


Abstract

This study examines neighborhood housing and transportation choices available to working
households in 28 U.S. metropolitan areas. The purpose is to determine how constraints within the
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Report Contents

This report is organized into six sections with three appendices. The main text of the report
explains the approach, data, findings, and recommendations. Three appendices provide:
supporting and background tables (Appendix A), separate profiles for each of the 28 metro areas
(Appendix B), and a detailed explanation of the methods used in the study (Appendix C).
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Expenditure Survey results, the distribution of households by Area Median Income for each
region, and other metro rankings of measures used or created in this study.

Appendix B. Metro Area Profiles: A 4-page profile for each of the 28 metros in the study
including: a characterization of the region by housing and transportation costs and choices; a
map of the region by neighborhood housing/transportation cost type with the location of the
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1. Introduction

Affordable and good quality housing for working families is increasingly becoming scarce
throughout the nation. Many working families are spending more than one-half of their budgets
for housing alone. While housing is often the largest household expense, it is but one of the
many significant expenses facing working families. Transportation is a close second for most
households in the U.S. and it is an even higher or equal percentage of income for lower income
households. As gasoline prices and interest rates rise and regions expand further out into
undeveloped areas away from established communities and job centers, housing and
transportation costs are only getting higher. Rising costs and households in financially difficult
situations also impact neighborhoods, regions, and communities. Sprawling development causes
higher infrastructure costs for cities, congestion causes greater levels of pollution, and long
commutes affect businesses through lost productivity, greater levels of absenteeism and
tardiness, and ultimately turnover when a worker leaves in search of a better commute.

A recent study by the Center for Housing Policy, Something’s Gotta Give: Working Families and
the Cost of Housing, using the microsample from the Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer
Expenditure Survey (CES), documented the excessive housing and transportation cost burdens
on working households®. The study found that 44.3% of all working families spend more than
half their total expenditures on just these two costs. The Surface Transportation Policy Project
and Center for Neighborhood Technology have also reported on these two combined costs in the
three Driven to Spend reports since 2000. Based on the 2003 CES, the 2005 Driven to Spend
report showed that the median income households in the 28 areas covered in the study spent
$21,213, or 52%, of expenditures on housing and transportation?.

Yet, there has not been enough analysis of the combined housing and transportation costs for
working families at a specific and small unit of geography, e.g. a neighborhood or census tract.
The CES expenditures that are reported by specific income levels are not available below the four
major regions in the U.S. and the expenditures at the metropolitan level are only available for the
median income household. This level of information (region and metropolitan) and frequency of
the survey (the CES is reported annually based on quarterly surveys), makes the CES a useful
source for identifying conditions and trends over time, but without detailed geographic
information tied to these costs it does not lend itself to assessing the specific problems or causes
in neighborhoods and/or regions that might be associated with household costs—particularly for
lower income households.

For instance, in 1990 the combined housing and transportation costs in the CES survey were as
low as 37% in Kansas City and as high as 47% in San Francisco, San Diego, Los Angeles, and
Miami. By 2000, the range had jumped from to 48%
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end, San Diego. While some of this variation can be explained by the variation in the cost of
living from region to region, it is not completely clear how much the costs vary within a region,
particularly by incomes within a region.

Of the two costs—housing and transportation—uncovering the reasons for transportation cost
variation is especially challenging. Accordi
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The 28 metro areas in this study are the same as those in the CES annual survey. They represent
25 of the largest metros in the U.S. and were home to nearly 47.1 million households, or 45% of
all U.S. households, in 2000.> Of these 47.1 million households, 27% (12.6 million households)
earned between 30% and 80% of their respective region’s Area Median Income (AMI) in 2000.
Relative to a dollar amount, 14.3 million households earned less than $35,000 a year. (See Table
A3 in Appendix A).

