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The post-World War |l era has witnessed the nearly exclusive building of low density suburbia, here termed
“drivable sub-urban” development, as the American metropolitan built environment.. However, over the past
15 years, there has been a gradual shift in how Americans have created their built environment (defined as
the real estate, which is generally privately owned, and the infrastructure that supports real estate, majority
publicly owned), as demonstrated by the success of the many downtown revitalizations, new urbanism, and
transit-oriented development. This has been the result of the re-introduction and expansion of higher density
“walkable urban” places. This new trend is the focus of the recently published book, The Option of Urbanism:
Investing in a New American Dream (Island Press, November, 2007).

This field survey attempts to identify the number and location of “regional-serving” walkable urban places in the
30 largest American metropolitan areas in the U.S, where 138 million, or 46 percent, of the US population lives.
This field survey determines where these walkable urban places are most prevalent on a per capita basis,
where they are generally located within the metro area, and the extent to which rail transit service is associated
with walkable urban development.

The first section defines the key concepts used in the survey, providing relevant background information for
those who have not read The Option of Urbanism. The second section outlines the methodology. The third
section, which is the heart of the report, outlines the findings and conclusions of the survey.

Key Concepts

There are a number of key concepts and background information critical to understanding the rise of walkable
urban places today. There is a more in-depth discussion of these terms in the book:

e Types of Built Environment Patterns. The built environment is generally marked by two kinds of
development patterns—drivable sub-urban and walkable urban. Drivable sub-urban is very low density
(floor-area-ratio of between 0.05 and 0.30), modular in nature, uses significantly more land relative
to population growth and can generally only be accessed by car or truck. It is conventional suburban
development. Walkable urban is:

- atleast five times as dense as drivable sub-urban (floor-area-ratio of between 0.8 and upwards
to 40.0),

- mixed-use (residential, office, retail, cultural, educational, etc.),

- compact (regional-serving walkable urban places, as defined below, are generally between 100
and 500 acres in size),

- generally accessible by multiple transportation means (transit, bike, car and walking), and

- walkable for nearly every destination once in the place.
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Functions of Walkable Urban Places. There are two kinds of walkable urban places—I/ocal-serving
and regional-serving. Local-serving places are primarily bedroom neighborhoods. They are residential
in nature with limited commercial venues and instead serve everyday needs (grocery, drug store,

etc.). Regional-serving places provide uses that have regional significance, such as employment,
retail, medical, entertainment, cultural, higher education, etc., and generally integrates residential as
well. This survey focuses only on regional-serving walkable urban places. For ease of usage, the term
walkable urban as used in this survey means regional-serving walkable urban places.

Types of Regional Walkable Urban Places. The book points out that five types of regional-serving
walkable urban places have emerged in the country to date and these categories are used in the
survey. These include:
- Downtown—the original center city of the largest city in the metropolitan area, though
many metropolitan areas are so large that one could argue that there are multiple “original”
downtowns, such as the case with downtown Brooklyn and Jersey City in the New York
metropolitan area.
- Downtown Adjacent—Immediately adjacent to the original downtown or one or two transit stops
away.
- Suburban Town Center—18'" or 19" century towns that have been swept up in the growth of the
metropolitan area but were laid out before the advent of the car.
- Suburban Redevelopment—failed drivable sub-urban commercial strips or regional malls that
have been redeveloped into walkable urbanism.
- Greenfield—a walkable urban place developed on a greenfield site, such as the current trend of
developing mixed-use “lifestyle centers” (note: not retail-only lifestyle centers).

Critical Mass. The walkable urban places named in this survey are at or near “critical mass”. In this
survey, critical mass is defined as places where new development projects do not need significant
public or private subsidies to proceed with the next new project. There are many more walkable
urban places in these 30 metro areas that are not yet at critical mass but probably will be over

the next decade. Examples of places that are not yet at critical mass include Mid-Wilshire in Los
Angeles, Crossroads in Kansas City, Royal Oak in the Detroit metropolitan area, Columbia Heights in
Washington, DC, and nearly every downtown not listed in this field survey.

