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òI know not anything more pleasant, or more instructive, than to compare experience 

with expectation, or to 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.ó 

Samuel Johnson  

 

  

  

 

 

The Quality of Life Report is an objective  review of our community and its place 

among similarly situated American cities.   It is a snapshot of local conditions and 

trends, in the context of other cities  and our own recent past. It is intended to provide 

a framework for a meaningful  discussion of local policies and funding decisions, and a 

basis for evaluating our  continual efforts to improve our quality of life.  

 

While it is impossible to capture all of the nuanced attributes of a city, consistent 

measurements can provide an objective foundation  for thorough and thoughtful 

policy debates. They can either reinforce or contradict our anecdotal impressions of 

our commu nity.  

 

These comparisons are just a starting point for a more specific examination of our 

communityõs quality of life, but they are an object ive starting point, and they provide 

a solid framework to support the development of sound public policies and  the 

allocation of limited public resources.  
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MMeetthhoodd oo llooggyy   
  

 

 

 

 

 

Measures of community quality of life were developed from an extensive review of 

outcome -based performance measurement, benchmarking best practices, and 

ôcommunity report cardsõ from other cities in the United States and Canada. Based on other 

citiesõ approaches and empirical research, eight key areas of quality of life were identified  

ñ Economic Vitality, Public Safety, Neighborhood Vitality, Human Investment, Citizen 

Engagement, Transportation, Environment, and Recreation & Culture.  

  

For each aspect of the communityõs quality of life, representative and consistently available 

measurements  were developed , and the most current data for twenty comparison cities 

(based on population and geography)  is gathered . The data include:  

  

· commute times  

· transit usage  

· violent crimes  

· property crimes  

· home ownership  

· home vacancy  

· home sales prices  

· home utility costs  

· entertainment expenditures  

· park and recreation expenditures  

· performing arts centers  

· library material circulation  

· job  growth  

· unemployment  

· household income  

· cost of living  

· education spending  

· student -teacher ratio  

· health costs  

· available physicians  

· community giving  

· voter registration  

· air quality  

· toxic chemical releases  

 

The measures are standardized i nto z -scores, so that different 

units of measurement can be compared consistently. The z -

scores are plotted in a single dimension, and grouped by a k -

means clustering technique into one of five categories ð high 

(best), medium high, medium, medium low, and  low (worst).  

  

The city -to -city comparisons are then supplemented with Tulsa -

specific data, highlighting aspects of Tulsaõs quality of life and 

illustrating trends over time.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  

high (best)  

medium high  

medium (average)  

medium low  

low (worst)  

 



4 

 

TTuullssaa   aa nndd   OOuurr  PPeeeerr  CCiittiieess  
 

  

 

 

Cities were selected for comparison based on 2000 central city population, clustered 

immediately above and below Tulsa.  Denver, Ft. Worth, Oklahoma City, Tucson, and Little 

Rock were selected for regional comparisons.  

 

 
 
 
(Note:  The set of comparable  cities will likely change with the next Q uality of Life Report, to reflect 2010 Census 

population data.  The full range of data w as not available to revise the set of cities for this report. ) 
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QQuuaa lliittyy   oo ff  LLiiffee   OOvveerrvv iieeww  
 

  

  

  

  

  

  
 

 

2010-11 Quality of Life Comparison.  Tulsaõs engaged citizenry, low housing costs, and 

numerous cultural amenities are evident in this yearõs Quality of Life comparisons.  Economic 

Vitality rankings are lower than last year, primarily because economic conditions in the 

comparison cities have begun to stabilize.  

 

We c ontinue to fare relatively worse in the areas of Human Investment (education and 

health), recreation, and public safety.   
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QQuuaa lliittyy   oo ff  LLiiffee   OOvveerrvv iieeww  
 

  

 

 

 

 

Five-Year Trends.  Relative to the comparison cities, Tulsa has consistently ranked higher in 

the ar eas of Economic Vitality, Neighborhood Vitality, and Citizen Engagement.  

Neighborhood Vitality comparisons have been remarkably stable, primarily due to low 

housing costs and a relatively  stable housing market , compared to other cities.  