We find that costs vary by neighborhood and by region and that lower income households most
often have a higher cost burden for both housing and transportation in all neighborhoods and
regions. For all households earning between $20,000 and less than $50,000 in the 28 metro
areas, the study found the combined expenditures range from 54% of income in Seattle to 63%
of income in Chicago. However, in instances where neighborhoods had local concentrations of
affordable housing, households had lower housing and transportation costs. This was true in 23
of the 28 regions.

% In 2000, there were 105,480,101 households in the U.S. according to the 2000 Census, SF1.
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Household Income

Using Census 2000 household income breakout for each tract we summed the number of
households within the following six annual income ranges:

e Less than $20,000

e $20,000 to less than $35,000

e $35,000 to less than $50,000

e $50,000 to less than $75,000

e $75,000 to less than $100,000
» $100,000 to less than $250,000

We chose these categories because they represent, roughly, quintiles of national household
incomes—i.e., each category contains nearly 20 percent of U.S. households. We did not include
households above $250,000 since they are less than 3% of the population and the high incomes
in this group would have greatly skewed the highest bin. And as the average median household
income is approximately $46,000 in these regions, the first three categories roughly match the
30-50, 80, and 100 percent of area median income measures that are often used in qualifying
households for affordable housing. This makes these income categories useful for policy makers
that use AMI to operate programs based on incomes. While they are not exactly the same as
AMI, we used a small range within each bin, $15,000 to $20,000, and several bins, to help make
the comparison between these ranges and the percentage of AMI in each region.

However, in order to use the transportation cost model, which is based on a specific income, we
could not use a range. Therefore, for each census tract, we used the Census PUMS 5% data from
the PUMA? that encompasses each tract to determine the weighted average income of
households in each income bin. For instance, to determine what actual income to use in the
income bin range of “Less than $20,000”, we used the PUMS data which provides a count of
households at each income level. By querying the PUMS data for households by income
restricted to just households earning an income of $0 to $20,000, and to households not living in
group quarters, we could identify that the weighted average income in that bin and in that PUMA
was actually, $10,385 for all households, $9,837 for renters, and 11,368 for owner households.
We did this query for each PUMA and each income bin in each of the 28 metro areas. We then
applied the results to each income bin in each tract in the 28 metro areas. While this method is
not exact since PUMA’s are 100,000 persons or more and census tracts are typically 3,000
persons, the error is contained within each income bin and is only used to obtain a weighted e 100,000re typicall
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Table 1

Census Income Bin
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Table 3

Percent of Households Paying 35% or more of Income
by Income in 28 Metros (Census 2000, SF3, H.97, H.73)

Income Rent Oown All
Less than $10,000 65% 70% 66%
$10,000 to $19,999 70% 54% 65%
$20,000 to $34,999 31% 39% 34%
$35,000 to $49,999 8% 25% 17%
$50,000 to $74,999 3% 12% 9%
$75,000 to $99,999 1% 5% 4%
$100,000 or more 0% 2% 2%
TOTAL 31% 18% 23%

Transportation Costs as a Percent of Income

The transportation cost data is predicted with a unique model developed by Center for
Neighborhood Technology and Center for Transit Oriented Development that uses Census,
transit system, National Household Travel Survey, and other data sources to estimate a
household’s auto use, auto ownership, and transit use at the census tract level for a particular
household size and income. This model is run on the specific income bins described above. The
monthly transportation cost derived from the model is then taken as a percent of each weighted
average income for each income bin in each census tract. This is to report on transportation costs
by income for each neighborhood. To characterize the entire neighborhood in terms of
transportation costs, we calculated a weighted average of the percentage of income of the six
income bins. See Appendix C for a more complete discussion of this technique and references to
the model’s development. The following table lists the estimated percentage of income on
transportation for each of the six income bins in each of the 28 metros.
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Table 4

Metro Area <$20,000
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cost burden. The map below (figure 1) shows this job density measure in relation to the
employment center measure in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area.