Other Walkable Places Not Included in Survey. There are institutions within a metropolitan area that
are regional-serving and walkable by their very nature. These include medical campuses, university
and college campuses, large corporate headquarters campuses, theme parks, etc. Examples

include the Texas Medical Center in Houston, University of California at Santa Cruz, General Motors
Tech Center in Warren, Michigan, and Disney World in Orlando. These have nof been listed as
walkable urban places in this survey unless they have connected to the area immediately around their
campuses, acting as an anchor in sparking walkable urban development on adjacent property.

Maturity of Rail Transit System. The definition of the extent of a metropolitan rail transit system
(which includes heavy rail, light rail, commuter rail and street car) in the survey is divided into four
categories, using the judgment of the author:
- Full—The bulk of the inner suburbs and center city is served by a rail transit system, connecting
many walkable urban places.
- Partial—A significant portion of the inner suburbs and center city is served by rail transit,
connecting some walkable urban places.
- Starter—An initial transit line or two lines have been built serving a small portion of the inner
suburbs and center city, connecting a few walkable urban places.
- None—no rail transit, though there may be rail circulator systems within a walkable urban place
(the Las Vegas Strip monorail, Detroit's downtown people mover, etc.), which is not counted due
to the limited geography served.



Methodology

The walkable urban places identified in this field survey are based on the experience and observations of

the author, who has been active as a real estate consultant, researcher, and developer for the past 30 years.
He has worked in every one of these metropolitan areas. Those observations have been supplemented by
the managing directors of Robert Charles Lesser & Co, an international consulting firm, Brookings Institution
scholars, public officials, real estate developers, architectural critics, downtown business improvement
managers, public officials, and academics, among others. This experience has been further complemented by
web-based searches.

This field survey represents only a first step at understanding the breadth of walkable urban development in
the country, which requires a more rigorous, systemic review. The most important caveat which needs to be
corrected in future surveys relates to the lack of a meaningful measure of the size of each walkable urban
place. The walkable urban places in New York are among the largest in the country; for example, Midtown
Manhattan has over 300 million square feet of office space, tens of thousands of residential units and hotel
rooms and millions of square feet of retail; by far the largest walkable urban place in the country. Yet in the
survey calculation of the number of walkable urban places per capita, Midtown Manhattan is weighed the same
as Reston Town Center in Washington, DC, which probably has around 1/30" of the office, residential, hotels
and retail space. Therefore, size criteria need to be incorporated into the survey in the future.

A more rigorous definition of a regional-serving walkable urban place also needs to be developed. Still unclear
is the best street-by-street definition to use to demarcate walkable urban place. For example, what are the
discrete boundaries of Midtown Manhattan versus Chelsea, as defined by the market?

The definition of “critical mass” needs more rigorous definition. It has always been a concept somewhat like
the judicial understanding of pornography; one knows it when one sees it. This survey applied the notion that
critical mass is being near or past the point in time when the next real estate development project does not
need government or private gap financing to make it financially feasible. This is a good first step but requires
much more rigor and standardized measures in future research.

Results of the Survey

The survey results for the 30 largest metropolitan areas are found in Table 1. The metropolitan areas are
ranked according to the number of people in the metropolitan area per regional-serving walkable urban place.
Thus, the metro area with the lowest number of people needed to support a walkable urban place is the most
advanced in developing walkable urbanism; the equivalent of the most walkable urban places per capita.

The summary tabulations are in Table 2, which ranks the 30 metro areas by their ratio of walkable urban places
to total population. This divides the 30 metropolitan areas into clusters of the top 10 most walkable urban, top
15, bottom 15 and bottom 10 for comparative purposes.

The base data is re-tabulated by region (Northeast, Southeast, Midwest, Southwest and West) in Table 3.
The key survey findings are:

1. There are 157 Walkable Urban Places in the Largest 30 Metro Areas in the Country—There are
regional-serving walkable urban places at or near critical mass in nearly every surveyed metro area
(29 of the 30). This is significant as the best way of encouraging the development of walkable urban
places is to have hometown examples to demonstrate their function and market acceptance. While
comparisons over time can be only impressionistic, one can safely assume that these 30 metropolitan
areas probably had very few walkable urban places 20 years ago. For example, the Denver
metropolitan area did not exhibit any regional-serving walkable urban places as of 1987; downtown
was an office-only place with few residents, cultural attractions, or retail while the rest of the region
was basically drivable sub-urban in nature. This survey identifies five regional-serving walkable
urban places in the Denver region today. Many times that number are in the planning stages due to a




comprehensive new rail transit system that is funded and in the construction planning stage, building on
an existing starter system.

