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In recent years New York has been
riding a wave of national prosperity,
but not distinguishing itself with
unique gains.

New York’s fiscal policies, its health
and social welfare status, and some
elements of its physical infrastructure
place it behind all or nearly all of its
competitors.
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Introduction

A
major goal of the leaders of s t at e
and local gove rnments is to make
their areas more a t t ra c t ive to cur-

rent and pro s p e c t ive residents and employ-
e rs. A t t ra c t ive n e s s, h oweve r, is mu l t i d i-
m e n s i o n a l ; no one fe at u re deter m i n e s
wh e re people will live or wh e re firms will
place fa c i l i t i e s. These choices take into
account multiple fa c t o rs, to wh i ch house-
holds and entrep re n e u rs assign diffe re n t
we i g h t s, and not all of wh i ch are deter-
mined by public policy.

An are a ’s at t ra c t iveness also is judged in
re l ation to that of its competitors.
Pe r fo rmance is ga u ged on a scale that is
re l at ive, not one that is absolute or set
outside the broader economic contex t .

This Competitiveness Score c a rd is
designed to assess the perfo rmance of t h e
N ew Yo rk metropolitan area over the past
f ive ye a rs in a way that ack n ow l e d ges these
t wo important points. F i rs t , it is mu l t i d i-
m e n s i o n a l , examining eight fa c t o rs - popu-
l at i o n , jobs and income, t e ch n o l og i c a l
i n n ovation and entrep re n e u rs h i p, l ab o r
fo rce quality, p u blic safety and tourism,
fiscal policy, health and social we l fa re, a n d
p hysical infra s t ru c t u re. M o re ove r, e a ch fa c-
tor is judged with more than one indicat o r

in order to give a fuller picture. In total,
this Score c a rd presents 36 indicat o rs.

The Score c a rd also takes into account the
re l at ive nat u re of urban perfo rmance by
comparing New Yo rk to 12 similar places.
The method for selecting these metro p o l-
itan areas is described more fully in the
n ext section.

In ranking New Yo rk ’s perfo rmance in
e a ch cat ego ry, the Score c a rd makes two
s u m m a ry judgments. N ew Yo rk ’s c u rre n t
p o s i t i o n is designated as “top tier” ( a m o n g
the three best are a s ) , “bottom tier”
(among the three wo rst are a s ) , or “midd l e
t i e r ” (among the re m a i n d e r ) . N ew Yo rk ’s
p e r f o rmance over the past five ye a r s is rated as
“ ga i n i n g ” (among the three areas with the
best rate of ch a n ge ) , “ l agg i n g ” ( a m o n g
the three wo rst in rate of ch a n ge ) , o r
“ ke eping pace” (among the re m a i n d e r ) .
Pe r fo rmance is g a u ged in rates of ch a n ge
rather than absolute ch a n ge to standard-
i ze for va rying starting points.

In four instances, the multiple indica t o rs
for current position or recent perfo r-
mance show dive rgent re s u l t s, and New
Yo rk is r a n ked “mixe d .” The results are
s u m m a r i zed in the accompanying tabl e.
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These findings point to three conc l u s i o n s.

(1) New York has three serious competitive defi -
c i e n c i e s. Its fiscal policies, its health and
social we l fa re stat u s, and elements of i t s
p hysical infra s t ru c t u re place New Yo rk at
or near the bottom. M o re ove r, its perfo r-
mance in most of these fa c t o rs in re c e n t
ye a rs, at best, kept pace with the ave rage,
l e aving it at a marked disadva n t age.

(2) New York is gaining on competitors in two
c a t eg o r i e s, public safety and tourism and fiscal
p o l i cy. H oweve r, in neither case does this
gaining perfo rmance propel New Yo rk
f rom the bottom to the top tier. In the
case of p u blic safety and tourism, N ew
Yo rk did well in indicat o rs for wh i ch it wa s
a l re a dy in or near the top tier, and the
s t rong perfo rmance lengthened its lead. I n
c o n t ra s t , N ew Yo rk ’s gains in cutting taxe s
s t a rted from a low point, a n d , while sub-
s t a n t i a l , we re still not gre at enough to lift
it from the bottom tier.

(3) The broadest conclusion is that in recent y e a r s
New York has been riding a wave of n a t i o n a l
p ro s p e r i t y, but not distinguishing itself w i t h
unique ga i n s. N ew Yo rk either just kept pace
with its competitors or actually lost gro u n d
on all fa c t o rs other than public safety and
tourism and fiscal policy. In good times,
this lagging perfo rmance has been associ-
ated with absolute improve m e n t s, but it is
not a gain in competitive n e s s. For ex a m p l e,
in the past five ye a rs per capita pers o n a l
income in New Yo rk grew 30 percent or by
about $8,800, but this growth was slowe r
than in five other areas and caused New
Yo rk to drop from first to second place.
Since New Yo rk historically had ach i eved a
s t rong position on many of the fa c t o rs
c o n s i d e re d , it remains in good standing
despite its re c e n t , m e d i o c re perfo rm a n c e.
But New Yo rk cannot ride on its ear l i e r
a ch i evements indefinitely ; a brighter future
will re q u i re a stro n ger perfo rm a n c e.

Summary Rankings of the New York Metropolitan Area

C u r rent Position 5 Ye a rP e r f o r m a n c e

Top Tier
Population Mixed
Jobs and Income Keeping Pace
Technological Development Keeping Pace

and Entrepreneurship

Middle Tier
Labor Force Keeping Pace

Bottom Tier
Fiscal Policy Gaining
Health and Social Welfare Mixed

Mixed Position
Public Safety and Tourism Gaining
Physical Infrastructure Lagging
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Compared to Where?

In identifying New Yo rk’s competitors,
this Score c a rd re flects two key deci-
s i o n s. F i rs t , the primary units to be

c o m p a red are metropolitan are a s. S e c o n d ,
the selection criterion is based on popula-
tion size.

M e t ropolitan areas consist of one or more
c e n t ral cities and their subu r b s. These are
the basic ge ographic units of e c o n o m i c
l i fe in the United Stat e s, and coincide
with labor markets and media marke t s.
Th ey define the boundaries within wh i ch
people commute to their jobs and look
for new ones, and the new s p ap e rs, ra d i o
and television stations define their audi-
ences in metropolitan ter m s.

Consistent with this metropolitan fo c u s,
d ata have been assembled for metro p o l i-
tan are a s, as defined by the fe d e ral Off i c e
o f M a n agement and Budg e t . A Metro -
politan Statistical A rea (M S A) is a collec-
tion of counties with a total population of
at least 100,000 re s i d e n t s ; 50,000 of
whom live within a central city and 50,000
in the surrounding subu r b s. When two or
m o re MSAs are adjacent and the com-
bined population exceeds 1 million peo-
p l e, then the area is classified as a
C o n s o l i d ated Metropolitan Statistical A re a
(C M S A) .

For ex a m p l e, N ew Yo rk is a C M S A i n cl u d-
ing the p r i m a ry MSAs of N ew Yo rk City,
N a s s a u - S u ffo l k , and Nort h e rn New Je rs ey.

San Francisco is a C M S A t h at spans that
city and the area known as Silicon Va l l ey,
i n cluding San Jo s e. On the other hand,
Phoenix is a M S A encompassing that city
and its subu r b s, but not adjacent to
another large city that can join Phoenix as
a C M S A. Among the 13 areas anal y zed in
this Score c a rd , nine are C M S As, t h ree are
M S As, and Boston is a New Eng l a n d
C o n s o l i d ated Metropolitan A re a , d i s t i n-
guished from a C M S A because its units are
t ownships unique to New England ra t h e r
than conventional counties.

For some indica t o rs data have been col-
lected for units smaller than the C M S A o r
M S A. In a few cases, d ata are not ava i l abl e
for the metropolitan are a , but are ava i l-
able for a city or county within the large r
m e t ropolitan are a . Wh e re this is the case,
and when it is re a s o n able to assume the
d ata for the smaller unit are rep re s e n t a-
t ive of the entire metropolitan are a , t h e n
the Score c a rd uses the ava i l able dat a . Fo r
some other indicat o rs, it is pre fe rable to
use data for the central city or county
rather than the metropolitan are a . This is
the case when an are a ’s competitiveness is
l i ke ly to be judged by the standing of t h e
c e n t ral city rather than by an ave rage of
all its subu n i t s. Examples include crime
rates and state and local deb t . For all the
i n d i c at o rs used, the specific units to
wh i ch the data ap p ly are indicated in the
re l evant tab l e s.



The accompanying table shows the size
re l ationships between metropolitan are a s
and their constituent units. It illustrates the
potential pitfalls of comparing the political
units of c e n t ral cities rather than the more
e c o n o m i c a l ly meaningful units of m e t ro-
politan are a s.

