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Executive Summary

The increase in racially and ethnically diverse populations has driven the growth of
cities and suburbs in the United States at the end of the twentieth century. This dynam-
ic has intensified the concerns of health professionals about the sizable and persistent
disparities in the health of these diverse populations compared to non-Hispanic whites,
and about the capacity of local social and health institutions to address the needs of all
of their residents. These population trends also raise questions about the extent to which
the nation’s major cities and their suburbs share common challenges as they strive to
reduce health disparities.

This report profiles the 2000 status of and changes since 1990 in rates of health and
health-related measures for racially and culturaly diverse populations living in the
nation’s 100 largest cities and their suburbs. Data were drawn from the U.S. Census
Bureau and Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) to identify patterns in
race/ethnicity, foreign-born status, language use, poverty, income, low birth weight, teen
births, prenatal care, and tuberculosis.

Report Highlights

For the measures examined, we found varying degrees of progress among the four major
racial/ethnic groups. The most consistent and, in many cases, strongest improvements
occurred among non-Hispanic black residents in cities and suburbs. Hispanics experi-
enced more modest and, on some indicators, negligible progress. Changes among Asian
populations generally tracked with those for non-Hispanic whites who, overall, made
modest improvements during the 1990s. One notable exception was low birth weight:
rates of increase for both city and suburban whites were the largest among all four
racial/ethnic groups.

Despite the progress made among blacks, Hispanics, and Asians, significant racial and
ethnic disparities with whites persist for most measures we examined. Finally, the analy-
sis confirms that although suburban rates on social and health indicators tend to be bet-
ter than city rates overall and within each racial/ethnic group, on severa indicators their
differences are narrowing.

Key Findings

Populations by Race/Ethnicity

Thegrowth in racial and ethnic diversity during the 1990s extended into cities and
suburbsin all regions of the country. On average, non-Hispanic whites are now bare-
ly amajority of the total population in the 100 largest cities (51%) and make up less than
three-quarters (74%) of suburban populations. The largest increases in Hispanic popu-
lations occurred in the Midwest, where cities saw a 95 percent increase and their sub-
urbs a 52 percent increase in the portion of population that is Hispanic. Hispanics are
the leading minority group in the suburbs, on average, whereas blacks are the leading
minority group in the cities.

Foreign-Born Populations

Both cities and suburbs are witnessing expansive growth in foreign-born residents.
The nation’s 100 largest cities and suburbs experienced identical increases—nearly 41
percent between 1990 and 2000—in the proportion of population that is foreign-born.
More than 13 percent of city populations and nearly 10 percent of suburban populations,



on average, are foreign-born. In the West, more than one in five city residents and near-
ly one in six suburban residents is foreign-born. Growth was strongest in cities and sub-
urbs of the Midwest (74% and 55%) and South (48% for both cities and suburbs).

L anguage Spoken at Home

The population age five and older that speaks a language other than English at
home has grown to represent substantial portions of city and suburban residents.
Both cities and their suburbs saw similar increases in their rates of non-English speak-
ers (29% and 28% respectively) between 1990 and 2000. More than one-fifth of city res-
idents (22%) and almost one-sixth of suburban residents (16%), on average, speak alan-
guage other than English at home.

Poverty

Improvements during the 1990sin reducing relatively high rates of poverty among
racially and ethnically diver se populationsin the nation’slargest citiesand suburbs
were mixed, and substantial gaps remain between whites and other racial/ethnic
groups. By far, urban and suburban blacks and Hispanics continue to have the highest
poverty rates, with urban and suburban rates more than twice the respective white rates.
However, while blacks experienced strong declines in poverty in both cities and suburbs
(13% and 20% respectively), the decline in poverty rates for city and suburban
Hispanics was minimal (2% and 1%). Whites, who consistently have the lowest pover-
ty rates, saw no change in city rates and a modest decline in the suburbs.

Per Capita Income

Blacks, Hispanics, and Asians continue to trail whitesin urban and suburban per
capita income by substantial margins, but over the 1990s, urban and suburban
black and Asian residents experienced dramatic increases in per capita income,
while urban Hispanics saw a drop in per capitaincome and negligible gainsin the
suburbs. The 20 percent average increase in per capita income for city blacks and the
23 percent increase for suburban blacks meant that, by 1999, black per capita income
exceeded Hispanic averages for both cities and suburbs, on average. Nonetheless, per
capita income for city blacks is 55 percent of city whites'; for city Hispanics, average
per capitaincomeis just under half that of whites.

L ow Birth Weight

Low birth weight (LBW) ratesrose faster in the suburbsthan in the cities between
1990 and 2000, with non-Hispanic white and Asian mothers having the largest per-
cent increases and non-Hispanic blacks showing the best improvement. Suburban
white mothers experienced the largest increase in low birth weight rates—17 percent—
between 1990 and 2000, on average. The LBW rate of increase for urban white mothers
was 12 percent, followed by city and suburban Asian increases (both 10%). The high
increases in rates among white mothers, combined with the comparatively lower histor-
ical rates and smaller increases among Hispanics, meant that by 2000, Hispanic LBW
rates were on par with whites in both cities and suburbs, on average. Urban black moth-
ers were the only group to experience a decrease in LBW rates (4%), while suburban
black mothers saw no change in rates. Nonetheless, their city and suburban rates remain
nearly double the rates for their white counterparts, on average. Low birth weight rates
within racial/ethnic groups generaly vary little between cities and suburbs.



Teen Births

The percent of birthsto teens (under age 20) dropped across all four racial/ethnic
groups between 1990 and 2000, with non-Hispanic black and non-Hispanic white
mother s showing the greatest improvementsin cities, and black and Asian mothers
making the most progressin the suburbs. By 2000 the percent of births to teens had
dropped 14 percent for whites and blacks in cities, on average, and declined 13 percent
for suburban Asians. However, the percent of births to teens among city blacks (21%)
and Hispanics (17%) continues to be two to three times that for city whites (8%) and
Asians (6%). Rates are lower in the suburbs for each racial/ethnic group. Suburban
Asians have the lowest percent of births to teens at just under 4 percent—arate that is
half that of suburban whites.

Early Prenatal Care

The percent of mothers receiving early prenatal care (in the first trimester)
increased for all four racial/ethnic groupsin both cities and suburbs between 1990
and 2000, with city and suburban non-Hispanic blacks showing the greatest
improvement. Overall urban and suburban increases in early prenatal care rates were
10 percent and 6 percent respectively, with 81 percent of city mothers and 86 percent of
suburban mothers receiving early prenatal care in 2000. The percent of city blacks get-
ting early prenatal care rose 20 percent; for suburban blacks, the increase was 15 per-
cent. By 2000, in both cities and suburbs, blacks had surpassed Hispanics in the rate of
receiving early prenatal care. Black mothers, however, still lag significantly behind
whitesin the receipt of early prenatal carein both cities (74% v. 88%) and suburbs (77%
v. 90%), as do Hispanic mothers.

Tuberculosis

Metropolitan foreign-born tuberculosis (TB) rates are on therise even asrates for
all racial/ethnic groups declined between 1996 and 2000. The Asian TB rate
remainssignificantly higher than ratesfor all other groups. By 2000 the average for-
eign-born TB rate for the metropolitan areas of the 100 largest cities was 26 per 100,000
population, compared to 6.4 per 100,000 for metropolitan areas overall. The greatest
decreases in TB rates occurred among non-Hispanic whites (36%) and non-Hispanic
blacks (20%). However, at amost 30 cases per 100,000 population in 2000, the Asian
TB rate is 15 times greater than the rate for metropolitan whites (2 per 100,000) and
more than double the rate for metropolitan blacks (14).

Conclusions

The upturn in the economy during the latter half of the1990s, demographic shifts, and
successes in public programs may all have contributed to improvements in health and
health-related measures among diverse populations. At the same time, our results clear-
ly show inconsistencies in progress across racial/ethnic groups and highlight the glaring
disparities that remain. In more difficult economic times, communities striving to main-
tain or improve upon modest progress in reducing disparities may benefit from the expe-
riences of more successful communities. Cities and suburbs that increasingly share com-
mon challenges in serving a more diverse society may aso find value in collaborating
on solutions that could be mutually beneficial.



I ntroduction

Urban America continues to witness a marked growth in itsracial and ethnic diversity,
echoing the country’s inception as an immigrant society. This expansion, historically
associated with a limited number of cities, now reaches into virtually all areas of the
country. The pluralism of cities such as Miami, New York, and Los Angeles has come
to characterize many other urban and suburban areas as well, rendering use of the term
minority confusing at best.

Astheseracially and ethnically diverse popul ations have grown, attention to their health
has intensified. A 2002 report by the Institute of Medicine, Unequal Treatment:
Confronting Racial and Ethnic Disparities in Health Care, documented entrenched
health disparities.* During the 1990s many federal, state, and local governments under-
took initiatives to reach these frequently underserved populations. At the same time,
demographic changes affected new areas that needed to adjust their health care priori-
ties.

This second in a series of reports on the social and health improvements and challenges
of the nation’s 100 largest cities and their suburbs uses U.S. Census Bureau and Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention data to profile the status and changes in key indica-
tors of health and well being by race/ethnicity. Specifically, it documents urban and sub-
urban population concentrations and shifts; poverty and income; maternal/infant health
(low birth weight, births to teens, early prenatal care); and trendsin a key public health
concern, tuberculosis (for the overall metropolitan areas). The presentation of informa-
tion emphasi zes racial/ethnic health and health-related status and changes by comparing
them along three major dimensions: between cities and suburbs; at arecent point in time
(1999 or 2000) and over time (since 1989 or 1990 and since 1996 for tuberculosis); and,
for the census data, by the four major regions of the U.S.

These indicators have been longstanding areas of concern in studies of diverse popula-
tions. As such, they offer guidance on progress in reducing disparities. Maternal and
infant health measures have received great attention because they have major implica-
tions for the current and future health of communities. Measures of infectious disease
such as tuberculosis continue to represent important targets for intervention. To date,
however, no investigation has charted the growth in the diversity of the nation’s largest
urban and suburban areas as related to these key indicators of health, especially in the
context of poverty and income.

The focus on cities and their suburbs also provides an opportunity to determine how
close or far apart these areas are on racial and ethnic disparities by these measures. At
the same time, we are limited in our review by the availability of reliable data from
national sources and, as such, cannot report on a comprehensive set of health indicators.
An additional important limitation is the inability to present more detailed racial/ethnic
data by subpopulations for cities and suburbs that take into account differences occur-
ring within each of the racial/ethnic categories we report on. Nonetheless, we believe
that documentation and discussion of the measures we have included will not only assist
national, state, and community leaders in understanding the relationship between
racial/ethnic diversity and key indicators of health, but will offer insights into national
health patterns. Our report can supplement local data in helping leaders apply or adjust
scarce public and/or private investments in hospitals, clinics, community health centers,
schools, social services, and community-based service organizations. Finally, these data
are intended to serve as benchmarks, showing both ongoing chalenges and improve-
ments. Identifying communities that have made progress may help other cities and sub-
urbs as they work to coordinate resources to meet the needs of their increasingly diverse
popul ations.
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M ethodology

We present demographic, socioeconomic, and health indicators for the nation’s 100
largest cities and their greater metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) excluding the city
(which we refer to as “suburbs’ or “suburban areas’), as defined by the 2000 census.?
Where some of the 100 largest cities are part of the same MSA, the city data were com-
bined to create a single urban area that could be compared to its surrounding suburban
area. For example, data for Denver and Aurora, CO, were collapsed into a single
Denver/Auroracity entity. In total, the 100 largest cities make up agroup of 82 city enti-
ties with distinct metropolitan areas. (See Table 1 for alist of cities, by region.)

