 16 Y8 61 16 85 24 43 27 35 4 52 63 51 B4 @ 32 W63 40 42 53 40 20 30 48 24 /
Paterson 80 1 e 3 8 79 7 64 B3 852 1 68 78844 e 23 s w&a w0 w29 73tlaz s vadl 19§f mﬁ
St. Louis 91 39 87 88 74 %0 77 65 12 40 8 3\ 8 34 77 0§ ¥ W 3 M M 17 29 14 4 569»’ 2080108/
Clevalgnd 88 zo #6 B! 26 63 12 70 20 3 B8 43 47 62 79 27 46 3 69 & 10 128 a4 m s5 e7¥m 9-" as!
Jersay City B 12 88 B # B 2 O & @2 3 2 u ude N W 0 WA W 2H LA 745/ 21 8/ 751'
Datrait 95 14 69 04 ©9 B0 20 68 41 61 8 56 66 60 27 16 58 41 54 34 69 38 82 60 28
Gary 74 53 B8 84 59 70 3 5 %0 M 9 55 68 s2¥ea 72 2 16 W 65 W &7 aJuF*'oa & 8118/
Newark 93 60 B4 87 60 94 13 66 37 20 & 65 65 1 97 84 68 16 19 77 26 70 31 44 40 78Fnd a8
Fectory are defined at end of toble.




TABLE ' — PART D
INDIVICUAL FACTORS AND SOURCES FOGR CITY INDEX

cation and sthor factors,

L

21

23.

24,

ﬁ‘rCommLm Fanks: A - olt 80 factors walghted equally. 8 - rank besed on average of four major cotegory ranks.
-WSubgrnup Ranks: © - based on 31 economic factors; D - based on 21 demographic and envirenmental factars; £ « based on B crima foctors; F - based on 20 eecreation, edu-

s/ df 8/ £ ana Yses notes for individual fectors,
Economic Factors
1973 per cepita income. Sources: intarnational City Management Associotion, The Municipal Year Book 1976, /1972 deta.

1073 per caplta income CCAOCC: central clty 8s percent of outside centrad clty. § o Advisory © ission on Intergovernmental Relations, Trends in Metropolitan
America, February 1977, £/1970 data colculated trom 1972 City County Data Book.

1975 housing c?nstm:lioﬂ costs per square foot as percent of per copita income.  Sources: National Associstion of Home Bullders, Construetion Cost Dala Components,
June 1976,  S/Cost of censtruction per square foot is for a nearby city.

1975 hospital room costs as percant of per capita income. Sources: Mutual of Omaha, “Semi Annual Health Care Cost Study,” October 1976,

1973 automoblle and truck registrations per 1,000 population.  Saurces: \LS. Department of Transportation, Mighway Statistics, 1973. S/State average ratio. /1975
Stanistical Abstract,

1972 percant, employees covered by bus transit (% mile band).  Sources: U.5. Department of Transportation, [974 National Transportarion Report, Urban Dara Supplement,
May 1976, S/ Add 13 percent {average increase) to Indicator 65; 1977 percent of population covared by bus transit (% mite band).

1975 electric {residentiol rates) 1000 KWH a5 percent of per capita intome,  Source: Federal Power Commission, “All Electric Homes in the US.." January 1, 1975,

1975 alectric (commercial rates in dollars] monthly/1500 KWH, Source. Federal Power Commission “Typicel Electric Bills 1978."

1975 electric (industrial rates in doltars) per 60,000 KWH.  Sourca: Ibid.

1975 natural g4y retes for 1,000 cubic fest ss percant of per capits incoms. Sources: US, Department of Commerce, 1972 Census of Manufectures. S/State svarage.

136319?2 percent changa in retail sales in the central city. Sources: Advisary Commission on Intarg i Hetati Trends in Merropalitan A merica, February 1977,
Ll Caloulted from 1962 and 1972 Census of Retail Trade,

19831972 percantage point changs in manufecturing employment (CC/SMSA),  Scurcos:  Ibid, &/ caloulated from 1972 Census of Manifactures,

1972 valuo added in manufacturingfwages pald, Source: Coloutated from 1972 Census of Manufactures,

1972 value added in manufaciuring/employees. Source: Ibid.

1970 median house velue {CC/CCC) in percent.  Source: U.5. Department of Commercs, 1970 Census of Housing.

1975 building permils per 10,000 populstion.  Source: U.S. Cepartment of Commerce, Bureau of Census, Comstruction Reports: Howusing Authorized by Building Permits and
Public Contrects, 1975 Summary.

1975 building permits [CC/OCC) in percent. Source: Ibid.

