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|. — Purpose & Overview

Today, more than 35 years after the first Earth Bapched the modern environmental movement iruthieed
States, Americans living in urban communities awndi to suffer the effects of complex environmefaators.
Earth Day Network (EDN) believes the environment na longer be viewed simply as a remote or thezalet
concept when a host of issues continue to plaguedkion’s urban centers such as: poor air qualitgafe
drinking water; a variety of human health problgasthma, obesity, chemical sickness, cancer, &cRk;of access
to public green, open, or park spaces; crime; amdenous others.

EDN’s Campaign for Communities program is desigteetackle community environment issues by inspidingc
action and employing a democratic process. In ZIDK formed an unprecedented alliance with civid an
community organizations including the NAACP, ACORMd Southwest Voter Registration Education Project
(SVREP) to mobilize citizens around local envirominissues. The effort educated and mobilized lianivoters
across the country.

As an outgrowth of Campaign for Communities proggd®DN has completed a research project, the Urban
Environment ReporfUER). Its goal is to inform and thereby promoitdc participation and engagement in order
to bring about change in environmental policies prattices on a community level. Since city, cguanid state
governments have direct influence on the placebwsgindividual citizens can have a major impastlocal and
regional decision makers. The UER will be useddwocate for policies and legislation addressingseansit,
clean air, safe drinking water, public green/opeace, global warming climate change and many athiécal

public concerns. Additionally, EDN hopes thatlitidban Environment Report will serve as a catalgsidlp create
a national environmental agenda addressing thentiegnel important issues facing all cities and comities.

Earth Day Network’s Urban Environment Report issavrand unique study which explores the current
environmental state of America’s largest citiesin¢ludes the most populated places in each obthstates and the
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District of Columbia — 72 cities in total. Thiesh assessment also reflects a broader, more elwassof defining
and measuring the environment of a city than tygioability” or “quality of life” lists, which generally cover
concerns of special interest to upper- and midadeine urban populations. In contrast this extengport
compiles data on the environmental qualities oharbenters in order to evaluate how sustainable eammunity
is from a variety of perspectives.

The UER also takes an original look at cities tigtothe creation of EDN'’s Vulnerable PopulationdrdEDN
VPI). All cities have vulnerable populations. Hewer, in some U.S. cities the concentration oteits at risk is of
particular concern, as citizens recently withesedtie wake of 2005 Hurricane Katrina. EDN hagared the VPI
to spotlight populations in America’s urban centel® may be more adversely affected by environniéwtlth
problems. The Vulnerable Population Index is asueaof a portion of a city's population which nteave greater
sensitivity and/or susceptibility to environmentahnge. This fundamental indicator includes steti®n those
living below the poverty level, without health imance, deficient or unequal education, unemplogad,disability
status among others.

EDN uses a broad range of publicly available ddtae UER study does not include original scientiisearch nor
new data survey questionnaires. Instead, thdystuunique in both the breadth (72 large citesj depth
(amalgamation of many diverse indicators) of contdbata was gathered from the most reliable sauidentified,
using numerous existing reports and summariesiréthe developing or acquiring subject-matter etipein every
area. The Urban Environment Report assembles thare500 different criteria and scores more thah\2tal
indicators.

In particular the Urban Environment Report (UER)ludes eight major Subject Areas, each with nunsedmail
data categories referred to as Indicators. That &gbject Areas are:

Table 1 — EDN Urban Environment Report Subject Arealist
EDN Vulnerable Population Index
Toxics & Waste
Air Quality
Drinking & Surface Water
Quality of Life, SITES (&fety, hcome, Tansportation, Bucation & Jobs, gawl)
Parks & Recreation Opportunities
Human & Public Health
Global Warming Climate Change

The team has found this framework flexible becauatows for expansion, through both the additodrSubject
Areas as well as the inclusion of more Indicatoithiw Subject Areas. Thus the framework allows riygort to
become more comprehensive with each subsequembwers

Public release of this first report will set thage for subsequent editions which aim to outling lsighlight various
environmental victories and challenges throughataes incorporating interviews with local orgarieas. EDN
will seek feedback to provide even more comprelvensports in upcoming years.

In early 2007 the UER website will be made avadadnline as a website resource for all citizensdisseminated
to EDN'’s more than 10,000 environmental and ciadipers, and nearly 19,000 educators. This tobbasist
affiliate in identifying problem areas in their comnities and attracting media or other public diten The UER
also will help government and civic leaders, edoisatmedia outlets other organizations and commumé@mbers
to further understand and address urban environissums.

Il. —=Framework

Data & Analysis
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In light of recent federal inaction, EDN soughtidaus on the achievements and challenges of urbateis across
the nation. Cities were selected for inclusiothiis report by being either the largest city irtates (or District of
Columbia), or one of the largest 50 cities in th&.Las of the 2000 census.

The quantitative framework utilized in the UrbarviEanment Report is based on a (penalty) pointesyst
Individual Indicator scores (or points) are eithatirect translation from an underlying sourceamputed from a
relative distribution (based on the statisticalesyk in the dataset for all reporting cities). Buere calculated by
EDN reflects the city’s performance for a specifidicator. The worse the performance the moredltgnpoints
assigned. Rank is the relative position of eathinirelationship to all 72 cities in the study tbe specified
Indicator.

The final analytical product includes four summaoynponents for each city. The components arenmatlhere
and described further in Table 3 as well as Sedkon

a. Subject Area Scores and Ranks (7 per city)

b. Vulnerable Population Index (VPI) Score and Rank

c. VPIl-adjusted (or Weighted) Subject Area ScoresRanks (7 per city)

d. Overall (VPI Weighted and Unweighted) Scores andkR42 per city)

Each Subject Area is comprised of several detadl dategories called Indicators; each Indicatoeikes a Score
from 1 to 5 whole points, with 1 representing thest’ and 5 the ‘worst’ of the Score range. Tlahindicator
Scores are averaged to determine a high-level 8uBjea score which is also structured as a 1doabe with
tenths of points to distinguish performance andimize the number of ties among cities. The geneoalt system
is summarized by the Table below. The legend &ohdndicator clearly explains the range and sgooim a per
category basis.