The counties that make up a particular MSA may change after each decennial census.
To keep comparisons across years unaffected by boundary changes, the same set of
counties defining an MSA in 2000 was used in constructing all MSA-related variables
for all years. The maternal/infant health measures are the exception, as described in the
Appendix. Suburban rates represent the sum of the data from all of the counties within
an MSA less the data from the city(ies) divided by the sum of the appropriate popula-
tion data for those counties less the population data from the city(ies). For Anchorage,
the city and MSA boundaries are identical, so that only city data are reported, leading
to atotal reporting on 81 suburban areas.

We report on the following demographic indicators based on U.S. Census Bureau data:
race/ethnicity, foreign-born status, language spoken at home, poverty, and per capita
income for cities and suburbs overall and by region of the country. Poverty and per capi-
ta income statistics are also presented for cities and suburbs by race/ethnicity. We also
include three maternal/infant health indicators for cities and suburbs overall and by
race/ethnicity, based on data from the CDC’s National Center for Health Statistics.
Tuberculosis data are presented for the metropolitan areas of the 100 largest cities by
race/ethnicity and foreign-born status since these data were not available for cities from
the CDC.

The major categories used for race/ethnicity are non-Hispanic white, non-Hispanic
black, Hispanic, and Asian. There are variations in these categories, however. For the
population data, Hispanics are also excluded from the Asian race category. For poverty
and per capita income, the categories are white, black, Hispanic, and Asian.

All of the average rates presented for cities and suburbs are the unweighted means of
individual city or suburban (or metropolitan) rates. The percent changes reported refer
to the percent change in the average rate for aset of cities or suburbs, rather than an aver-
age of each cities’ or suburbs' percent change.

The Appendix provides definitions of each of the demographic and health indicators and
further explanation about the race/ethnicity categories used for poverty and per capita
income.



Dynamicsin Race and Culture

We present data in this section for the year 2000 and for percent changes between 1990
and 2000.

Populations by Race/Ethnicity

» Non-Hispanic whites are barely a majority of city populations (51%),
with all four regions experiencing significant declines in this group’s pro-
portion of city and suburban population. Less than three-quarters (74%)
of suburban populations are non-Hispanic white.

» Cities in the Midwest witnessed a 95 percent increase in the proportion
of the population that is Hispanic, and their suburbs saw a 52 percent
increase between 1990 and 2000. Overall, Hispanics are the leading
minority group in the suburbs.

The nation as a whole grew 13 percent, to more than 281 million people between 1990
and 2000. During this period the nation became more racially and ethnically diverse.
Non-Hispanic whites make up 69 percent of the U.S. population, down from just over
75 percent in 1990. Hispanics make up 12.5 percent of the population, up from 9 per-
cent in 1990, and Asians constitute nearly 4 percent, compared to just under 3 percent
in 1990. Non-Hispanic blacks, as a traditional minority group rather than a burgeoning
immigrant group, saw a slight increase in population nationaly to 12.1 percent from
11.7 percent.

The growing racia/ethnic diversity of the U.S. is even more dramatic in the nation’s 100
largest cities and suburbs. While cities continue to lead their suburbsin population diver-
sity, suburbs are catching up. Whites make up, on average, barely half the population of
these largest cities, and less than three-quarters of their suburban populations, down from
amost 60 percent and 80 percent, respectively, in 1990. The Brookings Institution’s
analysis of the 102 largest metropolitan areas found that minorities are responsible for the
bulk of suburban population gains in most of these

metropolitan areas.’ Chart 1
Population Distribution by Race/Ethnicity

The Census Bureau recently reported that as of July,
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tions, with their proportion increasing 41 percent, on a2 s
average, between 1990 and 2000. (See Chart 1.)
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less than half of city populations, on average, while non-Hispanic blacks make up more
than one-third. In the West, the proportion of city population that is black is only about
8 percent, on average, a drop of nearly 4 percent from 1990 to 2000. (See Table 2).

Suburbs in the Midwest and West have the smallest proportions of population that are
black (4%). Yet in the West the ratio of the percentage of city to suburban blacks is two
to one. In the Midwest, that ratio is seven to one, highlighting the extreme racial sepa-
ration between cities and suburbs in the metropolitan areas of the Midwest. The city to
suburban black population ratio in the South is about three to one and in the Northeast,
five to one.

Cities and suburbs in the West have the largest proportion of Hispanic (24% and 22%
respectively) and non-Hispanic Asian residents (13% and 10%). In the other regions,
non-Hispanic Asians make up three percent or less of suburban populations. The cities
and suburbs of the Midwest experienced the largest percent increases between 1990 and
2000 in the proportions of their population that are Hispanic (95% and 52% respective-
ly) and Asian (61% and 74%).

City and suburban highlights. Among the nation’s 100 largest cities, Spokane, WA,
has the greatest proportion of non-Hispanic whites (89%) and Miami/Hialeah has the
smallest (11%). The largest 1990 to 2000 drop in the percentage of population that is
white occurred in Detroit (47%). Only Washington, D.C., and Atlanta saw increases in
the proportion of their white populations. The suburban area with the largest proportion
of population that is white is Lincoln, NE (97%), and the area with the smallest propor-
tion is El Paso, TX (11%).°

The city of Detroit has the highest percentage of population that is non-Hispanic black
(82%), and Santa Ana/Anaheim, CA, the lowest (2%). Between 1990 and 2000,
Honolulu experienced the largest increase in the portion of population that is black
(125%), and 25 cities had a decrease in their black population rate, with San Francisco
experiencing the largest (26%). Norfolk/ Virginia Beach/Chesapeake, VA, hasthe largest
black suburban population rate (35%).

El Paso has the largest Hispanic population rate (77%) and Akron, OH, the smallest
(1%). All three North Carolina cities included in the 100 largest had increasesin the per-
cent of population that is Hispanic that were greater than 450 percent, Raleigh’sincrease
being the greatest (493%). Only New Orleans had a decrease in its Hispanic popul ation
rate (4%). Greensboro, Charlotte, and Raleigh, NC, also had the top three suburban
increases in the proportion of population that is Hispanic (588%, 451%, and 376%

respectively).

The city with the largest non-Hispanic Asian population rate is Honolulu (64%), fol-
lowed by San Francisco (32%), and San Jose (27%). Their suburban areas aso have the
highest Asian rates. From 1990 to 2000, the city of Atlanta experienced the greatest
increase in the portion of population that is Asian (142%).



Foreign-Born Populations

» The nation’s 100 largest cities and suburbs experienced identical increas-
es—nearly 41 percent between 1990 and 2000—in the proportion of pop-
ulation that is foreign-born. More than 13 percent of city populations and
nearly 10 percent of suburban populations, on average, are foreign-born.

» While the West and Northeast have the highest rates of foreign-born pop-
ulations, growth was strongest in cities and suburbs of the Midwest (74%
and 55%) and South (48% for both cities and suburbs).

Immigration is a mgjor force behind the nation’s over-
all population growth. The nation’s 13 percent popula-
tion growth was fueled by the nearly 41 percent growth
in the rate of the nation's foreign-born population,
from 8 percent in 1990 to 11 percent in 2000. The rate
of foreign-born growth was identical in the cities and
suburbs, also nearly 41%. Thisincrease was four times
the average city rate of population growth and double
the suburban rate. On average, the percent of the for-
eign-born population in the 100 largest cities is about
13 percent, and just over 9 percent in their suburbs.
(See Chart 2.)

Regional trends in U.S. cities and suburbs. In the
West, more than one of five city residents, on average,
is foreign-born, as are nearly 16 percent of suburban
residents, the highest averages of any region. Cities and
suburbs in the Northeast have the second largest per-
centage of the population that is foreign-born, but both
experienced the smallest regiona growth in immigrant
populations, on average. Cities and suburbs in the
Midwest still have the lowest percentages of popula-
tion that are foreign-born, but they had the highest
average increase in foreign-born population rates (74%
and 55%) over the 1990s. Immigrants make up more
than 7 percent of the population of the largest citiesin
the Midwest, up from just over 4 percent in 1990. (See
Chart 3 and Table 2).

City and suburban highlights. Miami/Hiaeah, a
Hispanic-majority area, has the highest city and subur-
ban foreign-born population rates (63% and 46%
respectively). Ten of the top twenty cities and suburbs
with the highest foreign-born population rates are
located in California. Chicago is the only city in the
Midwest in that top-twenty list, with a city rate of 22
percent and a suburban rate of 15 percent.

While the highest foreign-born population rates are
concentrated in California, Texas, and northeastern
metropolitan areas, the greatest rates of growth from
1990 to 2000 occurred in the South and Midwest, with

Chart 2
Percent of Population that is Foreign-born

B 1990 2000

13.3

U.S. Cities Suburbs

Source: Tabulations based on U.S. Census Bureau data, 1990, 2000.

Chart 3
Percent of 2000 Population that is Foreign-born, by Region

B cities [l Suburbs
25 —

20.8

Midwest South West

Northeast

Source: Tabulations based on U.S. Census Bureau data, 2000.
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Chart 4

Percent of Population Age 5 and Over Whose Language
Spoken at Home is Other than English

all top 20 cities and top 12 suburbs experiencing triple-digit increases. Augusta, GA,
experienced the largest foreign-born growth rate—766 percent—from 0.4 percent to 3.4
percent. Greensboro, NC, Memphis, Charlotte, and Nashville also had some of the high-
est rate increases in the South. Their suburbs (with the exception of those of Memphis)
were in the top 20 for foreign-born population growth as well. The cities of Grand
Rapids, MI, and Des Moines, |A, had the highest rates of increase in immigrant popula-
tion growth of cities in the Midwest (167% and 151% respectively). Foreign-born resi-
dents make up nearly 11 percent of the population of Grand Rapids and 8 percent of Des
Moines population. (See Table 6.)

L anguage Spoken at Home

» More than one of five city residents and nearly one-sixth of suburban res-
idents now speaks a language other than English at home.

» On average, nearly one-third of city residents and more than one-quarter
of suburban residents in the West now speak a language other than
English at home. Cities and suburbs in the Midwest accounted for the
greatest growth in the diversity of language spoken at home during the
1990s (48% and 35% respectively).

As the foreign-born population rises, so does the number of people whose native lan-
guage is not English. The increase in language diversity and lack of familiarity with
English has implications for health, education, and social services agencies, particular-
ly in the urban and suburban areas that have seen dramatic growth in non-native English
speakers in the 1990s.

The U.S. Census survey asks a sample of residents age five and older about the language
they speak at home. The percent of the population that speaks a language other than
English at home is higher than the percent of foreign-born, most likely because immi-
grants children, who are automatically designated citizens, may speak their parents
native language at home.

Nationally the percent of the population age five and older
that speaks any language other than English at home rose

(% with Spanish as home language inside bars) nearly 30 percent between 1990 and 2000, from just under

14 percent to almost 18 percent. The percent of the popula-
tion that speaks Spanish at home rose even faster—43 per-
cent—to nearly 11 percent of the U.S. population. The cen-
sus also surveys how well these individuals speak English.
In 1990, 6 percent of the U.S. population five and over had
a limited ability to speak English (“not very well” or *not
at all”). This rate grew to 8 percent by 2000.