Consider that the city of B o s t o n , with a
re l at ive ly small population of 5 8 9 , 0 0 0 ,
comprises less than 10 percent of its met-
ropolitan are a ’s populat i o n ; in contra s t , t h e
city of San Antonio comprises over 70 per-
cent of its metropolitan are a ’s popula t i o n ,
in part because annex ations have ex t e n d e d
its boundaries to include suburban neigh-
b o r h o o d s. N ew Yo rk City, with a popula-
tion just over 8 million, houses about 38
p e rcent of its C M S A’s population of ove r
21 million. Comparing these political units
m ay be mu ch less meaningful than compar-

ing the complete metropolitan areas of
wh i ch they are a par t .

Among metropolitan are a s, N ew Yo rk ’s
c o m p e t i t o rs have been selected based on
p o p u l ation size. F i rs t , the 10 largest metro-
politan areas we re identified. This yielded
nine competitors ranging from Los
A n ge l e s, with over 16 million people, t o
H o u s t o n , with nearly 4.7 million. H oweve r,
because central cities also are re l evant in
defining the competition, a second list of
the 10 most populous central cities wa s
i d e n t i f i e d . P h o e n i x , San A n t o n i o, and San
D i ego are among the 10 largest centra l
c i t i e s, but their metropolitan areas are
smaller than the 10 largest C M S As. Th e
m e t ropolitan areas containing these thre e
l a rge cities we re added to the list of c o m-
p e t i t o rs to bring the total to 13, i n cl u d i n g
N ew Yo rk .
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HO

DA

SA

BO

DT

PA

PX

SD

DC

CH

SF

LA

NY

Central City Population Size and 
Share of County and Metropolitan Area, 2000

2000 Population            City as a Percent of

Rank Central City (thousands) CMSA MSA County

1 New York 8,008 37.9% 86.0% 100.0%

2 Los Angeles 3,695 22.6% 38.8% 38.8%

3 Chicago 2,896 31.6% 35.0% 53.9%

4 Houston 1,954 41.8% 46.8% 57.4%

5 Philadelphia 1,518 24.5% 29.8% 100.0%

6 Phoenix 1,321 NAP 40.6% 43.0%

7 San Diego 1,223 NAP 43.5% 43.5%

8 Dallas 1,189 22.8% 33.8% 53.6%

9 San Antonio 1,145 NAP 71.9% 82.2%

10 Detroit 951 17.4% 21.4% 46.2%

11 San Francisco 777 11.0% 44.9% 100.0%

12 Boston 589 9.7% NAP 85.4%

13 Washington DC 572 8.7% 14.7% 100.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

NAP- not applicable



P o p u l a t i o n

5 Year Change

2000 2000 5 YearChange

Rank Metropolitan Area (millions) Percent Rank

1 New York 21.2 6.8% 8
2 Los Angeles 16.4 7.3% 7
3 Chicago 9.2 6.0% 10
4 Washington DC 7.6 7.4% 6
5 San Francisco 7.0 7.5% 5
6 Philadelphia 6.2 3.6% 12
7 Boston 5.8 5.4% 11
8 Detroit 5.5 1.4% 13
9 Dallas 5.2 17.4% 2

10 Houston 4.7 12.5% 3
11 Phoenix 3.3 22.2% 1
12 San Diego 2.8 6.5% 9
13 San Antonio 1.6 9.4% 4
United States 281.4 7.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

International Migration

5Year Change

1999 1999 5 Year Change

Rank Metropolitan Area (thousands) Percent Rank

1 New York 139.8 4.0% 3
2 Los Angeles 136.8 4.4% 1
3 San Francisco 57.5 4.4% 2
4 Chicago 45.6 2.5% 7
5 Washington DC 34.7 2.4% 8
6 Houston 23.8 3.0% 5
7 Dallas 22.9 2.5% 6
8 San Diego 17.1 3.4% 4
9 Boston 15.6 1.5% 10

10 Philadelphia 12.6 1.1% 12
11 Detroit 10.3 1.0% 13
12 Phoenix 6.8 1.4% 11
13 San Antonio 4.5 1.6% 9
United States 851.5 1.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Domestic Migration

5 Year Change

1999 1999 5 YearChange

Rank Metropolitan Area (thousands) Percent Rank

1 Phoenix 47.3 11.1% 1
2 Dallas 37.3 4.3% 2
3 Houston 17.7 0.9% 4
4 San Diego 14.0 -1.1% 6
5 San Antonio 5.6 2.9% 3
6 Washington DC 2.6 -1.4% 7
7 Boston -3.9 -0.7% 5
8 Philadelphia -22.8 -2.5% 10
9 Detroit -22.8 -2.1% 8

10 San Francisco -43.6 -2.4% 9
11 Chicago -55.6 -3.5% 11
12 Los Angeles -65.7 -4.8% 12
13 New York -158.2 -4.9% 13
United States NA NA

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

P O P U L ATION 5

Population

Po p u l ation size is an intuitive ly sensible indicator of
c o m p e t i t ive n e s s. The more people who choose to

l ive in an are a , the more at t ra c t ive it must be. This is
e s p e c i a l ly true in a modern , mobile society wh e re migra-
t i o n , rather than nat u ral incre a s e, is the major source of
regional population grow t h .

The United States has collected data about metro p o l i t a n
a reas only since the middle of the twentieth century, bu t
has counted the population of cities since the first cen-
sus in 1790. At that time, N ew Yo rk was the nat i o n’s
c apital and its largest city, with 33,131 people or nearly
5,000 more than second-ranking Philadelphia. By 1850,
N ew Yo rk was no longer the cap i t a l , but its populat i o n
o f m o re than 500,000 was nearly triple that of n ex t -
l a rgest Baltimore. The consolidation in 1898 of N ew
Yo rk and Bro o k ly n , then the first and third large s t
c i t i e s, yielded a gre ater New Yo rk that had more than

3.4 million residents in 1900, d o u ble the size of t h e
“second city,” C h i c ago. These two cities remained the
major contenders through the first half o f the twe n t i-
eth century, and when metropolitan area data initially
we re rep o rted in 1950, N ew Yo rk’s population of 8 . 6
million substantially exceeded Chicago ’s 5.1 million.
Th e n , rap i d ly growing Los A n geles gained second place
among metropolitan areas in 1970 with 7 million re s i-
dents compared to New Yo rk ’s 10 million.

C u rre n t ly, N ew Yo rk remains the largest metro p o l i t a n
a rea with 21 million re s i d e n t s. Los A n ge l e s, the nex t
l a rge s t , has about 16.4 million, and third - ra n ke d
C h i c ago about 9.2 million.

N ew Yo rk ’s top tier ranking applies to intern at i o n a l
i m m i gration as well as population size. Among the 13
c o m p e t i t o rs, N ew Yo rk ranks firs t , s l i g h t ly ahead of
Los A n ge l e s, in the number of n ew residents at t ra c t e d
f rom ab ro a d . Ye t , N ew Yo rk also lost more of its re s i-
dents to other parts of the country than it was able to
at t ract domestically. This loss due to net domestic
m i gration is far gre ater than that experienced by any
other metropolitan are a .

O ver the last five ye a rs, N ew Yo rk ’s perfo rmance on the
p o p u l ation indicat o rs is mixe d . Its ove rall rate of
growth ranks eighth, near the middle of the gro u p. Th i s
results from a combination of a gaining perfo rmance in
i n t e rn ational immigration and a lagging perfo rmance in
domestic migrat i o n . The perc e n t age increase in popula-
tion due to intern ational migration is gre ater in New
Yo rk than in all competitors exc ept Los A n geles and
San Fra n c i s c o. In contra s t , N ew Yo rk has lost a gre at e r
s h a re of its population due to net domestic migrat i o n
than eve ry other competitor.

Position        Performance

Top Tier            Mixed
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Per Capita Personal Income

5 Year Change

1999 1999 5 YearChange

Rank Metropolitan Area Amount Percent Rank

1 San Francisco $40,858 39.1% 1
2 New York 38,539 29.8% 6
3 Boston 36,285 33.2% 2
4 Washington DC 35,797 25.1% 10
5 Chicago 33,857 28.5% 8
6 Philadelphia 32,397 26.6% 9
7 Dallas 32,482 32.3% 4
8 Houston 31,543 32.8% 3
9 Detroit 31,140 23.6% 12

10 San Diego 29,489 28.9% 7
11 Los Angeles 28,050 23.0% 13
12 Phoenix 27,617 29.1% 5
13 San Antonio 24,716 24.3% 11
United States $28,546 26.4%

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis

6         JOBS AND INCOME

Jobs and Income

The size of a reg i o n’s economy is direct evidence of
its competitive n e s s. An at t ra c t ive metropolitan are a

will retain and enlarge its employment base and add to
the income ava i l able to its re s i d e n t s.

Th ree indicat o rs ga u ge economic size. Pay roll employ-
ment is the number of n o n - agr i c u l t u ral jobs; e a rn i n g s
by place of wo rk re flects the level of income ge n e rat e d
by jobs and pro p r i e t o rs h i p. Pe rsonal income per cap i t a
is the total income (earnings plus gove rnment pensions
and tra n s fe rs, and div i d e n d s, i n t e rest and rent) ava i l abl e
on ave rage to an are a ’s re s i d e n t s. This ave rage figure
does not necessarily re flect individual we l l - b e i n g, but it
is a sound indicator of the size of the economy re l at ive
to the populat i o n .