 

Tulsa has ranked consistently lower in the area of Human Investment, primarily due to poor  

health statistics. Relatively higher per capita  crime and relatively low levels of participation 

in recreation a ctivities are evident as well.  

 

 

 

  
  
(The low 2008 -09 Environment ran king was largely attributable to just one facility, a hazardous waste treatment and 

disposal service, which was responsible for more than 70% of the on -site toxic chemical releases reported in Tulsa 

County in the year measured.)     

Quality of Life Comparison ð Five Year Trends  
(2006-2011) 
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DDeemm oogg rraa pp hhiicc ss  
 

  

  

    

Population and Land A rea.  

 

For the first seven decades of the 20th 

Century, Tulsaõs and Oklahoma Cityõs 

populations grew at approximately the 

same rate. Since 1970, however, 

Oklahoma Cityôs population has grown 

by 58% (212,000 people), while Tulsaõs 

population has grown by abo ut 15% 

(50,000 people).  

 

From 1900 to 1960, Tulsaôs population 

grew nearly nine times faster than our 

land area.  Since 1960, our land area  

has grown nearly six times faster than our 

population .  

 

In the last decade, Tulsaôs land area 

continued to grow, th rough the addition 

of Fair Oaks and smaller annexations, 

while ñ according to the Census ñ our 

population declined by about 1,200 

people.  

 

 

source:  U.S. Census Bureau 

source:  U.S. Census Bureau 
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Urban and Suburban Growth.  

 

1970 marked a turning point i n the 

relationship of Tulsa to its suburbs.   

 

From 1910 to 1970, the Tulsa area 

became steadily more urban. Since 1970, 

that dynamic has changed.  Fueled by 

78% suburban growth from 1970 to 1980, 

and steady suburban growth since, more 

people in the Tulsa MSA now live outside  

the City of Tulsa than inside.  

 

source:   U.S. Census Bureau  

source:  U.S. Census Bureau  
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Race & Hispanic/Latino Origin.   Tulsa is a more diverse community than it was just 10 years ago.  The 

percentage of Tulsans claiming a race oth er than white has grown from 31% to 39%.  Significant growth 

in Tulsaõs Hispanic and Latino populations since 2000 off-set an equivalent decline in the non -Hispanic 

or Latino population.   

 

 

DDeemm oogg rraa pp hhiicc ss  
 

  

  

    

source:   U.S. Census Bureau 

source:  U.S. Census Bureau  

Age Distribution.  There are more Tulsans in their 20s than any ot her age group, but those aged 50 -70 

comprise the fastest growing  segment of our population.  
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EEcc oonnoomm iicc   VViittaa lliittyy   
 

  

  

    

Regional Product ion . 

 

Our combined economic vitality 

indicators place us in the middle group 

of our peer  cities.  

 

Gross regional product in the Tulsa MSA, 

which is a significant component of 

growth in the State of Oklahoma, is 

expec ted  to improve after a dec line of 

nea rly 2% in 2009. 

 

 

 

Economic Vi tality  

1.   Ft. Worth 

2.   Omaha  

3.   Little Rock  

4.   Oklahoma City  

5.   Colorado Springs  

6.   Minneapolis  

7.   Albuquerque  

8.   Denver  

9.   Kansas City  

10.   TULSA 

11.   Atlanta  

12.   St. Louis 

13.   Honolulu  

14.   Wichita  

15.   Tucson 

16.   Oakland  

17.   Cleveland  

18.   Sacramento  

19.   Miami  

20.   Fresno 

 

source:  Tulsa Metro Chamber  

source:  Tulsa Metro Chamber  
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Employment.  

 

Our employment indicators also place us 

in the middle group of our peer cities.  

According to data from th e Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, there were nearly 28,000 

fewer employed Tulsans in 2010 than in 

2008.  The decline was the most 

substantial drop in job growth in at least 

the last 20 years.  

 

Since 2010, employment appears to 

have stabilized and, as of Septem ber 

2011, we have recovered about 10,000 

of those lost jobs.  