1990 [l 2000

221

Asisthe case with the foreign-born statistics, cities have a
larger portion of residents who speak a language other than
English at home than do their suburbs, on average. More
than one of five residents of the 100 largest cities speak a
language other than English at home. The same is true for

u.s. Cities Suburbs about one of six suburban residents. Both cities and their
suburbs, however, saw similar increases in their rates of
Source: Tabulations based on U.S. Census Bureau data, 1990, 2000. non-Eng”Sh Speakers (29% and 28% respect|ve|y)

Increases in the percent of the popul ation speaking Spanish
at home were even greater (37% for cities and 33% for sub-
urbs). (See Chart 4 and Table 3.)



Regional trendsin U.S. citiesand suburbs. Following the ‘;fr"cznt of 2000 Population Age 5 and Over Whose

{/(\)/regn_bom population trend; » aities ar.]d suburbs in ,the Language Spoken at Home is Other Than English,
est and Northeast had the highest portion of population by Region

speaking a language other than English a home in both B Cities [l Suburbs

1990 and 2000, while cities and suburbs in the Midwest 320

had the lowest rates, on average, but witnessed the largest 5, | 288

growth over that period (48% and 35% respectively). (See

residents and one of five suburban residents in the o |
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than one-quarter for both cities and suburbs during the
1990s. Nearly one of five city residents and more than one Northeast Midwest South West
of seven suburban residents in the South, on average, now

q)eak a |anguage other than Eng| ish at home. Source: Tabulations based on U.S. Census Bureau data, 2000.

25.6
Chart 5.) 25 —
Nearly one-third of city residents and more than one-quar- 20 - S 192
ter of suburban residentsin the West now speak alanguage s 15.0
other than English at home, as do nearly one of three city 12.1 I
6.8

City and suburban highlights. Miami/Hialeah leads the nation’s 100 largest cities with
the highest percent of its population age five and over that speaks a language other than
English at home (82%); its suburbs rank second highest, after El Paso’s. Thirty-seven per-
cent of Miami/Hialeah's city population reports not speaking English well or at all.¢ The
rest of the city and suburban leaders are concentrated primarily in California and Texas.
More than two-thirds (67%) of the SantaAna/Anaheim, CA, population speak alanguage
other than English at home, with one-quarter of its population not speaking English well
or at al. The only city or suburban area from the Midwest in the top 20 is Chicago, with
more than one-third (36%) of city residents and more than one-fifth (22%) of suburban
residents speaking a language other than English at home. (See Table 6.)

Poverty and Per Capita lncome

We present datain this section for the year 1989 and for percent changes between 1989
and 1999.

Poverty Rates

» Blacks experienced strong decreases in city (13%) and suburban (20%)
poverty rates between 1989 and 1999, although they continue to have the
highest rates of the four major racial/ethnic groups.

» Urban whites were the only group not to show a decrease in poverty rates
between 1989 and 1999, while urban Hispanics showed only a modest
decrease (2%). Hispanics showed the smallest decrease in suburban
poverty rates—Iess than one percent—of the four racial/ethnic groups.

Poverty is associated with nearly all of society’s most troubling conditions. From sub-
standard housing and homelessness to disease, disability, and poor childbirth outcomes,
from lack of education and low skill levels to violent crime—all are highly associated
with poverty, which for a family of three in 1999 is $13,290. Poverty rates provide a
general reading of a community’s socioeconomic distress and well-being.



Chart 6
Percent of Population Below 100% of the Federal Poverty
Level ($13,290 for a family of 3 in 1999)
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Source: Tabulations based on U.S. Census Bureau data, 1990, 2000.

Chart 7
Percent of Population Below 100% of the Federal Poverty
Level, by Race/Ethnicity
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Source: Tabulations based on U.S. Census Bureau data, 1990, 2000.
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Based on Census Bureau data, the national poverty rate
decreased by just over 5 percent between 1989 and 1999,
to dlightly more than 12 percent of the population.” The
average poverty rate of the 100 largest cities also
decreased during those ten years, but more modestly
(3%), to just above 17 percent. The suburbs, with an aver-
age poverty rate just over half the city average, experi-
enced a much greater decline in poverty rates over the
same period (8%). (See Chart 6.)

Regional trends in U.S. cities and suburbs. Although
poverty rates generally declined during the 1990s, this was
not the casefor citiesand suburbsin the Northeast and We<t,
where the percent of the population living in poverty rose,
on average, between about 2 percent and 8 percent. Six of
the top 10 increasesiin city poverty rateswere in California.
City and suburban rates declined considerably in the
Midwest (9% and 10% respectively) and South (6% and
15%) between 1989 and 1999, on average. (See Table 3))

Suburbs in the South and West have the highest regional
suburban poverty rates—11 percent on average. Of the
top 10 highest suburban poverty rates, half are located in
the South and half in the West. The average poverty rate
for suburbs in the Midwest—just under 6 percent—is
considerably lower than the average for the other regions.

City and suburban highlights. Only three cities have
poverty rates under 10 percent: Anchorage (7%),
Colorado Springs (9%), and San Jose (9%). The city with
the highest poverty rateis Newark, NJ (28%). El Paso has
the highest 1999 suburban poverty rate (32%). Newark
also experienced one of the largest suburban increasesin
poverty rates during the 1990s (17%). (See Table 7.)

Trends by race/ethnicity. The U.S. Census Bureau
reported that nationally, blacks reached a new all-time
low poverty rate in 2000 (22%).6 Blacks and Hispanics,
however, continue to have the highest poverty ratesin the
U.S,, aswell asinthe 100 largest cities and their suburbs.
Yet blacks experienced a much more dramatic decline in

poverty in both cities (13%) and suburbs (20%) from 1989 to 1999 than did Hispanics
(2% and 1% respectively). (See Chart 7 and Table 4.)

The decline in black poverty rates was concentrated in the South and Midwest, notably
in anumber of cities with alarge percentage of black residents. Nine of the top 20 cities
with at least a 20 percent drop in black poverty rates are cities in which blacks make up
at least one-quarter of the population. Detroit, with 82 percent of its population black,
stands out as having one of the top 10 decreases in poverty rates (25%) between 1989
and 1999. While this progress is significant, several of these cities with sizable black
populations still have some of the highest urban black poverty rates in the country,
including Shreveport (36%), Baton Rouge (34%), and Milwaukee (33%).



In contrast to the overall Hispanic poverty trends, three cities in Texas—Austin,
Lubbock, and San Antonio—with more than one-fifth of their city and suburban popu-
lations Hispanic, experienced more than a 20 percent decrease in city and suburban
Hispanic poverty rates during the 1990s.

Asian populations had the largest city decrease in poverty rates (20%), on average, to
reach arate of about 19 percent by 1999, while suburban arearates declined 13 percent,
to arate of nearly 10 percent. White city populations were the only group, on average,
not to experience a decrease in poverty, while the suburban white poverty rate declined
8.4 percent.

Per Capita Income

» City and suburban blacks experienced such dramatic increases in per
capita income during the 1990s that their per capita income now exceeds
that of Hispanics in both cities and suburbs.

» Urban Hispanics were the only racial/ethnic group to have an average
decrease in per capita income between 1989 and 1999.

Per capitaincome provides a measure of economic well-being, but unlike poverty rates,
it takes into account the full spectrum of individual income levels. Nationally per capi-
ta income increased 11 percent between 1989 and 1999 to $21,587.° Suburban areas
achieved a greater increase in per capitaincome, on average, than did the cities (13% v.
10%) and continue to have higher overall levels. (See Chart 8.)

Chart 8

Regional trendsin U.S. cities and suburbs. Per capi- Per Capita Income

ta income increased in al regions between 1989 and
1999. As with poverty, the greatest improvement over
this period occurred in the South and the Midwest— |~
each with average city increases of about 12 percent $21,587
and suburban increases of 15 to 17 percent respective- 00 -| $19.374
ly. Six of the 10 largest increases in both city and sub-
urban per capita income were in the South and 16000
Midwest. The West has the highest city per capita
income ($21,602) and the Northeast has, on average, 12000 —
the lowest ($18,011). Yet suburban per capitaincomeis
highest in the Northeast ($26,250). The South has the 8%
lowest suburban per capita income ($21,323) on aver-

1989* [ 1999

$23,200

$20,101  $20457

$18,267

age. (See Table 3) 4000

City and suburban highlights. San Francisco has the 0

highest city ($34,556) and second highest suburban per us. Cities Suburbs
Caplta income ($38,355), after San Jose ($39,759), and * 1989 values are adjusted for inflation to 1999 dollars.

SUStaI na—j the |argeg percent incre& in Clty per Caplta Source: Tabulations based on U.S. Census Bureau data, 1990, 2000.

income from 1989 to 1999 (31%). In examining subur-

ban to city per capitaincome ratios, we found that Newark has the largest income gap,
with aratio of 2.4. The city of Newark has the lowest per capitaincome ($13,009), while
its suburbs have the fourth highest per capita income ($30,833). Other metropolitan
areas with large suburban to city per capita income ratios include Detroit (1.8),
Milwaukee and Cleveland (both 1.7) in the Midwest, and Baltimore, New York City, and
Philadel phia in the Northeast (each 1.6).



Chart 9
Per Capita Income, by Race/Ethnicity
(in thousands of dollars)

Cities 1989* [l Cities 1999
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* 1989 values are adjusted for inflation to 1999 dollars.
Source: Tabulations based on U.S. Census Bureau data, 1990, 2000.
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El Paso showed the lowest suburban to city per capita
income ratio of 0.6. It is also one of the poorest metro-
politan areas in the nation with the fourth lowest city
per capita income and the lowest suburban per capita
income ($8,644). Nineteen additional cities exceed
their suburbs' per capita income and all are located in
the South or the West. (See Table 8.)

Trends by race/ethnicity. Similar to the patterns found
with poverty rates, blacks and Hispanics have the low-
est per capita income for both cities and suburbs, but
blacks saw a dramatic increase in per capita income
from 1989 to 1999, while income growth was flat or
modest among Hispanics. With black per capitaincome
increasing 20 percent in the cities and almost 23 per-
cent in the suburbs, on average, black per capitaincome
exceeds Hispanic per capita income in both cities
($24,197 v. $12,587) and suburbs ($16,853 v. $13,941).
Hispanic per capita income declined 3 percent in the
cities between 1989 and 1999 and rose modestly in the
suburbs, by nearly 4 percent on average. (See Chart 9
and Table 4.)

Asians and whites also saw strong income growth in the cities (24% and 14% respec-
tively) and suburbs (16% and 15%). Yet, while Asians experienced, on average, strong
declinesin city and suburban poverty rates, whites had much lessimprovement in pover-
ty rates, suggesting that the white gainsin per capitaincome during the 1990s were lim-
ited largely to higher income groups. Whites lead in per capitaincome in both cities and
suburbs ($25,470 and $25,005 respectively), followed by Asians ($17,605 and $21,264).
Asians, along with blacks, have the widest gaps between city and suburban per capita
income, while whites have the narrowest gap.

M aternal/lnfant Health

We examined three measures of infant health—Iow birth weight, births to women under
age 20 (teen births), and whether a mother had received prenatal care in the first
trimester (early prenatal care)—for 1990 and 2000 by race/ethnicity. These measures are
important indicators of overall community health and well-being. Low birth weight has
implications primarily for infant health, whereas early motherhood and lack of prenatal
care may have health consequences for both mother and baby.