The New Yo rk metropolitan economy is the largest in
the United Stat e s, m e a s u red by pay roll employment and

e a rnings by place of wo rk , and is the second large s t
m e a s u red by per capita personal income. This places the
a rea fir m ly in the top tier.

L i ke its populat i o n , N ew Yo rk ’s job base has alway s
been the largest among the nat i o n’s metropolitan are a s
and surpasses its competitors by a considerable marg i n .
Its job base is nearly 47 percent gre at e r, and its earn i n g s
by place of wo rk fully 70 percent higher, than that of
second-place Los A n ge l e s. H oweve r, N ew Yo rk has not
a lways been the leader in per capita income. Since these
d ata we re first ava i l able in 1969, San Francisco has more
c o n s i s t e n t ly claimed the top spot. San Francisco had the
gre atest per capita income in 1969 and 1979, but New
Yo rk rose from fifth to first place during the 1980s. S a n
Francisco again pushed New Yo rk to second place in
1 9 9 9 .

N ew Yo rk ’s recent perfo rmance kept pace with seve ra l
other metropolitan are a s. For growth of p ay roll employ-
m e n t , the region ranks tenth; for earnings by place of
wo rk , it ranks eighth; and for growth of p e rs o n a l
income per cap i t a , it ranks sixth.

Earnings by Place of Wo r k

5Year Change

1999 1999 5 Year Change

Rank Metropolitan Area (billions) Percent Rank

1 New York $573 36.0% 8
2 Los Angeles 335 30.7% 11
3 Chicago 228 34.5% 9
4 San Francisco 222 54.5% 2
5 Washington DC 208 32.1% 10
6 Boston 164 40.5% 6
7 Philadelphia 139 28.8% 12
8 Dallas 134 53.4% 3
9 Detroit 128 25.9% 13

10 Houston 118 48.5% 4
11 Phoenix 63 60.2% 1
12 San Diego 60 44.0% 5
13 San Antonio 29 37.7% 7
United States $5,631 33.7%

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis

Position        Performance

Top Tier Keeping Pace

Payroll Employment

5 Year Change

2000 2000 5Year Change

Rank Metropolitan Area (millions) Percent Rank

1 New York 9.8 11.0% 10
2 Los Angeles 6.7 14.0% 7
3 Chicago 4.6 8.1% 13
4 Washington DC 4.0 13.3% 8
5 San Francisco 3.6 19.0% 4
6 Boston 3.1 12.6% 9
7 Philadelphia 3.0 10.0% 11
8 Dallas 2.8 23.5% 2
9 Detroit 2.7 9.7% 12

10 Houston 2.2 16.7% 5
11 Phoenix 1.6 29.2% 1
12 San Diego 1.2 22.3% 3
13 San Antonio 0.7 16.2% 6
United States 131.8 12.4%

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Households with a Computer

3 Year Change

2000 2000 3 Year Change

Rank Metropolitan Area Percent Percent Rank

1 San Francisco 67.4% 21.0% 9
2 San Diego 64.1% 29.8% 2
3 Washington DC 59.6% 7.2% 13
4 Phoenix 59.1% 23.1% 6
5 Dallas 58.8% 18.3% 10
6 Detroit 55.5% 27.6% 4
7 Boston 54.5% 9.4% 12
8 Philadelphia 54.2% 27.8% 3
9 Chicago 51.0% 15.9% 11

10 New York 50.4% 25.1% 5
11 Los Angeles 50.2% 22.1% 8
12 Houston 49.2% 22.7% 7
13 San Antonio 41.9% 31.3% 1
United States 51.1% 20.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Population Over Age 25 with a Bachelor’s Degree

6 Year Change

2000 2000 6 Year Change

Rank Metropolitan Area Percent Percent Rank

1 San Francisco 37.3% 10.7% 9
2 Washington DC 37.2% -0.3% 10
3 Boston 34.4% -0.6% 11
4 San Diego 34.0% 20.6% 1
5 New York 32.6% 18.5% 3
6 Chicago 30.7% 13.7% 6
7 Dallas 30.7% 17.2% 4
8 Philadelphia 27.8% 13.0% 7
9 Detroit 26.2% 15.4% 5

10 Houston 25.7% -2.7% 13
11 Los Angeles 25.6% 11.3% 8
12 Phoenix 23.9% 18.9% 2
13 San Antonio 15.9% -1.2% 12
United States 25.6% 15.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Middle Tier Keeping Pace

LABOR FORCE 7

Labor Force

In a modern info rm ation-based economy, h u m a n
re s o u rces have become critically important for com-

p e t i t ive n e s s. Th e re fo re, the size and quality of a
reg i o n’s labor fo rce are key elements of c o m p e t i t ive n e s s.

Four indicat o rs ga u ge this fa c t o r. F i rs t , the number of
people in the labor fo rce shows the magnitude of t h e
l abor pool. S e c o n d , the share of the population ove r
age 25 with a bach e l o r ’s degree indicates the ava i l ab i l i t y
o f we l l - e d u c ated wo rke rs. Th i rd , b a chelor and postgra d-
u ate degrees granted by local institutions per 1,000 peo-
ple in the labor fo rce measures the potential f l ow of
l o c a l ly educated wo rke rs into the labor fo rc e. Fo u rt h ,
the perc e n t age of households with a computer show s
the extent to wh i ch the local population has embra c e d
the prevailing tech n o l ogy of the info rm ation age.

N o t ably absent from the indicat o rs is a measure of t h e
quality of e l e m e n t a ry and secondary sch o o l s. Re l i abl e

and comparable data for local school systems’ p e r fo r-
mance are not ava i l abl e.

By these ya rd s t i ck s, N ew Yo rk ’s current standing is mid-
dle tier. N ew Yo rk places fifth in the share of its popu-
l ation with a bach e l o r ’s degree and in the local pro d u c-
tion of c o l l ege gra d u at e s. Its perc e n t age of h o u s e h o l d s
with a computer ranks tenth, b e l ow the national ave rage.
O n ly the size of N ew Yo rk ’s labor fo rc e, wh i ch large ly
re flects the size of its populat i o n , is top tier.

N ew Yo rk ’s recent perfo rmance kept pace with seve ra l
c o m p e t i t o rs. L abor fo rce growth places ninth, t h e
i n c rease in production of c o l l ege gra d u ates is seve n t h ,
and the increase in households with a computer is fifth.
Despite ranking third in increasing the share of t h e
p o p u l ation with a bach e l o r ’s degre e, the recent perfo r-
mance of the other measures indicates little or no com-
p e t i t ive gain in New Yo rk ’s labor fo rce quality.

Labor Force

5 Year Change

2000 2000 5Year Change

Rank Metropolitan Area (millions) Percent Rank

1 New York 10.1 5.9% 9
2 Los Angeles 8.2 11.3% 4
3 Chicago 4.7 5.7% 10
4 Washington DC 4.0 5.2% 11
5 San Francisco 3.9 10.1% 5
6 Boston 3.1 5.1% 12
7 Philadelphia 3.1 4.9% 13
8 Dallas 2.9 14.6% 1
9 Detroit 2.8 6.2% 8

10 Houston 2.4 8.5% 7
11 Phoenix 1.6 14.3% 2
12 San Diego 1.4 12.7% 3
13 San Antonio 0.8 8.6% 6
United States 140.5 6.6%

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics

Degrees Granted by Local Institutions

5 Year Change

1998 1998 5 Year Change

Rank Metropolitan Area (per 1,000 labor force) Percent Rank

1 Boston 20.2 1.0% 5
2 San Diego 13.6 -2.4% 9
3 Washington DC 13.6 6.3% 1
4 Philadelphia 12.8 2.9% 4
5 New York 12.6 0.5% 7
6 San Francisco 11.4 -5.0% 12
7 Chicago 11.1 3.2% 3
8 Detroit 11.0 0.8% 6
9 Phoenix 9.9 -1.1% 8

10 Los Angeles 8.6 -7.5% 13
11 San Antonio 8.2 5.0% 2
12 Dallas 8.0 -3.2% 11
13 Houston 5.5 -3.1% 10
United States 12.6 -1.2%

Source: National Center for Education Statistics 
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Technological Development and Entrepreneurship

National Science Foundation Grants

5 Year Change

2000 2000 5 Year Change

Rank City (millions) Percent Rank

1 Washington DC $219.9 -9.9% 10
2 New York 82.6 10.9% 7
3 Los Angeles 64.1 31.4% 5
4 Chicago 52.8 10.2% 8
5 Philadelphia 43.0 7.8% 9
6 Boston 37.9 47.4% 3
7 San Francisco 23.9 46.7% 4
8 Houston 19.8 -23.0% 11
9 Detroit 10.6 14.9% 6

10 San Diego 6.2 -75.5% 13
11 San Antonio 6.1 163.9% 2
12 Dallas 2.6 -48.5% 12
13 Phoenix 2.0 729.6% 1
United States $3,746 9.4%

Source: National Science Foundation

8 T E C H N O L O G I C A L DEVELOPMENT AND ENTREPRENEURSHIP

A c u l t u re of i n n ovation and entrep re n e u rship may
p rovide a competitive edge, because an are a ’s fir m s

a re more like ly to develop and use new products and
t e ch n o l og i e s. In a period when commu n i c at i o n s, c o m-
p u t e rs, and biotech n o l ogy are viewed as potential
s o u rces of rapid grow t h , i n n ovation and entrep re n e u r-
ship in those fields are par t i c u l a rly impor t a n t .