 

source:  Bureau of Labor Statistics  

source:  Bureau of Labor Statistics  

Employment  

1.   Omaha  

2.  Little Rock  

3.   Honolulu  

4.   Oklahoma City  

5.   Ft. Worth 

6.   Minneapolis  

7.   Denver  

8.   St. Louis 

9.   Cleveland  

10.   Miami  

11.   Colorado Springs  

12.   TULSA 

13.   Kansas City  

14.   Albuquerque  

15.   Atlanta  

16.   Tucson 

17.   Oakland  

18.   Wichita  

19.   Sacramento  

20.   Fresno 
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Unemployment.  

 

Tulsa-area unemployment increased 

considerably in 2009, but our 

unemployment rate has stayed 2% -3% 

below the national rate.  Unemployment 

has declined slowly in 2011.  

 

 

 

 

source:  Bureau of Labor Statistics  

source:  Bureau of Labor Statistics  
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EEcc oonnoomm iicc   VViittaa lliittyy   
 

  

  

    

source:  Bureau of Labor Statistics  

12-Month Average Unemployment Rates by County 

November 2008 - October 2009 Averages 

Unemployment  
2008-09 

12-Month Average Unemployment Rates by County 

November 2010 - October 2011 Averages 

Unemployment  
2010-11 

Unemployment.   A comparison of une mployment  nationally , in 2008-09 and 2010 -11, shows 

that areas along the coa sts were the hardest hit and have been the slowest to recover from 

significant job losses.  
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Income.  

 

Our income indicators place us in the 

middle group among our peer cities. 62% 

of Tulsa households earn less than $50,000 

per year, and 38% earn more. Tulsaõs 

median household income of $38,220 is 

down about 3.6% since 2008.  

 

While incomes in Tulsa tend to trail 

median household incomes nationally, 

our cost of living is 88% of the nationa l 

average.  

 

Income  
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source:  U.S. Census Bureau 

source:  U.S. Census Bureau 
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Retail Sales.  

 

Retail sales are improving  after the 

sharpest decline in decades.  It  appears 

that the most recent decline, while 

steeper than the d rop  in retail sales from 

2000 to 2003, is of shorter duration.  

 

There has been considerable volatility in 

general merchandise sales, while sales of 

lumber and hardware have declined 

along wi th new home construction.  In 

2004, sales at eating and drinking 

establishments surpassed sales of food 

items, marking a shift toward eating 

prepared meals outside the home.  

 

source:  City of Tulsa  

source:  Oklahoma Resources Integration General 

Informat ion Network System  (ORIGINS) 



16 

 

$300 

$400 

$500 

$600 

$700 

$800 

$900 

2
0
0
0
 

2
0
0
1
 

2
0
0
2
 

2
0
0
3
 

2
0
0
4
 

2
0
0
5
 

2
0
0
6
 

2
0
0
7
 

2
0
0
8
 

2
0
0
9
 

2
0
1
0
 

m
ill

io
n

 

Tulsa MSA Non-Residential Construction Contracts 

(2000-2010) 

40% 

45% 

50% 

55% 

60% 

65% 

70% 

$0  

$40,000,000  

$80,000,000  

$120,000,000  

$160,000,000  

$200,000,000  

$240,000,000  
1

9
9

1
 

1
9

9
2
 

1
9

9
3
 

1
9

9
4
 

1
9

9
5
 

1
9

9
6
 

1
9

9
7
 

1
9

9
8
 

1
9

9
9
 

2
0

0
0
 

2
0

0
1
 

2
0

0
2
 

2
0

0
3
 

2
0

0
4
 

2
0

0
5
 

2
0

0
6
 

2
0

0
7
 

2
0

0
8
 

2
0

0
9
 

2
0

1
0
 

Tulsa Area Hotels  

(1991-2010) 
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Commercial Construction and Hospitality.  

 

Non -residential construction contracts  in 

the Tulsa  a rea  have begun to rebound, 

afte r a 17% decline from 2008 to 2009.  

 

Hotel occupancy is down considerably, 

but total room revenues are stable.  

 

source:  Tulsa Metro Chamber  

source: Tulsa Metro Chamber  
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Economic Distress.  

 

Bankruptcy filings reached a sharp peak 

in 2005, just before bankruptcy laws 

changed to make filing more difficult.  

While considerably lower than before 

2005, they have risen steadily since 2006.  

 

Food sta mp support for Tulsa County 

families increased considerably from 2007 

to 2010.  