As evidenced in national statistics for the three indicators we examined, non-Hispanic
whites and Asians have the lowest rates and non-Hispanic blacks and Hispanics the
highest rates of low birth weight and births to teens.*®* Whites and Asians have the high-
est rates of receiving early prenatal care, whereas blacks and Hispanics have the lowest
rates. These patterns largely prevail for the nation’s 100 largest cities and their suburbs,
with suburban rates better than city rates overall and within each racial/ethnic group.
However, these differences are narrowing in some cases. Note that we excluded from the
averages for each racial/ethnic group those cities or suburbs that had fewer than 100

births.
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Low Birth Weight

» Suburban non-Hispanic white mothers had the largest increase in low
birth weight rates—17 percent—between 1990 and 2000. City and subur-
ban Asians also experienced a high increase in LBW rates (10%), just
behind the rate of increase for urban non-Hispanic white mothers (12%).

» City non-Hispanic black mothers were the only group to experience a
decrease in LBW rates (4%) between 1990 and 2000, while suburban
non-Hispanic black mothers had no change in rates.

Low birth weight, defined as less than 2,500 grams or 5.5 pounds, and particularly very
low birth weight (VLBW), defined as less than 1500 grams (3.3 pounds), is associated
with several long-term disabilities, including cerebral palsy, autism, mental retardation,
vision and hearing impairments, and other disorders.* * Preterm delivery (before 37
weeks) is a primary cause of low birth weight, and has been on the rise, increasing 27
percent since 1981."* However, for about half of all cases, the cause of premature labor
isunknown; nor are the longstanding black-white disparitiesin preterm delivery and low
birth weight well understood. The differences are not explained completely by demo-
graphic risk factors such as maternal age, education, or income, suggesting that there
may be racial differencesin maternal medical conditions and health experiences that are
unigue to black women.*

Ageis associated with LBW rates, with both younger (under age 20) and older (35 and
older) mothers at greater risk for a LBW outcome. While the teen birthrate has been
dropping over the last decade, the birthrate for women 35 and older, especially 40 and
over, has risen dramatically. As women increasingly delay childbearing, many turn to
assisted reproductive technology (ART). LBW rates are relatively higher for singleton
infants conceived with ART.** ART procedures also increase the risk of multiple births,
which are associated with lower birth weights.** Twenty-three percent of all LBW
infants are born in a twin, triplet, or higher-order delivery.r” According to the CDC,
increases in white LBW and VLBW births may be attributable, in part, to increases in
multiple births resulting from ART.*

Chart 10
Nationally, the LBW rate increased almost 9 percent to Percent of Live Births of Low Birth Weight (<5.5 Ibs.)

7.6 percent of al births between 1990 and 2000,* but

the rate did not change from 1998 to 2000 and stood at 1990 [l 2000
7.7 percent in 2001.* Low birth weight rates generally 10
increased between 1990 and 2000 across the 100 g5 82

largest cities and their suburbs aswell. Overall, city low 6

birth weight rates are 25 percent higher than suburban 7.0 7.1
rates. On average, however, city LBW ratesincreased at 6.1

about one-quarter the rate of the suburbs between 1990
and 2000 (4% v. 17%). In contrast to overall rates, how- 5
ever, thereislittle difference between city and suburban
rates within each racial/ethnic group. It appears to be
the higher proportion of non-Hispanic white women in
the suburbs compared to the cities, with their much
smaller LBW rates, that explains the overall lower sub-

urban LBW rates. (See Chart 10.) e U.s. Cities Suburbs

Trends by race_/ahnl Clty Although IOVV bl rth _\Ne| ght Source: Tabulations based on data from Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
rates have been increasing generally, city non-Hispanic National Center for Health Statistics, 1990 and 2000.

blacks were the only group to experience a decrease in
14
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Chart 11

Percent of Live Births of Low Birth Weight (<5.5 Ibs.),

by Race/Ethnicity

Cities 1990 [l Cities 2000
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LBW rates (4%) between 1990 and 2000, while suburban
black mothers beat the trend with no change in rates.
Low birth weight rates for black mothers, however, are
Suburbs 1990 [l Suburbs 2000 nearly twice the rate of whitesin both cities and suburbs,
on average. The disparity between black and white LBW
rates narrowed between 1990 and 2000, but thisimprove-
ment was due more to the increase in white LBW rates
than to the modest improvements among blacks. (See

Chart 11 and Table 5.)
70 - gg 3 Suburban whites experienced the largest increase in low
60 63 : birth weight rates—17 percent—between 1990 and 2000.
City LBW rates among whites also increased about 12
percent during this period. This dramatic increase, along
with only modest increasesin city and suburban Hispanic
LBW rates (2% and 6% respectively), led to Hispanic
Hispanic Asian LBW rates that are on par with white rates in both cities

65 66

Non-Hispanic and suburbs, on average.

Source: Tabulations based on data from Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,

City and suburban Asians also experienced a high
increase in LBW rates (10%) from 1990 to 2000. Asian
LBW rates for both cities and suburbs are higher than
both white and Hispanic rates, on average.

City and suburban highlights. Cities and suburbs in the West have the lowest low birth
weight rates, generally, and particularly among non-Hispanic blacks, who tend to have
smaller numbers of births in western metropolitan areas compared to other regions of
the country. Cities in the West saw strong improvements for black mothers between
1990 and 2000 as well. San Jose, CA, for example, has the smallest black LBW rate
(6.4%) and had the largest rate decline (43%) between 1990 and 2000. Additionaly,
citieswith relatively high proportions of black residents, such as New York, Toledo, and
Miami, also rank among the top 20 for lowest LBW rates. (See Table 9.)

Mobile, AL, Colorado Springs, and Tucson experienced some of the largest increasesin
suburban non-Hispanic white LBW rates over the 1990s, ranging from 49 percent in
suburban Mobile to 32 percent in suburban Tucson, which led their 2000 LBW rates—
all above 8 percent—to be the highest for suburban whites.

Birthsto Teens

» Among the 100 largest cities, urban non-Hispanic whites and non-
Hispanic blacks showed the largest improvements in lowering the percent
of births to teens—a 14 percent decline for both groups—between 1990
and 2000.

» At just under 4 percent, suburban Asians have the lowest percent of births
to teens, arate that is half that of suburban non-Hispanic whites. City
non-Hispanic blacks have the highest percent of births to teens (21%).

The nation’s interest in preventing teen births stems from the well-documented evidence
of adverse consequences that generally befall teen mothers and their children. Teen
mothers face a future of limited educational and economic opportunities compared to
other teens; only one-third obtain a high school diploma and 80 percent of unmarried
teens become welfare dependent.? Children of teen mothers are more likely to have
behavioral problems and poor academic outcomes compared to children born to older
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TABLE 9
2000 Percent of Births of Low Birth Weight (<5.5 Ibs.) by Race/Ethnicity for the 100 Largest Cities and Their Suburbs*

€

White, Non-Hispanic Black, Non-Hispanic Hispanic Asian Total
City Suburbs™™ City Suburbys City Suburbys City Suburbs City Suburbs
No. No. No. No. No. NG. No. Ma. Mo Ma.

births % births % births % births % births % births Yo births % births % births % births %
Akron, OH 2243 73 5,005 6.2 1,084 131 229 118 32 27 75 108 74 3,443 92 5,379 6.4
Albuquergque, NM 2875 75 1,008 73 223 14.0 25 4,299 749 1,137 92 195 7.3 31 7.965 78 2,580 380
Anchorage, AK 2,481 45 NA NA 247 13.0 NA NA, 370 5.4 NA NA 416 8.0 NA NA& 4122 6.1 NA NA
Atlanta, GA 1,882 T4 328543 5.4 5,543 134 16754 115 1,511 &5 7.106 58 257 5.4 2,559 77 0466 106 60,380 7.8
Augusta, GA 1,308 64 2,568 71 1,869 13.2 1,083 122 85 115 4.3 52 40 3329 102 3,828 8.4
Austin, TX 5,021 58 5,449 58 1,255 137 441 123 5813 6.6 2.815 74 696 56 238 71 12811 69 8,969 6.6
Bakersfield, CA 2708 64 1,283 56 572 151 83 3,822 6.0 2.894 58 245 7.8 176 97 7,226 69 4,463 6.0
Baltimore, MD 2724 84 18325 6.1 7,083 157 4560 122 21 76 705 57 128 7.0 839 80 10213 135 24 568 7.3
Baton Rouge, LA 1,762 1.0 3,364 75 2,909 135 962 134 04 72 158 120 23 4939 109 4,434 87
Birmingham, AL 1,106 7.8 6,863 78 3,265 14.2 1475 128 133 45 331 39 43 1086 38 4554 123 8,791 84
Boston, MA 2900 67 52240 655 2,689 12.8 3,015 103 1,751 79 5,769 7.8 684 6.9 3,927 76 8,080 9.0 65,571 6.8
Buffalo, NY 16527 F.9 6,545 7.0 1,977 14.2 399 131 437 9.4 125 6.4 o1 182 6.0 4588 107 9,200 6.9
Charlotte, NC 5197 70 9,887 71 3,534 13.0 2,080 138 1,431 6.6 1,186 54 479 102 202 109 108671 91 13,398 8.1
Chicago, IL 10656 B7 45256 84 19429 147 8670 125 18524 63 18,153 6.1 2,128 B4 5112 88 50820 97 81,325 71
Cincinnati, OH 2898 867 16904 85 3,027 136 1,128 113 106 4.8 245 6.1 136 8.1 387 98 6178 1041 18 665 6.9
Cleveland, OH 2,961 84 17453 52 4 767 13.7 2,370 117 722 8.3 743 8.0 1253 141 500 60 8614 114 21,157 6.9
Colorado Springs, GO 4,801 78 1.074 91 581 141 81 1,270 8.9 132 83 310 100 33 - 6,972 88 1,329 9.3
Columbus, OH 8174 82 12044 58 3,534 12.3 606 124 405 5.4 255 6.3 464 B0 390 90 10712 96 13,356 71
Corpus Christi, TX 1310 7¥.6 545 7.3 182 11.5 41 3,112 85 1,167 102 81 9 - 4,692 8.2 1,782 g4
Dallas/Gadand/ Irving, TX* 9873 70 17747 6.5 6,397 13.0 2819 123 17129 6.4 6,359 6.1 1,861 g7 1,345 74 35848 8.0 28 463 7.0
Denverfaurora, CO 6416 81 13921 8.0 1,913 161 206 112 7,336 7.8 3,147 86 870 110 6683 107 15438 91 18,034 8.2
Des Moines, 1A 2536 71 3,429 5.8 344 0.0 42 399 3.8 166 6.6 168 83 116 43 3,499 7.0 3,801 5.4
Detroit, Ml 1,348 94 36729 52 12,769 15.0 3805 134 1,158 6.2 1,511 53 209 100 2,002 69 15888 138 46,980 6.9
El Paso, TX 1238 87 35 253 13.5 1 -~ 11350 7.0 1,250 6.7 128 g8 1 -- 13,001 71 1,292 6.9
Fort Wayne, IN 2670 &0 3,681 58 734 12.4 15 337 6.5 B7 93 29 3,844 88 3,808 5.8
Fort Worth/Arlington, TX 6658 61 8,601 85 3,009 13.2 563 112 6,339 B.5 2,214 6.3 784 6.5 470 89 15954 76 11,909 6.8
Fresno, CA 2342 59 1913 52 763 127 87 92 4,380 B.5 4,942 6.0 1,068 7.4 229 56 9,134 7.0 7,240 58
Grand Rapids, MI 2,044 BA1 5,354 56 949 17.0 758 122 776 riNi 1.102 FA 116 8.5 348 57 4,128 89 13,059 6.3
Greensboro, NC 1467 83 5,730 74 1,490 12.9 2600 1486 an 53 1,893 B3 138 G4 228 71 3,444 92 14,598 i)
Honolulu, HI 753 33 1.457 52 127 7.9 277 120 a2 71 1.146 7.9 3,857 8.3 5713 7.8 4719 7.9 7,932 7.4
Houston, TX 8303 B6 16853 6.1 9,895 12.3 2,781 11.3 23,880 6.2 9.071 6.1 2626 7.2 1,470 6.7 44,792 7.7 30,258 B8
Indianapolis, IN 8864 7.0 10842 6.5 4,005 12.9 234 9.5 1,105 4.8 239 6.8 246 50 160 102 14,247 8.4 11,283 B8
Jacksonville, FL 5346 B9 3867 5.4 4107 14.0 449 10.5 511 59 210 9.0 436 98 108 66 11432 9.5 4,650 8.9
Jersey City, NJ 646 87 1.523 5.3 1,330 14.3 237 122 1,163 8.2 2,771 6.3 798 By 359 6.1 3989 105 4,904 8.7
Kansas City, MO 3565 B87 15958 5.2 2,646 121 1,506 11.2 824 8.9 1,379 4.7 240 8.8 554 5.9 7,343 8.8 189,630 B85
Las Vegas, NV 5260 B9 5756 7.2 1,454 127 736 128 4,694 59 3,626 8.3 1,119 8.3 503 8.0 13,772 7.2 10,814 [
Lexington, KY 2814 B2 2813 8.8 580 14.0 120 11.7 208 3 43 - 93 4.4 19 - 3,702 7.2 3,011 7.3
Lincoln, NE 2952 B7 232 56 117 12.0 0 181 5.5 5 - 194 7.7 1 - 3,519 5.9 239 5.4
Los Angeles/LongBeach/
Glendale, CA 14,528 B89 14597 5.8 7,982 12.0 5532 120 49738 56 48017 56 6,060 7.2 10,595 83 788653 6.6 78,855 6.2
Lowisville, KY 4540 7.4 6,638 8.7 2,236 136 461 137 133 8.0 150 9.3 179 9.5 73 - 7112 9.4 7,325 7.2
Lubback, TX 1579 78 312 8.7 3 13.3 16 1,320 1040 204 9.3 77 2 - 3,320 9.2 535 8.0
Madison, Wl 1,978 50 2,468 5.8 321 12.8 35 331 4.8 67 - 268 4.5 54 - 2,925 58 2,633 6.2
Memphis, TN 2497 78 5,318 6.4 8,107 15.0 1610 140 551 6.4 146 45 228 9.6 153 85 11390 128 7.240 8.2
Miami/Hialeah, FL 1497 70 3,331 6.8 6,044 1.9 2826 110 8,643 6.6 9,443 6.1 216 130 270 48 16,390 8.7 15916 7.1
Miwaukee, W 3869 71 9,613 5.5 513 1386 103 128 1,779 7.2 406 52 480 7.1 269 56 11150 102 10,424 56
Minneapolis/St Pawl, MN 5047 64 26538 5.7 2,809 11.5 1256 105 1,602 8.5 1,139 58 1,616 7.0 1,490 56 11,80 7.7 32457 5.7
Mobile, AL 1,544 7.5 3,498 8.2 1,872 12.9 983 169 59 &7 - 52 55 - 3,527 104 4645 104
Montgomery, AL 1245 786 1,314 7.3 2,079 13.7 455 1386 51 20 - 45 & - 3423 113 1.801 8.8
Nashville, TN 4874 69 8,456 7.6 2,742 14,5 713 1241 820 8.5 381 4.7 339 7.1 156 128 8,793 9.2 9,701 7.8

