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Minneapols. MN a9 80 99% &8 100 1 220 | 100 %
St. Paul, MN 2% 80 99% 100 1 o 35 85
Gincinnati, OF 35 % 88 | 91% 7 3 1 227 | 100 100 inGinnat, OF
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Allanta, GA Ba% 57 a8 4t 5 73
S, Petersburg, FL 8% 100 76 100 7 6
New York, NY 100% |1 14 2 31 100
[Madison, Wi X 8% 100 o 83 6 40 100
|Buffalo, NY 1 90% 30 100 61 15. 100 X
Albuqueraue, N 0 7 %0% 100 70 1 5 41 ‘Albuqueraue, N
Richmond, VA 7 0 77 85% 56 | 54 100 100 100 Richmond, VA
Lincoln, NE 2 5 9% s | 5 46 16 Lincoin, NE
[Henderson. NV o o a5 . 100 21 00 [Henderson WV
s City, MO 17 | 100 78% a5 | 25 16 100 Kansas City, M
Philadeiphia, PA 25 o7% 26 | s 100 100 Philadelphia, PA
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Sacramento, CA a7% 2 | 100 X 35 100 7t Sacramento, CA
Miarmi, FL 0% 3 | 100 2 100 100 7 7 Wiami, FL
allimore, VD 91% 5 | 3 100 4 50 49 Baltmore, D
pokane, WA 89% 5 9 700 100 41 Spokane, WA
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San Jose, CA 3 17.0% | 89 63 79% 20 | 68 4 6 6 ) 4 San Jose, CA
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olorado Springs, CO % 4 2.1 0 Colorado Springs, CO
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Houston, TX. 2 59 3% X Houston, TX
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Kl 35 64% 100 100 .4 0. | Laredo, TX
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[ 100 31% 3 Port St. Lucie, FL
.0 43 78% 8 Iﬁeno‘ NV
0 7] 64% 2 34 Chula Visia, CA
6 78 X 2% ‘Anaheim, CA
16 | 100 | [ 0% 50% 34 7 Riverside, CA
2 16 7% 8% Y 7 1 Fresno,
Phoenix, AZ 46 | 100 5% 51% 35 5 s 5 [Phoenix AZ
Gilbert, AZ 3 5 3% |2 m 59% 74 X 0 Y 20 Gilbert, AZ
Winslon-Salem, NC 1 95 5° 1 12 44% 3 6 217 | 100 Winston-Salem, NC
hartle-ieckienburg Gounty NG 7 06 7 15 s 7 5 s 72 Couniy. NG
Jakersfield, CA 1 1 44% [ 8 .9 154 100 IEakersne\d‘ CA
handier, AZ T 4 57% 4 .7 3 3t
0s Angeles., CA 4 66% 0 0 11 s Angeles, CA
fesa, AZ 61% 11 6 2 % Wesa, AZ
ouis ile-Jefferson County, KY 3 a1% 1 1 261 | 100 Las Vegas NV
ubbock, TX 6 56% 1 .0 i 29 1 [ Lubbock, TX
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