There Are an Equal Number of Walkable Urban Places in the Center Cities and the Suburbs—While

there has been much attention on the revival of American downtowns over the past 10 years, the
revival of suburban downtowns, the redevelopment of failed regional malls and strip centers, and the
recent emergence of lifestyle centers appears to be an equally dynamic trend. Today, walkable urban
places are just as likely to be found in the suburbs as in center cities.

The Largest Number by Type of Walkable Urban Places are Those That are Downtown Adjacent—

There are more examples of downtown adjacent walkable urban place than any other type in the
largest 30 metropolitan areas; 55 of 157 or 35%. It is too soon since the beginning of the walkable
urban development trend to determine why this is the situation. It may be a reflection of the market
appeal of this specific type of walkable urban place. For example, it may be that a downtown adjacent
place can offer more housing and commercial product options than the downtown, thus appealing

to broader market segments. In Midtown Manhattan, stacked flats are the predominate residential
offering. Yet the downtown adjacent Lincoln Square/Upper Westside offers stacked flats and
townhouses. Some downtown adjacent places, such as Midtown in Atlanta, also offers single family
housing in addition to higher density product.

Washington, DC, Could be the National Model of Walkable Urban Growth—The Washington, DC,
metropolitan area has the most regional-serving walkable urban places per capita in the country, having
one for every 264,000 people, and one of each of the five types of walkable urban places. Washington
also has the second highest absolute number of walking urban places with 20 (compared to two in
1987, Georgetown and Old Town Alexandria, both tourist dependent at the time). The Washington
metro area also has at least another 10 regional-serving walkable urban places emerging that could
reach critical mass over the next five toten years. Twenty years ago, the Washington metro area only
had two walkable urban places. The two major reasons for the high number of walkable urban places
in Washington are (1) the success of the Metro rail system and (2) the aggressive use of “overlay
zoning districts” that allow and promote walkable urbanism around Metro stations. Other reasons
include the region’s strong economic growth over the past 15 years when the trend toward walkable
urban development began, the high educational level of the population (the highest percentage

of college graduates of all metro areas in the country according to the US Census in 2006), given

the apparent, though not yet proven, propensity of the highly educated to prefer walkable urban
development. It is also assisted by the large percentage of younger adults in their 20s and 30s that
migrate to the region for employment opportunities and for the walkable urban lifestyle. Younger adults
appear to have a higher propensity, though not proven, for walkable urbanism as well. The result is that
the Washington region could be the probable model for the direction the country’s other metro areas
are heading over the next generation.

New York Metro Area Has the Highest Number of Most Walkable Urban Places--The New York

metro area, generally considered to be the most walkable urban metro area in the country, has the
most discrete number of places that are walkable urban (21). However, it is ranked as the 10" most
number of walkable urban places on a per capita basis. This lower ranking is due to its nearly 19
million population base (for example, compared to Washington’s 5.3 million population), resulting in
one walkable urban place for every 896, 000 people (though the major caveat mentioned above in the
methodology section needs to be taken into consideration). The extent and availability of drivable sub-
urban development, as demonstrated by the metro area’s huge physical size stretching over four states
(New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania and Connecticut), belies its image as the leading walkable urban
metro area in the country. However, the New York metro area has the largest walkable urban places

in size as measured by any criteria. As mentioned above, Midtown Manhattan is the largest walkable
urban place in the country regarding office square footage and probably many other kinds of real estate
product types. For all of the walkable urbanism that Manhattan is justly known for, the bough is only 8.5
percent of the total population of the metro area.



6. Rail Transit Seems to Play a Significant Role in Catalyzing Walkable Urban Development—The
relationship between rail transit and the existence of walkable urban places is very strong with 65
percent of the walkable urban places being served by rail transit service. In the top 10 metro areas for
per capita walkable urban places, 80 percent (84 of 105) of these places have rail transit service. In the
bottom 10 metro areas, only 14 percent (2 of 14) of the walkable urban places have rail transit service.
In addition, the top 10 metro areas for per capita walkable urban places have five of the six full service
rail systems and nine of the 10 have some level of rail transit service. The bottom 10 metro areas
include six with no rail transit, one partial system and three starter systems. That 18 of 20 walkable
urban places in Washington and 21 of 21 in New York have rail transit is rather convincing that having it
is extremely beneficial for the emergence of walkable urbanism. However, rail transit is not absolutely
essential for walkable urbanism to emerge since 35 percent of the walkable urban places do not have
rail transit. For example, Reston Town Center, Valencia Town Center, Plano Town Center, etc., are
walkable urban places identified in the survey, but do not have rail transit, relying nearly completely on
car and truck transportation. However, many of the non-rail served walkable urban places in the survey
(for example, Reston Town Center) have plans to be rail-served in the short-term; a condition referred
to as being “transit-ready.”

