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Objectives

This report details the National Center
for Health Statistics’ (NCHS) development
of the 2006 NCHS Urban—Rural
Classification Scheme for Counties and
provides some examples of how the
scheme can be used to describe
differences in health measures by
urbanization level.

Methods

The 2006 NCHS urban-rural
classification scheme classifies all U.S.
counties and county-equivalents into six
levels—four for metropolitan counties and
two for nonmetropolitan counties. The
Office of Management and Budget's
delineation of metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan counties forms the
foundation of the scheme. The NCHS
scheme also uses the cut points of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture Rural-
Urban Continuum Codes to subdivide the
metropolitan counties based on the
population of their metropolitan statistical
area (MSA): large, for MSA population of
1 million or more; medium, for MSA
population of 250,000-999,999; and small,
for MSA population below 250,000. Large
metro counties were further separated into
large central and large fringe metro
categories using classification rules
developed by NCHS. Nonmetropolitan
counties were assigned to two levels
based on the Office of Management and
Budget's designated micropolitan or
noncore status. The 2006 scheme was
applied to data from the National Vital
Statistics System (NVSS) and the National
Health Interview Survey (NHIS) to illustrate
its ability to capture health differences by
urbanization level.

Results and Conclusions

Application of the 2006 NCHS scheme
to NVSS and NHIS data shows that it
identifies important health disparities
among communities, most notably those
for inner city and suburban communities.
The design of the NCHS Urban—Rural
Classification Scheme for Counties makes
it particularly well-suited for assessing and
monitoring health differences across the
full urbanization continuum.

Keywords: urbanization scheme e
metropolitan e nonmetropolitan e
health differentials

NCHS Urban—Rural
Classification Scheme for

Counties

by Deborah D. Ingram, Ph.D., and Sheila J. Franco, Office of

Analysis and Epidemiology

Introduction

Health differences between urban and
rural communities have long been
recognized. These health variations reflect,
in part, differences in underlying
demographic, economic, physical, social,
and environmental community
characteristics, as well as the availability
and nature of health care resources.
Researchers have developed a variety of
taxonomies that classify communities by
urbanization level for use in studying these
differences (1-18).

The first step in designing an urban
and rural taxonomy is to select a
geographic unit that is small enough to
identify important community differences
but not so small that little data are available
at that level. In the United States, the two
most commonly used classification
schemes are the U.S. Census Bureau’s
urban and rural designation and the U.S.
Office of Management and Budget’s
(OMB) metropolitan and nonmetropolitan
designation, both of which are dichotomous
systems (1,4,7,10-12). The geographic unit
for the Census designation is subcounty
(census blocks and block groups), and the
geographic unit for the OMB designation is
county. Most of the other urban-rural
taxonomies for the United States are based
on the OMB metropolitan-nonmetropolitan
classification; thus, their geographic unit is
county. The county is frequently used as a
building block largely because of the
relative stability of county boundaries, and
because counties and equivalent entities
generally are the primary political units of
local government and have programmatic
importance at federal and state levels.
Further, county-level measures of health

and of demographic, economic, and
environmental characteristics are widely
available, in contrast to the paucity of data
available at the subcounty level.

In 2001, the National Center for
Health Statistics (NCHS) developed a
six-level urban-rural classification scheme
for counties—referred to as the 1990
census-based NCHS scheme—that was
based on the 1990 OMB standards for
defining metropolitan statistical areas
(MSAs) and on data from the 1990 census.
This scheme was updated in 2006
following publication of the 2000 OMB
standards for defining MSAs and
subsequent application of these standards to
2000 census data. The updated scheme is
referred to as the 2006 NCHS Urban—Rural
Classification Scheme for Counties.

This report describes development of
the 2006 NCHS scheme and applies the
scheme (o health data to illustrate
differences in selected health measures by
urbanization level. When the terms
“urban” and “rural” are used in this report,
they are general descriptors only and do
not refer to the Census Bureau’s established
definitions.

2006 NCHS Urban-
Rural Classification
Scheme

Release of the 2000 census
population data and the 2000 OMB
standards for defining MSAs and
micropolitan statistical areas prompted
an update of the 1990 census-based
NCHS urban-rural classification scheme.
After reviewing the 1990 census-based

Page 1
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scheme (Appendix I), NCHS determined
that it was feasible and desirable to
maintain the same framework for the
updated scheme. The resulting 2006
NCHS Urban-Rural Classification
Scheme for Counties has four
metropolitan and two nonmetropolitan
levels (Table 1). All counties and county
equivalents in the United States were
assigned to either a metropolitan or
nonmetropolitan category based on their
status under the December 2005 OMB
delineation of MSAs (19). The
metropolitan counties were assigned (o
three population-size categories—large,
medium, and small—based on their
MSA populations, derived from the
Vintage 2004 postcensal estimates of the
July 1, 2004, resident population of
counties (20). Counties in the large
metro category (MSA population of 1
million or more) were subdivided into
large central and large fringe categories
using classification rules developed by
NCHS. Nonmetropolitan counties were
divided into two categories—
micropolitan and noncore—based on the
December 2005 delineation of
micropolitan statistical areas.

Development of the 2006 NCHS
scheme involved a review of the six
categories used in the previous NCHS
scheme. The review addressed three
issues:

1. Was it feasible and desirable to
continue to subdivide the large
metro counties (within MSAs of 1
million or more population) into the
large central and large fringe metro
categories used for the 1990
census-based NCHS scheme?

2. Should separate categories be
maintained for medium and small
metro counties using the
population-size cut points used for
the 1990 census-based NCHS
scheme?

3. Which characteristic should be used
to subdivide nonmetropolitan
counties: a) size of urban
population, emphasizing use of the
new micropolitan statistical areas,
or 2) proximity to an MSA?

This section briefly describes the 2000
OMB standards for defining MSAs and
micropolitan statistical areas that formed

the basis for the 2006 NCHS scheme, and
details development of the NCHS scheme.

Metropolitan—
Nonmetropolitan
Classification of Counties

The initial division of counties for
the 2006 NCHS scheme used the
OMB’s December 2005 list of MSAS to
classify counties as either metropolitan
or nonmetropolitan. The 2005 OMB list
of MSASs resulted from an update of the
application of 2000 OMB standards for
defining MSAs and micropolitan
statistical areas to the results of the
2000 census (12,19).

The 2000 OMB standards for
defining MSAs and micropolitan
statistical areas reflect extensive
modification of the earlier rules
governing metropolitan status, including
simplification of the classification
criteria and formation of a new class of
statistical areas—micropolitan statistical
areas—{rom some of the
nonmetropolitan counties (12,21). The
term “‘core-based statistical area”™
(CBSA), which refers collectively to
MSAs and micropolitan statistical areas,
became effective with the 2000
standards. Nonmetropolitan counties not
designated as micropolitan are referred
to as counties outside CBSAs, or
“noncore.”

According to the 2000 OMB
standards, the basic concept of an MSA
remained that of an area containing a
large population nucleus and adjacent
communities that have a high degree of
economic and social integration with
that core. The 2000 standards require
that an MSA contain at least one Census
Bureau-defined urbanized area of 50,000
population or more. This requirement is
less stringent than that of the previous
OMB standards, which specified that an
MSA must have a population of 100,000
or more if its urbanized area had no city
of 50,000 or more (1). For the 2000
census, an “‘urbanized area” consisted of
an urban nucleus with a population
density of at least 1,000 persons per
square mile and the adjoining territory
with a population density of at least 500
persons per square mile, which together

have a total population of at least
50,000 (10,11). The urbanized area
criteria implemented for the 2000 census
differed from previous criteria.

One or more urbanized areas form
the core of an MSA, and the county (or
counties) that contain them are referred
to as “central” counties of the MSA. In
addition to the central counties, an MSA
may contain “outlying™ counties that
are economically and socially tied to the
central counties as measured by the
population percentage commuting (o or
from the central counties for work—the
metropolitan character criteria of
previous OMB standards was dropped
from the 2000 OMB standards and only
one commuting level was used. Under
the 2000 standards, even more so than
under the 1990 standards, all or most of
the counties in MSAs qualify as central
counties.

The concept of a micropolitan
statistical area closely parallels that of
the MSA, but a micropolitan statistical
area comprises nonmetropolitan counties
and has a smaller nucleus. A
micropolitan statistical area must contain
at least one urban cluster of 10,000-
49,999 inhabitants (an urban cluster is a
small version of an urbanized area
having 2,500-49,999 inhabitants)
(10,11). One or more urban clusters
form the core of a micropolitan
statistical area, and the county or
counties that contain them are referred
to as “central” counties. A micropolitan
statistical area may also contain
“outlying™ counties that meet specified
requirements of commuting to or from
the central counties.

Under the 2000 standards, a new
construct, “principal cities,” was created
and the construct used in previous
standards, “‘central cities,” was
abandoned. The largest incorporated city
in an MSA or micropolitan statistical
area is a principal city. Additional cities
qualify as principal cities if specified
population size and commuting criteria
are met. Principal cities are identified
because they represent the most
important social and economic centers
within the MSA or micropolitan
statistical area. Unlike central cities of
previous standards, they are not used in
the formation of statistical areas.



Nonmetropolitan counties not
defined as micropolitan are considered
to be noncore and may be thought of as
the most rural areas.

Large Central Metro and
Large Fringe Metro
Categories

Metropolitan counties in MSAs of
1 million or more population were
classified as large metro. A major
question that had to be resolved in
developing the 2006 NCHS scheme
concerned the feasibility and desirability
of subdividing large metro counties into
the large central (inner city area) and
large fringe (suburban area) categories
as in the 1990 census-based scheme.
Application of the previous NCHS
urban-rural scheme to health data
revealed important health differences
between these two categories, but the
approach used to subdivide large metro
counties for the 1990 census-based
scheme could not be used for the
updated 2006 scheme because it
involved OMB-designated central cities,
and these entities were not defined
under the 2000 OMB standards (13,22).
Further, the OMB central and outlying
county designations could not be used to
make the separation for the same reason
that these designations were not used for
the previous NCHS scheme—their use
would have resulted in meaningless
categories because nearly all counties in
laree MSAs were designated as central
under the 2000 OMB standards, to an
even greater extent than under the 1990
standards. [The Department of
Agriculture’s Economic Research
Service did not subdivide large metro
counties for the 2003 Rural-Urban
Continuum Codes (RUCC) as in
previous versions because only 1.6% of
the large MSA population resided in
OMB-defined outlying counties (17).]
Continued separation of the large metro
counties was feasible only if
classification rules that achieve a
meaningful separation could be
formulated. Therefore, new classification
rules that relied on principal cities were
developed. The intent was to design
rules that operated in the same spirit as
the rules used for the previous NCHS

scheme, namely, that the most urban
counties of large MSAs would be
assigned to the large central metro
category, and suburban counties would
be assigned to the large fringe metro
category.

To assess whether the new
classification rules achieved a
reasonable separation of the large metro
counties, and whether counties assigned
to the central and fringe categories still
differ enough in character and health
measures to warrant their separation,
four assessments were made:

1. A discriminant analysis was
performed to determine whether
variables considered key in
differentiating inner-city and
suburban counties could
successfully separate the large
metro counties into two categories.

2. The classification rule assignments
of the large metro counties to the
two categories were compared with
the assignments obtained using the
discriminant model to determine
how well they agreed.

3. Differences in the settlement
density, socioeconomic, and
demographic characteristics of
central and fringe counties were
assessed by comparing the
distributions of selected variables
for counties in these two categories.

4. Health differentials between central
and fringe counties were assessed
by comparing death rates for
selected causes and other health
measures.

The new classification rules, which
rely on the 2000 OMB standards’
definition and designation of principal
cities, assigned a large metro county to
the large central metro category if:

a. The county contained the entire
population of the largest principal
city of the MSA, or

b. The county’s entire population
resided in the largest principal city
of the MSA, or

¢. The county contained at least
250,000 inhabitants of any principal
city in the MSA.

Vintage 2004 postcensal estimates
of the July 1, 2004, resident population
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of places were used to derive the
population of the principal cities of
large MSAs (23). Large metro counties
that did not qualify as large central
counties under these rules were assigned
to the large fringe metro category. Every
large metro area was required to have at
least one county assigned to the large
central metro category.