Table 2 — Subject Area and Indicator Score Summary

EDN Subject Area Scores EDN Subject Area Score Description ~ Corresponding Color
1 Thriving / Getting Green Green
2 Striving / Engaged Yellow
3 Surviving / At Risk Orange
4 Ailing / Threatened Red
5 Failing / Endangered Purple

Originally, the UER was intended to result in agtnEDN Overall Score which reflected the averaigaliche
Subject Area Scores. However, early review of épiproach indicated that while each city’s Scowased across
Subject Areas, they tended toward the middle wimenliéned (e.g. most EDN Overall Scores were betv#egmand
3.5). Thus EDN does not present only a single-gesreralized Overall Score for each city but alsiviges seven
separate Subject Area Scores and the Vulnerablel&am Index.

Within each Subject Area, all Indicator Scores@mnbined to create Final Subject Area Scores amikfRaFor
each Subject Area the following six summary calgokacolumns exist; those in bold are included les €ity Score
Card for the viewer. Further detail is providetefgfor each Subject Area, in Section IX, “AdditadrSubject Area
Information”.

Table 3 — Subject Area Summary Calculations

ID | Summary Field Name Description

a. EDN VPI EDN VPI is a calculation based on the pera#tage of city
populations at-risk. The estimated percentage isooverted
to an index ranging in value from 1.00 (approximatly 0%
at-risk) to 2.00 (approximately 100% at-risk) thatserves as
a weighting factor. The EDN VPl is calculated onlyonce
but is used in summary calculations for each Subje@rea.
b. Subject Area Total Points All scored indicators suenmed for a given Subject Area. |
a city has no scored Indicators for a Subject Ae@otal
Points value is “NA”. The points range will vary Bubject
Area. The fewer the points the better the perfaicaaand vice
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Summary Field Name

Description

versa.

Subject Area Average

This is the initial score edlor the entire Subject Area. The
average is determined (by dividing the Total Poinjtshe
number of Scored Indicators) excluding those inicathat
aren’t scored for a specific city because data‘iMas
Available”. If the Total Points value is “NA” thethe Average
is also “NA”. Subject Area Averages range from (b8st) to
5.0 (worst). A decimal place is included to heigtidguish
city performance.

Subject Area Final Score
(Unweighted)

The final score is the Subject Area Average, with apecial
designation for those cities with “partial scores”e.g. at
least one indicator is not scored because data wésot
Available”. Final Scores for cities with partial scores are
followed by three asterisks “***”". If a city has no scored
Indicators for a Subject Area its Final Score is “Not
Available”. Final Score values range from 1.0 (bépto 5.0
(worst).

Subject Area Rank
(Unweighted)

This Rank is computed manually by ordering citiesaading
to Final Score and Total Points. Cities with thene Final
Score but different points will rank slightly diffently; cities
with partial scores will rank below cities with cptate data
and the same Final Score. Cities with the samal SBoore and
Total Points will have the same rank (e.g. tiefijhiee cities
tie for first then the next rank utilized will beurth place.
Cities with "NA" Final Scores may not be rankedaoe listed
as last place (79. Ranks range from 1 to 72.

Subject Area Vulnerable
Population Index (VPI) Risk
Score

(Weighted)

The VPI Risk Score is calculated by weighting tlubj8ct
Area Final Score by the Vulnerable Population Indb& Final
Score is multiplied by the EDN VPI. This is intexbito adjust
Subject Area scores to reflect potential impacabrisk
populations. If a city has no scored Indicatorsaf@&ubject
Area its Final Score is “Not Available”. VPI RiScores for
cities with partial scores are placed in parentheBinal Score
values range from 1.0 (best) to 10.0 (worst).

Subject Area Vulnerable
Population Index (VPI)
Risk Rank

(Weighted)

The VPI Risk Rank is computed manually by ordering
cities according to VPI Risk Score. Cities with te same
VPI Risk Score will rank the same even if the VPI ksk
Score is partial so that the neither the VPI nor tle Total
Points is given great preference/value. Cities witthe same
VPI Risk Score will have the same rank (e.g. tied)f three
cities tie for first then the next rank utilized will be fourth
place. Cities with "NA" Final Scores may not be ranked or
are listed as last place (79). Ranks range from 1 (best) to
72 (worst).

EDN Overall Total Points

EDN Overall Total Pointdaulation is the sum of each
Subject Area Average value, the Subject Area scBeetial
scores are not reflected. EDN Overall Total Paiatgye from
5.0 (best) to 35.0 (worst).

EDN Overall Average
(Unweighted)

The EDN Overall Average is the mathematical avecfgs|
Subject Area Average score values, excluding the VFRrtial
scores are not reflected. EDN Overall Average esltange
from 1.0 (best) to 5.0 (worst). A decimal placéniduded to
help distinguish city performance.

EDN Overall Average Rank

The EDN Overall AverageRes computed manually by
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ID | Summary Field Name Description

(Unweighted) ordering cities according to EDN OVWlefaerages. Cities
with the same EDN Overall Average will have the saank
(e.g. tied); if three cities tie for first then thext rank utilized
will be fourth place. Partial scores are not cdestd. Ranks
range from 1 (best) to 72 (worst).

k. EDN Overall Score The EDN Overall Score is calculated by weighting HDN
(Weighted) Overall Average by the EDN VPI (multiply). Thisiigended
to adjust the Overall Average to reflect potentigbact on at-
risk populations. Partial scores are not consileEEDN
Overall Scores range from 1.0 (best) to 10.0 (Worstvo
decimal places are included to help distinguisi cit

performance.
l. EDN Overall Rank EDN Overall Rank is manually determined by ordering
(Weighted) cities according to the EDN Overall Score. Citiewith the

same EDN Overall Score will rank the same (e.g. t#®; if
three cities tie for first then the next rank utilized will be
fourth place. Partial scores are not consideredRanks
range from 1 (best) to 72 (worst).

