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Introduction

Over the past year, the notion that American poverty has continued its steady march to the suburbs has
been trumpeted by think tanks and the media alike. The new face of American poverty, these sources
claim, is now largely suburban. Poverty is growing more rapidly in suburbs than in cities, the argument
goes, and the number of suburban poor now exceeds the number of urban poor. In a year marked by
dramatic economic news, the “suburbanization of poverty” meme has grabbed its fair share of the
headlines and triggered a re-thinking of approaches to poverty alleviation. In fact, given the attention
surrounding these findings, the Initiative for a Competitive Inner City (ICIC) considered whether to

incorporate them into our focused mission of supporting America’s distressed urban communities.

But what do we learn about this surprising finding when it is put under a microscope? In order to
understand the truth behind suburban poverty, ICIC has examined detailed data on urban and regional
dynamics. In doing so, we have found that the most effective target when fighting regional poverty in the
US remains its cities. Any approach that does not treat the city as a focal point would be inefficient at
best, not only causing cities to fall farther behind their regions, but stymieing growth for the entire

region.!

Why the Geography of Poverty Matters

Understanding the geography of poverty is critical to effectively guiding the nation’s economic
development and poverty alleviation efforts and has important practical implications of interest to the
public and philanthropic sectors. For example, from a policy perspective, the importance of cities points
to leveraging urban assets as the starting point of any economic development strategy, harnessing the past
decade’s relative slowdown in urban poverty growth, while benefiting poor residents of cities and suburbs
alike. In addition, understanding where poverty is located is critically important when it comes to direct

service provision and transit investments.

But a vital first step is to re-shape the way that the “suburbanization of poverty” narrative has framed the

role of cities in the national economy. An Associated Press piece reporting on the topic began with these

! This claim is based in part on ICIC analysis of the relationship between inner cities and their regions, showing that

regional growth can be predicted by inner city growth rate. This represented a somewhat surprising outcome, given

the relative size of each economy (inner cities employ just over 9 million people, while metropolitan regions account
for more than 135 million jobs).



XN ‘ %,
i ] ’ 1 ] -‘-..:..~ ICIC
Draft: do not quote or cite without authors’ permission ' |'

Initiative for a Competitive Inner City

words: “The American suburb is no longer a refuge from poverty in cities.”® This increasingly prevalent
vision of American cities as problems to be fixed — or at least contained — permeates not only our view of
the cities but also their governance. The emergent — and even well-considered — move across key
intellectual and philanthropic organizations towards what might be termed “regional solutions for urban
problems” is contradicted by the data, which strongly support a framing in which cities are the solution

rather than the problem.

In short, there are now highly divergent viewpoints emanating from academics, think tanks, and
policymakers about the role of cities and suburbs in regional economic development strategies. With
regional innovation cluster-based approaches becoming ever more prevalent nationally, it is the critical
that regional assets and areas of need be identified properly in order to maximize the efficacy of future
policy regimes.

Empirics

Adjusting for Regional Rurality

Implied in the literature about suburban poverty is the assumption that poverty is originating in cities is
crossing over into suburbs. But what if suburban poverty migrates from elsewhere? To examine this
possibility, the starting point of our analysis was a detailed look at non-urban places within metro areas.’
The literature on suburban poverty does not distinguish between those areas that are suburban versus
those that are rural despite the fact that rural areas account for more than 10% of metropolitan regions.
The optimal approach when it comes to correcting for this involves breaking all non-urban places in the
region into their suburban and rural components, which can be done using block group data from the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).* Armed with this information, one can look at
regional or county-level patterns based on non-urban attributes, which is done below, or analyze more

detailed census tract and block group poverty data to determine patterns by geography (done later).

In order to understand the larger, macro trends, we first examine whether the share of rural population
outside of a region’s cities is linked to poverty growth in that region. As shown in Figure 1, there is

evidence of a positive relationship between regional rurality® and growth in poverty from 2000 to 2008.

% Yen, Hope. “Suburbs take hit as US poverty climbs in downturn.” Associated Press, October 7, 2010.

% Analyses in this section use, as their starting point, data from Kneebone and Garr, “The Suburbanization of
Poverty: Trends in Metropolitan America, 2000 to 2008,” Brookings Institution, January 2010.

* Data are available at http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/systems/census/statemap.cfm.

® A region’s rurality is defined as rural population/(rural population + suburban population)

2
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Figure 1: Rurality versus Change in Regional Poverty, 2000-2008
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Examining county-level data was not as useful, as the correlation between rurality and change in county

poverty is almost non-existent. This is shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Rurality versus Change in Regional Poverty, 2000-2008
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There are two potential explanations for the absence of a significant relationship at the county level. One
is that because of the large number of counties for which there are data, a great deal of “white noise” is
being introduced to the sample, thereby muting the more clear-cut regional story. While this would
explain the lack of explanatory power that rurality has on county growth, it does not fully explain the
dramatic reduction in the rurality coefficient. A key corollary, then, may be that the analysis at the
regional level captures more than just the rural vs. suburban distinction. In fact, there is a negative
relationship between rurality and population of the region’s largest city.® In other words, rurality may — at
least in part — proxy for absence of a large city within the region.

To further unpack the large city effect, a scatter plot similar to those above was created, with size of the
region’s largest City on the x-axis and change in poverty on the y-axis. The results are shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Size of Region’s Largest City vs. Change in Regional Poverty Growth, 2000-2008
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While the regression results are muddied somewhat by the presence of numerous small cities near the y-
axis, there is a clear negative relationship between presence of a large city and a reduction in regional
poverty, again indicating that cities are a key source of regional productivity more than they are a regional

hub for negative economic outcomes.

® The correlation coefficient between rurality and size of largest city is -.27.