F ive indicat o rs are used to cap t u re the innovat ive ch a r-
acter of the metropolitan are a s. In the absence of d i re c t
m e a s u res of re s e a rch and development activ i t y, gr a n t s
f rom the National Science Fo u n d ation (NSF) and the
N ational Institutes of Health (NIH) measure inve s t m e n t
in the development of n ew pro d u c t s. N ew pro d u c t

d evelopment itself is ga u ged by the number of p at e n t s
granted to individuals in the are a , while the volume of
ve n t u re capital investment in the area indicates the suc-
cess of its entrep re n e u rs in convincing inve s t o rs of t h e
p romise of n ew products or serv i c e s. The scale of
a dvanced commu n i c ations and computer services indus-
tries in a region is measured by the number of jobs in
these fields.

N ew Yo rk is in the top tier on all of these measure s. I t
has more commu n i c ations and computer services jobs
than any other are a . N ew Yo rk ranks second to Boston,
the premier medical re s e a rch center, in NIH gra n t s, a n d
second to Wa s h i n g t o n , D C, the home of the Nat i o n a l

National Institutes of Health Grants

5Year Change

2000 2000 5Year Change

Rank City (millions) Percent Rank

1 Boston $1,078 66.8% 3
2 New York 865 37.6% 10
3 San Diego 681 65.6% 4
4 Philadelphia 561 56.8% 6
5 Los Angeles 418 53.7% 7
6 Chicago 363 70.3% 2
7 Houston 359 83.4% 1
8 San Francisco 334 53.6% 8
9 Washington DC 188 29.1% 12

10 Dallas 131 63.5% 5
11 San Antonio 123 51.8% 9
12 Detroit 84 31.3% 11
13 Phoenix 0 0% 13
United States NA NA

Source: National Institutes of Health

New Patents Granted

5Year Change

1999 1999 5 Year Change

Rank Metropolitan Area Number Percent Rank

1 San Francisco 9,405 148.2% 1
2 New York 7,841 35.4% 8
3 Los Angeles 4,500 28.8% 11
4 Boston 3,806 53.7% 6
5 Chicago 3,051 30.7% 10
6 Detroit 2,539 31.3% 9
7 Philadelphia 2,328 22.8% 12
8 Washington DC 1,969 42.3% 7
9 Dallas 1,930 56.5% 5

10 San Diego 1,748 86.8% 2
11 Houston 1,714 21.7% 13
12 Phoenix 1,152 64.3% 4
13 San Antonio 257 77.2% 3
United States 84,029 49.6%

Source: U.S. Patent and Trademark Office
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Position        Performance

Top Tier Keeping Pace

Communications and Computer Services Employment

5 Year Change

1999 1999 5 Year Change

Rank Metropolitan Area (thousands) Percent Rank

1 New York 250.7 70.0% 11
2 Washington DC 214.5 71.5% 10
3 San Francisco 191.6 88.4% 8
4 Los Angeles 137.0 43.8% 13
5 Dallas 117.6 223.1% 4
6 Boston 116.1 123.7% 6
7 Chicago 106.8 86.4% 9
8 Detroit 59.5 62.1% 12
9 Philadelphia 51.8 150.2% 5

10 Houston 40.7 236.4% 3
11 San Diego 36.3 89.1% 7
12 San Antonio 17.5 993.8% 1
13 Phoenix 17.3 268.1% 2
United States 2,005 53.7%

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics

T E C H N O L O G I C A L DEVELOPMENT AND ENTREPRENEURSHIP 9

A c a d e my of S c i e n c e s, the Libra ry of C o n gre s s, and the
S m i t h s o n i a n , in National Science Fo u n d ation gra n t s.
N ew Yo rk takes second place to San Fra n c i s c o, t h e
home of Silicon Va l l ey, in ve n t u re capital inve s t m e n t s
and new pa t e n t s.

N ew Yo rk ’s high current standings are jeopard i zed by a
p e r fo rmance in recent ye a rs that has kept pace with
o n ly about half the competitors. While New Yo rk ’s eco-
nomic growth in the second half o f the 1990s wa s
fueled in part by commu n i c ations and computer ser-
v i c e s, 10 other regions did even better. N ew Yo rk ra n k s
tenth in the growth of NIH gra n t s, causing it to fall in
standing from the number one slot five ye a rs earl i e r.

Although outpacing the national ave rage, the growth of
NSF grants awa rded to New Yo rk City institutions ra n k s
s eve n t h , with the most rapid growth in Phoenix, S a n
A n t o n i o, and Boston. N ew Yo rk , l i ke the nation as a
wh o l e, has experienced a tremendous growth in ve n t u re
c apital inve s t m e n t s, but nonetheless, l ags five competi-
t o rs with Wa s h i n g t o n , D C, H o u s t o n , and Boston the
gre atest ga i n e rs in this cat ego ry. F i n a l ly, despite grow t h
o f 70 percent in commu n i c ations and computer serv i c e s
e m p l oy m e n t , N ew Yo rk outpaced only Philadelphia and
Los A n ge l e s, ranking eleve n t h .

Venture Capital Investments

5 Year Change

2000 2000 5 Year Change

Rank Metropolitan Area (millions) Percent Rank

1 San Francisco $34,871 1,634% 5
2 New York 12,428 1,413% 6
3 Boston 9,928 1,786% 3
4 Washington DC 7,594 2,493% 1
5 Los Angeles 7,475 1,190% 7
6 Dallas 4,357 779% 10
7 San Diego 2,845 1,151% 8
8 Chicago 2,631 669% 11
9 Philadelphia 1,860 814% 9

10 Houston 994 1,828% 2
11 Detroit 650 599% 12
12 Phoenix 547 433% 13
13 San Antonio 37 1,674% 4
United States $120,821 1,046%

Source: Venture Economics/National Venture Capital Association
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Violent Crimes per 100,000 Residents

5 Year Change

1999 1999 5Year Change

Rank City Number Percent Rank

1 San Antonio 561 -13.3% 10
2 San Diego 598 -44.5% 1
3 Phoenix 832 -23.0% 8
4 San Francisco 866 -40.7% 3
5 New York 1,063 -42.9% 2
6 Houston 1,187 -9.2% 12
7 Los Angeles 1,283 -37.7% 5
8 Boston 1,302 -32.0% 6
9 Dallas 1,414 -11.0% 11

10 Philadelphia 1,605 21.3% 13
11 Washington DC 1,628 -38.9% 4
12 Chicago 1,911 -28.8% 7
13 Detroit 2,254 -16.1% 9
United States 525 -26.7%

Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation

10 PUBLIC SAFETY AND T O U R I S M

Public Safety and To u r i s m

Tourism is desirable because it brings money to a
local economy through visitor spending for hotels,

re s t a u rants and amu s e m e n t . In add i t i o n , tourists join
local residents to provide an expanded audience and
financial base for cultural institutions, wh i ch furt h e r
enhance an are a ’s a t t ra c t ive n e s s. Because a sense of
security is essential to drawing visitors and re t a i n i n g
re s i d e n t s, tourism and public safety can be assessed
j o i n t ly.

O f the five indicat o rs in this cat ego ry, t wo re l ate to
p u blic safety - the incidence of p ro p e rty crime and of

violent crime. The other three ga u ge the capacity for and
l evel of tourism - the number of hotel ro o m s, the size of
the largest convention fa c i l i t y, and the number of i n t e r-
n ational visitors. In each case the data re l ate to the cen-
t ral city rather than the entire metropolitan are a , b e c a u s e
t h at is the prime tourist destination and wh e re the dan-
ge rs of crime have the most competitive impact.