Figure 1

Worker Commuting Characteristics

The Census Transportation Planning Package (CTPP), allows us to examine the commute
patterns of workers in each census tract. In part three of CTPP the home and work place census
tracts are provided for each worker. Using a GIS, we assigned the distance between the center of
the home tract and work tract to estimate a commute distance. We then used this distance with
the time to commute reported by each worker in the Census to calculate an average speed
(distance / time = speed). These calculations gave us an average speed, time, and distance for the
average worker in each tract by mode to work. However, this measure is not perfect since the
distance is “as the Crow Flies”, e.g. a straight line between two points, and therefore is generally
an underestimate of the commute distance since workers are generally not able to travel from
home to work in a straight line. Yet, it provides a consistent statistic by which to compare the
journey to work for all workers for all tracts. Breaking the measure of distance, speed and time
by mode allows us to compare public transit users to auto users.

In addition to using this measure to judge the quality and cost of the commute for the commuter,
we also found it to be a reliable indicator of congestion faced by the workers within a census
tract. The slower the speed, the more likely the worker is traveling in a congested area. Even
with our underestimate of distance, we found the average speed to be approximately 24 miles per
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hour across all 28 metros. According to The Nationwide Personal Transportation Survey
(NPTS), “the average commuting speed, including trips by all modes, went from 28 mph in 1983
to 34 mph in 1995.”

Household Socioeconomic Characteristics

Household characteristics have been obtained from Census 2000. Variables analyzed include
educational attainment, unemployment rates, household size, vehicle ownership, commute time,
average household size, race, housing unit density, tenure, occupants per room, workers place of
work, travel means to work, time leaving for work, year structure built, and housing unit
structure type.

Availability of Affordable Housing

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) along with the Census creates a
special tabulation of housing data using the housing and income data in the census to calculate
the number of affordable units in each tract that are available to households of each AMI level.
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Table 6

Region
Anchorage, AK MSA
Atlanta, GA MSA
Baltimore, MD PMSA
Boston, MA CMSA
Chicago, IL CMSA
Cincinnati, OH CMSA
Cleveland, OH CMSA
Dallas, TX CMSA
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28%
27%
27%
28%
28%
25%
26%

T%
18%
21%
19%
19%
18%
23%
22%

H+T%
46%
48%
46%
47%
46%
48%
49%

20












3. What are households paying to live in their neighborhood:
Housing and Transportation Expenditures by Income and
Place

For several decades, households of all incomes- but higher incomes in particular- have been
moving from central city neighborhoods to newer neighborhoods in surrounding and farther out
suburban areas. As households have moved, jobs have followed. In search of better schools,
more space, and less crime, households have also tended to move to neighborhoods of similar
socioeconomic and demographic characteristics, e.g. places with other households of similar
incomes, educational levels, family structures, and race. The concentration of jobs, e.g.
“employment centers”, has followed these higher income households and increasingly regions
are becoming multi-centered, with the central city being only one of several employment centers.

This pattern of movement by both households

© Center for Neighborhood Technology, July 2006. 24



Households in the highest income category, $100,000 to <$250,000, have the lowest
combined housing and transportation expenditures from 21% of income in the Above Avg. H
and Above Avg. H&T neighborhoods to 24% in the other two neighborhoods.

At all income levels, at the 28 metro aggregate, the lowest combined housing and
transportation expenditures are in the Above Avg. H neighborhoods. These neighborhoods
provide the greatest mix of housing units and prices, as well as incomes, and the lowest
transportation costs in absolute terms. The greater mix of housing types allows more
households of various incomes to find housing that is nearby affordable transportation.
However, for lower incomes, these neighborhoods often present a trade-off of higher housing
prices for units that are often older, and therefore possibly in poor condition, and smaller in
exchange for low transportation costs. Housing ownership by lower income households in
these neighborhoods is often out of reach but renting in these neighborhoods can be the most
affordable in terms of combined housing and transportation expenditures.