4
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With this in mind, the rurality question was re-examined by honing in only on those regions with large
cities, revealing an even more pronounced trend than what was shown across all regions. As Figure 4
shows, regions with a larger share of rural residents in their “suburbs” experienced more significant
poverty growth from 2000 to 2008. In other words, among those regions with large cities, it appears that
non-urban areas benefit from access to larger population and job centers, especially given that the two
regions (marked in red) with the lowest poverty growth contain the two largest cities in the country, New
York and Los Angeles.

Figure 4: Rurality versus Change in Poverty, Regions with Large Cities, 2000-2008
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Within this subset of regions, there is a very high negative correlation between size of the region’s largest
city and poverty growth. Such a result further supports the argument that cities must be an anchor for
regional anti-poverty strategies.



XN ‘ %,
i ] ’ 1 ] -‘-..:..~ ICIC
Draft: do not quote or cite without authors’ permission ' |'

Initiative for a Competitive Inner City

Cities as Regional Assets

On a similar note, proximity to cities has been a predictor of prosperity in metro regions over the past
decade. Cities themselves have experienced only modest increases in poverty, with poverty rates
increasing at just one-third of the national rate since 2000. More striking has been the performance of the
so-called “inner ring” or “first” suburbs that surround the city, where poverty growth has been noticeably
lower than the national rate over the past decade.” Figure 5, which uses the original city definitions and
makes the assumption that poverty is evenly distributed across all types of so-called suburbs (in other
words, within metros, suburban poverty rate equals rural poverty rate), shows that the increase in poverty
is concentrated in rural areas and those suburbs that tend to be located outside of the first ring. In fact,
while inner ring suburbs saw poverty grow by 25% less than the national rate, the rest of a region’s
suburbs (classified as “outer suburbs™) experienced poverty growth that was 50% higher.?

Figure 5: Change in Poverty by Geography, 2000-2008
Original City Definitions

Population Poverty Rate
EMP Delta, %
Growth, 2000- Change,
2000 2008 1998-2008 | 2000 | 2008 2008 | 2000-2008

U.S. 273,882,232 | 296,184,480 8.7% 12.4% | 13.2% | 0.8% 6.7%
Urban 57,856,715 | 60,113,969 6.5% 18.0% | 18.2% | 0.3% 1.6%
Suburbs 101,777,636 | 113,923,002 11.7% 85% | 9.4% | 0.9% 10.9%

Inner Ring 47,309,373 53,209,201 9.5% 9.8% | 10.4% 0.6% 6.2%

Outer Suburbs 54,468,264 60,713,801 13.4% 7.3% 8.5% 1.2% 16.2%
Rural "Suburbs" | 15,496,475 | 18,072,088 16.5% 8.9% | 10.0% | 1.2% 13.0%
Small Metros 51,763,055 | 55,957,455 8.8% 12.7% | 14.0% | 1.3% 10.3%
Non-Metro Areas | 46,988,351 | 48,123,939 3.6% 14.8% | 16.1% | 1.3% 9.0%

Next, the same calculations were performed with medium-sized cities that were originally classified as

suburban treated instead as urban.’

" For purposes of this analysis, first-ring suburbs are defined as the non-urban portions of counties containing a
major city).

® Note that the population figures are not an exact match when compared to those used in previous analyses that look
at region-by-region poverty. The primary reason for this is the fact that poverty rates are not available at the county
level for 2008, meaning that a more granular analysis requires the use of data from the US Census Bureau Small
Estimates Branch. While close to the regional population figures, the sum of county population is not an exact
match.

® This primarily entails re-classifying places with more than 100,000 residents as cities, not suburbs.

6
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Figure 6: Change in Poverty by Geography, 2000-2008

Updated City Definitions
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Population Poverty Rate
EMP Delta, %
Growth, 2000- Change,
2000 2008 1998-2008 | 2000 | 2008 | 2008 | 2000-2008

us. 273,882,232 | 296,184,480 8.7% 12.4% | 13.2% | 0.8% 6.7%
Urban 61,224,205 | 63,816,335 6.5% 17.6% | 17.9% | 0.3% 1.7%
Suburbs 101,916,858 | 114,425,686 11.7% 84% | 9.3% | 0.9% 11.1%

Inner Ring 50,148,184 56,875,927 9.5% 9.4% | 10.0% 0.7% 7.0%

Outer Suburbs 51,768,674 57,549,758 13.4% 7.4% 8.6% 1.2% 16.0%
Rural "Suburbs” | 11,989,763 | 13,876,167 16.5% 9.0% |101% | 1.1% 12.5%
Small Metros 51,763,055 | 55,957,455 8.8% 12.7% | 14.0% | 1.3% 10.3%
Non-Metro Areas | 46,988,351 | 48,123,939 3.6% 14.8% | 16.1% | 1.3% 9.0%

The numbers shown above again point to inner ring suburbs experiencing the lowest poverty growth of
any non-urban geography, indicating that these areas benefit from the assets associated with cities and
existing affluence. Meanwhile, more far-flung suburbs and rural portions of metro areas experienced
significantly higher levels of growth over the time period, again pointing to the distinct possibility that it

was rural poverty that spilled over into the suburbs, not urban poverty.

The importance of cities is also evident when examining those parts of the country that do not have a city
of at least 100,000 people, typically referred to as non-metropolitan areas. In the absence of urban
economic assets and vitality, the trends are striking: these rural areas saw a 9% increase in poverty rate
from 2000 to 2008, one-third higher than the national average, while growing less than five percent in
employment from 1998 to 2008. This stands in stark contrast to the least rural parts of the country: in the
metropolitan areas in which the areas outside of cities are less than 10% rural, poverty rates actually

declined in absolute terms from 12.3% to 12.1% over the 2000-2008 period.
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Number of Urban vs. Suburban Poor

In addition to poverty growth metrics, recalculating absolute poverty across geographies after adjusting
for the lack of a rural classification reveals that one of the key claims about suburban poverty — namely,
that the number of suburban poor exceeds the number of urban poor — is simply not accurate. While the
original analysis of the subject cites approximately 11 million urban poor and 12.5 million suburban
residents living below the poverty line, even the most conservative estimate that ICIC calculated indicates

that 1.8 million of the so-called suburban poor are actually rural residents.™

Figure 7: Urban, Suburban, and Rural Residents Below Poverty Line,

2000 Poor 2008 Poor

Urban 10,387,548 10,969,241

Suburban 8,615,277 10,693,617
Inner Ring 4,621,893 5,519,433
Outer Suburbs 3,993,384 5,174,184
Rural "Suburbs" 1,376,017 1,813,210

However, a more accurate set of numbers is provided below, based on the inclusion of medium-sized

cities in the urban category.