Vulnerable Population Index

All cities have vulnerable populations. Howevarsome U.S. cities the concentration of citizenssétis of
particular concern. As discussed above, this sudygmework includes a mechanism which is intenttethtegrate
more traditional environmental criteria with a colesation of populations who may have increasddbecause
they are more susceptible to environmental chafide EDN Vulnerable Population Index (EDN VPI) immaasure
of the portion of a city's population which may bayreater sensitivity to change. This EDN Vulnérdbopulation
Index is then applied to each Subject Area Scopduide an adjusted, or weighted, Subject Area RiBk Score
and related Rank.

Review Process
The first phase of the UER project was peer revitlea team of experts selected for their diveessgectives.
These individuals provided guidance on a projeetstyy, presentation/communication, and framework.

Table 4 — Review Team
Dr. Ana Unruh Cohen — Director for Environmentali®g Center for American Progress
Susannah Lerman — Doctoral Candidate, UniversitMa$sachusetts, Amherst
Karen Perry Stillerman — Freelance Writer/Commutiices Consultant
Abigail Abrash Walton — Founder, ActionWorks

lll. — Data Identification, Selection, Acquisition

Since EDN staff are not content/field/subject-nragteperts in every arena, data was gathered fréable existing
reports and summaries. Through online researcterials and data sources which were as thorouglossible as
well as current were identified. In order to belirded in the study source material needed to decloformation
regarding a majority of the cities the UER is bagpdn. Publicly available materials limited accesdata in some
cases (e.g. EDN did not purchase data sets nosatwelata collections).

V. — Data Limitations

The greatest challenge has been finding data sethaétrack and present data at the same leagregation,
particularly municipality. In cases where impottdata could not be presented at the city level study relies on
county, state or other relevant subunit for asseasifsuch as watershed or school district). Inlped cases,
within a single Indicator the UER is able to useasistent level of aggregation with exceptiongdan the
metadata documentation.
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Similarly, the task of defining clear city boundzgiwas elusive in some cases. Shall strict muadibiprders be
kept, or what portion of each urban conglomeratbiigbs and exuburbs) shall be included? Becaese th
framework of the project relies on existing studiesl data sets the definition of what constitute#yavaries in
accordance with the underlying source material.

Another information challenge inherent to the réfp®the incompleteness of certain studies or mftion sources.
Often source materials did not include all 72 eitié interest, but the environmental or social gatg remains
sufficiently important to the breadth and depthhi$ study. Where applicable, the situation obige data’ has
been addressed by indicating “Not Available” owieg the cell blank, and the overall Subject Arears reflects a
similar notation. In general a source was not lkiedacked more than 50% of cities representethe UER.

The most current, comprehensive data is includél thie goal of time period consistency within aditator.
Though astonishing to some, it is commondoarrentreports to cover time periods that are three areryears old
(2001 or earlier)! Additionally, studies often wait expanded nor perpetuated over time as thgjmad plans
suggested. One notable exception is certain Cetatas Year 2000 Census data was updated to Z0iddages for
54 cities in this study, but not for the other $8ar 2005 data became available toward the endoi#qi work for
68 of the study cities. However since this dataeaped in August 2006, during final calculatiorgets, it is not
utilized fully. In order to have the most currelatta so as to maintain relevancy the UER inclu@®s Zensus
estimates when possible, relying on 2004 and 2@@@ fdr the remainder. Overall, most UER Indicat@flect
data from year 2000 or newer.

Finally, there seems to be a paucity of publiclgikable city-level information collections accedsilia the internet
for many categories desired. EDN identified gagess collections (of publicly available city-levieformation)
and lists high-priority indicators of interest imfle 5.

Table 5 — Gaps in Publicly Available City Information Collections

- Recycling and MSW information, especially curreatad was difficult to locate and state based; cost,
% processed, related data desired
Climate Change city summaries haven’t been aggeddats apposed to state and regional info)
Water “Right to Know Reports” are inconsistent, agionally incomplete and spottily available online
Parking space information could not be found (thotige UN suggests the ratio of parks to parking
lots may be the best single indicator of the liligbof a city according to Lester Brown’s book.)
City community and recreation centers and programs)ber of public and private gyms, YMCAs etc.
Quantity Community Gardens (size, plots, lengtlvaiting list); size and volume of farmer’'s markets
(good sold/exchanged or cost basis) etc.
Municipal park usage, facilities and offerings, isg@1g; mileage and number of bike/walk/skate trails
Number of Green Schools (buildings and gardensy, toobuild, energy/resource savings, health
impacts.
Number of Green Hospitals (highlighted on NPR immer of 2006) ), cost to build, energy/resource
savings, health impacts.
Consolidated and standardized public transportataership rates, costs, miles of track, reach, atc
the city level
City based conservation and efficiency programsfminess and residents, alternative energy
resources employed (solar, wind, bio fuel, etc.)

V. — Documentation

Each Indicator is summarized in the metadata welepwith additional information in the ‘Documenteti
worksheet of the MASTER data file. Source refeesnas well as other relevant information about eattmn of
data are included. The Documentation workshegishel track the following information about eachedeategory
or Indicator:

Table 6 — Documentation Field Overview
| Field | Description of Field Content
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Field Description of Field Content

Indicator ID Unigue code identifying the indicator field

Subject Area Primary Subject Area the Indicator belongs to f&RJ

Indicator Label Short description of the Indicator

Source(s) Documents the data source or calculation for tlécator

What is this? Brief general definition of the indicator, for use the website
as a reference item

Why is this included? Brief explanation of why this indictor matters, fase on the
website as a reference item

Notes Additional information relevant to the indicatoritis scoring,
etc.