Note the costs are not the lowest in the “Below Avg. H&T” neighborhoods as a percentage of
income even for the highest income bins. This is because these are mostly high income suburban
areas (average income is $76,444) and housing and transportation costs are also high. However,
at 24% of income, higher income households inn i n
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Figure 5
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Table 7

% of % of % of % of
% on % in income % on % in income % on % in income % on % in income
Income H+T Neighb. bin H+T Neighb. bin H+T  Neighb. bin H+T Neighb. bin
<$50,000 33% 26% 59% 19% 70% 36% 48% 19%
$0-<$20,000 116% 8% 19% 106% 23% 21% 111% 30% 44% 119% 14% 16%
$20,000-<$35,000 69% 12% 26% 58% 20% 19% 62% 23% 35% 70% 17% 20%
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the two neighborhood types that are primarily in cities and inner-suburbs in most regions, the
Above Avg. H and Above Avg. H&T neighborhoods. These two neighborhood types are also
where the median incomes of renters, when compared to all renter households, are the lowest at
$33,578 and $24,198, respectively.

Table 8

Distribution of Households by Tenure and Neighborhood Type
Below Avg H Above Above Avg Above

&T Avg. H H&T Avg. T
Median Income
Owners $79,671 $61,041 $43,783 $55,897
Renters $47,767 $33,578 $24,198 $34,699
All Households $71,930 $43,824 $31,718 $50,119
Households by Neighborhood
Total Owners 11,972,149 2,225,590 4,453,270 5,973,487
% Owners 75% 33% 42% 73%
Total Renters 4,017,270 4,601,492 6,267,595 2,250,452
% Renters 25% 67% 58% 27%
Households across Metros
% of all owners in 28 metros 49% 9% 18% 24%
% of all renters in 28 metros 23% 27% 37% 13%

The breakout above shows a trend, but even as a weighted average it hides some variation. While
incomes within suburban neighborhoods, census tracts in this case, are typically within a narrow

range, or there is at least a clear majority of an income level, more urban areas, such as the
Above Avg. H neighborhoods, are the exception. Because of this income clustering (or

segregation), the weighted average expenditure on H+T shown above is generally representative

of at least 40% of households in each neighborhood type. However, the weighted average does
not show the full range, especially at the ends of the distribution.

When the distribution is shown by income (See Table 9), for moderate income households
($20,000 to <$50,000) housing costs as a percentage of income:

e are highest in the Below Avg. H&T and the Above Avg. H neighborhoods for both owner
and renter households;

e are lowest in the Above Avg. T neighborhoods for owners and for renters earning less than
$20,000, and the Above Avg. H&T neighborhoods
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have the lowest H expenditure in the Above Average T neighborhoods, which demonstrates
the reason more households in this income group are moving to outer suburban and exurban
areas to purchase a lower-priced home. Yet, the housing burden is only slightly higher in the
Above Avg. H&T neighborhoods for owner households earning $20,000 to $50,000, than it
is in the Above Avg. T neighborhoods. However, the transportation costs in the Above Avg.
H&T neighborhoods are much lower than the Above Avg. T neighborhoods thereby making
these neighborhoods the most affordable in terms of combined H+T for owners of all
incomes, except those earning <$20,000. The name of this neighborhood does not indicate
this affordability because the majority of households in these neighborhoods are lower
income renters and their costs are high as a percentage of income.

By Metro Area

For each metro area, the distribution of households by H+T Type is similar to the 28-metro
average. In all regions, the Below Average H&T neighborhoods are the greatest share of
neighborhoods, but not the majority. Within this neighborhood type households earning greater
than $50,000 are the majority, however, ranging from 54% of households in Pittsburgh to 78% of
households in Washington D.C. These households are paying from 22% of income to 45% of
income on combined housing and transportation costs.