Figure 8: Urban, Suburban, and Rural Residents Below Poverty Line

2000 Poor 2008 Poor

Urban 10,784,820 11,430,368

Suburban 8,532,875 10,646,490
Inner Ring 4,706,072 5,710,813
Outer Suburbs 3,826,803 4,935,677
Rural "Suburbs™ 1,075,799 1,401,171

As seen above, there are actually nearly one million more urban poor than combined suburban and rural
poor, despite total city population being about 40% lower than that of the suburbs. This provides a very
strong counter-narrative to the notion being trumpeted by the popular press that a tipping point was

reached between 2000 and 2008 in which suburban poverty now exceeds urban poverty.

1%1n both sets of calculations, it is assumed that rural and suburban poverty rates are equal to one another.

8
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Typology of Regions

Even if one were to overlook the fact that rural population is embedded in the so-called suburbs, the claim
that the geography of poverty is undergoing a fundamental change is unsubstantiated. In fact, in more
than 60% of the country’s largest regions, poverty grew more rapidly in cities than in suburban/rural areas
during the 2000-2008 period. In addition, the finding that poverty is growing more rapidly in suburbs
than cities is driven by a handful of very large regions whose cities experienced a decrease in poverty:
removing the New York, Atlanta, and Los Angeles MSAs, for example, leads to the conclusion that urban
poverty growth in the US exceeded suburban poverty growth during the period (even if the original,
flawed definition of suburban is used).'* This is not to suggest that the distribution of poverty in the
country’s largest regions doesn’t matter but simply that recent changes in three regions do not a national
pattern make. As a result, the data suggest that policy makers concerned with poverty should craft a
national policy that focuses on cities but is flexible enough to accommodate conditions in the country’s

largest regions.

In doing so, they could benefit from examining the suburbanization of poverty trends by type of city and
region. One way to do this is involves recognizing that, especially in light of the numbers cited above,
there are various types of regions across the U.S., some of which are experiencing increasing rest of
region poverty, but most of which are not. Figure 9 contains a scatter plot of regions, showing rest of
region poverty growth in the x-axis and urban poverty growth on the y-axis, along with a 45-degree line.
Regions above and to the left of the line are those in which urban poverty growth is outpacing that of the
rest of the region, while the reverse is true below it and to the right. As can be seen on the graph, 50%

more metro areas experienced higher urban poverty growth than rest of region poverty growth.

1 Refer to Appendix A for summary data by region.
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Figure 9: Scatter plot of Urban vs. Rest of Region Poverty Growth by Region, 2000-2008
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The fact that the trend in most regions differs from the national one makes it clear that, in order to best

address suburban poverty, it is imperative that different approaches be crafted for different regions. One

way in which to do this would be to examine each of the four quadrants in Figure 9 above separately in

order to understand the different dynamics at play. This is done below:

e Top left quadrant: Urban poverty increasing, rest of region poverty decreasing (12 regions)

This is the least represented quadrant, but reflects a number of dramatic discrepancies between

urban and rest of region outcomes.

In fact, there are two regions for which urban poverty grew

more than 4% in the face of a rest of region decline, a much greater discrepancy than is seen in

any region with decreasing urban poverty and growing rest of region poverty. For regions in this

guadrant, a targeted anti-poverty strategy that focuses on cities and addresses the possibility of

regional cannibalization of jobs and assets would be beneficial.

The largest regions with

increasing urban poverty in the face of a rest of region poverty decline are those of San Antonio,

TX and Las Vegas, NV.

e Bottom left quadrant: Urban and rest of region poverty decreasing (17 regions)

10
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It is actually this quadrant that drives the national findings that have garnered so much attention,
as home to the two most populous metro areas in the country (New York and Los Angeles). Of
the 17 regions shown, 11 experienced a larger urban poverty decline than that of the rest of the
region, compared to six for which the opposite was true. In these 11 cities, it is important to
ensure that urban successes are being experienced equitably, especially if these numbers are being
driven at least in part by the displacement of less prosperous residents as a result of gentrification.
With that said, in these regions it is difficult to recommend any suburban or urban policy
interventions in the absence of additional, more detailed data.

e Bottom right quadrant: Urban poverty decreasing, rest of region poverty increasing (18 regions)
Although one would expect these regions to drive much of the prevailing narrative, there are few
dramatic examples of rest of region poverty growth in the face of a significant urban decline in
poverty. Interestingly, a number of regions in this quadrant appear to have been strongly affected
by the foreclosure crisis. These include Atlanta and a number of California metro areas (such as
Stockton, Bakersfield, San Diego, Sacramento, and San Francisco/Oakland). Furthermore, there
are a number of regions in which the 2000 urban poverty rate was more than three times that of
the rest of the region, indicating that there may be more of a convergence effect than one in which
suburban needs have begun to outpace those of cities (examples include Baltimore, St. Louis, and
Providence, RI). While it is worth monitoring suburban struggles in these regions, it appears that
a more stable housing market and policies that target unusually high urban distress levels may be
as important to regions in this quadrant as any suburb-focused intervention.

e Top right quadrant: Urban and suburban poverty increasing (62 regions)

The majority of regions experienced both urban and rest of region poverty growth from 2000 to
2008. While this, taken alone, does not appear to tell us much about poverty trends, dissecting
the data further reveals that urban poverty growth is much more pronounced in these regions. For
one, 49 of the 62 regions in this quadrant experienced more rapid urban poverty growth than rest
of region growth. And in the majority of those 49, urban poverty grew at more than twice the rate
of the rest of the region, indicating a widespread, systemic problem. The list of regions that fall
into this category includes a who’s who of once-thriving industrial areas that have fallen on hard
times, such as Detroit, MI; Buffalo, NY; Allentown, PA; Springfield, MA; and five cities in Ohio,
including Akron and Columbus. In short, although struggling metro areas have seen rest of
region poverty rise, it is the cities that have felt the adverse impact most strongly. Interestingly,
among the regions with higher increases in rest of region poverty, there are a number of once-

industrial strongholds whose losses may have been offset in part by a combination of

11
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gentrification and a re-imagining a the city’s strengths, as was likely the case in Chicago,
Pittsburgh, and Portland, OR.