N ew Yo rk ’s current standing is mixe d , with the indicat o rs
d ivided between the top tier and the middle tier. For the
number of i n t e rn ational visitors and for pro p e rty crime,
N ew Yo rk ranks firs t , with Los A n geles its closest com-

Property Crimes per 100,000 Residents

5 Year Change

1999 1999 5Year Change

Rank City Number Percent Rank

1 New York 2,969 -44.7% 1
2 Los Angeles 3,305 -42.8% 2
3 San Diego 3,405 -37.9% 3
4 San Francisco 4,859 -29.4% 5
5 Boston 4,986 -35.8% 4
6 Philadelphia 5,687 11.2% 13
7 Houston 6,084 1.8% 11
8 Chicago 6,196 -16.0% 9
9 San Antonio 6,232 -23.3% 7

10 Washington DC 6,454 -23.3% 6
11 Phoenix 6,888 -23.2% 8
12 Detroit 8,162 -11.6% 10
13 Dallas 8,201 4.0% 12
United States 3,742 -19.7%

Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation
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Major Exhibit Hall - Total Exhibit Space

4 Year Change

2000 2000 4YearChange

Rank City (thousands sq. ft.) Percent Rank

1 Chicago 2,200 0.0% 10
2 Houston 1,400 -9.8% 13
3 Dallas 1,019 19.9% 6
4 Los Angeles 866 0.1% 9
5 New York 814 14.0% 7
6 Detroit 800 0.0% 10
7 Phoenix 750 108.3% 2
8 Washington DC 725 90.3% 3
9 Philadelphia 700 60.9% 4

10 San Diego 616 8.5% 8
11 San Francisco 542 22.6% 5
12 Boston 513 135.3% 1
13 San Antonio 292 0.0% 10
United States NA NA

Source: Tradeshow Week, NYC&Company

Hotel Rooms 

5 Year Change

1999 1999 5YearChange

Rank City Number Percent Rank

1 Los Angeles 93,500 2.7% 13
2 Chicago 77,000 17.2% 7
3 Dallas 67,500 21.2% 6
4 New York 63,800 8.7% 9
5 Phoenix 49,500 41.4% 2
6 San Diego 46,500 5.7% 11
7 Houston 45,800 38.8% 3
8 Detroit 35,000 25.0% 5
9 San Francisco 31,000 4.4% 12

10 San Antonio 27,300 33.8% 4
11 Washington DC 25,700 8.0% 10
12 Boston 22,000 10.0% 8
13 Philadelphia 8,800 46.7% 1
United States NA NA

Source: PKF Consulting, NYC&Company, Detroit Metro Convention & Visitors Bureau

Position        Performance

Mixed  Gaining

PUBLIC SAFETY AND T O U R I S M 11

petitor in each case. A dditional data (not shown) sugge s t
N ew Yo rk does well in other aspects of t o u r i s m . I t
ranks third (behind Chicago and Dallas) in the nu m b e r
o f c o nvention visitors ; ranks first in the number of
mu s e u m s, with 82 compared to Wa s h i n g t o n’s 67; a n d
ranks first in the value of grants from the Nat i o n a l
E n d owment for the A rt s, re c e iving more than doubl e
the amount of second-place Wa s h i n g t o n , D C. But New
Yo rk ranks fifth in the size of its convention center and
its violent crime rat e, and ranks fo u rth in the number of
hotel ro o m s.

N ew Yo rk ’s recent perfo rmance is judged as g a i n i n g
based on ranking first in the reduction in pro p e rt y
c r i m e, second in the reduction in violent crime (behind
San Diego ) , and second in the growth in intern at i o n a l
v i s i t o rs (behind Dallas). The progress against pro p e rt y
crime and the growth in intern ational tourism re i n-
fo rced the reg i o n’s top tier standing in these are a s.
H oweve r, not all the indicat o rs wa rrant a gaining desig-
n at i o n ; N ew Yo rk trails six cities in expanding its con-
vention facility and eight in expanding its supply of
hotel ro o m s.

International Vi s i t o r s

4Year Change

1999 1999 4 YearChange

Rank City (thousands) Percent Rank

1 New York 5,505 29.5% 2
2 Los Angeles 3,572 7.5% 9
3 San Francisco 2,789 9.8% 7
4 Washington DC 1,297 -18.4% 13
5 Chicago 1,272 20.8% 4
6 Boston 1,199 23.6% 3
7 San Diego 807 11.8% 6
8 Dallas 416 34.2% 1
9 Houston 416 -3.9% 11

10 Philadelphia 343 3.9% 10
11 Detroit 294 9.7% 8
12 Phoenix 294 -16.2% 12
13 San Antonio 122 18.4% 5
United States 48,491 11.9%

Source: International Trade Administration

HO DASA BODT CHPAPX

-20% 35%

SFDC SD

0%

LA HOSADTCH PAPX

0% 45%

DCLA SDSF

HO DASA BODT CH PA PX

0% 135%

DCLA SD SF

DANY

NY

NYBO



12          F ISCAL P O L I C Y

Fiscal Policy

R esidents and businesses want good public ser v i c e s,
but they want them at a re a s o n able cost. Th e re fo re,

c o m p e t i t ive cities must operate with re l at ive ly low tax
and debt bu rd e n s.

Four indicat o rs shed light on the competitiveness of
N ew Yo rk's fiscal policy. Th ree re l ate to the combined
s t ate and local tax bu rden on low, m o d e rat e, and high-
income households. The other re l ates to the amount of
local debt re l at ive to the value of p ro p e rty in the city,
adjusted to standard i ze for the division of re s p o n s i b i l i t y

b e t ween state and local gove rn m e n t s. In each case, t h e
d ata are for the are a ’s central city, t y p i c a l ly the most fis-
c a l ly significant entity in a metropolitan are a .

N ew Yo rk ’s fiscal policies put it in the bottom tier. I t s
tax bu rden for upper income families is highest among
the nine cities for wh i ch data are ava i l able and is $1,400
m o re than second-wo rst Philadelphia. For midd l e -
income fa m i l i e s, N ew Yo rk is also in the bottom tier,
ranking eighth among the nine. ( The ava i l able data are
f rom studies of the largest city in each stat e ; h e n c e

State and Local Tax Burden:
Family of Four, $25,000 Annual Income
5 Year Change

1999 1999 5YearChange

Rank City Amount Percent Rank

1 Houston $1,567 -4.9% 5
2 Phoenix 1,881 -3.9% 6
3 Los Angeles 1,973 18.4% 9
4 New York 1,987 -24.8% 1
5 Boston 2,021 -19.4% 3
6 Chicago 2,110 -21.6% 2
7 Washington DC 2,157 4.2% 7
8 Detroit 2,218 -14.7% 4
9 Philadelphia 3,339 7.8% 8

Dallas NA NA
San Antonio NA NA
San Diego NA NA
San Francisco NA NA

51 City Average $2,024 -4.1%

Source: Government of the District of Columbia, Office of Tax and Revenue
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State and Local Tax Burden:
Family of Four, $50,000 Annual Income
5 Year Change

1999 1999 5 Year Change

Rank City Amount Percent Rank

1 Houston $2,812 -5.2% 6
2 Phoenix 3,703 -8.2% 4
3 Los Angeles 3,968 -0.8% 7
4 Chicago 4,279 -19.8% 1
5 Washington DC 4,680 3.3% 8
6 Detroit 4,849 -10.2% 3
7 Boston 5,056 -5.2% 5
8 New York 5,522 -17.9% 2
9 Philadelphia 6,218 4.9% 9

Dallas NA NA
San Antonio NA NA
San Diego NA NA
San Francisco NA NA

51 City Average $4,296 -2.7%

Source: Government of the District of Columbia, Office of Tax and Revenue
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Position        Performance

Bottom Tier Gaining

l a rge cities wh i ch are not the largest in their state are
excluded.) 

Among the 12 comparable cities, N ew Yo rk ’s debt bu r-
den puts it in the bottom tier with Detroit and
P h i l a d e l p h i a . ( Wa s h i n g t o n , DC is unique, c o m b i n i n g
s t ate and local gove rnment.) The only exc eption to the
bottom tier standing is the tax bu rden on low - i n c o m e
h o u s e h o l d s, wh e re New Yo rk ranks fo u rth among the
nine cities for wh i ch data are ava i l abl e.

In recent ye a rs New Yo rk ’s fiscal policies earn a “ga i n-
i n g ” d e s i g n at i o n . Its 25 percent cut in the low - i n c o m e
tax bu rden ranks firs t , and its 18 and 14 percent cuts in
the middle and high-income tax bu rdens rank second in
e a ch case. M u ch of the improvement is due to re d u c-
tions in state and local personal income taxe s, and the
s t rong gain for low-income families re flects an enhanced
s t ate Earned Income Tax Cre d i t . N ew Yo rk ’s increase in
d ebt is fifth among the 12 re l evant competitors. I f i t
can pru d e n t ly continue its pace of tax cutting and curb
its debt issuance, the city may climb up from its curre n t
l ow standing.