New Orleans, LA 1,169 ?:0 7534 828 6089 14:0 36839 144 189 7.7 652 7.7 167 7.2 314 105 7586 12:6 12198 9.2
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Table 9 continued

White, Non-Hispanic Black, Non-Hispanic Hispanic Asian Total
City Suburbs™™ City Suburbys City Suburbys City Suburbs City Suburbs

No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. NO. MNo.

births % births % births % births % births % births % births %% births %% births % births %
New York/Yonkers, NY 3013 64 9,385 6.7 33791 1.7 1,988 127 41027 74 2,829 54 15222 6.8 843 74 123912 8.2 15,979 7.1
Newark, NJ 456 75 14010 6.2 2,714 166 5043 127 1815 92 3,961 71 88 102 1,469 7.2 4918 133 24 588 7.7
Norfolk/virginia Beach/
Chesapeake, VA 7,722 58 5,430 6.8 4,370 126 4216 122 5§2 8.5 262 6.5 538 7.3 239 6.3 13,290 8.3 10,164 §.0
Oakland/Fremont, CA 2212 41 10,781 55 2,290 123 2304 112 2.841 4.3 7.094 5.8 2,782 8.5 4,905 80 10,188 6.7 25197 6.8
Cklahoma City, Ok 4102 7.7 5,453 7.0 1,480 131 547 117 1,448 7.1 418 8.0 e 1141 200 6.0 7,801 8.7 2,419 7.0
Cmaha, NE 4190 7.0 4,478 6.2 1,082 132 140 886 841 8.9 224 5.8 181 4.4 107 8.4 5,402 8.0 4,987 6.3
Philadelphia, PA 6887 7.1 35479 6.0 11,156 138 3842 130 2.586 9.4 2,378 8.9 1,274 8.1 1,947 68 21895 108 45925 7.0
Phoenix/Mesa, AZb 16,351 71 11,358 7.0 1,410 12.9 615 101 17,8604 8.6 6,060 6.4 1,226 8.5 382 7.3 37879 71 18,240 6.3
Pittsburgh, PA 2,139 80 18,357 6.6 1,554 137 1659 138 50 - 162 8.6 135 8.7 318 7.3 3909 103 21,587 7.2
Portland. OR 5212 58 15674 55 696 125 291 98 1.053 7.7 3,033 52 803 7.3 1,345 6.8 7,862 6.8 20,498 5.8
Raleigh, NC 2454 72 8,439 6.5 1,555 14.2 3,063 141 768 6.4 1,626 4.5 216 7.4 553 6.9 5011 9.3 13,747 8.0
Richmond, VA B96 8.3 7,098 6.6 2,007 154 2,767 1286 114 4.4 347 5.8 30 — 354 6.2 3054 128 10,592 8.1
Riverside, CA 1,801 6.7 16,058 6.0 374 1.8 3.807 114 3,262 6.3 25308 58 250 4.8 2,289 6.9 5,808 6.7 47762 6.4
Rochester, NY 1,280 63 8331 56 1,828 15.0 315 9.2 817 7.3 274 58 108 120 274 58 39058 107 9,766 5.7
Sacramento, CA 4138 60 8,559 5.5 1,793 1.9 407 §.1 2,992 6.3 2,002 57 1,803 ) pelslo) 79 10911 72 12,012 5.8
San Anlonio, TX 5502 64 2,448 5.4 1,323 12.9 194 138 14,842 76 1,862 7.5 358 87 72 - 22,160 7y 4,631 68
San Diego, CA 6175 59 11,127 56 1,559 10.9 1,075 118 8,100 54 11,258 53 3,043 7.3 1,768 74 18933 6.3 25,404 5.8
San Francisco, CA 2842 54 5958 5.9 760 126 318 118 1.880 52 3,892 55 3,068 8.7 3,001 6.9 8,665 6.5 13,247 6.1
San Jose, CA 3,965 58 4,059 6.3 409 6.4 176 9.7 7162 56 2,225 4.8 5,224 6.1 3,943 75 16,925 5.9 10,761 6.6
Santa Ana/Anaheim, CA 1,999 51 14495 52 206 87 410 105 12129 54 10,872 4.8 1,298 6.4 5402 69 158660 55 31,382 5.4
Seattle, WA 3,937 53 16975 4.9 930 10.8 990 103 736 59 2,237 59 1,457 6.4 3134 6.1 7.418 6.3 24,589 5.4
Shreveport, LA 1,138 91 1,801 8.0 2,063 146 744 140 44 — 64 38 — 23 3,295 125 2,646 9.8
Spokane, WA 29846 B2 2,031 53 a2 - 26 — 135 7.5 az 103 49 73 3,409 6.4 2,258 53
St. Louis, MO 1,730 7.2 23372 66 3,414 14.3 5428 138 149 54 634 55 129 4.7 668 6.7 5434 116 30,167 7.9
Stockton, CA 1,387 58 2,026 52 670 12.4 85 — 2.584 52 1,513 5.7 1,060 83 243 8.2 5723 6.8 3,883 5.7
Tacoma, WA 2,297 49 4,768 58 518 10.8 327 120 461 54 483 5.0 470 7.2 439 8.9 3,944 6.1 6,233 6.2
Tampa/St. Petersburg, FL 5610 &7 12882 67 3.548 133 1,253 1238 2.220 83 2,657 6.2 474 78 414 97 11918 9.0 17,290 7.1
Toledo, CH 3,288 79 3101 65 1.422 1.8 59 118 386 7.5 188 4.8 a3 — 59 5,201 8.4 347 66
Tucson, AZ 5,083 7V 357 8.7 407 184 5] — 5,557 8.0 187 8.0 293 7.2 4 - 11,792 8.2 724 7.9
Tulsa, CK 3836 76 4,729 7.0 1.363 14.5 143 118 844 45 194 7.7 164 55 638 6,650 8.4 5,738 7.2
Washington, DC 1,483 68 35003 &1 5,108 140 18,157 114 876 83 9,326 6.2 177 9.0 5,231 7.9 7656 119 g7,707 7.5
Wichita, KS 4,491 7.3 2,153 5.8 865 133 28 = 953 8.5 103 29 343 58 13 6,739 7.9 2,321 5.7

* 1990 rates and percent changes are available on the internet at www.downstate.edu/healthdata.

** Suburbs refers to the MSA excluding the city(ies). Where more than one city is listed, they belong to the same MSA. In these cases, the city data were combined to

create a single urban entity.
N/A: Not applicable; Anchorage city and MSA boundaries are the same.
--- Where the number of births is less than 100, the rate is not reported. Use caution in interpreting rates with small numbers.

2 For 1990, natality data were not available for Plano, which is one of the 100 largest cities and part of the Dallas MSA. To make comparisons, Dallas city and suburban

birth data and natality rates exclude Plano for both 1990 and 2000.
® For 1990, natality data were not available for Glendale or Scottsdale, which are two of the 100 largest cities and part of the Phoenix MSA. To make comparisons,
Phoenix city and suburban birth data and natality rates exclude these cities for both 1990 and 2000.
Source: Natality tabulations based on data from Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Health Statistics, 1990 and 2000.