7. _Metro Areas with Old Rail Transit Systems Have a Greater Likelihood of Walkable Urbanism May be a
Myth—Much less than half of the top 15 per capita walkable urban metro areas in the survey contain
the nation’s oldest rail transit systems. Specifically, four of the top 15 are characterized by old rail
transit systems, generally built in the early 20" century (Boston, Chicago,, New York, Philadelphia).
However, of this top tier, one does not have rail transit (Seattle) and the remaining ten have the most
recent rail transit systems, built since the 1970s. Most of the top ranked metro areas in walkable
urbanism have recent rail transit systems (Washington, San Francisco, Denver, Portland, Pittsburgh,
Miami, among others). This could indicate that a metro area with a newer rail transit system can catch
up with and even pass the older rail transit metro areas in walkable urban development on a per capita
basis.

8. Regional Differences Show that the Northeast and West Coast Have a Greater Prevalence of Walkable
Urban Development—The Northeast and West Coast metropolitan areas, as shown in table #3, have a
higher likelihood to have walkable urban places than the national average and the other three sections
of the country, the Southeast, Midwest and Southwest. The Northeast has the highest likelihood; 39
percent greater propensity than the average for the surveyed metro areas. The Northeast and Midwest
have a higher likelihood to have downtown and downtown adjacent places to be walkable urban than
their suburbs; 57 percent of their walkable urban places are in the central city versus a national average
of 50 percent, as mentioned above. The Southeast and Southwest are more likely to have suburban
walkable urban places; 59 percent of these region’s walkable urban places are in the suburbs versus
a national average of 50 percent. The West is at about the national average; it has 47 percent of its
walkable urban places in the center city versus a national average of 50 percent. Note that this report
has made some changes regarding the US Census regional boundaries; Baltimore and Washington,
DC, MSAs have been considered in the Northeast region, not the Southeast region.

9. There is the Potential for the Development of Many Additional Walkable Urban Places—There is a
wide range of population that currently supports each regional-serving walkable urban place in the
survey in the different metropolitan areas. The top 10 metro areas have one walkable urban place per
568,000 people while the bottom 10 metro areas have one per 2,156,000 people, nearly four times the
ratio. Ifthe bottom 10 metropolitan areas developed as many walkable urban places on a per capita
basis as the top 10 have done to date, there would be approximately 40 additional walkable urban
places developed in these metro areas, probably representing tens of billions of dollars of real estate
development.




10. A Tale of Two Kinds of Metropolitan Areas May be Evolving: Those Metros Benefiting from the Trend
Toward Walkable Urbanism and Those Out of Position—There appears to be a wide gap between
metropolitan areas that have many walkable urban places and those that have only one or two. The
top 15 in the survey have 134 of the 157 walkable urban places identified; 85 percent of the total for the
30 largest metro areas, even though they are home to 68 percent of the population. The top 15 metro
areas also have the preponderance of full or partial rail transit systems and thus 95 percent of the rail
transit-served walkable urban places, which re-enforces the apparent connection between rail transit
and walkable urbanism as discussed above. It may be possible that if action is not taken with regard
to rail transit, a “have” versus “have not” gap may appear in American metropolitan areas. Additionally,
those metro areas that do not have high level of walkable urban development nor extensive rail transit
seem to fall into two categories. Many of the metropolitan areas near the bottom of the survey that
have experienced some of the fastest population growth in the nation (e.g., Phoenix, Dallas-Ft. Worth,
Houston) have starter transit systems and/or plans for extensive rail transit. These metro areas seem
to be positioning themselves to take advantage of walkable urban demand even if they have not fully
done so as of yet. It appears that these fast growth metros are emulating highly ranked walkable
urban metros like Denver, Portland, and San Diego that built rail systems over the past 10—15 years.
Metropolitan areas that are not seriously committed to building rail transit systems—such as Cincinnati,
Detroit, and Kansas City—may not have the option of walkable urban development due to slower
economic growth and weak tax base. These slow growing metropolitan areas without rail transit today
may be at a competitive disadvantage regarding future economic growth. This will especially be the
case if crude oil prices continue to rise as they have since 2002 (increasing nearly three fold). These
metropolitan areas may have “painted themselves into a corner”, due to both rising energy costs and
the market opportunity of walkable urban development.