State and Local Tax Burden:
Family of Four, $100,000 Annual Income
5 Year Change

1999 1999 5YearChange

Rank City Amount Percent Rank

1 Houston $5,628 -4.8% 7
2 Phoenix 8,068 -10.5% 3
3 Chicago 8,894 -18.0% 1
4 Detroit 10,187 -9.1% 4
5 Los Angeles 10,626 -5.3% 6
6 Boston 10,805 -8.1% 5
7 Washington DC 11,007 2.1% 8
8 Philadelphia 12,021 3.8% 9
9 New York 13,422 -14.0% 2

Dallas NA NA
San Antonio NA NA
San Diego NA NA
San Francisco NA NA

51 City Average $9,371 -4.6%

Source: Government of the District of Columbia, Office of Tax and Revenue

Adjusted Debt as a Percent of Real Property Value

5Year Change

2000 2000 5 Year Change

Rank City Percent Percent Rank

1 San Francisco 1.4% 10.3% 6
2 San Diego 2.1% 11.1% 7
3 Boston 2.1% -14.8% 3
4 Los Angeles 2.9% 49.5% 11
5 Dallas 2.9% -14.5% 4
6 Phoenix 3.4% -18.7% 2
7 Chicago 6.0% 32.0% 9
8 Houston 6.4% 31.4% 8
9 San Antonio 8.0% 37.9% 10

10 New York 9.1% 3.1% 5
11 Philadelphia 11.4% 92.8% 12
12 Detroit 15.7% -28.9% 1

Washington DC NA NA
12 City Average 6.0% 10.2%

Source: Individual Cities’Annual Financial Reports for Fiscal Year 1995 and 2000.
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14            HEALTH AND SOCIAL W E L FA R E

Health and Social We l f a r e

An a t t ra c t ive and competitive social env i ronment is
one in wh i ch opportunities are ava i l able to vir t u a l ly

all residents and in wh i ch those who encounter obsta-
cles in their effo rts to succeed have a re a s o n able safe t y
n e t . In the United States fe d e ral system, s t ates and
localities cre ate dive rse health and we l fa re policies, a n d
an are a ’s competitiveness includes how well these pro-
grams perfo rm .

Health and we l fa re perfo rmance is difficult to assess,
but five indicat o rs together provide a fa i rly compre h e n-
s ive picture. The ava i l ability of economic oppor t u n i t i e s
is re flected in the share of the adult population that is
e m p l oye d . With respect to inadequate income, the share

o f the population in such distress can be ga u ged with
the fe d e ral gove rn m e n t ’s pove rty thre s h o l d . Wi t h
respect to health stat u s, t h ree important measures are
the share of the population without health insura n c e,
the age-adjusted mortality rat e, and the level of air pol-
l u t i o n . ( The latter two measures are for the county con-
taining the central city, and air pollution is g a u ged using
a fe d e ra l ly established standard known as the Po l l u t i o n
S t a n d a rds Index . )

N ew Yo rk falls in the bottom tier in health and social
we l fa re. Its share of adults employed is lower than that
o f all competitors exc ept Philadelphia; and it has a
gr e ater share of residents lacking health insurance than

Percent of Adult Population Employed 

5 Year Change

1999 1999 5YearChange

Rank County Percent Percent Rank

1 Dallas 74.1% 4.4% 10
2 Houston, Harris Co. 68.4% 1.3% 12
3 Phoenix, Maricopa Co. 67.1% 7.5% 2
4 Chicago, Cook Co. 63.7% 5.8% 7
5 Boston, Suffolk Co. 63.6% 7.2% 3
6 San Francisco 63.5% 5.2% 9
7 San Antonio, Bexar Co. 62.6% 1.1% 13
8 Los Angeles 60.9% 6.1% 6
9 Washington DC 60.5% 2.6% 11

10 San Diego 59.7% 5.4% 8
11 Detroit, Wayne Co. 56.7% 6.8% 5
12 New York 54.4% 7.8% 1
13 Philadelphia 54.1% 6.9% 4
United States 62.3% 2.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Bureau of Labor Statistics

Population with Income Below Poverty Threshold

5 Year Change

1999 1999 5 YearChange

Rank Metropolitan Area Percent Percent Rank

1 Philadelphia 6.8% -20.0% 7
2 San Francisco 7.2% -33.3% 2
3 Chicago 8.6% -32.8% 3
4 Houston 9.1% -43.5% 1
5 Dallas 10.1% 29.5% 10
6 Boston 10.9% 12.4% 9
7 Detroit 11.7% -23.5% 5
8 New York 11.9% -20.1% 6
9 Washington DC 13.7% -16.5% 8

10 Los Angeles 14.9% -24.7% 4
Phoenix NA
San Diego NA
San Antonio NA

United States 11.8% -18.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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all competitors exc ept Houston and Los A n ge l e s. Th e
most recent data on the share of the population in
p ove rty are ava i l able only for the 10 largest metro p o l i-
tan are a s, and New Yo rk ranks eighth ahead of o n ly Los
A n geles and Wa s h i n g t o n , D C. When pove rty is ga u ge d
using the share of the population re c e iving public assis-
tance (data not show n ) , N ew Yo rk ranks eleve n t h
among the 13. N ew Yo rk ’s air quality and mortality fa l l
in the middle tier, but the bulk of the evidence wa rra n t s
the bottom tier c l a s s i f i c at i o n .

The recent perfo rmance in health and social we l fa re is
m i xe d . On three measures New Yo rk is g a i n i n g. I t s

s h a re of adults employed rose faster than that of a l l
other are a s ; its mortality rate improved more rap i d ly
than in all areas exc ept San Fra n c i s c o ; and its air quality
i m p roved more rap i d ly than in all areas exc ept Los
A n geles and Philadelphia. H oweve r, the share of t h e
p o p u l ation in pove rty fell more slow ly in New Yo rk
than in five of the 10 largest are a s, and its public assis-
tance population declined more slow ly than in eight
c o m p e t i t o rs. Trend data are not ava i l able for the popu-
l ation without health insura n c e.

Population without Health Insurance Coverage

Current Position

1997 1997 5YearChange

Rank Metropolitan Area Percent Percent Rank

1 Detroit 13.4% NA NA
2 Philadelphia 14.9% NA NA
3 Boston 15.3% NA NA
3 Chicago 15.3% NA NA
3 Washington DC 15.3% NA NA
6 San Diego 21.9% NA NA
7 San Francisco 23.1% NA NA
8 San Antonio 23.9% NA NA
9 Dallas 24.7% NA NA

10 Phoenix 26.1% NA NA
11 New York 27.1% NA NA
12 Houston 29.5% NA NA
13 Los Angeles 31.5% NA NA

Metropolitan Area Average 17.1% NA

Source: The Commonwealth Fund

Age Adjusted Mortality Rates per 1,000 Residents

5 Year Change

1998 1998 5 Year Change

Rank County Rate Percent Rank

1 San Francisco 7.5 -25.0% 1
2 San Diego 7.6 -9.5% 8
3 Los Angeles 7.7 -12.5% 5
4 New York 7.9 -19.5% 2
5 Phoenix, Maricopa Co. 8.0 -5.9% 13
6 San Antonio, Bexar Co. 8.5 -8.6% 9
7 Dallas 8.8 -10.2% 6
8 Boston, Suffolk Co. 9.0 -14.3% 3
9 Houston, Harris Co. 9.0 -6.3% 12

10 Chicago, Cook Co. 9.2 -9.8% 7
11 Detroit, Wayne Co. 9.9 -7.5% 10
12 Washington DC 10.8 -12.9% 4
13 Philadelphia 11.3 -6.6% 11
United States 8.8 -5.4%

Source: Center for Disease Control

Median Pollution Standards Index

5 Year Change

2000 2000 5 Year Change

Rank County Index Percent Rank

1 San Francisco 26 -10.3% 6
2 Boston, Suffolk Co. 34 -2.9% 13
3 Washington DC 40 -11.1% 5
4 Detroit, Wayne Co. 41 -8.9% 8
5 Philadelphia 41 -19.6% 2
6 New York 42 -14.3% 3
7 San Antonio, Bexar Co. 43 -6.5% 9
8 Dallas 45 -4.3% 11
9 Chicago, Cook Co. 47 -6.0% 10

10 San Diego 55 -11.3% 4
11 Houston, Harris Co. 58 -9.4% 7
12 Phoenix, Maricopa Co. 64 -3.0% 12
13 Los Angeles 65 -24.4% 1
United States NA NA

Source: Environmental Protection Agency
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Physical Infrastructure

In order to thrive, an urban economy needs an ex t e n-
s ive physical infra s t ru c t u re. The public sector pro-

vides tra n s p o rt ation systems including roads and air-
p o rt s ; the private sector provides housing and commer-
cial facilities including office space; and public utilities,
t y p i c a l ly private firms subject to reg u l at i o n , s u p p ly and
d i s t r i bute energy and provide telecommu n i c at i o n s
c ap a c i t y.

Multiple measures are re q u i red to assess these diffe re n t
elements of p hysical infra s t ru c t u re. The adequacy of
the highway system is ga u ged with an index of ro a d
c o n gestion that re l ates ave rage daily tra ffic volume in
the central city to the capacity of the city’s fre eways and
principal arterial stre e t s. The competitiveness of t h e
m e t ropolitan are a s ’ a i rp o rts is re flected in their total
volume of d ep a r ting passenge rs and the on-time perfo r-

mance of a rr iving f l i g h t s. E n e rgy production is assessed
with a measure that re l ates the electrical ge n e rat i n g
c apacity of plants in the area to the are a ’s peak demand
for electricity; p o s i t ive nu m b e rs indicate some exc e s s
c ap a c i t y, while negat ive nu m b e rs indicate the need to
i m p o rt electricity. The scale and modernity of c o m mu n i-
c ations infra s t ru c t u re is re flected in the capacity of
I n t e rnet connections from a metropolitan area to other
reg i o n s. C o m m e rcial facilities are assessed using the
scale of o ffice space in the central city, and the housing
i n d i c ator re l ates the construction of n ew housing units
to the size of the populat i o n .