TABLE 10
2000 Percent of Births to Teens (<age 20) by Race/Ethnicity for the 100 Largest Cities and Their Suburbs*

White, Non-Hispanic Black, Non-Hispanic Hispanic Asian Total
City Suburbs** City Suburbs City Suburbs City Suburbs City Suburbs
No. No. No. Na. No. No. No. No. No. No.
births % births births % births % births % births % births births % births % births %

Akron, OH 2243 113 5,005 1,034 252 229 14.0 3z 27 75 108 09 3443 157 5378 6.7
Albuquergue, NM 2,875 71 1,008 223 19.7 25 4,299 201 1137 201 195 31 7.965 148 2580 134
Anchorage, AK 2,481 8.1 NA 247 15.0 NA NA 370 170 MNA NA 416 NA N& 4122 118 NA NA
Atlanta, GA 1.882 20 32543 5,543 227 16,754 13.0 1511 155 7108 143 257 2,558 32 9466 164 60,380 96
Augusta, GA 1308 137 2,568 1,869 204 1,083 247 85 115 148 52 40 3,329 173 3,828 144
Austin, TX 5,021 46 5449 1,255 18.0 441 14.1 5813 1886 2,815 187 596 238 1.3 12811 122 8869 105
Bakersfield, CA 2708 137 1.283 572 22.0 83 3622 200 2894 185 245 176 9.7 7226 173 4463 169
Baltimore, MD 2,724 109 18,325 7,083 263 4580 133 211 104 705 105 128 839 1.5 10213 215 24568 71
Baton Rouge, LA 1,762 6.9 3,364 2.909 220 962 18.0 94 72 158 23 — 4939 158 4434 121
Birmingham, AL 1.108 8.4 5,868 3,265 21.4 1475 18.9 133 185 a3 127 43 106 0.9 4534 179 a7 1086
Boston, MA 2,800 40 52240 2,689 146 3015 9.5 1751 1586 5769 177 684 3,827 4.9 8080 100 85571 55
Buffalo, NY 1527 9.8 6,545 1,977 218 399 241 437 256 125 144 91 182 16 4588 169 9,200 66
Charlotte, NC 5197 4.6 9,897 3,534 164 2080 214 1431 161 1,186 17.8 479 202 74 10871 102 13388 127
Chicage, IL 10,656 39 48256 18,429 241 8,670 187 18,524 161 18,153 135 2128 5112 1.7 50820 160 81325 74
Cincinnati, CH 2,898 1041 16,904 3.027 259 1,128 213 106 17.0 245 102 136 367 19 81Y8 178 18865 100
Cleveland, OH 2,961 12.7 17,453 4,767 227 2370 200 722 2438 743 198 128 500 08 8614 192 21157 5.0
Colorado Springs, CO 4,801 10.0 1,074 581 205 81 1270 183 132 1898 310 33 - 6872 125 1,329 102
Columbus, OH 6174 115 12,044 3,534 188 606 13.7 405 175 255 178 464 390 08 10712 139 13356 8.3
Corpus Christi, TX 1310 M2 545 182 176 41 3z 227 1,167 2798 81 9 - 4692 190 17862 226
Dallas/Garland/ Irving, TX* 9,872 8.9 17,747 8,397 230 2819 14.3 17129 17.3 5359 18635 1,861 1.345 1.9 33648 158 28483 100
DenverfAurora, CO 6,416 71 13,921 1,913 19.5 205 215 7336 189 3147 1786 670 663 62 16436 139 18.034 54
Des Moines, A 253 115 3429 344 247 42 399 206 166 8.4 168 116 1.7 3499 141 3,801 53
Detroit, M| 1348 104 36,729 12,769 18.1 3,805 13.6 1,158 153 1511 118 209 2,002 30 15886 172 48980 8.6
El Paso, TX 1,238 83 35 253 138 1 11380 175 1,250 228 128 1 - 13,001 164 1292 226
Fort Wayne, IN 28670 116 3681 734 252 13 337 193 67 93 29 3844 1456 3,806 9.6
Fort Waorth/Arlington, TX 6,658 9.0 8,601 3,099 212 563 16.7 6339 1828 2214 173 784 470 6.0 16954 148 11909 1286
Fresno, CA 2,342 93 1,913 763 18.4 87 4880 218 4,842 186 1,068 229 96 9134 178 7,240 158
Grand Rapids, MI 2,044 7.4 9,354 949 28.9 758 223 776 184 1102 175 116 348 25 4126 150 13039 106
Greensboro, NC 1,467 57 9730 1,490 144 2600 203 321 148 1,893 1686 138 226 71 3444 105 14598 129
Hanolulu, HI 753 4.4 1,497 127 128 277 9.7 372 140 1146 183 3657 5713 126 4719 68 7832 1.0
Houstan, TX 8,303 6.9 16,853 9,895 175 2,761 14.2 23880 172 9,071 157 2,626 1,470 16 44792 145 30256 11.0
Indianapaclis, IN 8864 109 10,642 4,005 208 234 184 1,105 150 239 138 246 160 1.9 14247 139 11,283 g4
Jacksonville, FL 5,346 9.7 3,867 4,107 216 449 227 511 118 210 133 436 106 868 11432 139 4650 118
Jersey City, NJ 646 51 1,523 1,330 166 237 101 1,183 1586 2711 110 798 359 08 3969 115 4,904 582
Kansas City, MO 3,565 §2 15,956 2.646 234 1,506 203 824 178 1,379 148 240 554 65 7,343 147 18630 9.5
Las Vegas, NV 6,260 8.9 5756 1,454 19.5 736 205 4894 151 3826 182 1118 503 7.0 13772 121 10814 145
Lexington, KY 2,814 8.1 2813 580 200 120 208 208 159 45 93 19 3702 102 3011 125
Lincoln, NE 2,952 8.2 232 117 214 0 181 144 5 194 1 3919 90 239 2.9
Los Angeles/LongBeach/?

Glendale, CA 14,528 28 14,587 7.962 148 5532 13.9 49738 142 4B017 131 6,060 10,595 20 78653 115 78855 100
Louisville, KY 4540 122 6636 2,238 222 481 210 133 128 1530 187 179 73 7112 151 7325 109
Lubbock, TX 1579 117 32 331 284 16 1320 3041 204 211 77 2 3320 205 535 17.0
tMadiscn, Wi 1,878 4.4 2 468 321 268 35 331 184 67 268 54 2,925 92 2,633 4.3
Memphis, TN 2497 104 5318 2,107 227 1610 216 551 17.8 146 11.0 228 153 26 11390 194 7,240 110
Miami/Hialeah, FL 1,497 165 3,331 5,044 18.1 2.826 16.9 3,643 9.8 9,443 6.8 216 270 1.5 16,380 138 15916 g4
Milwaukee, W 3,668 8.9 9613 5131 261 103 10.7 1779 203 406 175 480 269 22 11150 191 10424 4.7
Minneapolis/St Paul, MN 5,047 6.1 26,539 2,809 209 1.256 125 1602 172 1,139 130 1616 1,480 64 11801 135 32487 5.1
Mobile. AL 1,544 85 3498 1.872 215 983 259 58 67 52 55 3527 154 4645 158
Mantgomery, AL 1,245 8.8 1,314 2,079 20.2 455 220 51 20 45 6 3423 158 1801 147
Nashville, TN 4,874 87 8,456 2,742 201 713 195 820 165 3B1 147 339 156 51 8,793 128 9701 114
New Orleans, LA 1.169 33 7,534 6,069 235 3,639 230 169 71 852 107 167 314 3.8 7.586 196 12199 142
New York/Yonkers, NY 33,013 2.5 9,385 3379 121 1,988 99 41,027 141 2629 100 15,222 843 06 123812 89 15979 4.0
Newark, NJ 456 68 14,010 2,714 180 5043 12.4 1615 168 3,861 107 88 1,468 1.0 4918 168 24586 54



Table 10 continued

White, Non-Hispanic Black, Nen-Hispanic Hispanic Asian Total
City Suburbs** City Suburbs Cily Suburbs City Suburbs City Suburbs
Na. Na. MNo. No. No. No. No. No. No. No.
hirths %o hbirths % births Ya hirths ] births % births ] births Y births % biths % births %

Nurfolk/Virginia Beach/!

Chesapeake, VA 7722 7.2 5,430 8.4 4,370 189 4218 204 502 117 262 111 539 4.8 239 29 1329 112 10184 133
Oakland/Fremont, CA 2212 36 10,781 34 2,290 180 2304 134 22841 145 7024 119 2782 33 4905 32 10188 98 25197 8.7
Oklahoma City, OK 4102 125 6453 110 1.480 238 547 17 .4 1446 198 418 1441 306 42 200 50 7.801 182 8419 122
Omaha, NE 4,190 8.1 4478 7.5 1,082 237 140 10.0 841 168 224 128 181 3.9 107 28 6402 119 4 987 7.7
Philadelphia, PA 5,687 86 35479 4.2 11,156 211 5,542 185 2566 251 2,378 1941 1274 77 1,047 1.8 218985 170 45925 6.7
Phoenix/Mesa, AZ° 16,351 10.2 11.359 72 1,410 216 615 171 17604 201 8,060 190 1.226 &7 362 28 37879 164 19240 113
Pittsburgh, PA 2,138 76 18,357 8.0 1,554 258 1,659 204 50 162 9.3 135 DO 316 28 3,909 148 21587 71
Portland, OR 5212 7.3 15674 8.1 696 23.4 291 1.7 1053 1486 3,033 157 803 67 1,345 4z 7,862 97 20498 9.1
Raleigh, NC 2,454 26 8,439 4.8 1,555 134 3,083 14.7 768 142 1826 154 216 1.4 553 0.5 5,011 7.6 13747 8.0
Richmond, VA 896 48 7,096 57 2,007 230 2767 16.5 114 1867 347 1241 30 354 25 3084 172 10592 8.7
Riverside, CA 1,891 9.3 16.056 9.8 374 150 3,807 18.0 3262 153 25308 160 250 36 27289 54 5806 128 47762 135
Rochester, NY 1,280 9.4 8,331 59 1,828 228 315 18.1 617 258 274 7.7 108 12.0 274 2.9 3,956 183 9,766 6.4
Sacramento, CA 4,138 88 8,559 6.2 1,793 17.7 407 12.5 2892 151 2,002 1386 1,803 127 966 32 10911 127 12012 74
San Antonio, TX 5,502 7.3 2,448 7.6 1,323 18.7 194 17.0 14842 200 1862 1895 328 47 72 -~ 22,160 163 4631 128
San Diego, CA 6,175 29 11,127 59 1,559 16.0 1.075 11.9 8100 145 11259 1386 3043 42 1768 57 18933 9.1 25404 95
San Francisco, CA 2942 1.1 5958 1.5 780 18.4 318 13.2 1890 117 3892 122 3069 23 3001 26 §665 54 13247 52
San Jose, CA 3,965 3.4 4,059 1.7 409 7.3 176 8.0 7162 145 2225 143 5224 28 39843 1.0 16925 80 10781 4.4
Santa AnatAnaheim, CA 1,898 6.5 14,495 29 206 126 410 9.3 12129 140 10872 11.0 1298 40 5402 1.7 15660 122 31362 586
Seattle, WA 3,937 2.7 16.972 6.2 930 14.5 290 1.7 736 122 2,237 132 1457 47 3134 3.5 7418 58 24589 6.9
Shreveport, LA 1,138 9.2 1,801 14.0 2,063 254 744 222 44 654 a8 23 3285 183 2646 162
Spokane, WA 2846 118 2,03 87 82 26 135 215 82 103 58 73 3409 128 2,258 86
St Lauwis, MO 1730 84 23372 7.7 3,414 259 5428 203 149 154 834 108 129 31 668 24 5434 195 30,187 9.9
Stockton, CA 1387 115 2,026 9.0 B70 209 85 2584 178 1,515 145 1060 173 243 7.0 5723 165 3,883 113
Tacoma, Wa 2297 118 4 768 88 518 268 327 14.1 461 228 483 145 470 87 439 7.1 3,944 152 5,233 9.5
Tampa/St. Petersburg, FL - 5610 82 12,882 9.8 3,548 253 1,253 206 2220 159 2857 168 474 486 414 51 118918 147 1728 1186
Toledo, OH 3288 104 3,101 8.0 1,422 242 59 16.9 386 2323 186 177 85 59 5201 150 3,417 86
Tucson, AZ 5083 9.4 337 118 407 204 B 5557 189 187 203 293 68 4 — 11,792 147 724 164
Tulsa, OK 3838 118 4729 119 1,363 237 143 217 844 182 194 134 1684 61 68 - 6650 155 5739 130
Washington, DC 1,463 07 36003 4.5 5.108 183 16,157 106 876 150 8326 107 177 28  B23 23 7666 142 67707 66
Wichita, KS 4,491 10.8 2153 102 865 2398 28 933 170 103 252 343 93 13 — 8739 134 2321 108

* 1990 rates and percent changes are available on the internet at www.downstate.edu/healthdata.
** Suburbs refers to the MSA excluding the city(ies). Where more than one city is listed, they belong to the same MSA. In these cases, the city data were combined to
create a single urban entity.
N/A: Not applicable; Anchorage city and MSA boundaries are the same.
--- Where the number of births is less than 100, the rate is not reported. Use caution in interpreting rates with small numbers.
2 For 1990, natality data were not available for Plano, which is one of the 100 largest cities and part of the Dallas MSA. To make comparisons, Dallas city and suburban
birth data and natality rates exclude Plano for both 1990 and 2000.
® For 1990, natality data were not available for Glendale or Scottsdale, which are two of the 100 largest cities and part of the Phoenix MSA. To make comparisons,
Phoenix city and suburban birth data and natality rates exclude these cities for both 1990 and 2000.
Source: Natality tabulations based on data from Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Health Statistics, 1990 and 2000.