The neighborhood type with the second highest share of all neighborhoods varies somewhat
across metros but in 25 of the 28 it is the Above Avg. H&T neighborhoods, ranging from 23% of
neighborhoods in Chicago to 41% in Anchorage. Households earning less than $50,000 are the
majority in this type and their expenditures on housing and transportation range from 42% of
income to 119% of income. The three exceptions are Honolulu, where the second common type
of neighborhood is Above Avg. H, and Boston and New York where the second type is Above
Avg. T. In Boston and New York, households earning less than $50,000 living in Above Avg. T
neighborhoods are 46% and 41% of households in these areas and are paying 55% to 124% of
income on the combined expenses.

The following table (Table 10) shows the distribution of households for each metro across H+T
Type, as well as the weighted average H+T expenditures of all households in the region
compared to the H+T expenditures for the subset of households earning $20,000 to less than
$50,000. The percentage of income on H+T for all households is on average across all 28 metros
48% of income, from a low of 42% in Washington D.C., reflecting the high incomes in that
region, to a high of 54% in Miami. But for households earning $20,000 to less than $50,000, the
average H+T expenditure is 57% of income, from a low of 54% in Pittsburgh to a high of 63% in
San Francisco. These two extremes are due to the housing prices in those areas; Pittsburgh
households in this income category have the lowest housing expenditure, 22%, and San
Francisco households of this income have the highest, 35%. The Atlanta and Seattle regions are
close seconds, each at 61% of income but in Atlanta the high H+T is due to high transportation
costs, 32%, and moderately high housing costs, 29%, and the Seattle costs are due to high
housing, 31%, and high transportation costs, 30%.
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Table 10

Below Above
Avg Above Avg
Region H&T Avg.H H&T
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Characteristics of Neighborhoods

To further define the neighborhood types, beyond what households were paying as a share of
income on housing and transportation, we used a cluster analysis to identify whether other
neighborhood characteristics were also related to place or to households expenditures. These
other characteristics are: incomes, educational attainment (percent with a bachelor degree),
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are more related to density, number of daily trips, distance to work, and the housing stock and
location, in addition to income and household size.

Simply comparing the income of each cluster with the percentage of income spent on H+T
makes it appear that expenditures—as a share of income—are just a matter of income. As
incomes go up, expenditures go down. While this is true, it is not the complete story, especially
since the average in a cluster represents at least 2,967 neighborhoods and each of those
neighborhoods could vary from the average H+T expenditure of the cluster. For instance, a
household earning $20,000 to $35,000 could have combined expenditures ranging from 66% in
Above Avg. H neighborhoods to 71% in Above Avg. T neighborhoods and both neighborhoods
might fall in the same cluster (see Table 10 above).

By matching the demographic neighborhood classification to the H+T neighborhood
classification, we get a sense of whether all neighborhoods of a particular cluster do have the
same H+T expenditures, and conversely whether all neighborhoods of
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incomes. While the moderate income cluster neighborhoods ($54,490) are nearly equally
distributed across the four H+T Types (at 25%, 22%, 20%, and 33%), 88% of the low income
cluster neighborhoods are in Above Avg. H or Above Avg. H&T, nearly the converse of the high
income cluster neighborhoods ($74,818) of which 87% fall into the other two H+T types. The
very high income cluster ($100,128) neighborhoods are almost exclusively (93%) in the Below
Avg. H&T neighborhoods.

The significance of classifying the same set of 29,608 neighborhoods by a number of
characteristics and not just the housing and transportation costs indicates that expenditures are
largely a factor of place and where households live is largely a factor of income. Households do
not have equal access to the same places and therefore shoulder additional burdens associated
with the places they are able to access. The level of access is examined below.

Because of the similar distribution between the H+T Types and the cluster analysis, we
summarized the remaining characteristics by the H+T Types.

Neighborhood Type Summary
The following descriptions and table of each H+T Type summarize the above findings.