Under the classification rules, 59 of
the 417 large metro counties were
classified as large central counties, and
the remaining 358 were classified as
large fringe counties (Table 2).

For the first assessment of the
classification rules, various county-level
settlement density, socioeconomic, and
demographic variables—derived from
Census 2000 and the Vintage 2004
postcensal estimates of the July 1, 2004,
resident population of counties—were
considered in a discriminant analysis. A
stepwise discriminant procedure was
performed using SAS PROC STEPDISC
to determine which variables to include
in the final discriminant model (24). The
following 16 variables were identified as
significant predictors of urbanization
category and were included in the
discriminant model that was fit using
SAS PROC DISCRIM (24):

® Population of the MSA as of July 1,
2004

® Population of the county as of July
1, 2004

® Population density (number of
people residing per square mile)

® Mean housing density of urban
block groups (number of housing
units per square mile for block
groups with 640 or more housing
units per square mile)

® Percentage of county area in urban
block groups (block groups with 640
or more housing units per square mile)

® (rowded housing conditions
(percentage of housing units with
more than one person per room)

® Percentage of owner-occupied
housing units

® Percentage of county residents
commuting outside the county for
work

® Ratio of jobs to workers in the
county

® Median household income in the
county
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® Percentage of households with
income below the median U.S.
household income

® Percentage of county population that
is non-Hispanic white

® Percentage of county population that
is of multiple race

® Deprivation index (25,26)

® Jsolation index, for white persons
(27,28)

® Dissimilarity index, for white
persons (27,28)

The deprivation index—derived using
17 education, housing, income,
employment, and demographic
variables—is a multidimensional
measure of the socioeconomic status of
each county (25,26). The isolation index
measures the probability that members
of a group residing in a county (in this
case, white persons) will come into
contact with other members of that
group within that county (27,28). The
dissimilarity index measures the
percentage of a group that would have
to move in order for its members’
residences to be evenly distributed
within the county (27,28). The index
ranges from O (complete integration) to
1 (complete segregation).

The discriminant model assigned 65
of the 417 large metro counties to the
large central metro category and 352 to
the large fringe metro category
(Table 2).

The discriminant model’s county
assignments were similar to those of the
1990 census-based NCHS scheme,
supporting the premise that large central
and large fringe counties continued to
differ substantially on settlement density,
socioeconomic, and demographic
characteristics (data not shown).

The second assessment of the
classification rules involved comparing
the category assignments of the
classification rules with those of the
discriminant model. On the assignment
of large metro counties (Table 2), there
was good agreement between the
discriminant model and the classification
rules. The two approaches made the
same assignment for all but 10 of the
417 large metro counties (Table 3). Two
of the ten counties on which
disagreement occurred were categorized
as central by the classification rules and

as fringe by the discriminant model; the
remaining eight were categorized as
fringe by the classification rules and as
central by the discriminant model. Thus,
the separation of the large metro
counties achieved by using simple
classification rules, based on the
location of large principal city
populations within the MSAs, closely
parallels that achieved using a
discriminant model with settlement
density, socioeconomic, and
demographic variables.

Before the third assessment was
performed, a final assignment was
determined for the 10 counties or county
equivalents on which the classification
rule and discriminant model assignments
did not agree (Table 3). Each of the 10
final assignments was made after
comparing the characteristics of each
county with those of the counties
assigned to the central and fringe
categories by both methods. The
classification rule assignments of 4 of
the 10 counties—Alexandria city and
Norfolk city, Va.; Hudson County, N.J.;
and Pinellas County, Fla.—were
changed from large fringe metro to large
central metro because of their large
population and high housing density,
and because their socioeconomic and
demographic characteristics were more
like those of large central counties than
those of large fringe counties. The
classification rule assignments of the six
remaining counties were not changed.
For two of them, Providence County,
R.I, and Virginia Beach city, Va.,
assignment by the classification rules to
the large central metro category was
retained because both counties contained
all of the population of the largest
principal city of their MSA. The
classification rule assignments of the
four remaining counties—DeKalb
County, Ga.; Pierce County, Wash.;
Portsmouth city, Va.; and San
Bernardino County, Calif.—to the large
fringe category were retained because
the counties had smaller populations and
lower housing densities than central
counties, and because their
socioeconomic and demographic
characteristics were more similar to
those of large fringe counties than to
those of large central counties. The final
assignment of the 417 large metro

counties and county equivalents assigns
63 counties to the large central metro
category and 354 to the large fringe
metro category (Table 4).

The third assessment involved
comparing settlement density,
socioeconomic, and demographic
characteristics of the large central metro
counties with those of the large fringe
metro counties. Continued separation of
the large metro counties into these two
categories was desirable only if sizeable
differences existed between large central
and large fringe metro counties for
many of the characteristics. Although
the discriminant analysis demonstrated
that these characteristics could be used
to separate large metro counties into
large central and large fringe metro
categories, it did not quantify the
magnitude of the differences in their
characteristics. Table 5 shows the
first-quartile, median, and third-quartile
values for the examined characteristics
(means are not shown because the
distributions of many of the
characteristics are highly skewed).
Substantial differences were observed
between central and fringe counties for
many of the variables. Generally, the
interquartile portion of the fringe county
distribution does not overlap that of the
central county distribution. In summary,
an examination of the characteristics
shows:

Settlement density: Large central
counties tend to be more densely
settled than large fringe counties.
Median county population,
population density, and housing
density were about 10 times higher
among large central counties
compared with large fringe
counties. In addition, large central
counties had a substantially higher
housing density within urban block
groups, larger percentages of their
area in urban block groups, and a
larger percentage of their housing
units with crowded conditions.

Socioeconomic: The median
population percentage commuting (o
another county for work was 71%
lower, and the percentage of
owner-occupied housing units was
almost one-quarter lower, in large
cenfral counties than in large fringe



counties. Median household
incomes in central counties were
lower than those in fringe counties
but the central and fringe county
distributions overlapped
considerably. Economic differences
between large central and fringe
counties were evident when poverty
was examined. The median
percentage of families with income
below the poverty level was 72%
higher in large central counties
compared with fringe counties, and
the percentage of the population
below 150% of the poverty level
was 44% higher.

Demographic: Large central
counties tend to be much more
racially and ethnically diverse than
large fringe counties, as shown by
comparing population distribution
variables for white, black, Asian,
multiple-race, Hispanic, and
foreign-born populations. The
isolation index for white persons
tends to be lower in large central
counties than in large fringe
counties, indicating that the
probability of a white person
meeting another white person in
their census tract is lower in central
counties than in fringe counties.

The comparison of large central and
large fringe metro county characteristics
showed that cental and fringe counties
differ in character, which supports their
continued separation.

The final assessment involved
comparing health measures for counties
assigned to the large central and large
fringe categories. Substantial
differentials were observed between
large central and large fringe metro
counties on various measures—for many
measures, residents of fringe counties
fared considerably better than residents
of central counties. (See the “Health
Measures by Urbanization Level”
section for a sample of the health
measures examined.) The results
demonstrated the importance of
retaining these two categories rather
than combining them—without both of
them, an urban-rural taxonomy cannot
accurately characterize health
differentials across the urban-rural
continuum.

Medium and Small
Metropolitan Categories

The previous NCHS urban-rural
classification scheme had separate
categories for medium metro counties
(within MSAs of 250,000-999,999
population) and small metro counties
(within MSAs of less than 250,000
population). When updating this scheme,
one consideration was whether to
maintain separate categories for medium
and small metro counties. [The 2003
RUCKC classification maintained separate
categories based on the population-size
cut points (17).] To decide this, various
morbidity and mortality measures for
counties in the two categories were
compared. Because health differentials
continued to exist, separate categories
for medium and small metro counties
were maintained for the 2006 NCHS
urban-rural classification; see the
“Health Measures by Urbanization
Level” section for a sample of the
health measures examined.

Nonmetropolitan
Categories

The number of nonmetropolitan
categories in the 2006 NCHS scheme
was limited to two, the same as in the
earlier NCHS scheme, because of the
potential problem with unreliable
statistics due to the small U.S.
nonmetropolitan population. Size of the
urban population and adjacency to an
MSA were again the two characteristics
considered for use in subdividing the
nonmetropolitan counties. As in the
1990 census-based NCHS scheme, size
of urban population was found to be the
more important characteristic for
studying health differentials among
nonmetropolitan counties (data not
shown). The micropolitan or noncore
status of counties was used as the
measure of urban population size, rather
than the presence or absence of a city of
10,000 or more population as used in
the 1990 census-based NCHS scheme.
The set of micropolitan counties differs
somewhat from the set of counties with
a city of 10,000 population or more
because micropolitan statistical areas
may consist of more than one county
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and are only required to contain an
urban cluster of 10,000 population or
more, not a city of 10,000 or more.
Nonetheless, health differentials
observed for the micropolitan and
noncore subcategories resembled those
observed for counties in the two
nonmetropolitan categories of the 1990
census-based NCHS scheme. For the
2006 NCHS scheme, nonmetropolitan
counties were subdivided using the
December 2005 OMB designation of
micropolitan statistical area and noncore
status; see the “Health Measures by
Urbanization Level” section for a
sample of the health measures
examined.

Final Classification

The 2006 NCHS Urban—Rural
Classification Scheme for Counties has
six levels: four levels for metropolitan
counties (large central, large fringe,
medium, and small metro) and two
levels for nonmetropolitan counties
(micropolitan and noncore) (Table 4).
This classification has the same basic
framework as the 1990 census-based
NCHS scheme, although large metro
counties were separated into the large
central and large fringe metro categories
using different classification rules, and
nonmetropolitan counties were separated
into their two categories using a
different measure of size. The number
of counties and percentage of the U.S.
population in each level of the 2006
NCHS scheme are presented in Table 4.
Although 35% of counties are classified
as metropolitan, 83% of the U.S.
population resides in metropolitan
counties.

Health Measures by
Urbanization Level

The 2006 NCHS Urban-Rural
Classification Scheme for Counties was
merged with National Vital Statistics
System (NVSS) mortality records and
National Health Interview Survey
(NHIS) data using restricted-use files to
illustrate its ability to identify health
differentials across urbanization levels.
Gender-specific death rates for selected
age groups and causes of death during
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2005-2007 were examined across the
urbanization levels (Tables 6 and 7).
Estimates of a health status measure
(report of fair or poor health) and a
health access measure (lack of health
insurance) were examined using data
from the 2007-2009 NHIS (Table §).
NHIS collects data on a broad range of
health topics through personal household
interviews. For all of the health
measures, a test of linear trend across
urbanization levels was performed. For
all but three of the health measures—
death rates for adults aged 65 years and
over, and motor vehicle and
cerebrovascular death rates—the large
central metro category value was higher
than the large fringe metro category
value, hence the large central metro
category was omitted from the trend
analysis. The statistical significance of
pairwise comparisons of health measures
was assessed using a z test and a p
value of 0.05 without adjusting for
multiple comparisons.

Infant mortality—For both males
and females, infant mortality rates
during 2005-2007 increased with
decreasing urbanization, starting from a
low in large fringe metro counties.
Infant mortality was lower in fringe
counties than in central counties of large
metro areas (15% lower for males, 11%
lower for females) and lower in medium
metro counties than in small metro
counties (4% lower for males, 5% lower
for females).

Mortality for children and young
adults—Death rates for children and young
adults, aged 1-24 years, increased with
decreasing urbanization, from a low in
fringe counties of large metro areas to a
high in noncore (the most rural) counties.
For males, the 2005-2007 age-adjusted
death rate was 57% higher in noncore
counties than in fringe counties; for
females, it was 71% higher. For males in
this age group, the death rate in large
central counties was higher than that in
large fringe counties, and the death rate in
small metro counties was higher than that
in medium mefro counties. For both sexes,
the death rate in noncore counties was
about 22% higher than that in micropolitan
counties.

Mortality for adults aged 25-64
years—The death rate for adults aged

25-64 was lowest in fringe counties of
large metro areas and increased steadily
as counties became more rural. During
2005-2007, the age-adjusted death rate
in noncore counties was 49% higher for
males and 44% higher for females when
compared with large fringe metro
counties. For both males and females in
this age group, the death rate was higher
in large central metro counties than in
large fringe metro counties.