Legend The translation or distribution utilized in SCOR&aulations

Data Aggregation (City, Track what portion of the study is city based

County, State, Other)

Contributes to SCORE Yes/No field used to determine how many scoredcitdirs
exist

Contributes to EDN Yes/No field used to track which indicators arduded in the

Vulnerable Population Index VPI

Data Freshness (Update Date) | Reflects the observation or data collection yead(is)n rare
cases the report year the indicator comes from

VII. — Narratives

EDN is developing a narrative for each UER Citggh qualitative summaries will be incorporated fatare
release. UER narratives attempt to describe tirgestassociated with cities’ environmental streagind areas for
improvement. At least three interviews will behggred for each city including an office or depantinef the
city/mayor’s office, a local environmental NGO, aamdommunity or human-services NGO. Stories vall b
included from numerous organizations, agencies nemdsources, as well as EDN’s own informal mayoffge
survey.

VI. — Final Product

The goal of the Urban Environment Report is to picedan analytical, quantitative evaluation of lag8. city
environments. Therefore most information colledtedcored and ranked, however some data is indltate
contextual or educational purposes but is not st(gach as watershed, population, politician/goremntal info...).
The final product of the Urban Environment repsran interactive website with the following compotse

Table 7 — Final Product Components

ID | Page Content Type/Name Description # of
web pgs

A Main Page Report intro, Geographic locator (Majro, City 1
List)

B City Score Card Pages Summary and detail score=ath city (Subject 72
Area and Category Scores and Ranks)

C City Narrative Pages Narrative of what's workargd what needs HOLD
attention for each city. (72)

D City (Environment) Data Card Detail information for each city (Subject Area and 72

Pages Category Data and Statistics)

E Subject Area Pamphlet Pages  “Problem, Effectsitias” narrative for each ~10
Subject Areas (including Civic Engagement Action
Items, etc)

F Metadata Pages “What is this ,Where did it coromf Why is it ~10
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ID | Page Content Type/Name Description # of

included?”, Indicator/Category Sources and
Descriptions Page; separate page for each Subject

Area, VPI, etc.
G Methodology link PDF 1
H Report Summary link PDF & Excel ? ~2
I City Rank List Pages Lists of all cities by Seidj Area or other analysis;| ~20+
overall, unweighted, etc.
J City Rank Summary Page A chart of the availalitg Rank Lists (e.qg. 1

Overall, by Subject Areas, VPI and unweighted
versions etc.)

Current web development has produced a workingpnee for illustrative purposes. The interim webss
viewable at the following internet address.http://www.io-sol.com/EDN/UrbanReport/index.htmiThe final
version will be integrated into the main EDN websgitwww.earthday.nef(full internet address to follow, TBD).

VIII. — Future Versions

In the course of any project much is learned asdadiered. As the UER study progressed the metheds
clarified; some resources were unearthed whichdcoat be included due to various constraints (tisteff
resources, and budget among them). These realizadre listed here lest critics presume they wecensidered
or were otherwise rejected.

In future versions, EDN would like to revisit thellbwing aspects of the project:
Utilizing relational database and reporting tools
Calculating and scoring more measures of changpsriormance over time (% change, across years)
where possible
Adjusting economic data by cost of living ratings
Create other proportional indicators (utilizingyéstate land area, population)
Adding scores which weight within subjects, to atfior quantity of indicators and similarity/overlaf
indicators (e.g. not every indicator will have eluaight; subsets within Subject Areas will be assel)
Explicitly considering overlapping of Subject Areasd Indicators in calculations
Including more advanced statistical analysis
Performing additional trend analysis
Increasing standardization/consistency in cityrd#éfin, considering MSA (Municipal/Metropolitan
Statistical Areas)
Expanding Indicator list, to include items from ettbest/worst city lists (job growth, cultural degsure
activities, auto insurance rates, golf coursesPBDN ‘wish list’ (see Table 5)
Breaking the SITES Subject Area into smaller Subjgeas
Research and document the ways UER is unique bpaeson to other city environment studies

EDN hopes to further utilize these and other saineehe future:
- More reliable watershed information (USGS rathantEPA sources) such as:
Science in your watershed. Locate your waterst3dOctober 2006. USGS. 10 November 2006.
water.usgs.gov/wsc/map_index.html
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Developmevigg your Community” and “Rc/Ez/Ec Address
Locator” tools. Viewed Dec 2006. egis.hud.govgégi
Green Restaurant Association data from www.dinegosen/default.asp?
Green Map Project data fromww.greenmap.com/
SOPAC's Environmental Vulnerability Index (EVI) frowww.sopac.orq.fj/tiki/tiki-index.php?page=evi
Older reports and data from American Lung Assoarati
More EPA data (TR, etc

Printed: 12/14/2006 4:11:35 PM Page 8 of 19
EDN Urban Environment Report Methodology



More Cancer data

EDN needs your help! If you are aware of reponts ether data sources providing information atty leivel for
multiple U.S. cities, please contact us at:

Earth Day Network

1616 P Street NW

Washington, DC 20036
202-518-0044

www.earthday.net

Attention: Urban Environment Report
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IX. — Additio

nal Subject Area Information

For an explanation of the summary calculationsaicheSubject Area see Table 3.

Subject Area 0 — EDN Vulnerable Population Index (BN VPI)

Highligh

ts

EDN Vulnerable Population Index’ (EDN VPI) whichtboes the percent of a city’s population who
may have increased risk because they are moreptildedo environmental change. The EDN
Vulnerable Population Index (EDN VPI) is a meassurggesting what portion of a city's population
may have greater sensitivity to change.

Main Sources U.S. Census Bureau; American Lung Association/A National Advisory

Committee on Rural Health and Human Services; Matitnstitute for Literacy; The Urban Institute
Data recombined from other UER Subject Areas, piilné - Human & Public Health and 4 — Quality
of Life (SITES)

The Vulnerable Population Index is a value caladdty EDN and ranges between 1.00 and 2.00. Itis
used as a weighting factor for other Subject Ar€d Rlisk Scores and associated Ranks.

Some indicators are created by EDN as calculatonsriginal data/information, then scored.