There are certainly additional ways in which to group the metro areas within the US; in fact, one could
argue that instead of 4-5 major types, it might be more meaningful to continue to group cities into a large
number of relatively small groups, based at least in part on what their suburbs truly look like (which will
be examined in the next section). Regardless of how one would go about classifying metro areas, it is
clear that there is no one broad suburb-based policy approach that can adequately address the so-called

suburbanization of poverty.

Analysis of ACS Data

The release of the American Community Survey (ACS) in December 2010, which provides the first view
since the 2000 Census of economic and social conditions at the census tract level, gives researchers an
opportunity to accurately understand the distribution and dynamics of national poverty. For ICIC, these
data allow us to examine how urban poverty has changed over the past decade and consider the
implications for our organization’s mission and strategy. The data provide a similar opportunity to begin

to define suburban and rural America and evaluate social and economic conditions in these platces.12

With the ACS providing poverty data at the block group level, ICIC performed its own analysis of
poverty trends in rural, suburban, and urban America. Using Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
city designations and classifying any such city with more than 100,000 residents as urban, we were able
to separate cities from the rest of their regions. Next, the HUD classifications described earlier were used
to determine whether a particular non-urban block group was suburban or rural (or a combination of the
two). These classifications were merged with two data sets: the 2000 census data and the 2005-2009
American Community Survey, both of which report poverty at the block group level.”® Combining these
sources allows one to take a much more granular look at poverty trends across the US, and provides a key

window into intra-regional dynamics.

12 Unless otherwise noted, the source for all figures and calculations in this section is the 2005-2009 American
Community Survey, Prepared by the U.S. Census Bureau, 2011.
3 American Community Survey data represent the average over the 2005 to 2009 period.

12
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Based on the ACS data and the adjustments described above, the most basic finding — which may appear
counterintuitive based on the earlier discussion — was that suburban poverty has actually outgrown urban

and rural poverty. This is shown in Figure 10 below."

Figure 10: Change in Poverty Rate by Geography

2000 Poverty 2005-09 Growth in
Geography Rate Poverty Rate | Poverty Rate
Urban 17.5% 18.2% 0.7%
Suburban 8.5% 9.7% 1.2%
Rural 8.1% 8.5% 0.4%

In order to understand whether this finding is distributed relatively evenly across regions or is driven by a
small number of outliers, the same figures were analyzed for the largest regions in the country, with the
results shown in Appendix B. When looking at the relationship between suburban and urban poverty
growth, two things become immediately clear. The first is that the earlier finding that most regions
experienced higher urban than suburban poverty growth remains true.”> Underlying that point, however,
is the fact that the towns that drive suburban poverty growth can represent something other than the

relatively prosperous, residential communities that the term “suburb” typically tends to evoke.

In order to better understand the drivers of increased suburban poverty, we took a more detailed look at
some of the relatively large regions that experienced higher levels of poverty growth in the suburbs. This
list includes New York; Los Angeles; Chicago; Washington, DC; Atlanta; and Boston. In each case, a
population weight was calculated by determining the ratio of population in a specific place to that of the
entire region. This number was multiplied by the total change in poverty in each place to represent the
contribution to the overall change in the region. The top five (or, in cases where five and six are very
close, top six) places in terms of their contribution are listed for each region in Figure 11, expressed in

terms of the percentage of total suburban poverty growth.*

Y For counties that are exclusively urban, suburban, or rural, all residents (total and below the poverty line), are
classified based on the county’s status. In those cases of counties that fit into more than one of the geographic
categories, overall population and poverty are allocated proportionally (which implicitly assumes an equal poverty
rate across the urban, suburban, and rural portions of the county).

1> Of the regions shown in Appendix B, 68 experienced higher levels of urban poverty growth than suburban poverty
growth, while 41 saw higher suburban poverty growth than urban poverty growth.

1% Note that share of suburban poverty change is calculated dividing the impact (defined as the sum for each place of
the share of region * poverty growth at the block group level) by the suburban poverty growth rate for the region. In
the case of Los Angeles, where suburban poverty growth in the region was negative, absolute value is used. In those
cases where suburban poverty growth was close to zero (as in New York), the percentages are quite large.

13
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Figure 11: Cities Most Responsible for Suburban Poverty Growth in Selected Cities

Share of Share of Share of

Suburban Suburban Suburban
Atlanta Suburb Poverty Change |Boston Suburb Poverty Change |Chicago Suburb Poverty Change
Forest Park, GA 2.5% Waltham, MA 9.3% Aurora, IL 6.2%
Canton, GA 1.4% Lynn, MA 7.6% Kenosha, WI 3.8%
Lawrenceville, GA 1.4% Haverhill, MA 6.3% Gary, IN 3.5%
Smyrna, GA 1.3% Quincy, MA 6.2% Hammond, IN 3.3%
Doraville, GA 1.2% Lawrence, MA 5.5% DeKalb, IL 2.2%
Douglasville, GA 1.1% Somerville, MA 5.5%