1876 per capita bank deposits in thousand dollars. Source: FDIC, S v af 4 fs and Deéposits i all Commercial and Mutual Savings Ranks, Juns 30, 1975,

1975 average snnupk unemgloyment rate, Sources: Employment and Training Report of the President. $/Rate of January 1976, from U.S. Department of Labor, Bureou of
Labor Statisties, Enployment & Earnings. 4 Colorado Manpower Review, Vaol. X111, No. 11, Novembar 1976,

1974 wlephonas per 100 populat 5 AT & T wong Lines, The World Telephones 1974, Segrimated based on percent of housing with telephones from [972 City
County Data Book.

1874 per caplta city debt as parcent of per capita income. Sgurce: U.S., Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, City Govermment Finances 1974-75,

1975 per capita nonschool taxes as a percent of per capits incoms.  Sources: Advisory C ission on W | Helati Trends in Metropolitan America, February
1977. &iCalculated from City Governunent Fimamces in 1974-75,

1960-1972 annusl parcent changs in assassod value of real property,  Sources: Ibid. £/Caleutated fram 1972 Census of Governments, \iol. 2, Part 1, “Taxabis and Other Property
Values."

1975 finance end general control government employees per 10,000 population.  Sourcs: U.S. Departmont of Commerce, Bureau of Census, City Employment in 1975,

19786 municlpal bond rating.  Scurce: International City Management Association, The Municipal Year Book 1976, Bond rating = AAA=1, AA=2, A1=3, A=4, BAAI=S,
BAA=G, BAnT, Be, CAA=D, CA=10, C=11,

1875 AFDC recipionts per 10,000 population,  Source: LS. Oepartmont of Health, Education and Wellara, Recipients of Public Assistence Money Payments and Amounts of
Such Payments, 8y Program, Stare, and County, Febeuary 1975,

1675 city fire roting. Sources: International City Manag WA intion, The Municipal Year Book 1976, -“Average rating of other cities in the same state.

1975 cost of eating out 38 percant of par capits daily income.  Sources: Survey of Buying Power, "Sales and Market Management,” 1978, S/Estimated based on the prices given
by major chain hotel restaurants, U7 Average Yor nenrby cithes.

1975 per capita subsidized amount of food stamps in dotlors,  Sources: U.S. Department of Agriculure, Food and Nutrition Service Food Stamp Program Statistical Summary
of Operations, Juna 1975. $/State averaga.

1874 commercial banking offices per 100,000 population.  Source: FDIC, 8 y of Deposits in all C clal and Mutual Savings Banks, June 29, 1974,
1975 percent of hauseholds with effective buying income under $15,000. Source: Survey of Buying Power, “Salas and Marketing Managemant,” 1976,

Cemographic/Eaviranmental Factors
1973 population donsity {personsfocrel.  Sources: Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Ralatlons, Trends in Metropolitan Americe, February 1977, Elpopuiation was
estimated based on 1970 and 1973 city population in Statistical Abstract 1976, Area was calculated from U.S, Bureau of Census, Boundery and Annexation Survey 1970.1973,

1970:1976 net population migration in percent.  Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Buresu of Consus, “Population Estimates,” Current Populaiion Reports, Series P-26,
1976. S/Estimated sssuming oirths equal deaths,

1960-1970 percentage poin} charga in ratio of white population to otal population. Source: Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rolations, Trends in Metro politarn
America, February 1977, /Calculation based on data from J967 and 1972 City County Data Books.

1974 votars per 10,000 voting population. Source: America Votes 1T, 1974, Elections Research Center, 1975, £Mp73 vores. K@’Emmmwm 1972 and 1974 votes.
1972 diverces per 100,000 population.  Soures: LS. Department of Health, Education and Weifare, Vital Statisties of the United States, Val. |11, 1972,

1875 deaths per 100,000 population.  Sources: U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Reported Morbidity and Mortality in the United Srates, 1975, £/ Estimated
based on dato from Vital Statistics of the United Stares, Vol 11, Pert B, 1973,

1975 deaths from influenza and proumonia per 100,000 population.  Sources: |hid. £/ Estirnated based on date from Vital Statistics of the United Stetes, Veol. 11, Part 8, 1073,
1973 suicides per 100,000 populatien, Source: U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, V'ital Statistics of the Umited Siates, Vol. 11, Part 8B, 1973,

1976 infant deaths per 100,000 population.  Sources: U.S. Department of Heaith, Education and Weltare, Reported Morbidity and Morrtality in the United States, 1975, Elestimated
based on date from Vitel Statistics of the United States, Vol. !, Part B, 1973,

1973 motor vehicle deaths per 100,000 population.  Source: ULS. Department of Health, Education anrd Weliare, Viral Statistics of the United States, vol. 11, Pant 8, 1973,
1973 all ather sccidentsi geaths per 100,000 population, Source: Ibid.

1976 hospitals per 100,000 population.  Source: American Hospital Asseciation, Hospital Statistics, 1978, & par sMSA.

1975 hospital beds per 100,000 population.  Seurce: Ibid.