Mortality for adults aged 65 years
and over—The death rate among adults
aged 65 and over was lowest in central
counties of large metro areas and
increased with decreasing urbanization.
The age-adjusted death rates for males
and females in noncore counties were
11% and 9% higher than the
corresponding rates in large central
metro counties.

Motor vehicle accident
mortality—Death rates for motor
vehicle accidents increased markedly as
counties became less urban. For males,
the 2005-2007 age-adjusted motor
vehicle death rate in the most rural
(noncore) counties was about 2.5 times
as high as the rate in large central metro
counties; for females, the rate was 3
times as high.

Homicide—The 2005-2007
age-adjusted homicide rate for males in
large central metro counties was nearly
double the rate in medium metro
counties and more than double those in
the other urbanization levels. No linear
trend was observed across the
urbanization levels. For females, the
homicide rate also was highest in large
central metro counties. However,
homicide rates for females were much
lower than those for males, and the
relative differences between the rate in
large central metro counties and those
for the other urbanization levels were
smaller than those among males.

Cerebrovascular disease
mortality—For males, the 2005-2007
age-adjusted cerebrovascular disease
death rate was lowest in large fringe
metro counties and increased with
decreasing urbanization level; for
example, the rate in noncore counties
was 22% higher than in large fringe
counties. For females, the age-adjusted
cerebrovascular disease death rates also

increased with decreasing urbanization
level, but the rate was lowest in central
counties of large metro areas and
highest in nonmetropolitan counties (a
differential of about 20%).

Health status—The percentage of
NHIS respondents aged 18-64 years
reporting fair or poor health (out of a
five-level scale of excellent, very good,
good, fair, or poor) during 2007-2009
was lowest among those residing in
large fringe metro counties and
increased as counties became less urban.
Compared with large fringe counties, the
prevalence of fair or poor health was
21% higher in large central metro
counties and twice as high in noncore
counties. Respondent-reported health
status has been shown to be a good
predictor of health care utilization,
morbidity, and mortality (29,30).

Health insurance—The percentage
of NHIS respondents aged 18-64 years
reporting no health insurance during
2007-2009 was lowest in large fringe
metro counties and increased with
decreasing urbanization. Lack of health
insurance was 43% to 48% higher for
large central metro and nonmetropolitan
(micropolitan and noncore) counties
than for large fringe metro counties. The
percentage of residents with no health
insurance in medium and small metro
counties was 29% higher than in large
fringe metro counties. Lack of health
insurance has been shown to be an
important measure of health care access
(31,32).

Application of the 2006 NCHS
urban-rural scheme to selected mortality
and health measures demonstrated that
the scheme’s six levels captured
important health differentials across the
entire urbanization spectrum. As
observed in the past when using the
1990 census-based NCHS scheme,
significant health differences exist
between large central and large fringe
metro counties. Residents of large fringe
metro counties continue to have more
favorable mortality and health measures
than residents of other urbanization
levels. In addition, significant
differences were observed between
medium and small metro counties and
between micropolitan and noncore
counties for several measures.



Changes in County
Urbanization Category
Over Time

When the 1990 census-based NCHS
scheme was updated to produce the
2006 NCHS scheme based on the 2000
census, some counties moved from one
urbanization category to another because
of the interplay of several factors:

1) changes in the OMB standards for
defining MSAs, 2) changes in
population density and distribution since
the 1990 census, and 3) changes in the
way the NCHS scheme classified
counties. Thirty percent of the 3,142
U.S. counties and county equivalents
had different category assignments in
the 2006 compared with 1990
census-based NCHS schemes (Table 9).

Almost one-half of urbanization
category shifts resulted from changes in
the OMB standards and population
shifts (298 formerly nonmetropolitan
counties were classified as metropolitan
in the 2006 NCHS scheme, and 47
formerly metropolitan counties were
classified as nonmetropolitan).
Implementation of the 2000 OMB
standards resulted in changes in the
composition of specific MSAs, with
counties being added to or deleted from
some MSAs, other MSAs being split
into more than one MSA or a
component being split off and combined
with another MSA, and some formerly
separate MSAs being combined. These
MSA composition changes, together
with county population changes, affected
the population of the MSAs and, thus,
the population size category to which
metropolitan counties were assigned. For
example, this accounts for some of the
differences in which counties were
assigned to the small metro category by
the two schemes (only 166 of the 306
counties classified as small metro in the
2006 NCHS scheme were classified as
such in the 1990 census-based NCHS
scheme).

Additionally, the different rules used
by the two NCHS schemes to assign
large metropolitan counties to the large
central and large fringe metro
categories, along with MSA composition

and population changes, resulted in
different assignments to these categories.
For example, 12 of the 63 counties
classified as large central metro in the
2006 NCHS scheme were classified
differently in the 1990 census-based
scheme. Further, the different rules used
by the two schemes to classify
nonmetropolitan counties and changes in
the OMB standards and county
populations also resulted in different
assignments. Of the 1,820 counties in
the most rural category of the 1990
census-based NCHS scheme, 1,348 also
were in the most rural category of the
2006 NCHS scheme, 248 were in the
other nonmetropolitan category
(micropolitan), and 224 were classified
as metropolitan.

Considerations When
Analyzing Trends
Using Urbanization
Classification
Schemes

The changes in county classification
that result when urbanization schemes
are updated ensures that current
settlement patterns are represented but
makes comparison of statistics that are
computed using different versions of the
scheme problematic. When studying
urban-rural differentials in health over a
time period that spans more than one
version of an urban-rural classification
scheme, the analyst must decide whether
to compute the health measures using
the schemes in effect at each point in
time, or to compute them using only
one version of the scheme. For example,
if rends in a health measure during the
19902009 period are of interest, the
analyst must decide whether to apply
the 1990 census-based NCHS scheme to
the earlier years and the 2006 scheme to
the later years, or to apply one of the
two schemes to the entire period. For
some purposes, using different versions
of an urbanization scheme in an analysis
may be appropriate; for other purposes,
it may be desirable to compute all of the
statistics using the same version so that
a stable set of counties is used.

Series 2, No. 154 [] Page 7

Certainly, whenever statistics are
computed for several years of data
combined, data for the aggregated years
should be classified using the same
version of the urban-rural scheme. It
may be useful to assess the
comparability of different versions of an
urbanization scheme by computing
statistics using the different schemes.

Summary

This report describes the
development of the 2006 NCHS
Urban—Rural Classification Scheme for
Counties and demonstrates its use in
describing selected urban-rural health
differentials. The scheme groups U.S.
counties and county equivalents into six
urbanization levels reflecting their
position on a continuum ranging from
most urban to most rural. The 2006
scheme is an update of the 1990
census-based NCHS scheme, constructed
using 2000 census-based data. Unlike
other urban-rural classification schemes,
the NCHS scheme was developed
specifically for use in studying
associations between urbanization level
of residence and health and to monitor
the health of urban and rural residents.

The 2006 NCHS scheme consists of
four metropolitan levels (large central,
large fringe, medium, and small metro)
and two nonmetropolitan levels
(micropolitan and noncore). The six
levels of the scheme are based on: 1)
the December 2005 OMB delineation of
metropolitan, micropolitan, and noncore
counties; 2) MSA and principal city
populations derived from Vintage 2004
postcensal estimates of the July 1, 2004,
resident population of counties and
places, 3) MSA population-size cut
points (large—MSA population of 1
million or more; medium—MSA
population of 250,000-999,999; and
small—MSA population under 250,000)
that are used in the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s RUCC; and 4)
classification rules formulated by
NCHS. Metropolitan counties were
separated into the large, medium, and
small metro levels using the MSA
population-size cut points; large metro
counties were further subdivided into
large central and large fringe metro
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levels using NCHS classification rules.
Nonmetropolitan counties were
separated into two levels using their
OMB-designated micropolitan-noncore
status.

The levels of the 2006 NCHS
urban-rural scheme were chosen for their
utility in studying health differences across
the urban-rural continuum. The NCHS
scheme has more metropolitan levels (four)
than nonmetropolitan levels (two) because
the large U.S. metropolitan population
(about 83% of the U.S. population) can
support more levels for health analyses
than the relatively small nonmetropolitan
population. As for the RUCC classification
scheme, MSA population size was the
primary attribute used to form the
metropolitan levels because past studies, as
well as the extensive evaluation done for
the 2006 update, have shown that these
population-size cut points capture important
health differentials. The 2006 NCHS
scheme also separates counties within large
MSAs (of 1 million or more population)
into two categories because of important
health differences between residents of
central and fringe portions of these large
MSAs. The two nonmetropolitan levels of
the NCHS scheme were formed on the
basis of urban population size because this
attribute is more important than adjacency
to a metropolitan area when studying health
differences.

The 2006 NCHS scheme was
applied to selected measures from
NVSS mortality files and NHIS data to
assess the nature and magnitude of
health differences across the
urbanization spectrum. Significant health
differences between residents of the six
urbanization levels were observed. The
results showed that residents of large
central and large fringe metro counties
continue to differ on several health
measures, demonstrating the usefulness
of separating large metro counties into
these two categories, an important
feature of the NCHS scheme.

The 2006 NCHS Urban—Rural
Classification Scheme for Counties,
developed specifically for use with
health data, is a useful tool for studying
how health measures vary across the
complete range of urbanization levels. It
is available on some NCHS data files
(both public use and restricted use) and
can be linked to many other NCHS

restricted-use data files as well as to
other county-level data files. Assessing
the magnitude and types of health
problems confronting communities at
different urbanization levels contributes
to effective health programs and
policies.
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Table 1. Categories and classification rules: NCHS Urban-Rural Classification Scheme for
Counties, 2006

Urbanization level Classification rules

Metropolitan counties’

Large metro?, central . . . . . . Counties in MSA of 1 million or more population that: 1) contain the
entire population of the largest principal city of the MSA, or 2) are
completely contained within the largest principal city of the MSA, or 3)
contain at least 250,000 residents of any principal city in the MSA

Large metro?, fringe. . . . . .. Counties in MSA of 1 million or more population that do not qualify as
large central

Medium metro®. . . . ... ... Counties in MSA of 250,000—-999,999 population

Small metro® . ... ....... Counties in MSA of 50,000—249,999 population

Nonmetropolitan counties’

Micropolitan® . .. .. ... ... Counties in micropolitan statistical area
Noncore' ... .......... Counties not in micropolitan statistical area

1Status determined from December 2005 Office of Management and Budget delineation of MSA.

°The population-size cut points used to separate metropolitan counties into large, medium, and small metro categories are the
same as those used for the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Economic Research Service Rural-Urban Continuum Codes and for
the 1990 census-based NCHS urban-rural classification scheme. MSA population size was determined using vintage 2004
postcensal estimates of the July 1, 2004, resident population of counties.

NOTES: NCHS is National Center for Health Statistics. MSA is metropolitan statistical area.

Table 2. Comparison of classification rule and discriminant model assignments of 417 large
metro counties to large central and large fringe metro categories: NCHS Urban—-Rural
Classification Scheme for Counties, 2006

Discriminant model assignment of large metro counties

Large Large All large
Classification rule assignment central fringe metro

of large metro counties metro metro counties
Large central metro. . . ... ........... 157 22 59
Large fringe metro . . . .. ............ 28 1350 358
All large metro counties . . . ... ... ..... 65 352 417

TCounties for which assignment by the classification rules agrees with assignment by discriminant model.
2Counties for which assignment by the classification rules disagrees with assignment by discriminant model.

NOTE: NCHS is National Center for Health Statistics.