Share of Share of Share of

Suburban Suburban Suburban
Los Angeles Suburb Poverty Change [New York Suburb Poverty Change |Washington, DC Suburb [Poverty Change
Lancaster, CA 9.0% Paterson, NJ 45.8% Manassas , VA 20.1%
Palmdale, CA 5.7% Passaic, NJ 41.7% Leesburg, VA 8.8%
Santa Clarita, CA 2.5% Clifton, NJ 20.5% Gaithersburg, MD 8.2%
Laguna Hills, CA 1.7% East Orange, NJ 18.0% Bowie, MD 7.6%
Newport Beach, CA 1.3% Carteret borough, NJ 15.0% Vienna, VA 5.5%

The list of municipalities makes it clear that how one defines suburbs can vary dramatically from one
region to another, as described below:

e Atlanta: The suburbs that drive poverty growth tend to be relatively small (less than 50,000
residents) and are either located near a hub of economic activity (such as Forest Park, which is
very close to Hartsfield International Airport) or quite far from the city (Canton is growing
rapidly, but is relatively small and approximately 40 miles from downtown Atlanta).

e Boston: Most of the Boston suburbs are small cities that were once home to significant
manufacturing and industrial activity. Meanwhile, Somerville is the fifth most densely populated
municipality with more than 50,000 residents in the country,” making it rather urban in many
respects.

e Chicago: Aurora and Kenosha are approximately an hour outside of Chicago and have large
enough populations to be classified as small cities. Gary and (to a lesser extent) Hammond,
across the border in Indiana, have both experienced a well-documented decline in industrial
activity, and are more commonly viewed as cities of their own, not suburbs.

e Los Angeles: Lancaster, Palmdale, and Santa Clarita, all of which are home to 150,000 people or
more, are relatively adjacent to one another in northeastern Los Angeles County. Not only are
all of these places small cities in their own right, but they have shared a common economic
hardship in recent years, with each feeling the impact of the foreclosure crisis.'®

e New York: Many of the places that drove poverty growth in the New York region rank near the

top nationally in terms of population density; the list includes Passaic, East Orange, and Paterson,

7 hitp://vww.demographia.com/db-2000city50kdens.htm
18 http://www.pr.com/press-release/79870
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which rank third, sixth, and seventh in population density among municipalities with more than
50,000 people.’® In addition, a number of the New York suburbs have a history of
manufacturing, whose decline has likely played a role in recent economic hardship.

e Washington, DC: The Washington, DC suburbs above have experienced high population growth
and, in many cases, began with low levels of poverty. These suburbs, however, appear to best fit
the prototype of being home to residents who commute to and from the region’s principal city.

The takeaway, then, is that a uniform classification cannot be applied to all towns that fall outside of a
region’s core city. The places that drove relatively high suburban poverty growth in the largest regions in
the U.S. certainly cannot be painted with a broad brush. Instead, the cities described above call for
another typology, one that differentiates between smaller cities, declining industrial sites, agglomerations
of population in more rural areas, foreclosure hotspots, and residential suburbs (among other categories).
Additional data around key economic assets, commuting patterns, and demographics would all be useful
in devising new and innovative approaches to identifying suburbs, thus ensuring that suburban needs

(along with those of urban and rural areas) are most efficiently met.

Finally, the initial poverty level as of 2000 was used to better understand how this affected poverty
growth in different geographies. As Figure 12 shows, growth in poverty is (not surprisingly) higher when
the starting point is lower. Interestingly, however, suburbs with already-high levels of poverty (15-30%)
appeared to see poverty growth level off during the study period. Urban areas, however, experienced
poverty growth that persisted in all but the largest group (census tracts with initial poverty of greater than
30%).

1 hitp://vww.demographia.com/db-2000city50kdens.htm

15


http://www.demographia.com/db-2000city50kdens.htm

Draft: do not quote or cite without authors’ permission

Figure 12: Change in Poverty by 2000 Poverty Bucket
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Absolute Change Percent Change
Initial Poverty Rural | Suburban | Urban Rural | Suburban | Urban
Bucket Poverty Poverty Poverty Poverty Poverty Poverty
0-2.5% 2.7% 2.6% 3.8% 197.1% 210.6% 300.2%
2.5-5% 1.7% 1.9% 3.3% 45.8% 50.8% 87.1%
5-10% 0.9% 1.6% 3.0% 12.2% 22.8% 40.4%
10-15% -0.2% 1.4% 2.7% -1.8% 11.2% 22.0%
15-20% -1.6% 0.6% 2.4% -9.3% 3.3% 13.6%
20-30% -3.9% -0.9% 1.1% -16.4% -3.5% 4.3%
30-100% -10.5% -4.2% -4.1% -26.0% -10.7% -9.8%

These results offer a few suggestions as to what may be taking place in cities, suburbs, and rural areas.
For one, suburban neighborhoods have, to date, shown an ability to reach a point at which poverty rates
level off, preventing high poverty from transforming into severe poverty. The same finding holds to an
even greater extent in rural census tracts. In cities, however, it takes extraordinarily high initial poverty
levels before we see any evidence of abatement. An interesting follow-up would involve tracking these
same census tracts and block groups over the next decade to learn more about whether suburban poverty
levels stabilize in the areas that experienced the largest spikes in poverty over the past decade, or whether
they too are bound to stabilize. Whatever the case, the current numbers make it difficult to argue that

suburban neighborhoods are suffering nearly as much as their urban counterparts.

Conclusions and Policy Implications

It is not our intention to promote some sort of competition about the geography of economic and social
distress. Combating poverty in every town and city must be one of the country’s primary goals. From the
perspective of analysis and policy, however, it is important to gain an accurate understanding of the
distribution and dynamics of national poverty. This will be critical for formulating effective approaches
to combating poverty in each setting, and we hope the analyses that we have done in combination with
ACS data can play a role in moving the conversation forward.