 

source:  Tulsa Metro Chamber  

source: Oklahoma Department of Human Services  
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Crime.  

 

Our public safety indicators place us in 

the second lowest grouping of our peer 

cities.  

 

The crime rate (part 1 crimes per capita ) 

in Tulsa reached a  15-year low in 2010, 

after peaking in 2004.  Property crimes 

drive the crime rate, outnumbering 

violent crimes 5 to 1.  

 

It should be noted that the Tulsa Police 

Department revised its crime repor t 

procedures in 2010, in response to 

significant, temporary layoffs of sworn 

police officers.  These changes may have 

affected crime data  in 2010. 

 

Public Safety  

1.   Tucson 

2.   Honolulu  

3.   Denver  

4.   Colorado S prings  

5.   Omaha  

6.   Ft. Worth 

7.   Fresno 

8.   Sacramento  

9.   Albuquerque  

10.   Wichita  

11.   Minneapolis  

12.   Miami  

13.   Oklahoma City  

14.   TULSA 

15.   Kansas City  

16.   Atlanta  

17.   Oakland  

18.   Cleveland  

19.   Little Rock  

20.   St. Louis 

 

source:  FBI Uniform Crime Reports  

source:  FBI Uniform Crime Reports  
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Forcible Rape  

Robbery  

Aggrevated Assault  

Burglary  

Larceny -Theft 

Motor Vehicle Theft  
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Crime.  In 2010, there were 25,659 part 1 crimes reported in the City of Tulsa. 46% of them were 

larcenies ( òthe unlawful taking, carrying, leading, or riding away of property from the possession or  

con struc tive possession of another ó). 

 

While it is the largest category of reported crime, larceny reports were down more than 18% from 

2009.  Burglaries were up nearly 8%.  

 

source:  FBI Uniform Crime Reports  
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Traffic. 

 

Since 2000, traffic collisions reported to 

the Tulsa Police Department  have 

declined by 20%. The number of injury 

accidents is  down by 1 6%.  Traffic 

fatalities were also lower in 2010, but 

have averaged 39 per year  since 1998 . 

 

DUI arrests in Tulsa are down 62 % from 

2000 to 20 10. 

 

 

source:  City o f Tulsa 

source:  City of Tulsa  
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Methamphetamine and Fire Department 

Responses. 

 

After reaching an all -time low in 2007, 

methamphetamine production is now at 

record levels.  There were 353 meth labs 

seized by Tulsa Police by October 15 th of 

2011 ð more tha n any other entire year  

since 1996.  

 

Rescue and emergency medical 

responses by the  Fire Department have 

increased by nearly 1, 500% since 1992. 

Fires now comprise about 4% of the  

Departmentõs activity (c ompared  to 23% 

in 1992). 

 

Total Fire Department responses were 

down 2% from 2009  to 2010, and have 

declined 10% since 2008.  

 

source:  City of Tulsa  

source:  City of Tulsa  
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Fires and Emergency Medical Transports.   

 

Structure fires represented a third of the 

fire calls,  or 1.4% of the Fire Departmentõs 

total responses in  2010. 

 

EMSAõs Eastern Division transport volumes 

increased by almost 8% in 2010, and by 

85% since 2003. 

 

Non -emergency transports comprise 21% 

of all transports in the Eastern Division, but 

they comprise just 8% of total transports in 

the Western Division (Oklahoma Ci ty 

area).  

 

source:  City of Tulsa  

source:  EMSA 
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Neighborhood Vitality.  

 

Our Neighborhood Vitality indicators 

place us in the second highest group of 

our peer cities.  

 

According to Census data, the number 

of vacant structures ha s increased by 

55% from 2000 to 2010.  

 

Renter -occupied units are up 4%, while 

owner -occupied units are down 5%.  

 

source: U.S. Census   

Neighborhood Vitality  

1.   Wichita  

2.   Colorado Springs  

3.   Oklahoma City  

4.   Albuquerque  

5.   Omaha  

6.   Tucson 

7.   Little Rock  

8.   Ft. Worth 

9.   TULSA 

10.   Denver  

11.   Minneapolis  

12.   Fresno 

13.   Kansas City  

14.   Sacramento  

15.   Atlanta  

16.   Cleveland  

17.   Oakland  

18.   Miami  

19.   St. Louis 

20.   Honolulu  
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New Home Permits. 

 

New home construction is down 55% 

from 2005 to 2010.  There were nearly 

2,800 fewer new homes built in the Tulsa 

area in 2010 than there were five years 

before.  