Table 3. Classification rule and discriminant model assignments of 10 large metro counties
and county equivalents with discordant assignments and final assignment: NCHS
Urban-Rural Classification Scheme for Counties, 2006

Assignment Assignment

according to according Final assignment

classification to discriminant for 2006

County name rules model NCHS scheme

Alexandriacity, VA. . . ... ... ... ... Fringe Central Central
DeKalb County, GA . . . ... ........ Fringe Central Fringe
Hudson County, NJ . . ... ......... Fringe Central Central
Norfolk city, VA . . . . .. ... ... . ... Fringe Central Central
Pierce County, WA. . . . ... ........ Fringe Central Fringe
Pinellas County, FL . . . .. .. ... .... Fringe Central Central
Portsmouth city, VA . . . .. .. ... .... Fringe Central Fringe
Providence County, Rl . ... ........ Central Fringe Central
San Bernardino County, CA . . . .. .. .. Fringe Central Fringe
Virginia Beach city, VA . . . . .. ... ... Central Fringe Central

NOTE: NCHS is National Center for Health Statistics.
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Table 4. Number of counties and percentage of U.S. population in each urbanization level:
NCHS Urban-Rural Classification Scheme for Counties, 2006

Distribution
Number of U.S. resident
Urbanization level of counties population® (percent)
Allcounties. . . .. ... .............. 3,142 100.0
Metropolitan counties® . . . ... ......... 1,090 83.3
Large centralmetro . . . . ... ........ 63 29.6
Large fringe metro . . . . . ... ........ 354 243
Mediummetro . .. ............... 332 19.9
Small metro. ¢ vuiswe smrme smr@e 94 2 341 9.5
Nonmetropolitan counties® . . . ... ...... 2,052 16.7
Micropolitan® . . . ... ............. 694 10.2
Noncore®. . . . . o 1,358 6.5

1JuIy 1, 20086, estimate of the resident population of U.S. counties, from the vintage 2008 series of postcensal estimates.
2Status determined from December 2005 Office of Management and Budget delineation of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical
areas.

NOTE: NCHS is National Center for Health Statistics.

Table 5. First quartile, median, and third quartile of selected characteristics of large central and large fringe metro counties: NCHS
Urban-Rural Classification Scheme for Counties, 2006

Large central metro counties Large fringe metro counties
1st 3rd 1st 3rd
Characteristic quartile Median quartile quartile Median quartile
Settlement density

County population (July 1, 2004)" . . . ... ... ... ... ... 660,095 928,018 1,588,088 33,843 91,593 231,760
Population density (persons persquare mile) . . ... ................. 1,135 1,967 4,363 71 197 533
Housing density (housing units per square mile). . . . .. ............... 449 799 1,757 29 75 202
County area in urban block groups (percentage) . .. ... .............. 20.5 33.9 66.9 0.1 1.6 7.8
Urban housing density (housing units per square mile in urban block groups) . . 1,747 2,165 3,310 840 1,148 1,437
Households with more than one person per room (percentage) . . . ........ 37 5.8 9.3 1ed 24 3.9

Socioeconomic
Commute outside county to work (percentage) . . ... ................ 7.8 15.6 32.7 43.9 54.2 61.6
Jobs to workers incounty ratio . . . . .. ... L 1.0 1.2 1.3 0.6 0.7 0.9
Unemployed (percentage) . . . . .. . . i 5.0 6.1 8.0 3.3 4.1 5.2
Owner-occupied housing units (percentage) . . . ... .. ... .. .. ... .. ... 50.3 59.1 63.5 72.4 771 80.7
Median household income . . . . . . . . ... . .. $39,478 $41,988 $47,024 $40,328 $47,278 $58,397
Households with income below national median (percentage) . . .. ... ... .. 35.8 44 .2 53.6 32.0 41.6 51.2
Families under poverty level (percentage) . ... ... .. ............... 79 10.0 12.8 3.8 5.8 8.1
Population under 150% of poverty level (percentage) . .. .............. 18.8 21.3 25.5 10.6 14.8 19.7
High school education or more (percentage) . . . . .. .. .. ... ... ... ... 75.6 81.3 83.4 76.9 824 87.3

Demographic
Percentage While & < ss so wmis as vrse an smin an cmes ap snes a6 omes an @ s 43.7 57.4 70.7 74.4 86.9 94.3
Percentage black. . . . . .. . . 9.4 18.5 28.0 14 5.2 12.7
Percentage Asian . . . . .. . . 2.3 3.4 6.4 0.4 0.8 22
Percentage Hispanic. . . .. . . . ... . . 4.1 11.5 24.0 1.2 24 6.0
Percentage multiple race . . . . . .. . . . .. 1.1 1.3 1.9 0.7 0.9 1.2
Percentage foreignborn . . . . . .. .. 4.6 8.3 17.0 1.2 2.3 5.0
Isolation index for whites . . . . .. ... ... .. ... 0.63 0.72 0.81 0.78 0.87 0.94

Estimates of resident population from the vintage 2004 postcensal series.

NOTE: NCHS is National Center for Health Statistics.
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Table 6. Age-adjusted death rates for all causes, by age, sex, and 2006 NCHS Urban-Rural Classification Scheme for Counties:

United States, average annual 2005-2007

Children and Adults aged Adults aged 65
Infants’ young adults®3 25-64 years® years and over®
Standard Standard Standard Standard
Urbanization level Rate error Rate error Rate error Rate error
Males
Metropolitan counties:
Large centralmetro . . . ... .. ............ 5 0.1 61.7 04 441.9 0.8 5,086.3 6.6
Largefringemetro. . . . ... ........... ... 6.4 0.1 53.7 04 365.2 0.8 5,169.5 7.2
Mediummetro . .. .......... ... ..... v 0.1 60.0 04 447 1 1.0 5,255.1 7.6
SHall Fetids: oo vms o sms as sas an sans ao e 8.0 0.1 58.4 0.6 469.3 14 5488.8 1.2
Nonmetropolitan counties:
Micropolitan. . . .. .. ... ... .. ... .. ... 8.1 0.1 68.5 0.7 505.0 14 5,594.3 10.1
Noncore . .. ...... ... ... 8.3 0.1 84.1 0.9 542.4 1.8 5,647.4 12.0
Females
Metropolitan counties:
Large centralmetro . . . ... .. ............ 6.1 0.1 24.7 0.2 254.2 0.6 3,838.6 45
Large fringemetro. . . . ... .. ............ 5.4 0.1 24.2 0.3 219.7 0.6 4,041.4 5.0
Mediummetro . . ..................... 6.2 0.1 27.2 0.3 263.2 0.7 3,997.7 5.3
Small metron « . wss v v vu sms v ams va ws 6.5 0.1 27.8 04 278.6 11 4,145.8 7.7
Nonmetropolitan counties:
MiICFOPOITAR: oo oms an sws an suns 5o sws as s 6.5 0.1 33.9 0.5 302.0 1.1 4,189.6 7.0
NORGOIB! & s s ww wous an sons s sans su sws as s 6.6 0.1 415 0.7 3154 1.3 4,176 .4 8.5

1Aged under 1 year.
2Aged 1-24.
3Death rates are age adjusted.

NOTES: Infant mortality rates are infant deaths per 1,000 live births. Death rates for other age groups are deaths per 100,000 population. NCHS is National Center for Health Statistics.

Table 7. Age-adjusted death rates for selected causes, by sex and 2006 NCHS Urban-Rural
Classification Scheme for Counties: United States, average annual 2005-2007

Motor vehicle

Cerebrovascular

accidents! Homicide? disease®
Standard Standard Standard
Urbanization level Rate error Rate error Rate error
Males
Metropolitan counties:
Large centralmetro . .. ................... 15.5 0.1 16.2 0.1 425 0.2
Largefringemetro . . . . ................... 17.6 0.1 6.6 0.1 41.1 0.2
Medium metro . s s wy a5 vws a5 vws a6 swy an smy 4 22.0 0.2 8.2 0.1 45.0 0.2
Small melrei ; as vwy 95 vwy a5 sws a5 sws a5 say 4 24.7 0.2 6.5 0.1 47.3 0.4
Nonmetropolitan counties:
Micropolitan: . « . «ww wu v s vu s sa wws sa v s s 30.8 0.3 6.0 0.1 48.3 0.3
NORGOMEY « v s smin sn smis as smis ae swss oo wme s 40.9 0.4 6.3 0.1 50.3 04
Females
Metropolitan counties:
Large centralmetro . . ... ................. 5.9 0.1 3.1 0.0 40.0 0.2
Largefringemetro . . .. .. ... ... ... ... ... 7.0 0.1 2.0 0.0 41.2 0.2
Mediummetro. . . .. ... ... ... 8.8 0.1 2.6 0.1 43.6 0.2
Smallmetro . . .. ... .. .. ... 104 0.2 2.5 0.1 45.8 0.3
Nonmetropolitan counties:
Micropolitan . . . . . ... ... ... .. 13.5 0.2 2.5 0.1 48.2 0.3
Noncore . .. .. ... . ... ... 17.8 0.3 2.6 0.1 48.2 0.3

TIncludes ICD~10 codes V02-V04, V09.0, V09.2, V12-V14, V19.0-V19.2, V19.4-V19.6, V20-V79, V80.3-V80.5, V81.0-V81.1,

V82.0-Vv82.1, V83-V86, V87.0-V87.8, V88.0-V88.8, V89.0, and V89.2.
?Includes ICD-10 codes *U01-*U02, X85-Y09, and Y87.1.
3Includes ICD-10 codes 160-169.

NOTES: Rates are per 100,000 population. Cause of death was coded according to the International Classification of Diseases,

Tenth Revision (ICD—-10). NCHS is National Center for Health Statistics.



Table 8. Selected health measures for persons aged 18-64 years, by 2006 NCHS
Urban-Rural Classification Scheme for Counties: National Health Interview Survey,

2007-2009

Fair or poor
respondent-assessed No health

health status’ insurance coverage?

Standard Standard
Urbanization level Percent error Percent error
Metropolitan counties
Large centralmetro . . . .. ... ... .. ... ... ... 9.3 0.2 225 0.4
Largefringemetro. . . . .. ... ... .. ... 7.7 0.3 15.7 0.4
Mediummetro . ... .. ... ... ... .. 10.9 0.3 20.2 0.6
Smallmetro . . . ... ... .. 10.2 0.5 20.3 0.9
Nonmetropolitan counties
Micropolitam « .« owe vu vme vu wms sw sme va wms v vma 129 0.6 23.2 1.0
NONEOTE . v suw wms su wme su vme su sme 54 smy 54 bms 15.5 0.8 231 1.2

'Based on responses to the question, “Would you say [person's] health in general is excellent, very good, good, fair, or poor?”
?Health insurance coverage is at the time of the National Health Interview Survey interview. Persons not covered by private
insurance, Medicaid, Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP), state-sponsored or other government-sponsored health plans,
Medicare, or military plans are considered to have no health insurance coverage. Persons with only Indian Health Service

coverage are considered to have no health insurance coverage.

NOTE: NCHS is National Center for Health Statistics.

Table 9. Classification of counties according to 2006 NCHS Urban-Rural Classification
Scheme for Counties compared with classification according to 1990 census-based NCHS

scheme

1990 census-based NCHS scheme urbanization level

Witha Without
Large Large city of a city of
central fringe Medium Small 10,000 10,000
metro metro metro  metro or more or more

2006 NCHS scheme urbanization level N N N N N N
Largecentralmetro. . . ... ..... ... ... .. ... 51 3 9 0 0 0
Largefringemetro. . . .. ....... ... ... ... . ... 12 221 48 1 8 64
Medilit MEITe o o unv wn sos as swmsms somamn soams o 0 10 215 28 7 72
Smallmetro. . . .. .. ... ... 0 4 24 166 59 88
Micropolitan. . . . . . ... ... ... 0 11 24 9 402 248
Noncore. . ... .. . . . . . . 0 2 1 0 7 1,348

NOTE: NCHS is National Center for Health Statistics.
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Appendix 1. 1990 Census-based NCHS Urban—Rural Classification

Scheme for Counties

In 2001, the National Center for
Health Statistics (NCHS) developed an
urban-rural classification scheme based
on 1990 census data for use in
analyzing health data. NCHS reviewed
the major existing taxonomies and
conducted analyses to determine the
appropriate classification design for
health analyses. The resulting 1990
census-based NCHS Urban—Rural

Classification Scheme for Counties has
six levels: four metropolitan and two
nonmetropolitan (Table I). All counties
and county equivalents in the United
States were assigned to either a
metropolitan or nonmetropolitan
category based on their status under the
June 1993 Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) delineation of
metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs).

The metropolitan counties were assigned
to three population-size categories based

on their 1993 U.S. Department of

Agriculture Economic Research Service

(ERS) Rural-Urban Continuum Codes
(RUCC) assignments (3,16). Counties in
the large metropolitan category (metro
arca population of 1 million or more)
were subdivided into large central (akin
to inner cities) and large fringe

Table I. Categories of the 1990 census-based NCHS urban-rural classification scheme and comparison with those of the Rural-Urban
Continuum Codes and Urban Influence Codes

Urbanization level

Classification rules

1990 census-based
NCHS urban-rural
classification scheme

ERS 1993 Rural-Urban
Continuum Codes
(metropolitan categories)

ERS 1993 Urban
Influence Codes
nonmetropolitan categories)

Metropolitan counties’

Large metro,? central. . . .. ... ..