Total Scored Indicators19

Special

(D.8) Disability Status

(F.5.2) Emphysema

(F.6.2) Cardiovascular Disease

(F.7.2) Diabetes

(F.2.2) Pediatric Asthma

(F.3.2) Adult Asthma

(F.8.2) Adult Obesity

(F.15.1) People Without Health Insurance

(D.3.2) Age: Children under 5 years

(D.6) Age: 65 years and over

(D.41.1) Not Literate (Adult Level 1 Literacy)
(D.39.1) Adults without High School Degree (or lindg)
(D.37.1) High School Drop-Out Rate

(D.27.1) Unemployed (Civilian Labor Force)
(D.23.1) Individuals Below Poverty

(D.25.1) Children (under 18 yrs old) Below Poverty
(D.36.1) Free or Reduced Lunch

(D.9) Other Languages Spoken at Home (prinsrguage is not English)
(D.5.2) Age: 18 years and over

EDN Calculations

EDN Vulnerable Population Estimate Formula Explamat
(‘Average of Rates for Full Population + (Average of Rates for Adults * Portion of Population 18 years old and over)
+ (Average of Rates for ChildrenPortion of Population under 18 years) )

2

EDN Vulnerable Population Estimate Randge0 — 100.0, representing an estimated % of people
EDN Vulnerable Population Index Formula Explanation

1+ ((Vulnerable Population Estimate / 106)*10)
EDN Vulnerable Population Index Range: 1.00 —2.00
Adults without High School Degree (or higherf0 — % with High School Degree or Higher)
High School Drop-Out Rate £00 — CPI Graduation Rate)
Portion of Population under 18 year$Gity Population — % 18 years and over)

Future Steps/Issues
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Change designation of unemployment within the bs§it percent calculation so it applies to Adult
portion of population rather than full population.

Consider other applicable indicators.

See Table 5 (in Section IV — Data Limitations) aedtion VIII — Future Versions for additional
information.

Subject Area 1 — Toxics & Waste

Highligh

ts

Main Sources U.S. Public Interest Research Group (USPIRGYyjienmental Defense; Zero Waste
America; “State of Garbage” (report by Simmons, Bhal)

For USPIRG data, the UER uses ranges from Y200@&ams maps in the report, Figures 1 — 6
(pages 11, 16, 17, 22, 24, 26) and multiplied rarmgel4 for final cumulative ranges since Y1987 —
Y2000 is 14 years of data.

Most data is by state, not county or city level

Some indicators are created by EDN as calculatonsriginal data/information, then scored.

Total Scored Indicators15

Special

(C.1) Overall Toxics Rank SCORE

(C.2) Cumulative Cancer-Causing Chemical RelehyeState SCORE

(C.3) Cumulative Developmental Toxicant ReledseState SCORE

(C.4) Cumulative Reproductive Toxicant ReledseState SCORE

(C.5) Cumulative Suspected Neurological ToxidReteases by State SCORE
(C.6) Cumulative Suspected Respiratory Toxi¢leases by State SCORE
(C.7) Dioxin Releases by State SCORE

(C.8) Number of Superfund Sites in County SCORE

(C.9) Municipal Solid Waste Generation, Stateerage, tons/person (1997) SCORE
(C.10) Recycling Rate (1997) SCORE

(C.11) Municipal Solid Waste Generated by statestperson (2004) SCORE
(C.12) % Municipal Solid Waste Recycled by s{@@04) SCORE

(C.13) % Municipal Solid Waste to Waste-to-Ene(g904) SCORE

(C.14) % Change in Municipal Solid Waste Generg1€®97 to 2004) SCORE
(C.15) % Change in State Recycling Rate (19902 SCORE

EDN Calculations

Overall Toxics Rank

% Change in Municipal Solid Waste Generated
% Change in State Recycling Rate

Future Steps/Issues

Review how to best handle the overlap in contesués/impact with air and water (delivery systems).
Adjust cumulative releases to be more proportiomathaps based on state size (land area) or total
state population (e.g. divide by one of these ang)un

Consider other applicable indicators.

See Table 5 (in Section IV — Data Limitations) aedtion VIII — Future Versions for additional
information.

Subject Area 2 - Air Quality

Highligh

ts
Main Sources American Lung Association (ALA); Clear the Alg.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA)

Total Scored Indicators16
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(B.2) Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Released, Tons (208€0ORE

(B.3) Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) Released, Tons (3B2ORE

(B.4) Carbon Dioxide (CO2) Released, Tons (2GRRPRE

(B.5) Mercury Released, Pounds (2002) SCORE

(B.1) High Ozone Days, annual # of, Weighted rage (2001 - 2003)
(B.6) Short-term Particle Pollution Weighted Aage, 24 Hour (2001 - 2003) SCORE
(B.7) Year-Round Particle Pollution — Pass/Ea0l01 — 2003) SCORE
(B.8) High Ozone Days — Grade (2002 — 2004) SEOR

(B.9) Short-term Particle Pollution Grade (200204) SCORE

(B.10) Year-Round Particle Pollution - Pass/Fa0(2 - 2004) SCORE
(B.11) EPA Ambient Carbon Monoxide (CO) (8-hr pp®CORE
(B.12) EPA Ambient Lead (PB) Q Max (ug/m3) SCORE

(B.13) EPA mean ambient Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2 pBQORE

(B.14) EPA Larger particle (PM10) 24-hr (ug/m3) GRE

(B.15) EPA mean ambient Sulfur Dioxide (SO2 pp@CIRE

(B.16) EPA days over 100 AQI (warning level) SCORE

Special EDN Calculations
None

Future Steps/Issues
Find air data at city level.
Consider other applicable indicators such as watpor, GHGs, etc.
Address overlap with some climate change dimensgush as Green House Gases (GHGS)
See Table 5 (in Section IV — Data Limitations) aedtion VIII — Future Versions for additional
information.

Subject Area 3 - Drinking & Surface Water
H|ghl|ghts

Main Sources Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC); UiSiBnmental Protection Agency
(EPA); U.S. Census Bureau; Environmental Working@r (EWG)
Accessed EPA website to identify watershed and murobunits as well as status
(impaired/threatened, etc) used to determine %atérshed that is impaired or threatened. In thed fi
stages of report production EDN learned from USK&$ dther sources may be available and more
complete/accurate.
Some data/information indicators were created biNEIS calculations on original data, then scored.