Below Average H&T Neighborhoods: These neighborhoods contain 38% of households in the
28 metro areas. They spend an average of 39% of their income for housing and
transportation. The neighborhoods are on average the second furthest away from the closest
central city (16.8 miles), after Above Avg. T neighborhoods. Households in these areas are
mostly homeowners (75%) with the highest median incomes of the four types, approximately
$70,428. The households are predominantly white (81%), have the second largest household
size, are majority family households, have the highest median age, and the highest percentage
of the two household types: married with kids and married without kids. They also have the
lowest percentage of male or female single-parent households. Members of these households
have the highest percentage of graduate and bachelor's degrees and live in households with
the highest average workers per household (1.55). As expected, this neighborhood type has
the lowest unemployment rate (4%) and the lowest poverty rate (5%).

Above Average H Neighborhoods:
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is married households without children, 30%, followed by married households with children,
27%. Members of these neighborhoods have lower educational attainment levels than Below
Avg. H&T and Above Avg. H, 20% with a graduate or bachelor degree, after the Above
Avg. T neighborhoods. These neighborhoods have the second lowest unemployment rate
(5%) and the second lowest poverty rate, 8%.
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Table 13

Characteristic

Average Median Household Income (owners)
Average Median Household Income (renters)
Average Median Household Income (all)
Total Renter Households

Renters as % of all Households in 28 Metros

% of all Renters in 28 Metros

Renters as % of Households in the Neighborhood Type
Total Owner Households

© Center for Neighborhood Technology, July 2006.

Below Avg Above Avg. Above Avg. Above Avg

H&T
$78,007
$46,769
$70,428

4,017,270

10%
23%
25%
11,972,149

H
$61,041
$33,578
$43,824
4,601,492
11%
27%
67%
2,225,590

H&T
$43,783
$24,198
$31,718

6,267,595

15%
37%
58%
4,453,270

T
$55,897
$34,699
$50,119

2,250,452

5%

13%

27%
5,973,487
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Locations of Neighborhood Types

This section further analyzes the location of the H+T neighborhood types. Location matters for
both housing and transportation costs since proximity to and availability of jobs is a factor that
contributes to both transportation costs and household incomes, as well as housing prices, as
does the density, mix of housing units types and tenure, availability of neighborhood services
and amenities, and transportation choice.

To identify the general location of the neighborhood types within the region, we use the
proximity to types of Employment Centers (EC) as a way to characterize whether the
neighborhood is in the central city (Central City EC), an inner or middle-ring suburb (Other EC),
or an outer-ring suburb or exurban area (Away from EC). Recall from Section One that
employment centers are contiguous areas of at least 5,000 jobs or more in which the job density
is at least 7 jobs per acre in the contiguous area.

This characterization is a first step in identifying the location of the H+T neighborhood types. It
is not perfect however due to the varying nature of employment centers in each metro area. In
total, there are more than 57 million jobs in these 28 regions and 37% of these jobs are contained
within 466 employment centers. The number and percentage of jobs that fall within employment
centers in regions varies from just 18% of all jobs in Miami to 51% of all jobs in New York. The
total number of employment centers in a region also varies, from one and seven ECs in
Anchorage and Atlanta, respectively, to 68 and 76 ECs in Los Angeles and New York,
respectively.

The following table (Table 14) presents the number of jobs and employment centers within each
region.
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Table 14

