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Vital Signs 
A look at how cities and states comoere 
on various measures ofdevelopment 
Compiled by Maura Webber Sadovi and John Leger 
Illustrations by Daniel Baxter 
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Rarin' to Go 
Moocly's Economy.com has devised a Business Vitality Index that 
rates the overall economicvit ality of a metroarea by looking at a 
range of factors rather than just onemeasure. Theindex takes into 
account current economic condit ions such ashousehold income 
growth, factors that affect prospective conditions includil'lg labor 
availability and regional cost structure, and potent ial riskssuch as 
employment volat ility. Here are the top 50(out of 379) metros. 

Rank Metro Area Rank Metr o Area 

1 Austin, Texas 26 Dover, Del. 

2 Fort Walton Beach, Fla. 27 Dallas, Texas 

3 Co rvallis, Ore. 28 Naples, Fla. 

4 Raleigh, N.C. 29 Charlotte, N.C­

5 Fort Lauderdale, Fla. 30 Fort Worth, Texas 

6 Boise City, Idaho 31 Charlotte.sville, Va. 
7 Orlando, f'la. 32 Houston, Texas 
8 Huntsvme, Ala. 33 Bend, Ore. 
9 SiouxFalls, S.D. 34 Bismarck.N.D. 

10 Fargo, N.D. 35 Tallahassee, Fla. 
11 lar. ks~ n v ill " . Fla. '56 Panama (itv. Fla. 

Feeding the Government 
Total local, state and federal tax bu rdensas a percentage of each state's income, from highest to lowest 

Rank St <l te Pet. Rank State Pet. Rank State Pet. Rank State Pet. 

1 Connecticut 38.3 14 Wisconsin 33.3 26 Arizona 31.3 39 Missouri 30.2 

2 New York 37.1 15 Illinois 33.2 27 Delaware 31.2 40 Montana 29.8 

3 D.C. 36.4 16 Maryland 33.1 28 Kansas 31.0 41 West Virginia 29.8 

4 New Jersey 35.6 17 HawaII 33. 0 29 Georgia 30.9 42 Texas 29.8 

5 Nevada 35.2 18 Vi rginia 32.9 30 NewHampshire 30.8 43 Idaho 29.6 

6 Vermont 35.1 31 Indiana 30.8 44 South Dakota 29.3 

7 Rhode Island 35.1 19 Ohio 32.4 32 Oregon 30.7 45 Louisiana 29.1 

8 MassachlJS@tts 34.4 20 Wyoming 32.1 33 Arkansas 30.7 46 New Mellico 28.8 

9 California 34.3 21 Pennsylvania 31.9 34 Iowa 30.6 47 Tennessee 28.8 

10 Washington 34.0 22 Michigan 31.9 35 Kentucky 30.4 48 Mississippi 28.1 

11 Maine 33.9 23 Nebraska 31.8 36 South Carolina 30.3 49 Alaska 28.1 

12 Minnesota 33.9 24 C(llorado 31.8 37 Utah 30.3 50 Alabama 28.0 

13 Florida 33.6 25 North Carolina 31.3 38 North Dakota 30.2 51 Okl ahoma 27.8 

Note: Percentages are rounded off Source: Ta' Foundationcalculations basedondatafrom tbeCommerce Department's Burea u of Economic .~ n al y s i s 