Total Scored Indicators37

DRINKING WATER QUALITY
(A.1) Tap Water Quality & Compliance SCORE
(A.2) Rightto Know, What's in your Tap Water SRE
(A.3) Drinking Water Source Protection SCORE
(A.4) % of Watershed Units Assessed as Impairethreatened SCORE
(A.5) % of Watershed Units Not Assessed SCORE
(A.6) U.S. Census Annual Rainfall, inches (196B0) SCORE
(A.56) Average # of Days with Precipitation of .0ith or More to 1998, Annual SCORE
(A.7) Snow & Ice Pellets thru 1998, Annual irnslfSCORE

WATER WITHDRAWN
(A.9) Fresh Water Withdrawn - Per capita, milligallons/day SCORE
(A.10) Ground Water, million gallons/day SCORE
(A.11) Surface Water, million gallons/day SCORE
(A.12) Irrigation, million gallons/day SCORE
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(A.13) Public Supply, million gallons/day SCORE
(A.14) Industrial, million gallons/day SCORE
(A.15) Thermo-Electric, million gallons/day SCORE
(A.16) Fresh Water Consumption, million gallongy/&CORE
WATER POLLUTION SUMMARY
(A.20) Total Contaminants Detected SCORE
(A.21) Contaminants Detected, Over Health BaseitsiSCORE
(A.22) Agricultural Pollutants Detected SCORE
(A.23) Agricultural Pollutants Detected, Over HaaBased Limits SCORE
(A.24) Sprawl and Urban Pollutants Detected SCORE
(A.25) Sprawl and Urban Pollutants Detected, Q¥ealth Based Limits SCORE
(A.26) Industrial Pollutants Detected SCORE
(A.27) Industrial Pollutants Detected, Over Hed@tised Limits SCORE
(A.28) Water Treatment & Distribution By-Produ@stected SCORE
(A.29) Water Treatment & Distribution By-Produ@stected, Over Health Based Limits SCORE
(A.30) Naturally Occurring Contaminants Detect&tlCIRE
(A.31) Naturally Occurring Contaminants Detect@der Health Based Limits SCORE
WATER HEALTH & TESTING SUMMARY
(A.32) Contaminants in Tap Water SCORE
(A.33) Contaminants in Tap Water, Above Healthd&hkimits SCORE
(A.34) Contaminants Reported as Tested by thisswaipplier SCORE
(A.36) Regulated Contaminants Tested SCORE
(A.37) Unregulated Contaminants Tested SCORE
WATER VIOLATION SUMMARY
(A.38) Total Violations SCORE
(A.39) Health Violations SCORE
(A.40) Monitoring Violations SCORE
(A.41) Reporting Violations SCORE

Special EDN Calculations
% of Watershed Units Assessed as Impaired or TémedtSCORE
% of Watershed Units Not Assessed SCORE

Future Steps/Issues
- Evaluate whether to include and asses Port gradesthough they don't exist for all cities (since
some are inland and don’t have ports). This cbelén informational indicator if not scored.
Continue search for a comprehensive source for this
Consider other applicable indicators such as sigguiflutants (Nitrates, Lead, Mercury, etc.)
See Table 5 (in Section IV — Data Limitations) aedtion VIII — Future Versions for additional
information.

Subject Area 4 - Quality of Life, SITES (Safety, Itome, Transportation, Education & Jobs, Sprawl)
H|gh||ghts

Main Sources U.S. Census Bureau; U.S. Department of Labog; Utban Institute; National Institute
for Literacy; Union of Concerned Scientists; Speyls Best Places (primary was Bureau of Labor
Statistics among others, www.bestplaces.net/dotafdarce.aspx); United States Election Project at
George Mason University; National Conference oifz€itship; FBI prepared by U.S. Department of
Justice
Scoring is primarily by distribution.
Some data/information indicators were created biNEIS calculations on original data, then scored.

Total Scored Indicators60
DENSITY & SPRAWL
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(D.1) Population Density, people per squaile of land area SCORE
- (D.2) Housing Density, units per square rofléand area SCORE
TRANSPORTATION
(D.10) Mean Travel Time to Work, minutes (2080JORE
(D.11) Mean Travel Time to Work, minutes (208ORE
(D.12) Means of Transportation - % Carpool SEOR
(D.13) Means of Transportation - % Public SCORE
(D.14) Means of Transportation - % Walk or BEEORE
(D.15) Means of Transportation - % Work @ Ho8@ORE
(D.16) Cost of Living: Transportation, % of atal Average SCORE
(DD.17) Motor Vehicle Registrations per 100 Residg2003) SCORE
(DD.18) % Change in Motor Vehicle Registration8&Q to 2003) SCORE
(DD.19) Motor Vehicle Registrations - Autos Omlgr 100 Residents (2003) SCORE
(DD.20) Motor Vehicle Registrations per Licensedver (2003) SCORE
(DD.21) Total State Highway Mileage, Estimated Phand Area (2003) SCORE
(DD.22) Urban State Highway Mileage, % of Totagkhvay Mileage (2003) SCORE
(DD.23) Total Highway Mileage per Licensed Drig003) SCORE
(DD.24) Total Highway Mileage per Motor Vehicle dtstration (2003) SCORE
(DD.25) % Change in State Disbursements for Higfswanillions of $ (1995 to 2003) SCORE
(DD.26) State Disbursements for Highways, milliai$ per highway mile (2003) SCORE
(DD.27) Annual Person Hours of Delay, per per808) SCORE
(DD.28) Annual Congestion Cost, $ per person08GCORE
(DD.29) Annual Congestion Delay and Fuel Costllionis of $ (2003) SCORE
(DD.30) Fuel Wasted, gallons per person (2003) BEO
INCOME & EMPLOYMENT
(D.17) Median Household Income (2000) SCORE
(D.18) Median Household Income (2004) SCORE
(D.29) Per capita Personal Income (2000) SCORE
(D.20) Per capita Income (2004) SCORE
(D.21) % of Families Below Poverty Level (20BCORE
(D.22) % of Individuals Below Poverty (1999) SRE
(D.23) % of Individuals Below Poverty Level () SCORE
(D.24) Household with Public Assistance Inca¥€2000) SCORE
(D.25) % of Children Under 18 Years Old BeloavErty (1999) SCORE
(D.26) % In the Labor Force, Unemployed (2088)ORE
(D.27) % of the Civilian Labor force, Unemplay&005) SCORE
(D.28) % In the Labor Force, Unemployed (208Q)ORE
(D.29) % of the Civilian Labor Force Unemploy@d00) SCORE
(D.30) % Change in the Labor Force Unemployn{2@00 to 2005) SCORE
(D.31) % Change in the Civilian Labor Force bhpdoyed (2000 to 2005) SCORE
(D.32) State Minimum Wage Laws (2006) SCORE
(D.33) State Minimum Wage Rates (2006) SCORE
EDUCATION
(D.36) % on Free or Reduced Lunch SCORE
(D.37) Cumulative Promotion Index (CPI) GradomatRate SCORE
(D.39) Level of Education: % with High Schda¢gree or Higher (2004) SCORE
(D.40) Level of Education: % with Bachelor'sd@dee or Higher (2004 ) SCORE
(D.41) Adult Level 1 Literacy Rates SCORE
(D.42) State School Bus Efficiency (2002) SCORE
(D.43) State School Bus Soot Pollution Grad©KE
(D.44) State School Bus Cleanup Program RaBRGRSCORE
(D.45) State School Bus Smog Pollution Rankdg@BECORE
HOUSING & COST OF LIVING
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(D.46) % of Owner Occupied Housing SCORE