Large metro?, fringe . .. .......

Medium metro® . . .. ... ......

Small metro®. . .. ...........

Nonmetropolitan counties’

With a city of 10,000 or more® . . . .

Without a city of 10,000 or more® . .

Counties in MSA or PMSA of 1 million or
more population that contain all or part of
the largest central city of the MSA or
PMSA

1) Counties in MSA or PMSA of 1 million
or more population that do not qualify as
large central metro, or

2) Counties in PMSA of less than 1
million that have at least one county
adjacent to a large central metro county
in another PMSA

Counties in MSA or PMSA of 250,000—
999,999 population

Counties in MSA or PMSA of 50,000—
249,999 population

Counties that contain all or part of a city
of 10,000 or more residents

Counties that do not contain any part of a
city of 10,000 or more residents

OMB-designated central counties in MSA
or PMSA of 1 million or more population

OMB-designated outlying counties in
MSA or PMSA of 1 million or more

population

Counties in MSA or PMSA of 250,000—

999,999 population

Counties in MSA or PMSA of 50,000—

249,999 population

Counties adjacent to a large metro county
that contain all or part of a city of at least
10,000 residents

Counties adjacent to a medium/small
metro county that contain all or part of a
city of at least 10,000 residents

Counties not adjacent to a metro county
that contain all or part of a city of at least
10,000 residents

Counties adjacent to a large metro county
that do not contain any part of a city of
10,000 or more residents

Counties adjacent to a medium/small
metro county that do not contain any part
of a city of at least 10,000 residents
Counties not adjacent to a metro county
that contain a town of 2,500-9,999
residents

Counties not adjacent to a metro county
that do not contain a town of at least
2,500 residents

... Category not applicable. The metropolitan categories of the Urban Influence Codes and the nonmetropolitan categories of the Rural-Urban Continuum Codes are not shown because the categories
of the 1990 census-based NCHS scheme were not based on them.

1Status determined from the June 1993 OMB delineation of metropolitan statistical areas.
2Assignment to the large, medium, and small metro categories determined by assignment of metropolitan counties for the Department of Agriculture’s ERS 1993 Rural-Urban Continuum Codes.

3Assignment determined by assignment of nonmetropolitan counties for the Department of Agriculture’s ERS 1993 Urban Influence Codes.

NOTES: NCHS is National Center for Health Statistics; ERS is Economic Research Service; and OMB is Office of Management and Budget. MSA is metropolitan statistical area, and PMSA is primary

metropolitan statistical area.



(akin to suburban) categories, using
classification rules developed by NCHS.
Nonmetropolitan counties were divided
into two categories based on their 1993
ERS Urban Influence Codes (UIC)
assignments (14). This section briefly
describes the three taxonomies that form
the basis of the 1990 census-based
scheme and details its development.

Metropolitan—
Nonmetropolitan
Classification of Counties

The OMB metropolitan-
nonmetropolitan dichotomy forms the
foundation of the 1990 census-based
NCHS urban-rural classification scheme.
The initial division of counties for this
NCHS scheme involved classifying
them as either metropolitan or
nonmetropolitan, according to the
OMB’s June 1993 list of MSAs (33).

OMB classifies counties as
metropolitan or nonmetropolitan using
published standards applied to decennial
census data (1). The general concept of
an MSA is that of an area containing a
large population nucleus and adjacent
communities having a high degree of
economic and social integration with
that core. All counties within an MSA
are classified as metropolitan. Counties
not within an MSA are considered
nonmetropolitan.

According to the 1990 OMB
standards for defining MSAs, an MSA
must contain:

1. At least one city with 50,000 or
more inhabitants, or

2. A U.S. Census Bureau-defined
urbanized area of at least 50,000
inhabitants, and a total metropolitan
population of at least 100,000
(75,000 in New England) (1).

Under the 1990 OMB standards, the
largest city in an MSA is designated as
a “central city.” Additional cities may
be designated as central cities if
requirements concerning population size,
employment, and commuting patterns
are met. The Census Bureau defined an
urbanized area as a densely settled area
with a population of 50,000 or more and
a population density of at least 1,000
persons per square mile (4,34).

Urbanized areas include one or more
“central places” (incorporated places or
Census-defined places), together with
adjoining densely settled territory.

Under the 1990 OMB standards,
one or more central cities or urbanized
areas form the core of an MSA. The
county or counties that contain all or
part of any central city of the MSA
located within a qualifying urbanized
area are referred to as “‘central
counties” of the MSA. In addition to the
central county or counties, an MSA may
contain surrounding counties that qualify
as “outlying” counties. Outlying
counties are economically and socially
tied to the central counties as measured
by specified commuting and
metropolitan character requirements.
Metropolitan character is a complicated
construct that is based on population
density, the population residing in
urbanized areas, the percentage of the
population that is urban, and the
population growth rate. The minimum
level of each of the metropolitan
character components that is required
for a county to qualify as outlying
varies with commuting level. When
commuting levels are high, a county
must reach much lower thresholds for
the metropolitan character components
in order to qualify as outlying, than it
must reach when commuting rates are
low. Under the 1990 OMB standards,
most or all of the counties in an MSA
qualify as central, not as outlying.

An MSA with a population of 1
million or more was designated as a
“consolidated”™ metropolitan statistical
area provided that two or more major
components, termed “primary”
metropolitan statistical areas (PMSAS),
could be identified within it. Lists of
metropolitan areas generally were a mix
of MSAs and PMSAs.

Metropolitan Categories

After the initial assignment of
counties as metropolitan or
nonmetropolitan based on their
designation in the June 1993 OMB
delineation of MSAs, NCHS evaluated
options for categorizing metropolitan
counties. Components of the Department
of Agriculture’s ERS 1993 RUCC
classification were found to be useful
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for health analyses (16). Four of the
RUCC’s 10 urban-rural levels are for
metropolitan counties. Of particular
interest were the three metropolitan
categories formed on the basis of MSA
population size: large metro (MSA or
PMSA population of 1 million or more),
medium metro (MSA or PMSA
population of 250,000-999,999), and
small metro (MSA or PMSA population
of 50,000-249,999). These three
metropolitan size categories were
incorporated into NCHS’s urbanization
scheme (Table I).

ERS further divided the RUCC’s
large metro category into “large central
metro” and “‘large fringe metro™
categories. For the 1983 version of the
RUCC, ERS based this subdivision on
whether the large metro counties
contained part of the largest central city
of the MSA/PMSA. NCHS used a
modification of this approach to obtain
central and fringe categories in its
earlier urban-rural classification schemes
and observed striking health differences
between the large central metro (similar
to inner city) and large fringe metro
(similar to suburban) counties. For the
1993 version of the RUCC, ERS based
subdivision of the large metro category
on whether a county was designated by
OMB as a central or outlying county of
the MSA/PMSA. This approach resulted
in most counties in the large metro
category being classified as central and
very few as fringe. NCHS found that the
large central category in the 1993
RUCC contained a mixture of inner city
and suburban counties, and the large
fringe metro category contained only a
small subset of the suburban counties.
Further, when NCHS applied the 1993
RUCC large central and fringe metro
categories to health data, differences
between inner cities and suburbs were
lost, due to the change in definition.
Thus, separating large metro counties on
this basis did not result in useful
categories for the analysis of health
data. Therefore, for the 1990 census-
based NCHS scheme, NCHS created the
large central and large fringe categories
using a modification of the approach
used by ERS for the 1983 RUCC.
Specifically, NCHS assigned counties in
an MSA or PMSA of 1 million or more
that contained all or part of the largest
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central city of the MSA or PMSA to the
large central category, and assigned the
remaining large metro counties to the
large fringe category (Table I). In
addition, counties in PMSASs of less than
1 million were assigned to the large
fringe category if any county in that
PMSA was adjacent to a large central
metro county in a neighboring PMSA.

Nonmetropolitan
Categories

Further refinement of the OMB’s
nonmetropolitan designation was
desired for the 1990 census-based
NCHS scheme because the
nonmetropolitan category was
considered too heterogeneous. For this
refinement, the 1990 census-based
NCHS scheme used the Department of
Agriculture ERS 1993 UIC as
modified in 1996 (14). The 1993 UIC
assigns nonmetropolitan counties to
seven categories based on the size of
their urban population (with a city of
10,000 or more population or without
such a city) and adjacency to an MSA
(adjacent to a large MSA, adjacent to
a small MSA, or not adjacent).
Because the U.S. nonmetropolitan
population is relatively small, it was
determined that the NCHS scheme
could not use both the presence of a
city and adjacency to a metro area to
classify nonmetropolitan counties. The

presence of a city, rather than
adjacency to a metropolitan area, was
chosen to differentiate nonmetropolitan
counties because the effect of small
cities in nonmetropolitan areas is
particularly important in studies of
health, health care, and health services
availability (Table I). Although only
having two nonmetropolitan categories
loses some of the nuance of the full
UIC coding system, it decreases the
likelihood of unreliable statistics due
to small numbers.

Final Classification

The 1990 census-based NCHS
Urban—Rural Classification Scheme for
Counties has six levels, four levels for
metropolitan counties (large central,
large fringe, medium, and small metro)
and two levels for nonmetropolitan
counties (with a city of 10,000 or more
population or without such a city). The
number of counties and percentage of
the U.S. population in each level of the
1990 census-based NCHS scheme are
presented in Table I1. This classification
incorporates aspects of the OMB and
ERS systems that best suit analysis of
health data. A five-category version of
this scheme, combining medium and
small metro counties, was used in the
Health, United States 2001, Urban and
Rural Health Chartbook (13).

Table Il. Number of counties and percentage of U.S. population in each urbanization level:
1990 census-based NCHS Urban-Rural Classification Scheme for Counties

Distribution of

Number U.S. resident
Urbanization level of counties population’ (percent)
AN CoUNtEs sy es vovs a5 sy 25 anis 25 834 245 5 3,142 100.0
Metropolitan counties®. . . .. .. ............. 838 79.9
Large centralmetro . . . ... .. ............ 63 29.9
Large fringemetro. . . . ... .. ............ 250 19.8
Mediummetro . . ... .... ... ... ... ... 321 22.2
Small metron . u wws vu wms vu sms su sms v v 204 8.0
Nonmetropolitan counties® . . . . ... .......... 2,304 20.1
With a city of 10,000 or more residents . . . . . . .. 483 9.1
Without a city of 10,000 or more residents . . . . .. 1,821 11.0

1JuIy 1, 1996, intercensal estimates of the resident population of counties.

2Status determined from the June 1993 Office of Management and Budget delineation of metropolitan statistical areas.