In New Yo rk , t h e re is a wide dive rgence in the competi-
t ive position of the diffe rent elements of p hysical infra-
s t ru c t u re, leading to a mixed ra n k i n g. On three of t h e
s even measure s, N ew Yo rk exceeds all its competitors. I t

New Housing Units per 1,000 Residents

5 Year Change

2000 2000 5YearChange

Rank Metropolitan Area Number Percent Rank

1 Phoenix 13.9 -1.4% 13
2 Dallas 8.6 3.8% 12
3 Houston 7.7 47.0% 5
4 Washington DC 6.8 17.5% 7
5 San Antonio 6.7 16.7% 8
6 San Diego 5.5 121.8% 1
7 Chicago 4.6 9.0% 10
8 Detroit 4.6 4.0% 11
9 San Francisco 3.9 63.4% 3

10 Philadelphia 3.7 23.5% 6
11 Los Angeles 3.4 77.8% 2
12 Boston 3.0 11.4% 9
13 New York 2.8 58.7% 4
United States 5.7 11.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Electric Generating Capacity Minus Demand

5 Year Change

1999 1999 5YearChange

Rank City (megawatts) Percent Rank

1 Chicago 4,895 24.4% 1
2 Houston 1,291 -63.4% 5
3 Phoenix 1,093 -43.0% 3
4 Philadelphia 412 -59.6% 4
5 San Antonio 81 -87.9% 6
6 Detroit -305 -132.9% 9
7 Dallas -419 -114.1% 8
8 Los Angeles -430 -637.5% 12
9 Boston -946 -375.4% 11

10 San Diego -2,092 -88.0% 7
11 New York -4,214 -189.8% 10
12 Washington DC -5,121 -5.5% 2
13 San Francisco -6,714 -797.6% 13
United States NA NA

Source: Energy Information Administration

Stock of Office Space

5 Year Change

1999 1999 5YearChange

Rank City (millions sq.ft.) Percent Rank

1 New York 408.6 -3.8% 13
2 Chicago 148.7 0.7% 10
3 Dallas 148.1 27.3% 4
4 Boston 114.3 30.2% 3
5 Houston 107.6 -3.7% 12
6 Los Angeles 97.7 7.4% 8
7 Philadelphia 87.7 5.8% 9
8 Washington DC 80.6 -3.5% 11
9 Detroit 74.8 34.4% 2

10 San Francisco 63.9 10.4% 6
11 San Diego 61.8 45.3% 1
12 Phoenix 27.5 20.0% 5
13 San Antonio 17.3 9.2% 7

United States NA NA

Source: Hugh Kelly Associates; Cushman & Wakefield

Internet Bandwidth Connecting Metropolitan A r e a s

3 Year Change

2000 2000 3 YearChange

Rank Metropolitan Area (gigabits/sec) Percent Rank

1 New York 234 3,362% 6
2 Chicago 222 2,794% 8
3 Washington DC 208 2,560% 10
4 San Francisco 202 2,588% 11
5 Dallas 184 3,151% 7
6 Los Angeles 141 2,682% 9
7 Houston 80 4,158% 5
8 Boston 75 5,564% 2
9 Philadelphia 74 4,507% 4

10 Detroit 53 5,818% 1
11 Phoenix 46 2,327% 12
12 San Diego 42 4,735% 3

San Antonio NA NA
United States NA NA

Source: Gorman and Malecki, 2001
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has the largest stock of o ffice space, the gre atest vo l-
ume of air passenge rs, and the largest inter- m e t ro p o l i-
tan Internet cap a c i t y.

But for three other measure s, N ew Yo rk is at or near
the bottom of the ra n k i n g s. It has the gre atest gap in
electrical energy production cap a c i t y. Although this may
be offset by effe c t ive arra n gements for importing ener-
gy, a dditional data (not shown) on ave rage energy prices
i n d i c ate New Yo rk also has the highest cost per kilo-
watt-hour among the 13 large utilities serving each met-
ropolitan are a . Housing production in New Yo rk lag s
t h at of eve ry competitor, and the on-time perfo rm a n c e
o f flights to New Yo rk ’s airp o r ts is wo rse than in eve ry
other metropolitan area exc ept Chicago. For the final
m e a s u re, h i g h way conge s t i o n , N ew Yo rk ranks fifth,
putting this aspect of i n f ra s t ru c t u re in the middle tier.

While the current position of N ew Yo rk ’s infra s t ru c t u re
is decidedly mixe d , its recent perfo rmance is more con-
s i s t e n t ly in the lagging cat ego ry. It is one of o n ly thre e
cities (with Houston and Wa s h i n g t o n , DC) to ex p e r i e n c e
a contraction in office space in the last five ye a rs. Th e
gap in its electrical g e n e rating capacity widened by more
than eve ry other area exc ept San Fra n c i s c o, Los A n ge l e s
and Boston, and its ave rage cost per kilowatt-hour also
i n c reased more rap i d ly than in all areas but two.
H i g h way congestion wo rsened more in New Yo rk ove r
the last five ye a rs than in all areas exc ept Phoenix and
San A n t o n i o. The on-time perfo rmance of a rr iv i n g
flights deteriorated more rap i d ly in New Yo rk than in all
other areas exc ept Chicago and Philadelphia, c a u s i n g
N ew Yo rk to fall from tenth place with an on-time per-
fo rmance of 77 percent in 1995 to its latest rank of
t welfth with less than two - t h i rds of the flights ar r iv i n g
o n - t i m e.

The perfo rmance was better, but still only ke eping pace,
on the other three indicat o rs. N ew Yo rk’s airp o rts ra n k
ninth in growth of p a s s e n ger vo l u m e, and Intern e t
c apacity expanded more rap i d ly in five of the other 12
competitor are a s. While New Yo rk ’s increase in housing
p roduction ranks fo u rt h , the growth was from the
smallest starting base of all the areas and can hard ly be
j u d ged impre s s ive. For housing pro d u c t i o n , N ew Yo rk
s t a rted and ended the period last.

Roadway Congestion Index

5 Year Change

1999 1999 5YearChange

Rank City Index Percent Rank

1 San Antonio 1.02 25.9% 13
2 Dallas 1.05 8.2% 6
3 Philadelphia 1.06 6.0% 4
4 Houston 1.10 11.1% 9
5 New York 1.15 11.7% 11
6 Detroit 1.20 4.3% 3
7 Phoenix 1.21 17.5% 12
8 San Diego 1.25 11.6% 10
9 Boston 1.28 8.5% 7

10 Chicago 1.31 9.2% 8
11 Washington DC 1.34 -1.5% 1
12 San Francisco 1.39 3.0% 2
13 Los Angeles 1.58 7.5% 5
68 City Average 1.14 NA

Source: Texas Transportation Institute

Departing Airline Passengers

5 Year Change

1999 1999 5YearChange

Rank Metropolitan Area (millions) Percent Rank

1 New York 45.8 16.7% 9
2 Los Angeles 41.2 18.5% 8
3 Chicago 40.3 13.4% 10
4 Dallas 31.4 5.9% 13
5 San Francisco 29.7 19.8% 6
6 Washington DC 25.2 30.6% 5
7 Houston 19.5 33.8% 2
8 Detroit 17.5 33.5% 3
9 Phoenix 16.8 31.9% 4

10 Boston 13.2 10.4% 12
11 Philadelphia 12.2 37.2% 1
12 San Diego 7.7 19.3% 7
13 San Antonio 3.4 11.9% 11
United States 682.6 19.0%

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation

O n - Time Airplane A r r i v a l s

5 Year Change

2000 2000 5YearChange

Rank Metropolitan Area Percent Percent Rank

1 Detroit 78.9% -3.1% 1
2 Houston 78.5% -3.7% 2
3 Dallas 77.8% -4.3% 3
4 San Antonio 74.5% -8.3% 5
5 Washington DC 73.9% -6.6% 4
6 Phoenix 71.2% -10.0% 8
7 San Diego 70.0% -10.0% 7
8 Los Angeles 67.6% -8.6% 6
9 Philadelphia 66.7% -16.4% 12

10 San Francisco 66.2% -12.2% 10
11 Boston 65.5% -11.8% 9
12 New York 65.5% -14.9% 11
13 Chicago 65.2% -17.9% 13
United States 70.4% -10.2%

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation
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Sources

Population
U.S. Census Bureau, Metropolitan Area Population Estimates,
Population Division, 1995 data, <http://www.census.gov/pop-
ulation/www/estimates/metropop.html>. U.S. Census Bureau,
Census 2000 Rankings, Comparisons, and Summaries,
Metropolitan Areas, 2000 data, <http://www.census.gov/
main/ www/cen2000.html>. Population for 2000 is the cen-
sus count; population for 1995 is the adjusted estimate based
on 1990 census data.