Jobs in % of Jobs in Employment
Employment Employment Centers in

Metro Area Total Jobs Centers Centers Region
Anchorage, AK MSA 135,997 41,074 30% 1
Atlanta, GA MSA 2,080,327 580,690 28% 7
Baltimore, MD PMSA 1,143,425 331,629 29% 9
Boston, MA CMSA 2,928,326 949,458 32% 22
Chicago, IL CMSA 4,189,946 1,429,970 34% 35
Cincinnati, OH CMSA 939,716 232,461 25% 8
Cleveland, OH CMSA 1,384,765 281,958 20% 12
Dallas, TX CMSA 2,544,920 867,795 34% 10
Denver, CO CMSA 1,347,391 442,980 33% 12
Detroit, Ml CMSA 2,440,788 686,857 28% 25
Honolulu, HI MSA 403,983 234,546 58% 6
Houston, TX CMSA 2,052,949 705,336 34% 12
Kansas City, MO-KS MSA 896,319 215,170 24% 10
Los Angeles, CA CMSA 6,587,361 3,085,900 47% 68
Miami, FL CMSA 1,610,493 580,329 36% 9
Milwaukee, WI CMSA 826,524(28% REnesha ()b (480808 BWD)6(8.964 5) 34 . 28 495NB3T43-660D 0D 96 I Bae(
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Table 15

Distribution of Neighborhoods by Housing & Transportation Costs
by Location in Region based on Adjacency to Employment Centers (EC)

Below Avg H&T

Above Avg H

Above Avg H&T

Above Avg T

Away
Central Other from Miles
City EC EC ECs toCC

Away
Central Other from Miles
City EC EC ECs toCC

Away
Central Other from Miles
City EC EC ECs toCC

Away
Central Other from Miles
City EC EC ECs toCC

8% 18% 74% 16.8

31% 26% 43% 9.5

17% 20% 64% 16.0

2% 8% 90% 31.0

e The Above Avg. T neighborhood type has by far the greatest share of neighborhoods away
from major centers of employment, 90%, and they are 31 miles on average from the center of
the nearest central city. With only 2% of these neighborhoods located near the Central City
EC, it is safe to say these neighborhoods are mainly suburban and largely in outer or exurban

communities.

e The Below Avg. H&T neighborhood is the other predominantly suburban type, with 74%
away from ECs and 18% near Other ECs. Only 8% of these are proximate to Central City
ECs. The lower distance from the central city, 16.8 miles, compared to 31 miles in the Above
Avg. T neighborhoods, indicate these are mostly inner and middle ring suburbs, not exurbs.

e The Above Avg. H neighborhoods are the most likely to be near jobs
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Table 16

Metro Areas

New York, NY CMSA
Los Angeles, CA CMSA
Boston, MA CMSA
Anchorage, AK MSA
Miami, FL CMSA

San Francisco, CA CMSA
Phoenix, AZ MSA
Seatte, WA CMSA

San Diego, CA MSA
Cincinnati, OH CMSA
Milwaukee, WI CMSA
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Central

City EC
21%
5%
4%
14%
7%
11%
5%
9%
11%
0%
6%

Other
EC
25%
38%
17%

0%
19%
38%
12%
24%
24%

7%

9%

Away
from ECs
54%
58%
79%
86%
74%
51%
82%
68%
65%
92%
85%

Milesto Central

cC

17.7
251
18.0
14.4
20.0

9.9
14.8
145
14.9
13.0
11.8

Away
City EC Other EC from ECs
86% 7% 8%
26% 46% 28%
61% 14% 25%

n/a n/a n/a
37% 21% 42%
22% 43% 35%
22% 27% 51%
26% 31% 43%
33% 25% 42%
16% 16% 68%
37% 21% 42%

Miles to
cC
8.2
17.0
4.7
n/a
12.8
7.5
11.7
8.3
10.6
7.1
4.4

Central Away
City EC Other EC from ECs
30% 36% 35%
15% 34% 50%
7% 37% 55%
44% nla 56%
30% 13% 57%
2% 38% 61%
18% 20% 61%
6% 33% 61%
15% 23% 62%
18% 17% 65%

Miles to
cC
18.1
21.3
24.5
11.5
12.9
16.7
10.7
24.0
13.4
10.6

Central

City EC Other EC from ECs

1%
2%
0%
10%
4%
0%
1%
0%
2%
2%

Away
16% 83%
20% 78%
10% 90%
0% 90%
5% 91%
15% 85%
9% 90%
5% 95%
15% 82%
1% 97%

Miles to
CcC
38.9
48.0
32.6
14.9