1974 physiclans per 100,000 population,  Source: Bureow of Census, J975 Sratistical Abstract,

1975 registered nurses per 100,000 population 5 American Hospital Association, Mospitel Statistivs, 1976,

1975 nursing home beds per 1,000 copulation B8 and over.  Source: U.S. Dupartmant of Health, Education and Welfare. Directory of Nursing Home Faciiities {Regional Volumes),
December 1975.

1975 parcent sunshine.  Sources: National Oceanic and Atmoespheric Administration, Climatodogical Deta, 1976 Annual Summary. &/5ama as for nearby city. 1976 Sreatistical
Abstract.

1974 particulates mmg/m3.  Source: U,S. Environmantal Protection Agency, Air Quality Date, 1974 Anaval Statistics, August 1978. £/ Average of 50 percentile and 70 percentile
levels.

1974 CO mg/m3,  Sources: |eid, ;;JAW"“ of G0 percentite and 70 percentila lovals, 9/ Estimated based on given CO concentration data ond highway CO emission data from
1974 National Transportation Report, Urban Date Supplement.




TABLE 1 — PART D — CONTINUED
INDIVIDUAL FACTORS AND SCQURCES FOR CITY INDEX

fries, (1972},

Commerce.

Moy 1976. £'Estimate bosed on average of proximal and similar sized cities.

averages for six manths ending September 30, 1876}, £

with value close to averaga value in the state.
75. 1976 per capita firm gifts for United Wey in collars.  Source: Ibid.

Chamber of Commarce.

Business Patterns.
78, 1975 park acreage por 10,000 population.  Sources: Imternational City

79, 1976 golf courses per 100,000 populati

Recreation and Park Yearbook, 1966. &/ For the nearby city. 2

51. 1975 hesting dsgree days.  Source: National Oceanic and A heric Administration, Cli logical Data, 1975 Annual Summaery. €/5ame 2s for roarby city.
§2. 1975 average wind speed Imfs). Source: Ibid.
Crima Factors

3. 1976 robberies per 100000 pcputation. Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uhiform Crime Report, 1975,

54. 1975 neglipent manslaughter cer 100,000 population. Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Report, 1975,

5. 1975 \L ghter per 100,000 population. Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Reporr, 1975,

56. 1975 rapes per 100,000 population.  Sowrce: Federsl Bureau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Report, 1975

67. 1975 burglarfes per 100,000 population, Source: Federal Bursau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Report, 1975,

58, 1975 assaults per 100,000 population. Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Report, 1975,

89. 1976 larceny per 100,000 population. Source: Fedaral Bureau of Investigstion, Uniform Crime Report, 1975,

60. 1975 motor thefts per 100,000 population, Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Report, 1975,

Recreation, Edueation and Other Factors

61. 1974 scholars per 100,000 populstion.  Source: Directary af Americen Scholars, Volumes 1-4, AR, Bowker Co., New York and Londan, 1974, SlEstimated by CAUR.

B82. 1975 library wolumes per 100 population. Source: Ameérican Directory of Libraries, 1976,

63. 1976 TV stations per 100,000 populetion.  Source: Broadcasting Yearbook, 1976: Broadcasting Publications, Inc., 1976. /Chicago and Gary are In the same broadcasting area.

B4. 1975 radio stations per 100,000 population.  Socurce: fbid.

B5. 1975 hotel end matel rooms per 10,000 population.  Source: Official Hotel and Resort Guide, January 19785, S/From American Auto Association.

66. 19?2-19_?3 student }muhnr ratio in publlc schools. Sour:ps.‘ Research Memo, ”Studemﬁtaif Aatios, 1972-73," Educational Research Sarvice, Inc., August 1974, S‘rc‘lmnly ar
Parish-wida data. &/ .8, Department of Health, Education and Weltare, Directory of Public Elementary and Secondary Schools in Selected Districts, Fall 1972, &/Estimated
using 1968 data.

67. 1972 tion ang or estabiishments per 100,000 pepulation.  Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Buresu of the Census, /972 Census of Selected Service Indus-

68. 1972 eating and drinking astablishmants per 100000 population.  Source: LS. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1972 Census of Retall Trade, 11972).
69, 1974-1975 anrollmants in higher education per 1,000 gopulation, Sources: Nattoral Conter for Educations! Statistics, Rducation Directory, 1974-75, &/From City Chambar ol

0. 1972 percent ?l‘ population covered by bus tronsit (% mile band).  Sourca: U.S. Department of Transportation. /974 National Transporiation Report: Urbon Data Supplement,
73. 1974 gir passengers par 1,000 population., Source: Supplement to the Handbook of Airlivie Statistics, 1974,

72, 1976 circulation of dally newspapers as percent of hauseh’,o?ds, Sources: ABC Dally Mewspapor, Proliminary figures as filed with the Audit Buresu of Circulation, (Circulation
Supplemant 1o ABC Newspapsr FAS-FAX, Novernber 30, 1976,

73. 1076 lawyers per 100,000 population, Source: Martindale-Hubbell Law Directory, Martindale-Hubball Inc., 1977,
74. 1976 contributions 1o United Way as percent of effective buying income. Source: United Way of America, Measwrements of Campaign Performance, 1976. LlEgye ngarby City

78, 19768 museums per 100,000 pepulation, Sources: Amerlcon Association of Museums, The Official Musewm Directory 1977, Nationol Ragister Publishing Ce., Inc. &/ From City

77. 1974 raligious organizations per 100,000 population. Sources: U.S. Department of Commerca, Bureau of Census, 1974 Couniy Businesy Patterns. &lerom 1973 County

iation, 1876 Unpublished Data. S/From Nations! Recreation and Park Association,

Managers
Recreation and Park Yearbook, 1966, S/ From 1975 fnformation Please Aimanac. £'For the nearby city.

Sources: Imtarnational City Managers Association, 1975 Unpublishod Cata. slirFrc»rrl National Recreation and Park Association,
Recreation and Park Yearbook, 1966, 2 From 1970, 1973 or 1974 Councy Business Patterns, o the nearby ity,

80, 1976 swimming peols per 100,000 pomalaﬂon. Sources: rmw;mtional City Managers Aaocluﬁn. 19756 Unpublished Data. s"(Fm
From city telephone directory. —

1 National Recreation and Park Associstion,
From city Chamber of Commerce. Jme City Recreation Department.

generalization to state that older cities are less attractive. The
founding date of a city does, however, appear to be much more
highty correlated with the subscore for the economic factors
{r of -0.63) than with the other categories. Indicators that
correlate with city founding date of +/-0.60 or greater are as
foliows: motor vehicle thefts per 100,000 population {r of -0.52);
population density (¢ of -0.53); AFDC recipients per 10,000
population (r of -0.51); residential electrical rates/per capita
income (r of -0.57); commercial electrical rates (r of -0.63);
industrial electrical rates (r of -0.52); and naturai gas rates/per
capita income {r of -0.53).

Cities were also ranked within each of the four general
categories, Based on the 31 economic factors, Las Vegas and
Lincoln emerged as the highest ranked cities, with Newark
ranked lowest. When scores were tallied for the 21 demagraphic
and environmental factors, Madison was well ahead of second
ranked St. Paul, and Chattanooga was lowest. Based on the
eight crime factors, Lincoln and Virginia Beach ranked most
favorable with Las Vegas least favorable. Finally, with respect
to the 20 recreation and education factors, Madison again led
by a large margin and Gary and San Jose ranked lowest.

The Subcategory Rankings

The 80 indicators in the City Index reflect four broad
areas of a city's attractiveness: economic, demographic/environ-

mental, crime and recreational/educational conditions. City scores
were ranked for each of the four subcategories (Table 1, Columns
C, D, E and F) as well as for the individual indicators. As in the
composite Index, the more attractive the city’s relative standing,
the nearer it ranked to 7. As a basis for comparison, the median
and extremes for each indicator begin on page 11. Omaha and
Lincoin have been included to illustrate a possible use of the
Index by any city.

Economic Indicators. A total of 31 indicators have been
used to measure economic conditions in the 100 cities in the
study (Figure 2). The economic composite scores for these 31
economic conditions were highest for Las Vegas, Lincoln, Tulsa,
Houston and Virginia Beach. Ranked lowest were Philadelphia,
Baltimore, Hartford, Springfield {Mass.), Cleveland and Newark.

Twelve of the economic indicators measured per capita
well-being, Per capita income was highest in Fort Lauderdale
{$5,485) and lowest in San Antonio {$2,892), with per capita
income of the median city being $3,763. The percent of house-
hoids with effective buying incomes after taxes of less than
$15,000 was lowest in Honolulu (24,3 percent) and highest in
Colorado Springs {36 percent). AFDC recipients were fewest in
Fort Lauderdale (179.6 per 10,000 population) as compared
with the highest ratio reported in Baltimore (1,590.4 per 10,000).
Per capita subsidized amounts of food stamps were lowest in
Madison ($3.60) and highest in New Orleans {$58.10). Per
capita bank deposits were highest in San Francisco ($28,800)




and lowest in Virginia Beach ($1,100). Telephones per capita
were most numerous in Washington, D.C. (130.3 per 100 popu-
lation) and least numerous in Corpus Christi (54.7 per 100).

In relation to per capita income, per capita nonschool
taxes were lowest in Little Rock (2.12 percent) and highest in
Lexington (11.82 percent). Residential electric rates were lowest
in Seattie (.209 percent) and highest in Newark (1.346 percent).
Construction costs were lowest in Fort Lauderdale {.2140 per-
cent) as were hospital room costs {1,139 percent). Highest
construction costs in relation to income were in Newark (.5364
percent) and highest hospital room rates in Boston {3.663
percent). The cost of eating out was lowest in Salt Lake City
(66.8 percent of daily per capita income) and highest in Jersey
City (129.3 percent}.