(D.47) Cost of Living: Housing SCORE

(D.48) Cost of Living: Utilities SCORE

(D.49) Cost of Living: Miscellaneous SCORE

(D.50) Cost of Living: Overall Score
CIVIC ENGAGEMENT

(D.51) Voter Turnout in the Election of Novemlf2004) SCORE

(D.53) State Voter Turnout Rate (2002) Elec®2ORE

(D.54) State Voter Turnout Rate (2004) Elec&®2ORE

(D.52) State Volunteering Rate (2002-2005 Caratl) SCORE
SAFETY/SECURITY

(D.56) Total Crime Rate, Incidents per 100,p@0ple (2004) SCORE

(D.55) Total Crime Rate, Incidents per 100,p@0ple (2003) SCORE

SpeC|aI EDN Calculations
Motor Vehicle Registrations per 100 Residents (2003
Vehicle Registrations — Autos Only per 100 Resid€RB003)
Motor Vehicle Registrations per Licensed Driver 3D
Motor Vehicle Registrations per Licensed Driver 3D
Total State Highway Mileage, Estimated % of Lan@#(2003)
Urban State Highway Mileage, % of Total Highway &&ibe (2003)
Total Highway Mileage per Licensed Driver (2003)
Total Highway Mileage per Motor Vehicle Registrati(2003)
% Change in State Disbursements for Highways, onidliof $ (1995 to 2003)
State Disbursements for Highways, millions of $ pighway mile (2003)
% of Owner Occupied Housing
Total Crime Rate, Incidents per 100,000 people 4200
Total Crime Rate, Incidents per 100,000 people 8200

Future Steps/Issues
- Evaluate and revise summary calculations of sultses;tas well as those with multiple indicators.
For example by having multiple items, such as ‘letvaéds below poverty’, ‘individuals below
poverty’, and ‘children below poverty’ what weighdgi should be applied.
Consider other applicable indicators
See Table 5 (in Section IV — Data Limitations) aedtion VIII — Future Versions for additional
information.

Subject Area 5 - Parks & Recreation Opportunities
Highlights
Main Sources The Trust for Public Land; American Forests &IRIGS, City Green; InfoPlease
(primary sources, U.S. Census Bureau and Bureaalmr Statistics)
Data availability is very limited, so many of thedicators are created by EDN as calculations on
original data/information, then scored.

Total Scored Indicators9
(E.4) Average # of Parks, per square mile SCORE
(E.5) Average Area Dedicated to Parks, persityare mile SCORE
(E.10) Park Area per 1000 Residents, acres SCORE
(E.9) Parkland as % of City Area SCORE
(E.12) Adjusted Park Spending, per resident SCORE
(E.14) Total City Urbanized Area % SCORE
(E.15) Park Programs to Assist Low-Income Parkr§/S€ORE
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Special

(E.16) Disability Advisory Committees SCORE
(E.17) Collection of Data on Crime in Parks SCORE

Calculation Summary

Average # of Parks, per square mile

Average Area Dedicated to Parks, per city squale mi
Park Area per 1000 Residents, acres

Parkland as % of City Area

Total City Urbanized Area %

Future Steps/Issues

Continue search for additional sources, espeaballpark accessibility.
See Table 5 (in Section IV — Data Limitations) aedtion VIII — Future Versions for additional
information.

Subject Area 6 - Human & Public Health

Highligh

ts

Main Sources U.S. Census Bureau; American Lung AssociationX)A National Advisory
Committee on Rural Health and Human Services; Cdatdisease Control; State Health Facts; ;
Sperling’s Best Places (primary was Bureau of Laktatistics among others,
www.bestplaces.net/docs/DataSource.gispacal Harvest; National Cancer Institute

Included statistics on adult/pediatric county papioins in order to adjust rates for disease ocooge
to the appropriate subgroup rather than the fuybiytation. (Pediatric appears to be defined asmunde
18 years of age in the ALA report).

Includes several years of the same measurementédathanges over time are able to be reflects for
indicators.

Data from Local Harvest changes frequently. EDgited the site for data collection and editing 4
times and frequently found numerous changes (Imotteases and decreases).

Some indicators are created by EDN as calculatonsriginal data/information, then scored.