 

While construction has slowed 

considerably, new home values have 

been stable.  

 

 

 

 

source:  Census Bureau and Real Estate  

Center at  Texas A&M University  
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Existing Home Sales.  

 

Our neighborhood stability indicators 

place us in the middle group of our peer 

cities.  

 

Existing home sales in the Tulsa area in 

the 3 rd quarter of 2011 showed a 26% 

improvement over the same quarter last 

year ( though year -to -date sales are 

about the same),   

 

Average home prices are down 22% in 

the 3 rd quarter, from the same quarter in 

2010. 

 

Homes are staying on the market for 

about four months, on average.  

 

Neighborh ood Stability  

1.   Albuquerque  

2.   Colorado Springs  

3.   Wichita  

4.   Omaha  

5.   Ft. Worth 

6.   Oklahoma City  

7.   Little Rock  

8.   Denver  

9.   Fresno 

10.   Minneapolis  

11.   Sacramento  

12.   TULSA 

13.   Tucson 

14.   Kansas City  

15.   Honol ulu 

16.   Oakland  

17.   Atlanta  

18.   St. Louis 

19.   Cleveland  

20.   Miami  

 

source:  Oklahoma Association of Realtors  
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Foreclosures.  

 

The rate of foreclosures in Tulsa County 

was  a little higher than the national rate 

and the rate of foreclosures in the State 

of Oklahoma  as a whole , but wel l below 

the foreclosure rate in the areas hardest 

hit by the housing crisis, such as Nevada, 

where 1 in every 180 homes was in 

foreclosure in October.  

 

source:  RealtyTrac  
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Housing Affordability.  Our affordability 

indicators place us in the second highes t 

group of our peer cities. Half of the owner -

occupied units in the City of Tulsa are 

valued between $50,000 and $150,000.  

 

While homes in Tulsa are very affordable in 

the context of the national housing market, 

many Tulsa households still spend more 

than 30% of their income on housing.  

 

According to the Census Bureau, 37% of 

households with a mortgage spend 30% or 

more of their household income on the 

costs of home ownership. More than 50% of 

renters spend 30% or more of their 

household income on gross ren t. 

 

In other words, nearly 56,000 Tulsa  

households spend as much or more for 

housing, as a percentage of income, than 

housing agencies recommend as the 

standard for affordability.  

 

Housing Affordability  

1.   Wichita  

2.   Oklahoma City  

3.   Tucson 

4.   Atlanta  

5.   Omaha  

6.   Miami  

7.   Cleveland  

8.   TULSA 

9.   Little Rock  

10.   Colorado Springs  

11.   St. Louis 

12.   Minneapolis  

13.   Albuquerque  

14.   Kansas City  

15.   Denver  

16.   Fresno 

17.   Ft. Worth 

18.   Sacramento  

19.   Oakland  

20.   Honolulu  

 

source:  U.S. Census American Community Survey  
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Transportation.  

 

Our transportatio n indicators place us in 

the middle group of our peer cities.  

 

Our pavement condition, as measured by 

the Pavement  Condition Index (PCI 0 -

100), generally declin ed from the ear ly 

1990s to 2008, when an  extension of sales 

taxes for streets,  and authorization  of the 

sale of $285 million in street improvement  

bonds, began to  stabilize the pavement 

condition.  

 

Transportation  

1.   Honolulu  

2.   Fresno 

3.   Tucson 

4.   Minneapolis  

5.   Wichita  

6.   Little Rock  

7.   Sacramento  

8.   Albuquerque  

9.   Omaha  

10.   Kansas City  

11.   TULSA 

12.   Atlanta  

13.   Cleveland  

14.   Oklahoma City  

15.   Colorado Springs  

16.   Denver  

17.   St. Louis 

18.   Miami  

19.   Oakland  

20.   Ft. Worth 

 

source:  City of Tulsa  