In the end, ICIC’s close examination of the data points to two genuine concerns. The first is that
assertions about suburban poverty cannot reasonably be put forward without a comprehensive
methodology for identifying suburbs that goes beyond “everywhere else in the region,” and even beyond
HUD urban and rural classifications. The second, and one that ICIC has followed for 15 years, is the

persistence of pockets of urban poverty. Despite relatively slow growth over the past decade, urban

16



XN ‘ %,
i ] ’ 1 ] -‘-..:..~ ICIC
Draft: do not quote or cite without authors’ permission ' |'

Initiative for a Competitive Inner City

poverty rates remained at least 50% higher than the national average by any measure, reflecting
concentrated stagnation amidst the prosperity that cities have facilitated. The resulting challenge and
opportunity is to leverage the success of the country’s central cities to provide opportunities for the urban
poor. Yet the narrative surrounding the suburbanization of poverty comes dangerously close to de-
emphasizing the serious need for and the opportunity to support our cities as anchors at this critical
juncture. An approach that starts with cities is far more likely to promote equitable growth than attempts
to (re)direct our efforts to the regions and/or link (inner) city residents with increasingly far flung
suburban job opportunities.

To do this, regional policy needs to be more targeted and flexible than it has been in the past and, based
on current discussions, than it may be in the future. As a starting point, it is critical that regionalism be
used not to bypass cities, but to enhance their competitiveness. This seems intuitive, given the assets that
urban America holds and some of the trends described earlier, but is a point that is being lost on some
regionalism advocates. It is for this reason that leaping to conclusions about urban “problems” spilling
into suburbs without precisely defining what suburbs are or determining how different types of suburbs
have performed is a dangerous exercise. It is with these caveats in mind, and the knowledge that there is
a need for different policy aims and approaches for different metro areas, that regional policymakers can

most effectively target and combat poverty in all of its forms.
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Appendix A: Change in Poverty by Geography for All U.S. Regions, Urban vs. Rest of Region

Rest of | Rest of Rest of | Rest of

Urban Urban | Region | Region | Urban | Region | Region

Poverty, | Poverty, | Poverty, | Poverty, | Poverty | Poverty | minus

Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 2000 2008 2000 2008 | Growth | Growth | Urban
Lakeland-Winter Haven, FL 15.0% 13.3% 12.5% 15.8% -1.7% 3.3% 5.0%
Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA 24.4% 22.4% 8.0% 10.7% -2.0% 2.7% 4.7%
Providence-New Bedford-Fall River, RI-MA 29.1% 25.4% 9.2% 10.1% -3.7% 0.9% 4.6%
Baltimore-Towson, MD 22.9% 19.3% 5.4% 6.1% -3.6% 0.7% 4.3%
New Orleans-Metairie-Kenner, LA 27.9% 22.6% 12.9% 11.4% -5.3% -1.5% 3.8%
St. Louis, MO-IL 24.6% 22.9% 7.9% 9.6% -1.7% 1.7% 3.4%
Sacramento--Arden-Arcade--Roseville, CA 17.5% 14.3% 11.0% 11.1% -3.2% 0.1% 3.3%
New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-PA 21.5% 18.5% 7.2% 7.2% -3.0% 0.0% 3.0%
Bakersfield, CA 18.0% 16.7% 22.5% 24.2% -1.3% 1.7% 3.0%
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV 15.8% 13.3% 5.5% 5.8% -2.5% 0.3% 2.8%
Worcester, MA 17.9% 14.8% 6.7% 6.4% -3.1% -0.3% 2.8%
Stockton, CA 23.9% 21.6% 13.0% 13.4% -2.3% 0.4% 2.7%
Salt Lake City, UT 15.3% 14.3% 6.1% 7.3% -1.0% 1.2% 2.2%
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL 15.3% 15.3% 9.6% 11.7% 0.0% 2.1% 2.1%
Mobile, AL 21.2% 20.5% 15.9% 17.4% -0.7% 1.5% 2.2%
Birmingham-Hoover, AL 24.7% 22.3% 10.3% 9.7% -2.4% -0.6% 1.8%
Winston-Salem, NC 15.2% 19.1% 7.0% 12.7% 3.9% 5.7% 1.8%
San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont, CA 12.8% 12.0% 7.3% 8.2% -0.8% 0.9% 1.7%
Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano Beach, FL 24.2% 22.6% 12.7% 12.6% -1.6% -0.1% 1.5%
Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH 18.6% 18.0% 6.7% 7.6% -0.6% 0.9% 1.5%
Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA 19.3% 16.8% 14.1% 12.9% -2.5% -1.2% 1.3%
Chicago-Naperville-Joliet, IL-IN-WI 18.6% 19.4% 6.2% 8.3% 0.8% 2.1% 1.3%
Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA 11.9% 11.9% 7.2% 8.4% 0.0% 1.2% 1.2%
Shreveport-Bossier City, LA 22.8% 21.3% 15.7% 15.4% -1.5% -0.3% 1.2%
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Rest of | Rest of Rest of | Rest of