Individual well-being is also reflected by the varying
unemployment rates among the 100 cities. The 1975 unemploy-
ment rate was lowest in Lubbock (3.7 percent} and highest in
Fort Lauderdale (15.5).

FIGURE 2
COMPOSITE ECONOMIC SCORES
MOST ATTRACTIVE AND LEAST ATTRACTEVE
MAJOR AMERICAN CITIES

Las Vegas 691
Lincoln 692
Tulsa 710
Houston 737

Virginia Beach 743

(Median City) 1 1178

Baltimore 1,760
Hartford 1,767
Springfield 1,791
Cleveland 1823

Newark 1,866

Nine of the economic indicators measured business and
industry productivity, sales, and utility costs. Manufacturing
productivity as measured by dollar value added per employee
was highest in Long Beach ($32,305). Measured by dollar value
added per dollar wages paid, manufacturing productivity was
highest in Jersey City ($2.86)., Manufacturing productivity in
Pittsburgh was lowest, measured by value added sither per
employee ($10,965) or per dollar wages peid ($0.90). City retail
sales increased most between 1963 and 1972 in Colorado Springs
{312.2 percent) and decreased most in Newark {-4.1 percent),
Automobile and truck registrations in 1973 were highest in Las
Vegas (741 per 1,000 population), lowest in New York {(229).
Commercial banking offices per 100,000 population were most
numerous in Charlotte (34.6) and least numerous in El Paso
{4.5). The construction industry, as measured through 1975
building permits per 10,000 population, appears most active in
Honolulu (20.18), least active in Buffalo (0.09). Natural gas
rates for 1,000 cubic feet as a percent of per capita income were
lowest in Tulsa {.0057 percent) and highest in Hartford (.0272
percent)., Monthly electric rates for both commercial and indus-
trial users were lowest in Seattle ($24.28 per 1,500 KWH and
$615 per 60,000 KWH respectively) and highest in New York
($177.20 and $5,047).

Ten of the 31 indicators measure conditions of the city
itself and the central city in comparison to the area immediately
outside the city proper. The 1974 per capita city debt in relation
to per capita income was lowest in Santa Ana (0.989 percent)
with New York at the other extreme (44.898 percent). The
change in assessed value of real property between 1960 and 1972

was greatest in Virginia Beach (35.4 percent) and least in Jersey
City (-3.2 gercent}. The ratio of finance and general government
employees< to total population was lowest in Tulsa {4.10 per
10,000) and highest in Washington, D.C. {36.09). Highest bond
ratings (AAA} were enjoyed by 18 of the 100 cities and the
lowest rating was given to New York City. On the other hand
the most favorable fire rating was given to New York and the
least favorable to Virginia Beach, Per capita income in 1973
inside the city limits as a percent of that outside the city was
greatest in Albuquerque (144 percent), lowest in Newark (66
percent).

Median value of housing within the city in 1970 as a
percent of that outside was greatest in El Pasoc {173 percent),
as were building permits within the city as a percent of those
outside {24,430 percent), At the lower extremes were median
housing values in Baltimore (63 percent of that in the suburbs)
and building permits in Albuquerque (one percent of those in the
suburbs). Manufacturing employment within the city limits as a
percent of that for the entire metropolitan area was measured
for both 1863 and 1972, During the ten-year period, manufac-
turing employment within the city as a percent of that in the
SMSA increased most in Tucson (46.03 percentage points) and
decreased most in Seattle (28.42 percentage points). The con-
dition of city transit service is represented by the percent of
employees whose place of work is within a one-half mile band
of bus transit, which was highest in New Orleans {95 percent)
and lowest in Tampa {18 percent).

Demographic/Environmental Indicators. The 21 demo-
graphic and environmental indicators include population and
migration, vital statistics, health care, and climate (Figure 3).
Cities with the highest composite rank for the 21 factors were
Madison, St. Paul, San Jose, Anaheim and Hartford. Cities
ranked lowest were Tampa, Las Vegas, Albuguerque, Gary and
Chattanooga.

FIGURE 3
COMPOSITE DEMOGRAPHIC/ENVIRONMENTAL SCORES
MOST ATTRACTIVE AND LEAST ATTRACTIVE
MAJOR AMERICAN CITIES
Madison 569
St. Paul 593
San Jose 608
Anaheim 614
Hartford 633
{Median City) ] 796
Tampa 971
Las Vegas 986
Albuguergue 993
Gary 1,022
Chattanooga 1.039

Population density in 1973 was lowsst in Oklahoma City
{0.9 persons per acre) and highest in New York {39.8 persons per
acre). Migration trends between 1970 and 1975 showed Fort
Lauderdale with the largest positive net change {38.1 percent)
and St. Louis with the largest loss {15.3 percent). The percentage
point change between ratios of white to total population in 1960
and 1970 was used to measure the relative attractiveness of a
city to both white and nonwhite population. The city with the
greatest stability or the least change in the ratio was Lincoln

2inctudes ali financial and ganeral government employees, Excludes
fire, police, public works, parks and recreation and other service per-
forming departments of city governmeant,




{0.3 percentage point change) and the city with the most insta-
bility was Newark (21.8 percentage point change).

Salt Lake City's voting population had the best partici-
pation record (6,107 per 10,000 eligible voters) with Shreveport
reporting the lowest (1,653 per 10,000).

Seven measurements of vital statistics are among the demo-
graphic and environmental indicators in the City Index. Divorces
per 100,000 population were least frequent in Shreveport (131.2)
and most frequent in Las Vegas.(2,029.9). Suicide rates were
least serious in Paterson (4.20 per 100,000), most serious in
San Francisco (32.90 per 100,000). Accidental deaths and motor
vehicle deaths showed Akron with the most favorable record
(10.7 and 7.3 per 100,000); worst rates were reported in
Richmond (58.4 accidental deaths per 100,000) and Las Vegas
(47.9 motor vehicle deaths per 100,000). Deaths from influenza
and pneumonia were also least frequent in Akron (2.8 per
100,000) and most frequent in Chattanooga (171.0 per 100,000).
Infant deaths were fewest in San Francisco {9 per 100,000} and
most in Salt Lake City {148 per 100,000). Total deaths per
100,000 were lowest in Honolulu (400) and highest in Dayton
{2,550),

The number of hospitals, hospital beds, physicians, regis-
tered nurses, and nursing homes were included in the Index to
show the availability of health care. Hospitals were most
numerous in Richmond (8.0 per 100,000) but hospital capacity
was greatest in St. Louis (1,820 beds per 100,000). Virginia
Beach ranks last in these measures (0.5 hospitals and 123 hospital
beds per 100,000 population). Physicians were most abundant
in Madison (371.0 per 100,000) and least available in Gary
{90.2 per 100,000). Registered nurses were in greatest supply
in Minneapolis {1,005 per 100,000) with Virginia Beach again
ranking last (64 per 100,000). Nursing home beds in relation
to the population aged B85 or over were in greatest supply in
Milwaukee (187.4 per 1,000) and most lacking in MNew York
{11.0 per 1,000).

Climate and quality of environment in the geographically
diverse cities was measured by five factors common to all areas
of the country. The most days of sunshine in 1975 were recorded
in Tucson (91 percent); the least, in Pittsburgh (40 percent}. The
air in 1974 was most free of particulates in Virginia Beach (only
45 micrograms per cubic meter), most polluted in Cleveland
(226 mmg/m3). Carbon monoxide particles were scarcest in
Austin (0.2 milligrams per cubic meter) and most numerous in
New York {18.6 mg/m3). Cold weather was scarcest in Honolulu
(0 degree heating days) and most prevalent in Minneapolis
(4,484). The wind was weakest in Fresno (2.6 meters per second)
and strongest in Wichita {5.5 m/s).

Crime Indicators. Eight types of crime have been included
in the City Index. Crime was measured in terms of the number of
offenses per 100,000 population in each of the 100 respective
cities {Figure 4). The eight types of crime include four offenses
against property and four offenses against persons. Weighting the
eight types of crime equally, Lincoln ranked at the top with the
lowest overall crime rates followed by Virginia Beach, Madison,
Columbus (Ga.) and Shreveport. The most serious composite
crime rates were in Newark, Oakland, Atlanta, St. Louis and
Las Vegas,

The crimes against property are burglary, larceny, motor
vehicle theft and robbery. Burglary rates were lowest in Virginia
Beach (810 per 100,000 population} and highest in Las Vegas
{5,930 per 100,000). The lowest 1975 larceny rates were
recorded for Philadelphia (1,630); the highest, for Las Vegas
(9,690}, Motor vehicle theft rates were least serious in Virginia
Beach (180) and most serious in Boston (4,430). Robberies per
100,000 population were least frequent in Lincoln (47) and most
frequent in Detroit (1,5697).

Some of the same cities represented the extremes with
respect to violent crimes against persons. Included in the Index
were assault, rape and negligent and non-negligent manslaughter.
Aggravated assault rates were again least serious in Madison

FIGURE 4
COMPOSITE CRIME SCORES
MOST ATTRACTIVE AND LEAST ATTRACTIVE
MAJOR AMERICAN CITIES
Lineoln 95
Virginia Beach 104 5 iy
e LN
Madison 124 @.{@q? 43
9
R,
Columbug, Ga. 138 lpé:g’ >»
Shreveport 137
(Median City)  fo 1 331
Newark 557
Qakland 563
Atlanta 592
St. Louis 611
Las Vegas 631

(23.8) and were most serious in Flint (983.3). Forcible rapes per
100,000 population were reported least frequently in Providence
(13.1), most frequently in Las Vegas (115.7). Ten cities reported
no negligent manslaughter, with the highest rate in Tacoma
(18.5 per 100,000 population). Murder and non-negligent man-
slaughter rates were lowest in Madison (0.0) and highest in
Detroit (47.4). .

Recreation, Education and Other Indicators. The final 20
indicators in the City Index relate to miscellaneous conditions
affecting the general environment of a city: education, communi-
cations media, travel, entertainment and several conditions
showing concern for the community (Figure 5). These 20 indi-
cators suggest the level and range of leisure and personal oppor-
tunities available to and supported by the city's residents. Each
factor has been guantified in relation to population size. Cities’
with the highest composite scores for all 20 educational, recrea-
tional and other indicators were Madison, Des Moines, Hartford,
Minneapolis and Pittsburgh. Ranked lowest among the 100 major
cities studied were Paterson, Virginia Beach, Santa Ana, Gary and
San Jose, Of the top five cities, only the first two ranked among
the top cities for all 80 indicators. Of the five ranked lowest in
the educational/recreational factors, only Paterson and Gary
placed among the lowest for all 80 indicators and Virginia Beach
placed 10th and 9th by the two weighting methods. These
findings attest to the extreme diversity of the cities and the
aspects measured by the 80 indicators in the City Index.

Quality of education and educational opportunities were
measured by pupil-teacher ratios, enroliments in higher education,
number of scholars, library volumes, and museums. Public school
pupil-teacher ratios were most favorable in Newark (15.2) and
least favorable in Tucson (27.9); the median for the 100 cities
was 23.0 pupils per teacher. Enroliments in higher education per
1,000 population were highest in Madison (299) and lowest in
Anaheim (0). Madison also boasts 159 entries per 100,000 popu-
lation in the Directory of American Scholars3 as compared with
the median of 24 entries. Library volumes per 100 population
were highest in Fort Wayne (749), fewest in Virginia Beach {48).
Richmond'’s museums were most numerous in relation to popu-
lation (9.0 per 100,000} and Gary's least numerous (0 per
100,000}

Lawyers per 100,000 population were predictably highest
in Washington, D.C. {1,517), with Hartford (1,049) the next
closest contender and the median much lower (377).

A city's communications media were represented by the

3Dfrc'crory of American Scholars {New York: R. R.  Bowker
Company, 1074),




FIGURE &
COMPOSITE RECREATION/EDUCATION SCORES
MOST ATTRACTIVE AND LEAST ATTRACTIVE
MAJOR AMERICAN CITIES

Madison 365
Des Moines 418
Hartford 427
Minneapolis 445
Pittsburgh 449
{Median City} 7 694
Paterson 1,005
Virginia Beach 1,028
Santa Ana 1.031
Gary 1,063
San Jose 1,054

number of radio and television stations per 100,000 population
and the percentage of households purchasing a daily newspaper.
Paterson and Bridgeport had the most television stations per
100,000 population (11 each), and Spokane had the most radio
stations per 100,000 {10.9). Circulation of daily newspapers as
a percent of households was highest in San Francisco (165.9
percent) and lowest in Anaheim {11.9 percent).

The 100 cities were also compared in terms of three
measures of transportation and travel accommodations. The
percentage of the population residing within a one-haif mile band
of bus transit lines was highest in Des Moines (92), lowest in
Anaheim (25). The number of air passengers per 1,000 popula-
tion was greatest in Las Vegas {11,530) as compared to the
median St. Louis (1,760), Las Vegas also furnished the most
hotel and motel rooms per 10,000 population (1,750}, Paterson
the fewest (4).

In recreation and amusement establishments per 100,000
population, Las Vegas again led the cities {266); Newark ranked
lowest (19.0). However, in terms of eating and drinking establish-
ments per 100,000 population, Buffalo (158.5) led with nearly
twice as many as the median of 86.8 per 100,000 reported in
Fort Wayne, Outdoor recreation facilities in relation to popula-
tion size showed Springfield with the most golf courses (8.8 per
100,000 population), Corpus Christi with the most park acreage
(985 per 10,000) and Oklahoma City with the most swirnming
pools (18 per 100,000).

Three other indicators relate in separate ways to the range
or level of personal concerns of a city’s population. The number
of religious organizations per 100,000 population was greatest in
Richmond {56.3) and least in New York (6.4). Dollar support
for United Way community service organizations was strongest
among households in Jacksonville and among businesses in Des
Moines, weakest in St, Petersburg and Jersey City respectively.

Multiple Regression Analysis

Few cities consistently ranked highest or lowest on each
of the measures of attractiveness, as shown in Figure 6. In
order to determine the relative importance of variables as they
affect the overall attractiveness of cities, step-wise multiple
regression analysis was emploved.4 The dependent variable was
the composite score of a city. The independent variables included
in the regression equation were those whose correlations with
the dependent variable had coefficients that were significant at
the one percent level,

The analysis through step-wise regression indicated that
70 percent or more of the variation among composite scores of

cities can be explained by the variation in the following variables!
1) hospital room costs as a percent of per capita income, 2) non-
negligent manslaughter per 100,000 population, 3) residential
electric rates per 1,000 KWH as a percent of per capita income,
4) the number of building permits per 10,000 population of a
city and 5) assaults per 100,000 population. All coefficients in
both equations are significant and of the expected sign.