Total Scored Indicators27

Printed: 12/14/

(F.2) Pediatric Asthma, rate (%) SCORE

(F.3) Adult Asthma, rate (%) SCORE

(F.4) Chronic Bronchitis, rate (%) SCORE

(F.5) Emphysema, rate (%) SCORE

(F.6) Cardiovascular Disease, rate (%) SCORE

(F.7) Diabetes, rate (%) SCORE

(F.8) % of Adults with Obesity SCORE

(F.9) Change in % of Adults with Obesity (1992001) SCORE

(F.24) CDC Obesity Trends U.S. Adults BehavioreskRFactor Surveillance System Prevalence Rate
(1992) SCORE

(F.25) CDC Obesity Trends U.S. Adults BehavioralkR-actor Surveillance System Prevalence Rate
(1997) SCORE

(F.26) CDC Obesity Trends U.S. Adults BehavioralkR-actor Surveillance System Prevalence Rate
(2003) SCORE

(F.10) % of Adults lacking healthcare insuranges18 - 64 (2001) SCORE

(F.11) Infant Mortality Rate (2002) SCORE

(F.12) Number of Cancer Deaths per 100,000 pe@fie2) SCORE

(F.13) Cost of Living: Health SCORE

(F.14) % of People without Health Insurance Cogerby State (2003-04 Average) SCORE

(F.15) % of People without Health Insurance Cogerby State (2004-05 Average) SCORE

(F.16) Rate of Change in People without Healtlutasce Coverage, between 03-04 and 04-05
SCORE
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Special

(F.17) Change in People without Health Insuranoeetage, between 03-04 and 04-05 SCORE
(F.18) Number of small, local, sustainable foodrses: Farms SCORE

(F.19) Number of small, local, sustainable foodrses: Farmers' Markets SCORE

(F.20) Number of small, local, sustainable foodrses: Restaurants SCORE

(F.21) Number of small, local, sustainable foodrses: Groceries SCORE

(F.22) Number of small, local, sustainable foodrses: Other SCORE

(F.23) Cost of Living: Food SCORE

(F.27) Lung Cancer Deaths/ 100,000 Men, by co(®@9-2003) SCORE

(F.28) Lung Cancer Deaths/ 100,000 Women, by go{ir#99-2003) SCORE

EDN Calculations

Pediatric Asthma, rate (%)

Adult Asthma, rate (%)

Chronic Bronchitis, rate (%)

Emphysema, rate (%)

Cardiovascular Disease, rate (%)

Diabetes, rate (%)

Change in % of Adults with Obesity (1991 - 2001)

% of Adults lacking healthcare insurance, ages 88 (2001)

Rate of Change in People without Health Insuranoee€age, between 03-04 and 04-05

Future Steps/Issues

Continue search for childhood obesity.

Find information at city (rather than county) level

Identify data sources for green hospitals, andtheare accessibility within cities.

Continue search for additional sources, espeatallghemical disorders, etc.

Evaluate and revise summary calculations of sulmsestas well as those with multiple indicators.
Consider what weighting should be applied.

See Table 5 (in Section IV — Data Limitations) aedtion VIII — Future Versions for additional
information.

7 — Global Warming Climate Change

Highlights

Main Sources Seattle Washington Mayor; Pew Center; NC Stativéfsity Database of State
Incentives for Renewables & Efficiency (DSIREUSBepartment of Energy; U.S. Census Bureau;
U.S. Geographical Survey (USGS)

Total Scored Indicators29

(G.1) Mini-Kyoto Participant, U.S. Mayors Clima®eotection Agreement (as of 10/18/06) SCORE

(G.2) Number of State and Local Net GreenhouseE3aissions Reduction Programs SCORE
(G.3) Net Metering SCORE

(G.4) Net Metering Residential Size Limit SCORE

(G.5) Net Metering Commercial Size Limit SCORE

(G.6) Completed Climate Action Plans SCORE

(G.7) Regional Initiatives SCORE

(G.8) States with Greenhouse Gas Inventories SEOR

(G.9) States with Greenhouse Gas Reporting &idRées SCORE
(G.10) States with Public Benefit Funds SCORE

(G.11) States with Renewable Portfolio Standai@®BE

(G.12) Date set for Renewable Portfolio Stand&GORE

(G.13) States with Green Pricing Programs SCORE

(G.14) States with Renewable Energy Credit Tragl8gstems SCORE
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(G.15) States with Mandates and Incentives Prargdiithanol SCORE
(G.16) States with Residential Energy Codes SCORE

(G.17) States with Commercial Energy Codes SCORE

(G.18) Green Building Standards for State BuildisCORE

(G.19) ICLEI's Cities for Climate Protection Paipiant (US CCP) SCORE
(G.20) % of State Generation that is from Renee/&durces( 2003) SCORE
(G.22) Average percentage of Possible Sunshimmual SCORE

(G.24) Annual Average wind speed, m.p.h. SCORE

(G.25) January Average wind speed, m.p.h. SCORE

(G.26) July Average wind speed, m.p.h. SCORE

(G.27) Heating Degree Days SCORE

(G.28) Cooling Degree Days SCORE

(G.30) Annual Morning Average Relative Humidity Y®CORE

(G.31) Annual Afternoon Average Relative Humidj#g) SCORE

(G.36) Elevation, feet SCORE

Special EDN Calculations
None

Future Steps/Issues
- Continue search for more local data (city or colaged).

Continue search for additional sources and dapscéally on energy efficiency and alternative eyerg
use, non-energy based indicators (such as econsegspn shift, weather impacts, pests, habitat
alteration), direct measurements of causes suate#isane, water vapor, or GHGs released or curbed
by the city or its residents etc, direct energy (®ecount of hybrid vehicles, carpooling and othe
public transportation, etc.
Evaluate and create/revise summary calculatiossio$ections, as well as those with multiple
indicators. Consider what weighting should be &bl
See Table 5 (in Section IV — Data Limitations) aedtion VIII — Future Versions for additional
information.
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