TABLE 11
2000 Percent of Births with Early Prenatal Care (1st Trimester) by Race/Ethnicity for the 100 Largest Cities and Their Suburbs*

White, Non-Hispanic Black. Non-Hispanic Hispanic Asian Total
City Suburbs*® City Suburbs City Suburbs City Suburbs City Suburbs
No. MNo. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No.
births % births % births % hirths % hirths % births % births % births % births % births %

Akron, OH 2243 900 5005 942 1,084 788 228 810 32 — 27 75 108 935 3443 865 5379 936
Albuquergue, N 2875 7598 1008 731 223 655 25 4299 660 1137 643 195 780 3 7.965 698 2,580 668
Anchorage, AK 2,481 895 NA — 247 858 NA 370 832 NA 418 787 NA 4122 839 NA —
Atlanta, GA 1,882 962 328643 947 5543 765 16754 879 1,511 717 71068 824 257 906 2559 917 9466 80V 60380 913
Augusta, GA 1,308 897 2568 BY5 1869 771 1,083 675 85 --- 115 705 52 40 3,329 824 3828 812
Austin, TX 5,021 928 5449 922 1255 789 441 848 5813 650 2815 754 696 913 238 918 12811 784 BY69 BBS6
Bakersfield, CA 2,708 860 1283 865 572 810 83 3B22 802 28%4 8041 245 844 176 792 7,226 827 4,463 821
Baltimore, MD 2724 880 18325 0940 7083 714 4560 828 211 634 705 2810 128 852 839 880 10213 758 24568 913
Baton Rouge, LA 1,762 922 3364 907 2908 710 962 739 94 --- 72 158 861 23 4,838 794 4434 870
Birmingham, AL 1,106 872 6868 9.2 3265 737 1475 749 133 689 331 598 43 106 905 4,554 TV B791 873
Boston, MA 2,800 922 52240 931 2689 5813 3015 785 1,751 B53 5768 790 684 853 3927 3848 8,080 864 65571 907
Buffalo, NY 1,627 795 6545 874 1977 B1.1 389 665 437 653 125  F70 91 182 734 4588 712 9,200 870
Charlette, NC 5,197 943 9897 901 3,534 828 2080 731 1431 779 1,188 595 479 8B40 202 847 10871 87V8 13388 847
Chicago, IL 10856 859 49256 920 19,429 704 8670 766 18524 726 18153 728 2128 752 5112 874 50820 F46 81325 857
Cincinnati, OH 2,898 865 16904 915 3,027 660 1,128 780 106 537 245 7941 136 799 367 9186 6178 759 18665 8905
Cleveland, OH 2,961 828 17453 917 4787 750 2370 803 722 718 743 810 128 7BB 500 921 88614 774 21157 9040
Colarado Springs, CO 4,801 857 1074 820 581 757 81 1,270 724 132 750 310 842 33 6,972 823 1320 787
Columbus, OH 6,174 876 12044 912 3534 787 606 B84.2 405 728 255 7486 464 869 380 @01 10712 834 13356 9086
Corpus Christi, TX 1,310 877 545 884 182 838 41 3112 798 1167 815 81 9 4,692 822 1.762 837
Dallas/Garland! Irving, TX? 9873 851 17747 893 8,397 720 2819 V96 17129 659 6359 893 1.861 853 1,343 9008 35848 728 28483 842
Denver/Aurcra, GO 6416 893 13921 9238 1913 748 205 833 7336 605 3147 754 670 792 BE3 872 164368 TF41 18034 894
Des Moines, 1A 2,536 883 3429 947 344 772 42 399 761 166 727 168 802 116 843 3,499 862 3,801 932
Detroit, Ml 1,348 811 356729 925 12,769 666 3805 792 1158 580 1511 824 209 683 2002 903 15886 671 456980 0908
ElPaso, TX 1,238 800 35 — 253 747 1 - 11350 600 1250 S6.7 128 7350 1 -- 13001 624 1,202 575
Fort Wayne, IN 2670 8049 3681 53 734 649 15 337 669 &7 93 29 3844 764 3,806 794
Fort Werth/Adington, TX 6658 864 8801 862 3009 744 563 V3.7 65339 669 2214 666 784 820 470 779 16954 766 11909 8186
Fresno, CA 2,342 911 1913 882 783 824 87 762 4880 B8B38 4942 7B8 1,068 7786 229 814 9,134 848 7240 818
Grand Rapids, Ml 2044 799 9354 851 949 575 758 69.2 776 809 1102 704 18 767 348 797 4126 700 13059 819
Greensboro, NC 1,467 938 9730 922 1460 829 2600 793 321 750 1993 724 138 870 226 774 3,444 870 14598 870
Honelulu, HI 753 9486 1497 948 127 905 277 927 372 902 1,146 870 3657 882 5713 883 4,719 894 7932 884
Houston, TX 8,303 900 16853 837 9885 787 2761 805 23880 7654 9071 785 2626 812 1470 925 44792 804 30256 850
Indianapolis, IN §.864 856 10642 885 4005 688 234 7086 1,106 5486 239 624 246 790 160 894 14247 788 11283 876
Jacksonville, FL 6,346 903 3867 898 4107 742 449 746 511 891 210 874 436 8867 106 895 11432 845 4650 882
Jersey City, NJ 646 742 1523 864 1,330 687 237 768 1163 731 2771 748 798 V3.3 359 788 3,969 714 4904 7838
Kansas City, MO 3,565 911 15856 928 2646 798 1,506 792 824 856 1378 786 240 835 554 880 7,343 862 19630 906
Las Vegas, NV 6260 864 5756 792 1454 703 736 b4 9 4694 650 3626 457 1119 818 503 722 13772 768 10814 6586
Lexington, KY 2814 909 2813 864 580 789 120 B84 208 5240 45 93 934 19 3,702 870 3011 853
Lincoln, NE 2.9%2 886 232 878 117 726 0 181 811 5 184 789 1 3519 868 239 883
Los Angeles/LongBeach/

Glendale, CA 14528 937 14597 9340 7,962 841 5532 @859 49738 846 48017 860 6060 8395 10595 912 78853 864 78855 881
Lauisville, KY 4540 917 6836 B8998 2,236 831 481 7863 133 774 150 842 179 939 73 7112 888 7325 885
Lubbock, TX 1579 852 32 739 331 653 16 1,320 655 204 667 77 2 3,320 751 535 735
Madison, Wl 1,978 908 24658 925 321 723 35 331 733 67 268 791 54 2925 8h8 2633 918
Memphis, TN 2497 854 5318 9.5 8107 675 16810 732 551 428 146 F7.3 228 783 183 875 11380 705 7.240 871
MiamifHialeah, FL 1,497 871 3331 925 6044 773 2826 T95 8643 8686 9443 918 216 851 270 944 16390 832 15916 8938
Milwaukee, Wl 3,669 875 9613 944 5131 694 103 777 1,779 683 406 355 430 663 269 921 11150 750 10424 8328
Minneapalis/St Paul. MN 5047 870 26539 901 2808 658 1.286 717 1602 605 1138 708 1616 547 1490 811 11801 735 32487 885§
Mobile, AL 1,544 8886 3,498 888 1872 T186 983 8693 59 — 67 52 55 3,527 788 48645 838
Montgomery, AL 1,245 827 1314 9038 2,079 743 455 712 51 — 20 45 6 3423 812 1,801 857
Nashville, TN 4874 907 8456 918 2742 8238 713 V8.7 820 565 361 648 339 868 156 837 8,793 849 9701 895
New Crleans, LA 1,162 944 7534 923 8089 787 3639 754 168 81.1 652 871 187 825 314 879 7,586 797 12199 889
New York/Yonkers, MY 33013 850 9385 911 33791 712 1,988 756 41027 725 2628 V1.7 15222 732 843 840 123912 7586 15979 838
Newark, NJ 456 706 14010 928 2714 503 5043 649 1615 620 3961 710 88 654 1469 8hH7 4918 561 24586 833



ov

Table 11 continued

Wihite, Non-Hispanic Black, Non-Hispanic Hispanic Asian Total
City Suburbs™ City Suburbs City Suburbs City Suburbs City Suburbys
No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No.

births Y births % births Yo births Yo births %o hirths %o births % births % births % births %
Morfolk/Virginia Beach/
Chesapeake, VA 7,722 902 5430 908 4370 777 4216 750 592 832 262 782 539 852 239 849 13290 855 101864 837
Gakland/Fremont, CA 2212 935 10781 938 2280 8B9 2304 872 2841 887 7084 339 2782 892 49805 906 10185 900 25187 898
Oklahoma City, OK 4,102 832 6453 889 1480 751 547 793 1446 634 419 808 306 833 200 852 7801 784 8419 869
Omaha, NE 4,180 858 4478 891 1082 664 140 791 841 629 224 713 181 7.8 107 887 6,402 73.8 4987 88.0
Philadelphia, PA 6,687 848 35479 902 11156 700 5842 877 2566 728 2378 B70 1,274 731 1847 818 21885 751 45925 858
Phoenix/Mesa, AZ" 16,351 882 11359 918 1410 707 615 822 17604 815 8060 725 1226 854 362 902 37879 7186 19240 851
Pittsburgh, PA 2138 911 19357 0925 1,954 803 1,659 832 50 - 162 851 135 940 316 899 3,808 869 21587 O1.7
Portland, OR 5212 842 15674 871 698 FV.3 281 734 1053 659 3033 744 803 764 1,345 B S 7.862 801 20498 850
Raleigh, NC 2454 932 8,439 0934 1,585 721 3083 779 768 545 1626 698 216 880 553 942 5011 804 13747 B73
Richmond, VA 806 800 V096 922 2007 683 2767 800 114 526 347 700 30 354 879 3.054 740 10582 881
Riverside, CA 1,891 874 16056 848 374 825 3807 V5 3,262 812 25308 763 250 825 2,289 843 5806 833 47762 795
Rochester, NY 1,280 820 8331 864 1828 652 315 729 B17 703 274 B22 108 707 274 214 3956 724 9766 BB3
Sacramento, CA 4,138 822 8559 8284 1793 7586 407 806 2992 ¥38 2002 738 1903 658 966 847 109811 763 12012 853
San Antonio, TX 5,202 925 2448 914 1,323 812 194 863 143842 828 1882 797 358 920 iz - 22,180 831 4631 B88.S8
San Diego, CA 6175 940 11127 897 1,558 802 1,075 788 8100 771 11258 749 3043 870 1,788 859 18933 844 25404 8§23
San Francisco, CA 2942 936 bh958 926 780 731 318 805 1890 779 3892 785 3069 898 3001 864 §665 870 13247 887
San Jose, CA 3865 929 4059 0943 409 833 176 813 7162 785 2225 828 5224 863 3843 924 16825 845 107861 909
Sanla Ana/Anaheim, CA 1,999 905 14495 948 206 854 410 856 12129 830 10872 845 1,298 881 5402 915 15880 845 31362 908
Seattle, VWA 3837 914 16975 901 930 718 980 796 736 762 2237 776 1457 782 3,134 865 7418 848 24589 879
Shreveport, LA 1,138 920 12801 809 2063 675 744 753 44 --- 64 38 23 3,295 766 2646 865
Spokane, WA 2,946 891 2031 ™3 82 26 132 9.7 82 103 737 73 3,409 881 2.298 90.8
St. Louis, MO 1,730 815 23372 926 3414 764 5428 749 149 910 634 B29 128 939 665 940 5434 820 30187 893
Stockton, CA 1,387 760 2026 834 670 63.8 85 2,584 654 1515 645 1.060 591 243 698 5723 666 3,883 752
Tacoma, WA 2297  F7.2 4768 B24 318 684 327 792 461 708 483 742 470 880 438 743 3,944 737 6,233 80.7
Tampa/St. Petersburg, FL 5610 901 12882 903 3548 760 1,253 799 2,220 844 2657 785 474 881 414 878 11918 847 17280 §&78
Toledo, OH 3,288 922 3,101 937 1422 778 58 814 386 799 186 79.0 85 59 5201 874 3417 9286
Tucson, AZ 5063 781 357 758 407 6538 8 5557 674 187 7041 293 768 4 - 11,792 720 724 702
Tulsa, OK 3,836 783 4729 819 1,363 818 143 674 844 603 194 690 164 781 68 6,650 TF1.7 5739 799
Washington, DC 1463 904 35003 0916 5108 703 16,157 796 B76 760 9326 755 177 803 6231 872 7866 753 67707 861
Wichita, KS 4,491 914 2153 906 86t 818 28 853 751 103 673 343 882 13 - 6,730 8786 2321 893