NOTE: NCHS is National Center for Health Statistics.
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Appendix II. List of U.S. Counties and County Equivalents and Their
Urbanization-level Assignments

Table III lists the urbanization level
assignments for all U.S. counties and
county equivalents according to the
2006 NCHS Urban—Rural Classification
Scheme for Counties and the 1990
census-based NCHS scheme. Data files
are available for download from
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data_access/
urban_rural.htm.
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Table lil. List of U.S. counties and county equivalents and their urbanization level: 2006 NCHS Urban—Rural Classification Scheme for
Counties and 1990 census-based NCHS scheme

FIPS code State County name 2006 NCHS scheme 1990 census-based NCHS scheme
0100Tw s 45 sws a5 s AL Autauga County Medium metro Medium metro
01003 = v wwa wu v AL Baldwin County Micropolitan Medium metro
010055 = wv wwa vu o AL Barbour County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
[0 1 0]0 7 AL Bibb County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
010095 v wo smis as s AL Blount County Large fringe metro Medium metro
01011. . ......... AL Bullock County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
01013. ... ....... AL Butler County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
01015. ... ....... AL Calhoun County Small metro Small metro
01017. .. .. ...... AL Chambers County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
01019. ... ....... AL Cherokee County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
01021. ... ....... AL Chilton County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
01023. .. ........ AL Choctaw County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
01025. ... ....... AL Clarke County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
01027 ¢ v sms v 1s AL Clay County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
01029 ¢ v 2wz v 15 AL Cleburne County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
01081y a5 sws a5 5w AL Coffee County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
010880 ¢ a5 sws o5 5w AL Colbert County Small metro Small metro
01035 : v wws vu v AL Conecuh County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
01037 : wv wws wu wu AL Coosa County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
01089 s wo wmis 0w sm AL Covington County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
[0 {07 i PR AL Crenshaw County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
01043. . .. ....... AL Cullman County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
01045. . . .. ...... AL Dale County Micropolitan Small metro
01047. . ... ...... AL Dallas County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
01049. .. ........ AL DeKalb County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
01051. . . ........ AL Elmore County Medium metro Medium metro
01053. . .. ....... AL Escambia County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
01055. . .. ....... AL Etowah County Small metro Small metro
01057. . . ........ AL Fayette County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
01059 ¢ 56 23 v 23 AL Franklin County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
0106152 o6 2w vs 2w AL Geneva County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
010635 ¢ a5 sms a5 ga AL Greene County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
010655 ¢ a5 sms a5 ga AL Hale County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
01067 c wv wms vu AL Henry County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
01069« wv v vu v AL Houston County Small metro Small metro
[0 {017 4 P AL Jackson County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
1078 s wv wois as s AL Jefferson County Large central metro Medium metro
01075. . ... ...... AL Lamar County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
01077. ... .. ..... AL Lauderdale County Small metro Small metro
01079. ... ....... AL Lawrence County Small metro Small metro
01081. .. ........ AL Lee County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
01083. .......... AL Limestone County Medium metro Medium metro
01085. .. ........ AL Lowndes County Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
01087. .. ........ AL Macon County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
01089. .......... AL Madison County Medium metro Medium metro
01097 ¢ o sme v 25 AL Marengo County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
01093 ¢ s sme ws 25 AL Marion County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
0109505 45 sws o5 5w AL Marshall County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
0109705 a5 sws a5 su AL Mobile County Medium metro Medium metro
01099« ww s wu v AL Monroe County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
(o) 0 P AL Montgomery County Medium metro Medium metro
01108 v wv wmin 0w om AL Morgan County Small metro Small metro
011050 = wo wmis as om AL Perry County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
0Mo7. . ......... AL Pickens County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
01109. . .. ....... AL Pike County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
o111 . . ......... AL Randolph County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
o113, . ......... AL Russell County Medium metro Medium metro
o115, .. ........ AL St. Clair County Large fringe metro Medium metro
o117, .......... AL Shelby County Large fringe metro Medium metro
o119, . ......... AL Sumter County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
011200 o s v 25 AL Talladega County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
011280 v s v 15 AL Tallapoosa County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
011250« a5 sws 05 3w AL Tuscaloosa County Small metro Small metro
01127 a5 sws o5 3w AL Walker County Large fringe metro With a city of 10,000 or more
01129 : s wws wu ww AL Washington County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
[ | < i P AL Wilcox County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more

See footnotes at end of table.
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OTI88 s wonn aw sans 4 AL Winston County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
02013. ... ....... AK Aleutians East Borough Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
02016. .. ........ AK Aleutians West Census Area Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
02020. . ......... AK Anchorage Municipality Medium metro Small metro
02050. .. ........ AK Bethel Census Area Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
02060. .......... AK Bristol Bay Borough Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
02068. .......... AK Denali Borough Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
02070. ... ....... AK Dillingham Census Area Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
02090. .......... AK Fairbanks North Star Borough Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
02100% ¢ sms ws vus AK Haines Borough Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
021105 vmis w6 nus AK Juneau City and Borough Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
0212250 5 sy an gos 4 AK Kenai Peninsula Borough Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
021805 5 gmvs an gos 4 AK Ketchikan Gateway Borough Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
02150k « wome wu wms s AK Kodiak Island Borough Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
02164 wone vu wns s AK Lake and Peninsula Borough Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
O2T705 & wonn as sons 4 AK Matanuska-Susitna Borough Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
021805 & oo an sos AK Nome Census Area Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
02185. . .. ....... AK North Slope Borough Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
02188. ... ....... AK Northwest Arctic Borough Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
02201........... AK Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan Census Area Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
02220. . ......... AK Sitka City and Borough Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
02232. . ......... AK Skagway-Hoonah-Angoon Census Area Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
02240. .. ........ AK Southeast Fairbanks Census Area Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
02261........... AK Valdez-Cordova Census Area Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
02270. . . . ....... AK Wade Hampton Census Area Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
022804 ¢ smsmes swisw AK Wrangell-Petersburg Census Area Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
02282 ¢ vuiswes swisw AK Yakutat City and Borough Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
022905 sosws gosw AK Yukon-Koyukuk Census Area Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
4007w s smsws sosw AZ Apache County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
04003. . ......... AZ Cochise County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
04005. . . ........ AZ Coconino County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
DA00Z & oo s i o s s AZ Gila County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
040094 oo s i a 5 0 AZ Graham County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
04011. .. ........ AZ Greenlee County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
04012, . .. ....... AZ La Paz County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
04013. .. ... ..... AZ Maricopa County Large central metro Large central metro
04015. .. ... .. ... AZ Mohave County Micropolitan Medium metro
04017. ... .. ... .. AZ Navajo County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
04019. ... ....... AZ Pima County Medium metro Medium metro
04021. . ......... AZ Pinal County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
04023. . ......... AZ Santa Cruz County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
04025 ; 1uig 55 2t s AZ Yavapai County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
Q4027 . : vmis w6 v AZ Yuma County Small metro Small metro
08500155 sz an gos 4 AR Arkansas County Noncore With a city of 10,000 or more
0850035 gos an gos 4 AR Ashley County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
050055 .« wons vu wns s AR Baxter County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
05007« wms va wns s AR Benton County Medium metro Small metro
050094 s wons as sans 4 AR Boone County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
0500 T 0 wonn aw sons s AR Bradley County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05013. . ......... AR Calhoun County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
05015. ... ....... AR Carroll County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05017. . ......... AR Chicot County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05019. . ......... AR Clark County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
05021. . ......... AR Clay County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05023........... AR Cleburne County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05025. . ......... AR Cleveland County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
05027. . ......... AR Columbia County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
05029% ¢ suwis ws pus AR Conway County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
050816 vms vs suisw AR Craighead County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
05083 s sms as smsw AR Crawford County Medium metro Small metro
0508545 sos as sos 4 AR Crittenden County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
(0151 0 7 A AR Cross County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05089: : wnv vu wns s AR Dallas County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
D504 . i wonn aa sonsm AR Desha County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05048 & wons aa sonsm AR Drew County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05045. . .. ....... AR Faulkner County Medium metro Medium metro

See footnotes at end of table.
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05047 s wonn aw sons 4 AR Franklin County Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
05049. . ......... AR Fulton County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05051. . ......... AR Garland County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
05053. .. ........ AR Grant County Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
05055. .. ........ AR Greene County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
05057. .. ........ AR Hempstead County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
05059. .......... AR Hot Spring County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05061. .......... AR Howard County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05063........... AR Independence County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
05065+ ¢ 5w w6 pus AR Izard County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05067 . ¢ sus w6 vus AR Jackson County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
050695 5 sms a5 sos 4 AR Jefferson County Small metro Small metro
0507155 sy a5 sos 4 AR Johnson County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
(0151 0 < | N AR Lafayette County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
050755« wne vu wna s AR Lawrence County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
O5077 0 s wonn aa sonsm AR Lee County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
O5079% & wonn aa sonsm AR Lincoln County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
05081. . ......... AR Little River County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05083........... AR Logan County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05085. . ......... AR Lonoke County Medium metro Medium metro
05087........... AR Madison County Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
05089........... AR Marion County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05091. . ......... AR Miller County Small metro Small metro
05093. .......... AR Mississippi County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
05095. . ......... AR Monroe County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05097 ¢ vmswes vuiew AR Montgomery County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
050994 ¢ smsws suisw AR Nevada County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
0510055 smsws smsw AR Newton County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
051080 s smsws somsw AR Quachita County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
05105 & womvws womw AR Perry County Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
(0155 o S AR Phillips County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
O5T09% & v o s i s s s AR Pike County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
9T 1 [ (RO AR Poinsett County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
05113. . . . ....... AR Polk County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05115, . . . ....... AR Pope County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
05M117. .. ... ..... AR Prairie County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05119. .. ... ... .. AR Pulaski County Medium metro Medium metro
05121, ... ....... AR Randolph County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05123. ... ....... AR St. Francis County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
05125. ... ....... AR Saline County Medium metro Medium metro
05127. .. ... ..... AR Scott County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05129% : v ws nus AR Searcy County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05181 c vuwis we nus s AR Sebastian County Medium metro Small metro
051885 govs a5 gos 4 AR Sevier County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
0518545 sms a5 sos 4 AR Shamp County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
(0155 (¢ 7 S AR Stone County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
(015K ¢ AR Union County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
05141 . wonn an sans AR Van Buren County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05148« wons as sons AR Washington County Medium metro Small metro
05145. . . .. ... ... AR White County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
05147. . . ... ... .. AR Woodruff County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
05149. . .. ... .... AR Yell County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
06001. .. ........ CA Alameda County Large central metro Large central metro
06003. .......... CA Alpine County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
06005. . ......... CA Amador County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
06007. . ......... CA Butte County Small metro Small metro
06009. .......... CA Calaveras County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
06071 ¢ vums ve nus CA Colusa County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
06018% ¢ vwis vs swisw CA Contra Costa County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
060055 sms as sos 4 CA Del Norte County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
06007 55 soms as sos 4 CA El Dorado County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
06019 wons v wns s CA Fresno County Medium metro Medium metro
06021 . vne vu wns s CA Glenn County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
06023« wonn as sans CA Humboldt County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
060255 & wons an sans 4 CA Imperial County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
06027. . ......... CA Inyo County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more

See footnotes at end of table.
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060295 s wonn aw sans 4 CA Kern County Medium metro Medium metro
06031. .......... CA Kings County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
06033. .......... CA Lake County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
06035. .......... CA Lassen County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
06037. .......... CA Los Angeles County Large central metro Large central metro
06039. .......... CA Madera County Small metro Medium metro
06041. ... ....... CA Marin County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
06043. . ......... CA Mariposa County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
06045. ... ....... CA Mendocino County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
06047 : vuis w6 v CA Merced County Small metro Small metro
06049. . ......... CA Modoc County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
06051 55 soms an gos 4 CA Mono County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
06053 smvs an gos 4 CA Monterey County Medium metro Medium metro
060555 .« wns vu wns s CA Napa County Small metro Large fringe metro
06057 . « wns vu wns s CA Nevada County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
060595 s wonn aw sans 4 CA Orange County Large central metro Large central metro
06061 . conn aw sans 4 CA Placer County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
06063. . ......... CA Plumas County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
06065. . ......... CA Riverside County Large central metro Large central metro
06067. . ......... CA Sacramento County Large central metro Large central metro
06069. . ......... CA San Benito County Large fringe metro With a city of 10,000 or more
06071. . ......... CA San Bernardino County Large fringe metro Large central metro
06073. . ... ...... CA San Diego County Large central metro Large central metro
06075. . ... ...... CA San Francisco County Large central metro Large central metro
06077. . . ........ CA San Joaquin County Medium metro Medium metro
06079% ; 1uig w5 238 2 CA San Luis Obispo County Medium metro Small metro
06081 ; suis vs vus s CA San Mateo County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
06083 sms an gos 4 CA Santa Barbara County Medium metro Medium metro
06085 sos an gos 4 CA Santa Clara County Large central metro Large central metro
06087 .« wns vu wns s CA Santa Cruz County Medium metro Large fringe metro
06089 . «ws vu wns s CA Shasta County Small metro Small metro
06091 wons aw sans 4 CA Sierra County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
06093 wons aw sans 4 CA Siskiyou County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
06095. . ......... CA Solano County Medium metro Large fringe metro
06097. . ......... CA Sonoma County Medium metro Medium metro
06099. . ......... CA Stanislaus County Medium metro Medium metro
06101. . ... ...... CA Sutter County Small metro Small metro
06103. . ......... CA Tehama County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
06105. . ... ...... CA Trinity County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
06107. . ......... CA Tulare County Medium metro Medium metro
06109. .......... CA Tuolumne County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
6111, ¢ v ws nus s CA Ventura County Medium metro Large fringe metro
Q61185 s ws 2us CA Yolo County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
08115 45 vovs a5 sy 4 CA Yuba County Small metro Small metro
08001 45 vo s 95 smy < cO Adams County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
08003. v wov s wwu s cO Alamosa County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08005: « v s wwu s cO Arapahoe County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
08007 . s wons wn ssan cO Archuleta County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08009 s wons wn ssas cO Baca County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08011. . ......... cO Bent County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08013. . ......... cO Boulder County Medium metro Large fringe metro
08014. . ......... CcO Broomfield County Large fringe metro T
08015. . ... ...... CcO Chaffee County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08017. .. ........ cO Cheyenne County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08019. .......... cO Clear Creek County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
08021. .......... cO Conejos County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08023. .......... cO Costilla County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08025+ ¢ s ws pws cO Crowley County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
0B027 . ¢ vums w6 nus s cO Custer County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
080295 s sms as samsw cO Delta County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08081 s sy as smsw cO Denver County Large central metro Large central metro
(01510 1< | N cO Dolores County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08035: i wons v womsw cO Douglas County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
OBOBTZ s wonn an sons 4 cO Eagle County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
OBO0BY% v wons an sans 4 cO Elbert County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
08041. .. ........ cO El Paso County Medium metro Medium metro

See footnotes at end of table.