Urban Urban | Region | Region | Urban | Region | Region

Poverty, | Poverty, | Poverty, | Poverty, | Poverty | Poverty | minus

Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 2000 2008 2000 2008 | Growth | Growth | Urban
Oklahoma City, OK 16.0% 16.4% 11.3% 12.7% 0.4% 1.4% 1.0%
Fort Wayne, IN 12.5% 13.5% 4.2% 6.2% 1.0% 2.0% 1.0%
Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA 22.0% 19.3% 12.8% 11.1% -2.7% -1.7% 1.0%
Jacksonville, FL 12.2% 11.9% 8.0% 8.6% -0.3% 0.6% 0.9%
Lexington-Fayette, KY 12.9% 15.6% 10.1% 13.7% 2.7% 3.6% 0.9%
Charlotte-Gastonia-Concord, NC-SC 10.6% 12.0% 8.5% 10.7% 1.4% 2.2% 0.8%
Boise City-Nampa, ID 8.4% 9.9% 10.0% 12.2% 1.5% 2.2% 0.7%
San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA 14.6% 14.4% 10.8% 11.3% -0.2% 0.5% 0.7%
Modesto, CA 15.7% 13.5% 16.2% 14.6% -2.2% -1.6% 0.6%
Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton, OR-WA 12.9% 14.3% 7.7% 9.8% 1.4% 2.1% 0.7%
Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL 9.5% 10.0% 9.5% 10.5% 0.5% 1.0% 0.5%
Fresno, CA 26.2% 25.5% 19.1% 18.8% -0.7% -0.3% 0.4%
Pittsburgh, PA 20.4% 21.2% 9.4% 10.6% 0.8% 1.2% 0.4%
Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC 11.5% 11.1% 9.7% 9.6% -0.4% -0.1% 0.3%
Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown, TX 19.2% 19.5% 9.8% 10.4% 0.3% 0.6% 0.3%
Scranton--Wilkes-Barre, PA 15.0% 17.7% 10.2% 13.1% 2.7% 2.9% 0.2%
Columbus, GA-AL 15.6% 18.5% 16.1% 19.1% 2.9% 3.0% 0.1%
Durham, NC 15.0% 15.0% 11.5% 11.6% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1%
Louisville/Jefferson County, KY-IN 12.4% 14.4% 8.8% 10.7% 2.0% 1.9% -0.1%
Provo-Orem, UT 26.8% 28.2% 6.5% 7.7% 1.4% 1.2% -0.2%
San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 8.3% 8.2% 6.2% 6.0% -0.1% -0.2% -0.1%
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD 22.9% 24.1% 6.5% 7.4% 1.2% 0.9% -0.3%
Greensboro-High Point, NC 12.5% 16.2% 8.9% 12.2% 3.7% 3.3% -0.4%
Columbia, SC 22.1% 23.2% 10.6% 11.4% 1.1% 0.8% -0.3%
Amarillo, TX 14.5% 16.6% 9.8% 11.3% 2.1% 1.5% -0.6%
Wichita, KS 11.2% 14.3% 6.0% 8.5% 3.1% 2.5% -0.6%
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Urban Urban | Region | Region | Urban | Region | Region
Poverty, | Poverty, | Poverty, | Poverty, | Poverty | Poverty | minus
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 2000 2008 2000 2008 | Growth | Growth | Urban
Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI 21.3% 23.4% 3.6% 4,9% 2.1% 1.3% -0.8%
Honolulu, HI 11.8% 10.8% 8.5% 6.8% -1.0% -1.7% -0.7%
Memphis, TN-MS-AR 20.6% 23.1% 9.9% 11.7% 2.5% 1.8% -0.7%
Las Vegas-Paradise, NV 11.9% 12.6% 10.2% 10.0% 0.7% -0.2% -0.9%
Madison, WI 15.0% 17.7% 4.8% 6.6% 2.7% 1.8% -0.9%
Austin-Round Rock, TX 14.4% 17.0% 7.4% 9.1% 2.6% 1.7% -0.9%
Kansas City, MO-KS 15.0% 17.5% 5.5% 7.0% 2.5% 1.5% -1.0%
Spokane, WA 15.9% 18.0% 9.1% 10.2% 2.1% 1.1% -1.0%
Colorado Springs, CO 8.7% 11.8% 6.3% 8.4% 3.1% 2.1% -1.0%
Raleigh-Cary, NC 9.3% 10.9% 8.5% 9.0% 1.6% 0.5% -1.1%
Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX 16.0% 19.0% 7.3% 9.2% 3.0% 1.9% -1.1%
Cincinnati-Middletown, OH-KY-IN 21.9% 25.1% 7.1% 9.1% 3.2% 2.0% -1.2%
Little Rock-North Little Rock-Conway, AR 14.3% 18.6% 11.1% 14.2% 4.3% 3.1% -1.2%
Ogden-Clearfield, UT 16.5% 18.4% 5.0% 5.7% 1.9% 0.7% -1.2%
Rochester, NY 25.9% 29.3% 6.4% 8.5% 3.4% 2.1% -1.3%
New Haven-Milford, CT 24.4% 27.3% 7.0% 8.6% 2.9% 1.6% -1.3%
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ 18.5% 20.4% 6.6% 7.2% 1.9% 0.6% -1.3%
Montgomery, AL 17.7% 17.8% 13.0% 11.7% 0.1% -1.3% -1.4%
Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor, OH 26.3% 30.5% 6.3% 9.1% 4.2% 2.8% -1.4%
Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura, CA 10.5% 10.4% 7.9% 6.4% -0.1% -1.5% -1.4%
Charleston-North Charleston-Summerville, SC 19.1% 20.3% 13.0% 12.6% 1.2% -0.4% -1.6%
Anchorage, AK 7.3% 6.4% 11.0% 8.5% -0.9% -2.5% -1.6%
Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT 30.6% 33.5% 5.6% 6.9% 2.9% 1.3% -1.6%
Des Moines-West Des Moines, |A 11.4% 14.5% 4.8% 6.2% 3.1% 1.4% -1.7%
Corpus Christi, TX 17.6% 17.2% 19.8% 17.6% -0.4% -2.2% -1.8%
Syracuse, NY 27.3% 29.7% 8.1% 8.6% 2.4% 0.5% -1.9%
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Rest of | Rest of Rest of | Rest of