* 1990 rates and percent changes are available on the internet at www.downstate.edu/healthdata.
** Suburbs refers to the MSA excluding the city(ies). Where more than one city is listed, they belong to the same MSA. In these cases, the city data were combined
to create a single urban entity.

N/A: Not applicable; Anchorage city and MSA boundaries are the same.
--- Where the number of births is less than 100, the rate is not reported. Use caution in interpreting rates with small numbers.

2 For 1990, natality data were not available for Plano, which is one of the 100 largest cities and part of the Dallas MSA. To make comparisons, Dallas city and subur-
ban birth data and natality rates exclude Plano for both 1990 and 2000.
® For 1990, natality data were not available for Glendale or Scottsdale, which are two of the 100 largest cities and part of the Phoenix MSA. To make comparisons,
Phoenix city and suburban birth data and natality rates exclude these cities for both 1990 and 2000.
Source: Natality tabulations based on data from Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Health Statistics, 1990 and 2000.



TABLE 12

2000 Metropolitan Tuberculosis Rates per 100,000 population, by
Race/Ethnicity and Foreign-Born Status*

White, Black,
Non-Hispanic Non-Hispanic Hispanic Asian Foreign-born Total
Metropolitan Area™ Cases Rate Cases Rate Cases Rate Cases  Rate Cases Rate Cases Rate
Akron, OH 9 1.5 5 6.4 1 17.0 1 105 4 183 16 23
Albuquerque, NM 1 0.3 1 58 2 [+0r Q 0.0 1 1.8 5] 0.8
Anchorage, AK - - - - - - -— -
Atlanta, GA 47 1.8 254 214 44 16.4 53 3768 "My 237 403 9.8
Augusta, GA - - - - - - -— -
Austin, TX 14 1.8 17 17.2 37 11.3 13 283 3 203 81 8.5
Bakersfield, CA ¢} 18 4 102 22 87 15 850 27 24 1 49 7.4
Baltimore, MD 28 1.7 66 9.4 9 17.5 15 207 27 185 118 47
Baton Rouge, LA 11 28 4 21 4] 0.0 & 53.3 [+ 338 22 g
Birmingham, AL 23 =N 51 18.4 & 181 3 36.5 7 335 80 a7
Boston, MA 73 1.6 74 25.5 39 1.1 89 380 207 28.7 276 50
Buffalo, NY 8 og 8 58 1 29 3 18.8 g 87 20 1.7
Charlotte, NC 23 21 54 17.5 19 246 8 270 33 331 104 6.9
Chicago, IL 107 22 273 17.5 138 98 127 324 238 167 657 78
Cincinnati, OH 22 1.8 20 9.3 0 0.0 2 9.6 7 166 44 2.7
Cleveland, OH 32 1.8 61 14 6 4 53 11 338 23 201 108 4.8
Colorado Springs, CO 3 0.8 0 0.0 1 1.7 3 19.1 5 15.0 7 1.4
Columbus, CH 21 1.7 50 23.7 9 32.0 5 12.9 54 756 a5 55
Corpus Christi, TX - - - - - -
Dallas, TX 36 1.8 81 15.3 78 9.6 31 212 102 6.6 229 8.5
Denver, CO 13 08 12 10.2 23 58 12 17.7 ag 167 B3 3p
Ces Moines, |A - - - - - - -— -
Detrait, MI 53 1.7 115 1.2 4 a1 21 19.3 40 119 194 4.4
El Paso, TX 2 1.7 1 52 53 100 0 0.0 i3 177 56 82
Fort Wayne, IN 7 1.8 3 7.8 1 8.0 1 18.0 3 20.2 12 2.4
Fort Worth, TX 25 22 27 142 32 10.3 15 260 48 253 101 59
Fresno, CA 16 42 8 17.1 54 13.3 23 341 &4 331 105 1.4
Grand Rapids, M| 11 12 7 87 10 14 .5 5 277 24 42 8 33 30
Greensbaoro, NC 1 1.2 16 6.3 7 11.3 7 39.3 17 238 41 33
Honolulu, HI 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 107 203 84 499 108 123
Houston, TX 72 37 151 208 145 116 64 2886 168 197 432 103
Indianapaolis, IN 14 1.1 23 10.2 8 14.0 5} 233 13 239 48 30
Jacksonville, FL 35 4.5 74 311 3 71 13 471 20 338 125 114
Jersey City, NJ 8 36 15 18.8 29 12.0 33 573 70 28.8 a5 14.0
Kansas City, MO 17 1.2 34 145 10 105 11 34.2 25 31.0 73 4.1
Las Vegas, NV 24 24 15 11.7 24 7.5 21 248 45 17.4 a3 56
Lexington, K - - - - - - -— -
Lincoln, NE --- - -
Los Angeles, CA 110 36 145 15.7 513 121 37z 318 832 24 .1 1140 12.0
Louiswville, KY 20 2.4 12 83 1 6.1 3 250 4 14.3 1] 35
Lubbock, TX - - - - - - -— -
Madison, W - - - - - - --- -
Memphis, TN 15 25 &9 140 2 73 5 297 9 239 g2 81
Miami/Hialeah, FL 32 6.8 153 35.2 88 6.8 7 209 177 154 280 12.4
Milwaukee Wi 9 0.8 22 9.3 3 iz 12 387 22 270 45 31
Minneapalis/St. Paul, MN 11 04 79 476 18 18.2 26 202 15 547 137 46
Maobile, AL 9 24 20 135 0 0.0 2 303 2 16.5 31 57
Montgomery, AL - - - - - - - -
MNashville, TN 38 4.0 44 22.8 5 12.5 3 13.8 21 36.4 95 7.8
New Orleans, LA 40 54 81 162 7 120 13 438 15 234 142 108
New York, NY 148 4.0 513 23.8 394 16.8 368 430 851 27.1 1427 153
Mewark, MJ 29 2.4 g7 217 40 14 .8 28 332 a7 251 194 9.5
Norfalk, VA 1 1.1 23 4.7 3 6.1 20 42.3 23 327 57 36
QCakland, CA 31 26 72 233 43 9.7 162 383 206 359 308 129
Oklahoma City, OK 28 35 13 111 7 96 13 44 5 19 307 64 58
Omaha, NE 0 0.0 8 131 3 76 1 8.3 9 26.2 12 1.7
Orange County, CA® 21 14 5 106 25 9.7 135 334 204 240 248 8.6
Philadelphia, PA 40 1.1 120 11.7 20 7.7 76 428 102 28.5 263 52
FPhoenix, &7 26 1.2 13 105 a8 120 22 29.4 110 240 172 53
Pittsburgh, PA 22 1.0 11 57 0 0.0 5 18.0 8 128 38 1.6
Portland, OR 27 1.7 12 21.7 18 126 26 26.1 58 27.9 83 43
Raleigh, NC 15 18 51 188 13 179 5 139 26 239 84 71
Richmond, VA 3 0.5 <] 2.0 0 0.0 7 322 8 17.8 16 1.6
Riverside K C4 35 22 15 59 a1 7.4 34 227 101 16.5 175 54
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Table 12 continued

White, Black,
Non-Hispanic Non-Hispanic Hispanic Asian Foreign-born Total
Metropolitan Area™ Cases Rate Cases Rate Cases Rate Cases  Rate Cases Rate Cases Rate
Rochester, NY 12 1.3 17 151 5 10.5 5 238 15 239 40 36
Sacramento, CA 28 27 13 101 10 4.3 V2 452 80 354 128 7T
St. Louis, MO 34 1.7 54 11.2 5 12.5 14 348 27 332 107 41
San Antonio, TX 20 32 5 4.8 64 7.8 10 388 40 24.7 98 6.2
San Diego, CA 28 1.8 24 146 142 189 102 375 221 385 298 105
San Francisco, CA 24 2.7 11 116 36 12.3 154 373 187 337 227 1341
San Jose, CA 9 12 3 62 38 89 187 423 221 3886 235 14.0
Seatile, WA 29 1.6 36 3138 14 1.1 66 26.6 114 343 148 6.1
Shreveport, LA - - - - - - --- -
Spokane, WA - - - - - - -
Stockton, CA 9 33 8 15.8 22 12.8 35 52.4 43 382 72 12.8
Tacoma, WA 8 1.5 5 9.6 q 104 17 37.4 18 3138 34 45
Tampa/St. Petershurg, FL 47 28 58 240 10 4.0 12 247 23 9.8 127 53
Toleda, OH 3 06 4 50 1 a7 1 13.3 2 111 g 1.5
Tucson, AZ 3 08 2 7.7 12 4.8 3 15.8 12 12.0 23 27
Tulsa, OK 10 1.6 7 9.6 0 0.0 2 18.3 2 6.0 24 30
Washington, DC 46 16 163 127 87 155 108 314 267 321 385 78
Wichita, KS 8 21 4 9.1 e 12.4 11 §6.7 18 56.1 29 53

* 1996 rates and percent changes are available on the internet at www.downstate.edu/healthdata.

** Tuberculosis by race/ethnicity is available for metropolitan areas (MSAs) with populations of 500,000 or more. Use caution in
interpreting rates for which the number of cases is small.

@ Orange county is the name of the MSA for Santa Ana/Anaheim, CA.

---The CDC did not report data for this metropolitan area.
Source: Calculations based on 2000 data from the Centers for Disease Control, National Center for HIV, STD and TB

Prevention, and 2000 population data from the U.S. Census Bureau.
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