Page 22 [ Series 2, No. 154

Table lll. List of U.S. counties and county equivalents and their urbanization level: 2006 NCHS Urban—Rural Classification Scheme for
Counties and 1990 census-based NCHS scheme—Con.

FIPS code State County name 2006 NCHS scheme 1990 census-based NCHS scheme
08043 wovs aw sans cO Fremont County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
08045. ... ....... CcO Garfield County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08047. ... ....... cO Gilpin County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
08049. .......... CcO Grand County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08051. .......... CcO Gunnison County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08053. .......... cO Hinsdale County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08055. . ......... cO Huerfano County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08057. .......... cO Jackson County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08059. .......... cO Jefferson County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
08061 ; suis w6 v s cO Kiowa County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08063% : swis w6 v cO Kit Carson County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
080655 soms as gos 4 cO Lake County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
0BO6F 55 soms as sos 4 cO La Plata County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
08069........... cO Larimer County Medium metro Small metro
0BO7T.: wne vu wns s cO Las Animas County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
OBOZ3. i wonn an sans cO Lincoln County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
OBOZ5L & wonn an sans 4 cO Logan County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
08077. . ......... cO Mesa County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
08079........... cO Mineral County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08081........... CcO Moffat County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08083........... CcO Montezuma County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08085........... cO Montrose County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
08087........... cO Morgan County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
08089........... cO Otero County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08091. . ......... cO Quray County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08098% ¢ smswes puisw cO Park County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
08095: ¢ smsws pwisw cO Phillips County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08097 s smsws sosw cO Pitkin County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08099% ;: smsws sasw cO Prowers County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
(0751 o1 [P cO Pueblo County Small metro Small metro
OB103: & womews wmsw cO Rio Blanco County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
OBTOB% & v o s i s s s cO Rio Grande County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
OBTOZ: & o swia s s cO Routt County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08109. . ......... cO Saguache County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08111. . ......... cO San Juan County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08113. . .. ....... CcO San Miguel County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08115. . .. .. ... .. CcO Sedgwick County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08117. . ......... CcO Summit County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
08119. ... ....... CcO Teller County Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
08121. .. ........ cO Washington County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
08123. ... ....... cO Weld County Small metro Small metro
08125+ ; v ws nws cO Yuma County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
09001 : vums w6 vus CT Fairfield County Medium metro Medium metro
09003 5 gos an gors 4 CT Hartford County Large central metro Large central metro
09005 5 gz an gos 4 CT Litchfield County Micropolitan Large fringe metro
09007 .« wns va wms s CT Middlesex County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
09009 « v v wws s CT New Haven County Medium metro Medium metro
090MT v wons wn wsan CT New London County Medium metro Medium metro
09018l s wons o ssas CT Tolland County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
09015. . ... ...... CT Windham County Micropolitan Large fringe metro
10001. . ......... DE Kent County Small metro Small metro
10003. . .. ....... DE New Castle County Large fringe metro Medium metro
10005. . ......... DE Sussex County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
11001, .. ... ... .. DC District of Columbia Large central metro Large central metro
12001, .. ... ... .. FL Alachua County Small metro Small metro
12003. . ... ...... FL Baker County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
12005, .. ........ FL Bay County Small metro Small metro
12007 . : vuin ve nms s FL Bradford County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
12009% ; 50 v nms s FL Brevard County Medium metro Medium metro
12O o gomvw a5 povy 4 FL Broward County Large fringe metro Large central metro
T201Biu s gy an oy 4 FL Calhoun County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
120155 & v mv s wms o FL Charlotte County Small metro Small metro
T200F s v vmv s wms s FL Citrus County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
120194 s woun an sons FL Clay County Large fringe metro Medium metro
12020 s wonn an sons FL Collier County Medium metro Small metro
12023. .. ... ... .. EL Columbia County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
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T202F s woan an wonn ELE DeSoto County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
12029. .. ...... .. FL Dixie County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
12031, .. ... ... .. FL Duval County Large central metro Medium metro
12033. .. ... ... .. FL Escambia County Medium metro Medium metro
12035. .. ... ... .. FL Flagler County Micropolitan Medium metro
12037. .. ... ... .. FL Franklin County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
12039. .. ... ... .. FL Gadsden County Medium metro Small metro
12041, .. ... ... .. FL Gilchrist County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
12043. . .. .. ... .. FL Glades County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
12045 ; 50 v nms s FL Gulf County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
12047 . 1ui0 v nms s FL Hamilton County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
120495 5 v a5 oy 4 FL Hardee County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
12080 a5 gy an oy 4 FL Hendry County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
12058. o v vov s wms o FL Hernando County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
1208554 & wmv s wms o FL Highlands County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
12057 s csan an sonn ELE Hillsborough County Large central metro Large central metro
120595 s wonn aw wans s FL Holmes County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
12061, . ... ... .. FL Indian River County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
12063. . ... ...... FL Jackson County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
12065. . ... ...... FL Jefferson County Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
12067. .. ... ... .. FL Lafayette County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
12069. .. ........ FL Lake County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
12071. .. ... ... .. FL Lee County Medium metro Medium metro
12073. .. ... ... .. FL Leon County Medium metro Small metro
12075. . . ... ... .. FL Levy County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
12007 . s vuin ve nms s FL Liberty County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
12079% ¢ s ve vwmsw FL Madison County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
12080 a5 g as g su FL Manatee County Medium metro Medium metro
120885 gmw as pmsw FL Marion County Medium metro Small metro
120855 « v mv wa wms o FL Martin County Medium metro Medium metro
120865« v wv wa wms s FL Miami-Dade County Large central metro Large central metro
12087 . s wous as sons ELE Monroe County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
120894 s wous as sons ELE Nassau County Large fringe metro Medium metro
12091. .. ... .. .. FL Okaloosa County Small metro Small metro
12093. . ... ... .. FL Okeechobee County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
12095. . .. .. ... .. FL Orange County Large central metro Large central metro
12097. . .. .. ... .. FL Osceola County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
12099. . .. ..... .. FL Palm Beach County Large fringe metro Medium metro
12101, . . ... ... .. FL Pasco County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
12103, . . .. ... ... FL Pinellas County Large central metro Large fringe metro
12105. . . .. ... ... FL Polk County Medium metro Medium metro
12107 : 1w ws 2ms FL Putnam County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
12109 ¢ sws ws 2ms FL St. Johns County Large fringe metro Medium metro
1210 25 vms a5 vy ¢ FL St. Lucie County Medium metro Medium metro
1218 an vwp a5 vy 4 FL Santa Rosa County Medium metro Medium metro
i 241§ [ FL Sarasota County Medium metro Medium metro
i 241§ |7 FL Seminole County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
22 ) < FL Sumter County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
12020 0 wvan ww woan s FL Suwannee County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
12123, . . .. ... ... EL Taylor County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
12125 . s v vuns EL Union County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
12127, .. ..o FL Volusia County Medium metro Medium metro
12129, . . ... .. ... FL Wakulla County Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
12131, ... ... FL Walton County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
12133, .. .. ... ... FL Washington County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13001, .. .. ...... GA Appling County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13003. . . ........ GA Atkinson County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
180055 ¢ suis ve vms s GA Bacon County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
18007 . ¢ a0 ve vms s GA Baker County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
18009% 5 g w ap gy 4 GA Baldwin County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
180T a5 g ap gy 4 GA Banks County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
1301B: i wmv wa wms o GA Barrow County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
130155 & v mv wa wms o GA Bartow County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
TBO0MF s wsan ws wons GA Ben Hill County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
180194 s wuus ws sons « GA Berrien County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13021, . ... ... .. GA Bibb County Small metro Medium metro
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1B028L s wous an sons GA Bleckley County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13025. .. ... ... .. GA Brantley County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
13027. .. .. ... ... GA Brooks County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
13029. .. ...... .. GA Bryan County Medium metro Medium metro
13031, .. ... ... .. GA Bulloch County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
13033, .. ... ... .. GA Burke County Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
13035, .. ... ... .. GA Butts County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
13037. .. ... ... .. GA Calhoun County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13039. .. ...... .. GA Camden County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
1048 5 vuin v nms s GA Candler County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
18045 5 suig v vms s GA Carroll County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
1B0AT o o a5 gy 4 GA Catoosa County Medium metro Medium metro
180495 5 o a5 gy 4 GA Charlton County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
TB0BT s v wmv s wms o GA Chatham County Medium metro Medium metro
18053 v vwov s wms o GA Chattahoochee County Medium metro Medium metro
18055k & wsas wn sons GA Chattooga County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
TBO0BF s wuan an sons GA Cherokee County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
13059. . ... ... .. GA Clarke County Small metro Small metro
13061. . ... ... .. GA Clay County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13063. ... ....... GA Clayton County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
13065. .. ... ... .. GA Clinch County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13067. .. ... ... .. GA Cobb County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
13069. .. ........ GA Coffee County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
13071, .. ... ... .. GA Colquitt County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
13073. .. ... ... .. GA Columbia County Medium metro Medium metro
10655 5 e ve vms s GA Cook County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
1BO0F . ¢ vuin ve vms s GA Coweta County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
18079 5 g ap gy 4 GA Crawford County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
18080 a5 g ap oy 4 GA Crisp County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
13083. i vnv wa wms o GA Dade County Medium metro Medium metro
1308554 & v mv wa wms o GA Dawson County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
18087 . s wous as sons a GA Decatur County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
18089% v wuus ws sons « GA DeKalb County Large fringe metro Large central metro
13091. ... ... .. .. GA Dodge County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13093. . ... ... ... GA Dooly County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13095, .. ... ... .. GA Dougherty County Small metro Small metro
13097. . ... ... ... GA Douglas County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
13099. . .. ....... GA Early County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13101, . .. .. ... .. GA Echols County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
13103. . .. .. ... .. GA Effingham County Medium metro Medium metro
13105. . .. .. ... .. GA Elbert County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
TRM0F . 5 vuin v vms s GA Emanuel County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
1B109% & e v vms s GA Evans County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
BT a5 gy a5 oy 4 GA Fannin County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
1BMMBan vmvw a5 oy 4 GA Fayette County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
TBI5 . wme wu womn s GA Floyd County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
TBIZ o vome wu wmn s GA Forsyth County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
T8I .0 s wonn aw wons GA Franklin County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
TBI20 o wonn v wans GA Fulton County Large central metro Large central metro
13123, . ... ... ... GA Gilmer County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13125, .. .. ... ... GA Glascock County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13127, .. ... GA Glynn County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
13129, .. ... ... .. GA Gordon County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
13131, . ... ... GA Grady County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13133. . . .. ... ... GA Greene County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13135. . . .. ... ... GA Gwinnett County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
13137. . .. ..o GA Habersham County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
18189% ¢ vuie ve vms s GA Hall County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
18140 2 ¢ e ve vwms s GA Hancock County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
18148y gy as oy 4 GA Haralson County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
1814505 g ap gy 4 GA Harris County Medium metro Medium metro
TB1AF s s vme v wms o GA Hart County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
131495 & wnv wa wms o GA Heard County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
TBTEM s woan ws wons GA Henry County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
TBTEBh s wuus ws sons GA Houston County Small metro Medium metro
13165, . . . . ... ... GA Irwin County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
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TBIEF s wuan an sonn GA Jackson County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13159, . . .. ... ... GA Jasper County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
13161, .. ... ... .. GA Jeff Davis County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13163. .. ... ... .. GA Jefferson County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13165. .. ... ... .. GA Jenkins County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13167. .. ... ... .. GA Johnson County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
13169. .. ... ... .. GA Jones County Small metro Medium metro
13171, ... ..o GA Lamar County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
13173, .. .. ... GA Lanier County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
181455 ¢ e ve s s GA Laurens County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
18TLF o vuin ve nms s GA Lee County Small metro Small metro
1814 s g ap gy 4 GA Liberty County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
1818w g ap gy 4 GA Lincoln County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13188 i wmv wa wms o GA Long County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
131855 & v mv wa wms o GA Lowndes County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
fEch i 7. GA Lumpkin County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
TBT89% s wuns ws wonnw GA McDuffie County Medium metro Medium metro
13191, .. .. ... ... GA Mcintosh County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
13193. . . . . ... ... GA Macon County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13195, . . .. ... ... GA Madison County Small metro Small metro
13197. . . . . ... ... GA Marion County Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
13199. . .. ... .. .. GA Meriwether County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
13201, . ... ... ... GA Miller County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13205. . ... .... .. GA Mitchell County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13207. . ... ... .. GA Monroe County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
18209% ¢ vuinwe v ss GA Montgomery County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
182w vuiswe s GA Morgan County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
1821Be s smuvws pmsw GA Murray County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
1821805 smsws pmsw GA Muscogee County Medium metro Medium metro
k Ec12. L GA Newton County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
132195 & v mwws womouw GA Oconee County Small metro Small metro
TB22 Mo v s i 5 w5 0 GA Oglethorpe County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
18228l v wsnwi s oo s GA Paulding County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
13225, . ... ... ... GA Peach County Micropolitan Medium metro
18227 . . o v v v GA Pickens County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
13229. . .. ... .. GA Pierce County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
13231, . .. .. ... .. GA Pike County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
13233. . ... ... .. GA Polk County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
13235. . ... ... .. GA Pulaski County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13237. . .. .. ... .. GA Putnam County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13239, .......... GA Quitman County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
18240 . 5 e v nms s GA Rabun County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
18243 ; vuin v vms s GA Randolph County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
1824505 g a5 gy 4 GA Richmond County Medium metro Medium metro
1B2AT 5 oy a5 povy 4 GA Rockdale County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
18249 .« wows wu vns s GA Schley County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
13250 . wmv s wms o GA Screven County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
18258L s wuus an sons GA Seminole County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
182550 s wuns wn sons GA Spalding County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
13257. . .. ... GA Stephens County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
13259, .. .. ... ... GA Stewart County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13261, .. ... ... .. GA Sumter County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
13263. .. ... ... .. GA Talbot County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13265. . ... ... .. GA Taliaferro County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13267. . ... ... .. GA Tattnall County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13269. . . ........ GA Taylor County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13271, . ... ... ... GA Telfair County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
182434 ¢ vuinwe vwmss GA Terrell County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
18245 ¢ vuiswe v s s GA Thomas County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
182070 smuws pom s GA Tift County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
1827905 smvws oz w GA Toombs County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
13287 s wmvms womsw GA Towns County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13283 i v wvwa wmuw GA Treutlen County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
182858 » s s v 5 w5 o0 5 GA Troup County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
TB28 7 v s i s w5 o0 s GA Turner County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13289. . . ........ GA Twiggs County Small metro Medium metro
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1829 v wunn wn wons GA Union County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13293. .. .. ... ... GA Upson County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
13295, .. .. ... ... GA Walker County Medium metro Medium metro
13297. .. ... ... .. GA Walton County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
13299. .. ... ... .. GA Ware County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
13301, .. ... ... .. GA Warren County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13303. . ... ... .. GA Washington County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
13305. .. .. ...... GA Wayne County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
13307. .. .. ... ... GA Webster County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
18809% ¢ suig ve vms s GA Wheeler County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
18311 o e ve vms s GA White County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
18818y gmw ap oy 4 GA Whitfield County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
1881545 gy ap oy 4 GA Wilcox County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
1B31F s s wmv v wms o GA Wilkes County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
133195 & wmv wa wmsw GA Wilkinson County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
18320 c s wsnwi s oo s o GA Worth County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
11007 IR HI Hawaii County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
15003. . ... ... ... HI Honolulu County Medium metro Medium metro
15005. . .. ..... .. HI Kalawao County Noncore With a city of 10,000 or more
15007. . ... ... ... HI Kauai County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
15009. . . ........ HI Maui County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
16001, . ......... ID Ada County Medium metro Medium metro
16003. . .. ....... ID Adams County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
16005. . .. ....... ID Bannock County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
16007. . . ........ ID Bear Lake County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
16009% ¢ vuiwe v ss ID Benewah County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
T60TT . e ve vumsn ID Bingham County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
16018 s gmw as o su ID Blaine County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
1601545 smvws g s ID Boise County Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
k1510 r A ID Bonner County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
160795 & wnv wa wmaw ID Bonneville County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
TOO2T o v s i 5 w5 00 5 ID Boundary County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
16028 v i s w000 5 o ID Butte County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
16025. . ... ...... ID Camas County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
16027. .. ... ... .. ID Canyon County Medium metro Medium metro
16029. .. ........ ID Caribou County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
16031, ... ....... ID Cassia County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
16033. .. ........ ID Clark County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
16035. ... ....... ID Clearwater County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
16037. .. ... ... .. ID Custer County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
16039. .. ........ ID Elmore County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
16040 . uin v nms s ID Franklin County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
16043 ; 50 o6 nms s ID Fremont County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
160450 5 o a5 gy 4 ID Gem County Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
16047 5 o a5 oy 4 ID Gooding County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
16049: . o wv vw wms s ID Idaho County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
f 151013 A ID Jefferson County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
16053 s wuus wn sons ID Jerome County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
160550 & wsus wn sons ID Kootenai County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
16057. .. ... ... .. ID Latah County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
16059. .. ........ ID Lemhi County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
16061. ... ....... ID Lewis County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
16063. . ... ...... ID Lincoln County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
16065. .. ... ..... ID Madison County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
16067. . ... ...... ID Minidoka County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
16069. . ... ...... ID Nez Perce County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
16071, .. ... ... .. ID Oneida County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
T6073% 5 vuin ve vms s ID Owyhee County Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
160755 5 g ve vms s ID Payette County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
T6OTT 2 gy a5 oy 4 ID Power County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
1607 s oy a5 oy 4 ID Shoshone County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
16080 . v vv v wms s ID Teton County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
16083. . v vv wu wms s ID Twin Falls County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
160850 s wsos wn sons ID Valley County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
16087 .0 wous ws sons a ID Washington County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17001, .. .. ... ... IL Adams County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more