Urban Urban | Region | Region | Urban | Region | Region

Poverty, | Poverty, | Poverty, | Poverty, | Poverty | Poverty | minus

Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 2000 2008 2000 2008 | Growth | Growth | Urban
Omaha-Council Bluffs, NE-1A 11.3% 15.0% 5.3% 7.0% 3.7% 1.7% -2.0%
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY 21.7% 24.9% 7.8% 8.9% 3.2% 1.1% -2.1%
Orlando-Kissimmee, FL 15.9% 18.9% 10.0% 11.0% 3.0% 1.0% -2.0%
Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 16.4% 20.1% 4.0% 5.6% 3.7% 1.6% -2.1%
Indianapolis-Carmel, IN 11.9% 16.4% 5.0% 7.3% 4.5% 2.3% -2.2%
San Antonio, TX 17.3% 19.2% 10.7% 10.5% 1.9% -0.2% -2.1%
Denver-Aurora, CO 12.5% 17.4% 5.2% 7.8% 4.9% 2.6% -2.3%
Albuguerque, NM 13.5% 15.0% 14.5% 13.6% 1.5% -0.9% -2.4%
Lincoln, NE 10.1% 11.8% 5.5% 4.7% 1.7% -0.8% -2.5%
Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ 13.3% 16.2% 10.1% 10.5% 2.9% 0.4% -2.5%
Tucson, AZ 18.4% 20.9% 9.7% 9.6% 2.5% -0.1% -2.6%
Buffalo-Niagara Falls, NY 26.6% 30.3% 7.0% 8.2% 3.7% 1.2% -2.5%
Jackson, MS 23.5% 26.9% 13.2% 14.0% 3.4% 0.8% -2.6%
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT 13.6% 17.0% 4.2% 5.0% 3.4% 0.8% -2.6%
Knoxville, TN 20.8% 24.5% 9.0% 9.7% 3.7% 0.7% -3.0%
Chattanooga, TN-GA 17.9% 21.2% 9.2% 9.4% 3.3% 0.2% -3.1%
El Paso, TX 22.2% 24.3% 32.0% 31.0% 2.1% -1.0% -3.1%
Baton Rouge, LA 24.0% 25.5% 13.9% 12.2% 1.5% -1.7% -3.2%
Lubbock, TX 18.4% 16.0% 17.0% 11.3% -2.4% -5.7% -3.3%
Augusta-Richmond County, GA-SC 19.6% 24.1% 12.8% 14.0% 4.5% 1.2% -3.3%
Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL 7.0% 10.5% 10.6% 10.6% 3.5% 0.0% -3.5%
Akron, OH 17.5% 22.5% 6.3% 7.9% 5.0% 1.6% -3.4%
Nashville-Davidson--Murfreesboro--Franklin, TN 13.3% 17.5% 8.3% 9.0% 4.2% 0.7% -3.5%
Springfield, MA 23.1% 27.0% 10.1% 10.4% 3.9% 0.3% -3.6%
Dayton, OH 23.0% 29.2% 7.0% 9.5% 6.2% 2.5% -3.7%
Detroit-Warren-Livonia, Ml 23.7% 30.7% 6.4% 9.5% 7.0% 3.1% -3.9%
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Rest of | Rest of Rest of | Rest of

Urban Urban | Region | Region | Urban | Region | Region

Poverty, | Poverty, | Poverty, | Poverty, | Poverty | Poverty | minus

Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 2000 2008 2000 2008 | Growth | Growth | Urban
Grand Rapids-Wyoming, Ml 15.7% 24.7% 6.3% 11.2% 9.0% 4.9% -4.1%
Columbus, OH 14.8% 20.1% 6.0% 7.4% 5.3% 1.4% -3.9%
Tulsa, OK 14.1% 18.3% 9.8% 9.6% 4.2% -0.2% -4.4%
Richmond, VA 21.4% 26.7% 6.8% 7.5% 5.3% 0.7% -4.6%
Youngstown-Warren-Boardman, OH-PA 24.8% 33.5% 9.5% 13.6% 8.7% 4.1% -4.6%
Toledo, OH 17.9% 24.7% 6.8% 8.9% 6.8% 2.1% -4.7%
McAllen-Edinburg-Mission, TX 23.8% 28.3% 38.7% 36.7% 4.5% -2.0% -6.5%
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Appendix B: Change in Poverty by Geography for Largest U.S. Regions (using ACS Data)

Change in Change in Change in
Rural Suburban Urban
Region Poverty Poverty Poverty
Akron, OH 1.6% 3.0% 4.6%
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY 0.0% 1.1% 3.5%
Albuquerque, NM -1.5% 0.5% 1.7%
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ -0.2% 0.4% 5.4%
Amarillo, TX 0.0% 8.3% 1.8%
Anchorage, AK -2.8% 2.8% 0.5%
Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA 1.5% 3.4% -3.1%
Augusta-Richmond County, GA-SC 0.6% 1.7% 2.9%
Austin-Round Rock, TX 1.4% 2.1% 3.8%
Bakersfield, CA -1.2% -0.1% -0.2%
Baltimore-Towson, MD 0.3% 0.8% -2.9%
Baton Rouge, LA -2.9% -0.1% 3.4%
Birmingham-Hoover, AL -0.9% 0.2% 1.6%
Boise City-Nampa, ID 0.2% 3.0% 3.5%
Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH 0.5% 0.8% 0.1%
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT 1.5% 0.1% 1.8%
Buffalo-Niagara Falls, NY 1.5% 1.9% 2.0%
Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL 1.9% 0.4% 1.5%
Charleston-North Charleston, SC -1.5% 0.8% -1.2%
Charlotte-Gastonia-Concord, NC-SC 1.7% 2.9% 2.8%
Chattanooga, TN-GA 2.0% 1.9% 2.3%
Chicago-Naperville-Joliet, IL-IN-WI 0.8% 2.1% 1.1%
Cincinnati-Middletown, OH-KY-IN 1.4% 2.6% 3.3%
Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor, OH 1.3% 3.2% 3.9%
Colorado Springs, CO 0.5% 2.6% 2.9%
Columbia, SC -0.4% 1.8% 0.0%
Columbus, GA-AL 2.4% 2.5% 3.1%
Columbus, OH 1.3% 2.5% 5.2%
Corpus Christi, TX -2.0% -1.4% 1.5%
Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX 0.4% 2.4% 3.1%
Dayton, OH 1.5% 3.0% 7.1%
Denver-Aurora, CO 0.2% 3.1% 5.0%
Des Moines-West Des Moines, |1A 0.0% 0.9% 3.5%
Detroit-Warren-Livonia, Ml 2.5% 3.0% 6.6%
Durham, NC 1.4% 2.6% 1.6%
El Paso, TX 1.6% -0.4% 3.3%
Fort Wayne, IN 0.8% 1.6% 4.8%
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Grand Rapids-Wyoming, