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“I know not anything more pleasant, or more instructive,
than to compare experience with expectation, or o
register from time to time the difference between idea
and reality. It is by this kind of observation that we grow

daily less liable to be disappointed.”
Samuel Johnson



Overall “Health & Wealth”

County Ranking
I

DOING BETTER

T
DOING WORSE

Tulsa, Oklahoma

Overall Rank: 1,062 of 3,135
Median Income: $47,845
College Education: 29.5%
Unemplovment: 5.5%
Disability: 1.4%

Life Expectancy: 76.3 years
Obesity: 36%

Median Income
College Education
Unemployment
Disability

Life Expectancy
Obesity
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..and City of Tulsa data over time.
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Demography
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population distribution
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City of Tulsa and Its Suburbs

100%
Population Growth by Decade (1920-2010)
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700,000 Tulsa and Oklahoma City - Population History
(1900-2013)
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Figure 1: Interstate migration rates, 2001 and 2011
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Economic Vitality
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500,000 Tulsa Area Employment
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Tulsa Area Employment Growth

6%

(1991-2013 and Oct. 2014)

5%

4%

3%

2%

1%

0%

2013
2012
011
2010
2009
2008
2007
2006
2005
004
2003
2002
2001
2000
1999
1998
1997
1996
1995
1994
1993
1992
1991

-1%

2014 (Oct.)

-2%

-3%

-4%

-5%



0

Oakland
Cleveland

X

A 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12%

St. Louis
Louisville
Wichita
Tampa
Tucson
Kansas City
New Orleans
Denver
Pittsburgh
Portland

Albuguerque
Nashville

Fort Worth
Raleigh

Tulsa 5.3%
Oklahoma City
Minneapolis

upipaw

2013 Average

Omaha Unemployment Rate



Average Annual Unemployment Rate
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8% Tulsa County Growth in Average Annual Pay (2002-13)
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The Relationship between Employment,
Retail Sales, and Property Crime
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Property Crimes
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Consistent with Studies

“On the whole, the preponderance of the evidence suggests
that there is an important relationship between unemployment
rates and property crime but little impact of unemployment on
violent crime. The relationship between unemployment and
property crime is empirically meaningful as property crime
would be predicted to rise by between 9 and 18 percent during
a serious recession in which unemployment increased by three
percentage points. Moreover, this, if anything, may understate
the magnitude of the relationship as crime appears to be
particularly sensitive to the existence of employment
opportunities for low skilled-men.”

Chalfin & McCrary, “Criminal Deterrence: A Review of the Literature” (2014)
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Public Safety
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100% Gallop Poll:
“Is there more crime in the U.S. than there was a year ago, or less?”
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10,000 City of Tulsa Part | Crimes per 100,000 Residents
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City of Tulsa - Percentage of Homes Sold for Loss
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Percent of 4-Year-Olds Enrolled in State Pre-Kindergarten
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Recreation & Culture



TULSA PARKS AATT LS

Tulsa Park and Recreation Depariment 5,995 acres
River Parks Authority 1,066 acres

Tulsa County Parks (within city of Tulsa)

7.291 acres



Minneapolis
Omaha

St. Louis
Denver
Portland

Fort Worth
Cleveland
Oakland
Tampa
Raleigh
Kansas City
Pittsburgh
Albuquerque
Wichita
Louisville
Tulsa
Nashville
Tucson

New Orleans
Oklahoma City

Q
%

5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Parkland as Percent of
Adjusted Total Land Area

m Designed Parkland (all jurisdictions) “ Natural Parkland (all jurisdictions)



mm Acres of Parkland per 1,000 Residents
—# Park Units per 100,000 Residents

70

60

50

70

60

50

median

|
\
\
\
\
\
|
\
\ /
\
!

median

S o @ R o I N S o o A
& & P Y «® & @Q & & & 0 0"O

N S RPN I S RS \b N FOAIIRY N & @ S

NP N R IS e NNRPN NN o & <° A MR R A

& & T O <« & c*
O RO N\

O

J—



Percent of Population With Walkable Park Access
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Citizen Engagement
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