See footnotes at end of table.
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TAOOBL & wsas wn wons IL Alexander County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
17005, . . ... ... .. IL Bond County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
17007. .. ... ... .. IL Boone County Medium metro Medium metro
17009. .. ... ... .. IL Brown County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17011, .. ... ... .. IL Bureau County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
17013, . . ... ... .. IL Calhoun County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
17015, . . ... ... .. IL Carroll County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17017. .. ... ... .. IL Cass County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17019. .. ... ... .. IL Champaign County Small metro Small metro
7074 T T IL Christian County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
TA023% 5 vuin ve vms s IL Clark County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
120255 gy a5 oy 4 IL Clay County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
TL02F 5 gy a5 oy 4 IL Clinton County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
12029 . vvov s wms s IL Coles County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
TEOBN o vmv s wms o IL Cook County Large central metro Large central metro
TAOBBL s wsus wn sons IL Crawford County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
TAOB5k & wsas wn sons IL Cumberland County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
17037. .. .. ... ... IL DeKalb County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
17039. . . ... ... .. IL De Witt County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17041, ... .. ... .. IL Douglas County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17043. .. ... ... .. IL DuPage County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
17045. . .. .. ... .. IL Edgar County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17047. . . ... ... .. IL Edwards County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17049. . ... . ... .. IL Effingham County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
17051, .. ... ... .. IL Fayette County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
TF058% 5 vuin ve vms s IL Ford County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
10855 ¢ vuie ve v ss IL Franklin County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
1F0BT a5 smuws g s IL Fulton County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
17089 s gmvws g s IL Gallatin County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17060 i v mvms womsw IL Greene County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17063: i v nvwi wmsw IL Grundy County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
THOBDL v s s v 5 w5 000 5 IL Hamilton County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
17017 A IL Hancock County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17069. . . ...... .. IL Hardin County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17071, . ... ... ... IL Henderson County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
17073. . . ... .. ... IL Henry County Medium metro Medium metro
17075. . ... ... ... IL Iroquois County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17077. . . . . . ... .. IL Jackson County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
17079. .. ... ... .. IL Jasper County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17081, .. ... ... .. IL Jefferson County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
17083. . . ... ... .. IL Jersey County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
170855 ; g ve vms s IL Jo Daviess County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
1087 . s vuin ve nms s IL Johnson County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
12089 5 g a5 gy 4 IL Kane County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
1209 a5 gy a5 oy 4 IL Kankakee County Small metro Small metro
T2098. . ovv wu wma s IL Kendall County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
170955 « wns wu wms s IL Knox County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
T2097 o s wonn ww wons 4 IL Lake County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
120995 s wonn ww wons 4 IL La Salle County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
17101, . .. .. ... .. IL Lawrence County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17103, . .. . ... ... IL Lee County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
17105, . .. .. ... .. IL Livingston County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
17107. . ... ... .. IL Logan County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
17109, . . .. ... ... IL McDonough County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
17111 ... L IL McHenry County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
17113, ... ... IL McLean County Small metro Small metro
17115, ... ... ... IL Macon County Small metro Small metro
Tl s vmin v s s IL Macoupin County Large fringe metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
TG s s vuin v nms s IL Madison County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
L8 s v a5 oy 4 IL Marion County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
1L18Bus gy a5 gy 4 IL Marshall County Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
TL12B% v wmv s wms o IL Mason County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
TLN2F s s vmv su wms s IL Massac County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
TF129% s wsun wn sonn IL Menard County Small metro Small metro
TEIBl v wuan an sonn IL Mercer County Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
17133. . . .. ... ... IL Monroe County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
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TF1850k 6 wuan wn sons IL Montgomery County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
|V < 7 A IL Morgan County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
17139. . . .. ... ... IL Moultrie County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17141, ... ... ... IL QOgle County Micropolitan Medium metro
17143, .. ... ... .. IL Peoria County Medium metro Medium metro
17145, .. . .. ... .. IL Perry County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17147, .. . .. ... .. IL Piatt County Small metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
17149, .. ... ... .. IL Pike County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17151, .. ... ... .. IL Pope County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
TL1BB% 5 vuin ve vms s IL Pulaski County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
TLTB5% 5 vuie ve vms s IL Putnam County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
A8 a6 gy a5 oy 4 IL Randolph County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
1F1B D s gy an oy 4 IL Richland County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17960 o vmv s wms o IL Rock Island County Medium metro Medium metro
17963 v v wv s wms o IL St. Clair County Large fringe metro Large fringe metro
TF1650 6 wsus an sons IL Saline County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
T7T6F s woan an sonn IL Sangamon County Small metro Small metro
17169. .. . . ... ... IL Schuyler County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
748 7 4 U IL Scott County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
17173. . . . . ... ... IL Shelby County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17175 . s oe oes IL Stark County Medium metro Without a city of 10,000 or more
17177, .. . .o IL Stephenson County Micropolitan With a city of 10,000 or more
17179. .. . . ... ... IL Tazewell County Medium metro Medium metro
17181, .. .. ... ... IL Union County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
17183. . . .. ... ... IL Vermilion County Small metro With a city of 10,000 or more
11855 ¢ e ve s s IL Wabash County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
TAT8F 6 vuin ve vwmsw IL Warren County Micropolitan Without a city of 10,000 or more
11890 s smvws sz u IL Washington County Noncore Without a city of 10,000 or more
A1 o smvws gz u IL Wayne Cou