Conclusion

The number and growth of regional-serving walkable urban places is significant in many metropolitan areas
in the country and is clearly emerging in both cities and suburbs. The probable correlation between walkable
urban development and rail transit, while not definitively proven by this field survey, supports the intuitive
relationship between them. This field survey also points out the need to gather real estate and transit data in
a different manner; distinguishing between walkable urban and drivable sub-urban places. As the research
in the book, The Option of Urbanism; Investing in a New American Dream, points out, these two kinds of
places appear to perform fundamentally differently in how they lay out on the ground and how they perform
regarding market acceptance, financial performance, rental rates/sales prices, tax revenue generation, and
environmental sustainability. Finally, infrastructure investment, particularly in rail transit, and revised zoning
regulations should be seriously considered by metropolitan area governments that are not seeing growth in this
type of development pattern.
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Table 2: Tabulations of 30 Largest Aerican Metropolitan Areas, July, 2006

Top 10 Top 15 Bottom 15 Bottom 10 Total

Population # 59,681,496 93,222,584 44,748,327 30,460,796 137,970,911
% 43% 68% 32% 22% 100%
\Walkable Urban # of Places 105 134 23 14 157
% of Places 67% 85% 15% 9% 100%
Rail Transit Served # that are Rail Transit 84 97 5 2 102
served
% of W-U Places 80% 2% 22% 14% 65%
% of Total Rail Transit 82% 95% 5% 2% 100%
Rail Transit System Size Full 50% 40% 0% 0% 20%
Partial 20% 33% 7% 10% 20%
Starter 20% 20% 33% 30% 27%

None 10% 7% 60% 60% 30%




LSIMAIN

[8301/4S
%L L0 %I %38 %0 %ST %08 %ST %0 Jo o8ejusdingd
%8S L TTLELT T 999v8TS1 7l 0 € 9 € 0 (T# 210N [e103qNG JSBIYINOS
IojemIed]) — Sinq
QUON| %0 0 1€L°L69°T 1€L°L69°C 0 -S10394 S — edure], 0¢
Qowr
QUON. %0 0 S8 %86°1 S8 486°1 1 ATed UM -WISSI3 — OpuelIQ ¥C
uonels epoLe — sSundg
enied %SL € 00S¥8T°1 €TTVET'S ¥ peaypong Imede g SNUB[IY ‘UMOIPIA Apueg — eiuey 4!
yoeag wled 1SOA (¢# 910u) yovag
(s91qeD) [BI0D) wed - yoeag oued
puejopeq ‘orepIopneT 3 -woJ — d[epiopne]
[en1ed %LS 14 165°08L LS8€9%'S L ‘[orag MU020) ‘yoeag IWery {nog umoumo( 10 — ety 8
LSVAHLNOS
[e301/AN
%S 6¢'1 %8T %6¢ %C %91 %LT %0t %S1 Jo a8ejusoing
%68 99 808°G€9 9L0°0TF 6€ 9 1 01 L1 Y4 6 (1# 910N) [£303QN1S ISBIYLON
uos
[enied %08 1 €0T°6TE°1 S0¥'859°C [4 jutod siied 10qIeH Iouuf -MO], — alowneq Sl
umofp, pio/ItH uoy3ur
odoy £32100§ ‘uuod jo -W[IA\ — Uopwe)) —
1A %09 € 8rES9Il TPL'9T8’S S MON unkuepy n/AnD Avsioatun LD 1ome) erydjopeiyq €1
wsig
[exmn) ukpjoorg
A3B[[IA YOIMUQIID)
‘odo[g yred ‘arenbg
uotun 1921 Yyg
‘easayd ‘OHOS
‘op1s iseq Joddn
yorm JANUIAY UOSIPEIA
-UQ2ID) ‘UINOqOH ‘op1s iseq 1oddn A1) (# 2)0U)
Spormsunig | QA WNAsny ‘(ApIS | A9s1of ‘spiex on ‘uuo)) ‘pioywrers
MON ‘uojoouLlg | 1sop Joddn) arenbg | -uepy/ukpjoorg --pue[s] Suo| —
‘ploywelsg ujoour ‘sIYSIOY | ‘UMOIPIA ‘109nS KosIof MON UId
mAd %001 1T 121968 9€5°818°81 1c ‘sute]d AMYM OPISSUTLIOIN | [[EAN/UMOIUMO(] | -UHON — JIOX MON 01
1911815 %¢€¢E 1 6ST06L 9LLOLET € OpISYINOS ‘pue[yeQ umojumoq ysmqspiq 6
arenbg
SIAR(]/Q[[IATOW
-wos ‘LIN pug ymos
wodAmqmoN | /erenbg [repuay| ‘puq yuoN ‘Aeg KoumQ) — o3puq
g %001 11 0200y LTSSy 11 ‘Kojsaf[op ‘[lomo | ‘orenbg presrey yoeg ‘[I1H uooeag umoyumoq -we) — uoysog 4
JOLIdPAL “O[[IA
uo)3uIIIyS ‘Osnoy =00y ‘sFuridg
Hno) “ojA[re) KD | I0ATIS 'SIYSIOH [ITH [eade)
10)u0) uo3uad/An) ey diyspuari ‘erp ‘UeSIOIN swepy BLIpUR
umop, | -sA1) ‘ukysoy ‘uop -UBXQY UMO], ‘Um03031090) ‘puyg -Xa[y — uoj3ur|
A %06 81 0TS79T 00%°06T°S 0C uosey -uaIe]) ‘uols[jeq PIO ‘epsoyiog | 1sop opoxr) yuodn(g umojumoq -1y — UOJSUTYSEA 1
LSVHAHLION
(s90¥[d JO (1#0100)
971§ WISAS 9,) QIAINS (#) paAIeg Qoeld 1od 900T juowdo 19)u0)
yisuer] qrey | ysuelp [rey | ysuerp ey | ordoog jo # dog pojewnysyg | Tel0L 90€[d PloguedIn) | -[oAdpaYy UeqIngng uMmoJ ueqingng | juedelpy umojumo(g umoyumo(J | eory ueyjodonoly | suey [euoneN

€ 9|qel



JSAOMYION

UO0JIDABIY — IOA

[enteq %001 14 16€7ES S9S°LETT 14 03aMSQ e PLISIA Hedd UMOIMO(] | -NOJUBA — PUBHO] S
asof ueg
o[[iakiowy [ 19LISIT UOISSTA “[[TH | Ad[odiog ‘puey (z#or00)
Moy ‘09IBINl UBS SIBd | qOH “0LISI BULIR]A[ | -YRQ 0dSIoURI | 9SOf UeS - puepeQ
g %IL 01 STT9TY 0S1°L96°S 4! euejues 3o21D IMUBA\ | OJUSN “0)V O[Rd ISHBIALJO Yinog | ueg umoyumoq - OosIdouelL ueg €
LSam
[BI0L/MS
%€ ¥'0 %CC %6 %6¢C Y1 %1¢T %I1T ¥4 JO 08ejuootod
%l1¢ € T98°€TH’l S907€6°61 4! ¥ 4 € € [4 [2101Q0§ 1SoMIINOT
yoeqroure) 9[epSNoIS —
SUON %0 0 165°610°C T81°6€0°Y [4 2% Upg sodwoy BSOIN — XIUo0Yq 9¢
9011 UOSIP
-pVY ‘101U0)) UOoIFUI[IY — YIOA
19)1BIS %0 0 TTE100°T L96°€00°9 € | umof oueld umoydn Mo —se[red 94
SUON %0 0 LITTh6'1 LITTP6 1 ! [BMISATY orojuy ueg [44
piliclg)
umoJ spuej
-POo 19}
-U9) uMOo], umojleq — pue|
1911e1S %€ ! 0S9°9¥8°1 6¥6°6£5°S € puejiesng 9SONUON Ie3ng — uoISnoH ¥4
aBe[[IA deaID
19)1B1S %0% [4 0SL18Y 0SL‘80%°C S Ay ‘rewog 1apnog 0do1 umojumoq BloIny — IoAtue(g 4
LSAMHLNOS
[BI0L/MIN
YoL1 80 %0¢T %91 %t %0 %CE %08 %91 Jo oSejuadregd
%89 Ll 190°8TI°1 815°10T°8C 4 ! 0 8 4! 4 [8303qng 1S9MPIA
IOJUSIN —
[enred %001 I SSIPIIT SSIPILT I apom) AsioAtun BLAE — PUB[PA[D 6¢
UMOISIPPIA —
SUON %0 0 8I1T¥01°C 8ITY01°C ! Sj1ed 9pAH reuumouls 8¢
eze[d
QUON %0 0 SO¥°L96°1 SO¥°L96°T ! qniD Anunop A sesuey] €C
QUON, %0 0 0LS'STLT 0LSSTL ! YHON HoYys Snquimon 6l
(9# @10u) Joqry
10q1y uuy Uuy - BIUOATT —
QUON %0 0 8EEY09°1 €10°C18'y € ‘weySurg UMOIPIN Ualiepy —oned 81
[ned
1S UMOIUMO(] uoj3ur
‘srjodeauury -woo[g — [neg
19)1B1S %08 ! 12S°L8S‘1 [SORYANS 4 umoumo( | 1§ — stjodesuury Ll
191BIS %001 4 P81°86€°1 89€°96L°C [4 uolker) PUH 1SoM SIOT IS 91
Sied 1YoIA\ ‘doo
ynos “jred apAH
us|g ‘YMoN Ioany‘doo
‘LIOUUIA 18I0 JSOM ‘UMO], PIO QA JUD JA1[0f — J[IA
1 %¢€6 €l 786°8LY 87L°S0S°6 4! Uud[H YL oy ‘uojsueay “fred upooury [ -yrudepy :dooq | -1odeN — oSeory) L

panunuo)— ¢ a|qeL




uor3ax

JSEAYLION oY} 0}
uoI391 JseaYIN0S
OU} WOl payIys
u93q ARY SYSIA
‘9 ‘uoiurysepy
pue arowmnjeg jo
uonIuyap SNSud))
SN 9YL :1# 20N

%001 001 %001 %001 %9 %C1 %1€ %S¢ %S1 | 12101 Jo a8ejuddIag
%S9 [0 96L°8L8 116°0L6°LEL LS1 0l 61 6v 99 ¥C TVLOL
8100
%0¢T 4! %ST %8¢C %6 %6 %Pe %LT %0T /M JO 9TeIU0I™]
%Sy 0¢ TTr86L 985°0€1°5€ 144 4 ¥ SI 4! 6 [8301q0G 1S9
J[[1AISOY —
OpEOIY - USPIY —
19)1B1S %0 0 LIT°L90°C LIT°L90°C I umoumoq OjudWeIdES LT
osIp
SUON %0 0 6ESLLLT 6€S°LLLT [ ding oy -BIeJ — SETOA SB] 0T
I0Jud)) A1)
umoj, 1580 IOA[ND) ‘Q[epud[D (G# 910U) OUIpIRU
INOS ‘SN Sueqing ‘S[rH -10g - OPISIOATY -
©)S0)) 19} KJ10A9g ‘yoeag Kyuno) o3ueIQ -
-U0)) UMO], £1) Suo ‘eoruoN poomA[[oH yoeag Suor -
[enied %LT ¥ ISLTETT $97°9L6°91 ST eroudlep | Amua) ‘poomisop | eueg ‘euspeseq 1SN pOOMA[[OH umoumoq S9[o3uY SO 4
yred SOJIRJA UBS — PEq
1931818 %L9 [4 $8%°086 YSYIv6'T € KIS eoqed/AsaId[[TH umopuIMO(T | -S[Ie) — 0801( ues I
puow arenbg onaa[Rg —
QUON, %0 0 916°€rS L6Y'€9T°E 9 101081 ANsIdAIUN -pay ‘puBPIY | 199UOIJ {UMOL [P umoyumo( BUWOOR], — 9[1BaS 9




BROOKINGS

1775 Massachusetts Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20036-2188
telephone 202.797.6000

fax 202.797.6004

web site www.brookings.edu

B Metropolitan Policy Program

at BROOKINGS
telephone 202.797.6139

fax 202.797.2965
web site www.brookings.edu/metro