Although the regression analysis does not explain a cause
and effect relationship, it does indicate that a few variables can
be used to explain a major part of the variation in the composite
scores among cities. Assuming the equation has predictive value,
a relative decline in manslaughter and assault rates, hospital
room costs and residential electric rates as percents of per capita
income, and a relative increase in building permits per 10,000
population would indicate an increase in the attractiveness of
that city as compared with cities in which these conditions had
not improved.

Conclusion

Attracting industry and people back into our cities has
proved to be a difficult task. One major reason for this is that
many Ametican cities have received "bad press,’” such as com-
ments by Fortune editor Arthur Louis who recently wrote,
“Therg are no good cities in America today--only bad and less
bad."”

Cities are today what they have always been--the centers
of economic, social and cultural opportunity. They offer to the
individual a wide variety of employment and educational oppor-
tunities, cultural and recreational diversity, police and fire
protection and a wide selection of housing types and costs. All
of these conditions contribute in varying degrees to “the good
life.” Industrial investors who demand lower costs, larger and
more diversified labor pools, readily available utilities, trans-
portation, vocational and other educational programs, as well as
medical and hospital facilities would normally find the best
conditions in the city. Admittedly, not all our cities are equally
successful in meeting these needs of individuals and industry,

This study has been designed to acknowledge most of the
above concerns and, to the extent statistics exist, incorporate
them into a composite City Index. Subjective considerations are
considered to be beyond the scope of this study. Reliable
indicators of subjective perceptions have not yet been developed.
Thus the Index as constructed and presented here permits only
an approximation of the comparative attractiveness of the 100
largest American cities,

4The results of the analysis follow:
Equation 1:
¥1=1769.36 + 233,414 +1.60X g + 618.98X; + 0.42Xsg - 21.06X,

t - value: (5.500)** (B.954}** (B.556)** (3.612)** (3.262)**

RZ=0.81
S.E.=192.72
Equation 2:
Y2=45.34 + 0.29)(55 +0.1 1X58 + 23.391(4 + 3?.59X? - 2-09}(1 8

t - value: 6.700)** (4,785)** (2.789)** (2.020)* (1.639)

RZ2=0,70
S.E. = 38.09
*Significant at 5% significant level
**Very significant at 1% significant level
Where: Y7 = total composite scores on which composite rank A was
based (80 factors weighted egually)
Y5 =total composite scores on which composite rank B was
based (4 categories weighted equally]
X4 =hospital room costs as a percent of per capita income
Xgg = non-negligent manslaughter per 100,000 population
X7 = residential electric rates as a percent of per capita income
X16 = bullding permits per 10,000 population
Xgg = assaults per 100,000 population

SArthur M. Louis, “The Worst American City,” Harper's {January,
1976), 67-71.




FIGURE 6

SCORES FOR INDIVIDUAL CITY INDEX COMPOMENTS
MOST ATTRACTIVE AND LEAST ATTRACTIVE MAJOR AMERICAN CITIES

PER CAPITA INCOME, 1973
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WHAT IS CAUR?

The Center for Applied Urban Research (CAUR) is the
major research component of the College of Public Affairs
and Community Service of the University of Nebraska at
Omaha. The primary goal of the Center is to contribute to
the solution of problems plaguing urban society. In order to
meet this goal the following objectives were established:

- to conduct research

-to provide technical assistance and consuitation to
governmental and other agencies

-to collect and disseminate data on urban conditions
-to contribute to the educational experience of students

The Center’s research staff of twelve full-time profes-
sionals includes six Ph.D.'s (in economics, geography, political
science, sociology, and statistics). Graduate and under-graduate
students with training in urban planning, social work, eco-
nomics, history, political science, and other urban-related
skills, as well as faculty members from other departments of
the University of Nebraska, are available to the Center as

needed for various research projects.

The Center has a full-time urban information and
statistical data coordinator and its own library containing
over 6,000 documents concerned with urban Nebraska, the
Mid-Continent and the United States.

The Division of Housing Research and Services of CAUR
fosters cooperation among University colleges and depart-
ments in a long-term, comprehensive program of education,
research and services on the full spectrum of housing concerns
and problems in the Omaha metropolitan region, the state of
Nebraska and the nation with special attention to housing
for low- and middle-income families.

The research staff serves on city, state, regional and
national advisory committees and boards to make available
the Center‘s research findings and conclusions to those making
decisions on urban problems.

Research findings are published monthly by the Center
as a public service and distributed free in Nebraska. Annual
subscription rate outside Nebraska is $3.60.
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