International and Domestic Migration
U.S. Census Bureau, Metropolitan Area Population Estimates,
Population Division, 1993-94 and 1998-99 data. Percent
change is cumulative net international and domestic migration
from 1994 to 1999 divided by 1994 population, <http://www.
census.gov/population/estimates/county>.

Payroll Employment
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, State and Area Employment,
Hours, and Earnings, Total Non-farm Payroll Employment
Series, 1995 and 2000 data, <http://stats.bls.gov/eag/
eag.map.htm>.

Earnings by Place of Work
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic
Analysis, Local Area Personal Income, Personal income by
major source and earnings by industry, 1994 and 1999 data,
<http://www.bea.doc.gov/bea/regional/reis/>.

Per Capita Personal Income
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic
Analysis, Local Area Personal Income, Per capita personal
income, 1994 and 1999 data, <http://www.bea.doc.gov/bea/
regional/reis/>.

Labor Force
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment
Statistics, 1995 and 2000 data, <http://stats.bls.gov/eag/
eag.map.htm>.

Population Over Age 25 with a Bachelor's Degree
U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, Educational
Attainment, 1994 and 2000 data, <http://www.census.gov/
population/www/socdemo/educ-attn.html>.

Degrees Granted by Local Institutions
National Center for Education Statistics, Postsecondary
Studies Division, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS), 1992-93 and 1997-98 databases. Query data
received May 9, 2001 from NCES. See also Labor Force
source.

Percentage of Households with a Computer
U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey Computer
Ownership Supplement, 1997 and 2000 data, <http://www
.bls.census.gov/cps/computer/computer.htm>.

National Institutes of Health Grants
National Institutes of Health, Office of Extramural Research,
Top 100 Cities Rankings, FY1995 and FY2000, <http://
grants.nih.gov/grants/award/award.htm>. Historical data pro-
vided by Robert F. Moore, Award Data contact.

National Science Foundation Grants
Data for 1995 and 2000 awards granted to institutions within
cities compiled by Donald B. Leiss, The National Science
Foundation.

New Patents Granted
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office, Information Products
Division, Technology Assessment and Forecast Branch, 1994
and 1999 data, <http://www.uspto.gov/web/offices/ac/ido/
oeip/taf.> Data are patents for “invention” and exclude plant,
design, and reissue, which represent 10.6 percent of all patents.
The geographic origin of a patent is determined by the resi-
dence of the first-named inventor.

Venture Capital Investments
Data for CMSAs and MSAs are as compiled by Venture
Economics/National Venture Capital Association, Thomson
Financial Securities, 1995 and 2000 data.

Communications and Computer Services Employment
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Covered Employment and
Wages ES-202, 1994 and 1999 data. Employment data include
the following Standard Industrial Classification codes: tele-
phone (481), telegraph and other communications (482), radio
and television broadcasting (483), cable and other pay televi -
sion services (484), other communication services (489), and
software, data processing, information, rental, maintenance,
and other computer-related services (737).

International Visitors
U.S. Department of Commerce, International Trade
Administration, Basic Market Analysis Program, 1995 and
1999 data, <http://www.tinet.ita.doc.gov/research/
index.html>.

Major Exhibit Hall - Total Exhibit Space
Tradeshow Week and NYC&Company, 1996 and 2000.
Houston data include two exhibit halls.

Convention Visitors 
Data requested from individual city convention and visitor
bureaus, 1999 data.

Hotel Rooms 
PKF Consulting, 1994 and 1999 data. Philadelphia is center
city only. New York data from NYC&Company. Detroit data
from Detroit Metro Convention & Visitors Bureau.

Property and Violent Crime Rates
Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniformed Crime Report,
Crime in the United States, 1994 and 1999 data,
<http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/ucr.htm>. Property Crime consists
of burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson.
Violent Crime consists of murder and non-negligent
manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.
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Museums
Numbers obtained from Musee, <http://www.musee-
online.org/geosort.cgi>.

Household State and Local Tax Burdens: Family of
F o u r , $25,000, $50,000, and $100,000 Annual Income
Government of the District of Columbia, Office of Tax and
Revenue, Tax Rates and Tax Burdens In the District of Columbia -
A Nationwide Comparison, (July 1995 and July 2000), 1995 and
1999 data, <http://www.dccfo.com/services/studies/
index.shtm>. Tax burden calculations include individual
income taxes, real property taxes, automobile taxes (gas and
registration), and general sales and use taxes where applicable.

Adjusted Debt as a Percent of Real Property Value
Individual Cities’ Annual Financial Reports, Fiscal Year 1995
and 2000 data. Adjustment for division of responsibility
between state and local governments is estimated from 1995
and 1997 Census of Governments Reports based on local
share of state and local revenue.

Percent of Adult Population Employed
Population data from U.S. Census Bureau, <http://www.cen-
sus.gov/population/estimates/county/casrh/>. Employment
data from Bureau of Labor Statistics, <http://stats.bls.gov/
lanrank.htm>, 1994 and 1999 data. Adults are defined as pop-
ulation 15 and older.

Population with Income Below Poverty Threshold
U.S. Census Bureau, Federal Electronic Research and Review
Extraction Tool (FERRET), 1994 and 1999 data, <http://fer-
ret.bls.census.gov/cgi-bin/ferret>.

Public Assistance Recipients as a Percent of Population
Individual State's Departments of Health, Human and Social
Services, 1994 and 1999 data. Public assistance includes Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) only. See also
Population source.

Age-Adjusted Mortality Rates per 1,000 Residents
Center for Disease Control, WONDER database, 1993 and
1998 data query, <http://wonder.cdc.gov/mortsql.shtml>.

Population without Health Insurance Coverage
E. Richard Brown, Roberta Wyn, and Stephanie Teleki,
Disparities in Health Insurance and Access to Care for Residents Across
U.S. Cities , The Commonwealth Fund, August 2000, 1997 data,
<http://www.cmwf.org/publist/publist2.asp?CategoryID=4>.

Pollution Standards Index
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Air Quality
Planning and Standards, 1995 and 2000 data, <http://www.
epa.gov/agweb/index.html>. The PSI measures five air pollu-
tants (particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide,
nitrogen dioxide, and ozone), and converts the measured pol-
lutant concentrations to a number on a scale of 0 to 500. The
most important number on this scale is 100, which corre-
sponds to the National Ambient Air Quality Standard estab-
lished under the Clean Air Act. A PSI level in excess of 100
means that a pollutant is in the unhealthful range.

New Housing Units per 1,000 Residents
U.S. Census Bureau, Construction Reports, Series C40,
Building Permits, annual 1995 and 2000 data, <http://www.
census.gov/const/www/C40/table3.html>. See also
Population source.

Stock of Office Space
Hugh Kelly Associates, except for data from San Francisco
and Washington, DC provided by Cushman & Wakefield, 1994
and 1999 data.

Internet Bandwidth Connecting Metropolitan Areas
Sean P. Gorman, Edward J. Malecki, Fixed and Fluid: Stability
and Change in the Geography of the Internet, Unpublished manu-
script, 2001. Measure is the total bandwidth that connects U.S.
metropolitan areas on Internet backbones. If a city is included
on a backbone map, its bandwidth and the cities with which it
is linked were recorded. The aggregations of bandwidth reflect
the fact that overlapping networks center on the same cities.

Roadway Congestion Index
Texas Transportation Institute, Urban Mobility Study, 1994
and 1999 data, <http://mobility.tamu.edu>.

Departing Airline Passengers
U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation
Administration, Air Carriers Activity Information System
(ACAIS), 1994 and 1999 data, <http://www.faa.gov/arp/
A&D-stat.htm>.

On-Time Airplane Arrivals
U.S. Department of Transportation, Office of Aviation
Enforcement and Proceedings, Air Travel Consumer Reports,
monthly, 1995 and 2000 data. Annual averages weighted by air-
port volume.

Electric Generating Capacity Minus Demand
U.S. Energy Information Administration, Electricity
Publications, Generating Capacity and Peak Demand, 1994 and
1999 data, <http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/electricity/page/
pubs.html>.

Electricity Rates
U.S. Energy Information Administration, U.S. Electric Utility
Retail Sales, Revenue, and Average Revenue per Kilowatt-hour
(Price), All Sectors, 1994 and 1999 data, <http://www.eia.
doe.gov/cneaf/electricity/page/at_a_glance/sales_tabs.html>.
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ounded in 1932, the Citizens Budget Commission is a non-
partisan, nonprofit civic organization devoted to influencing
constructive change in the finances and services of New York

State and New York City governments. The Commission conducts
research and regularly issues reports and recommendations based on
that research. The research is conducted by staff members and con-
sultants, and guided by committees composed of Trustees of the
CBC.

This report was prepared under the auspices of the Commission’s
Competitiveness Committee, co-chaired by Steven M. Polan and
Hector Prud’homme. The other members of the Committee are:
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Lawrence B. Buttenwieser, Herman R. Charbonneau, Denis V.
Curtin, Mort Egol, Bud Gibbs, David R. Greenbaum, H. Dale
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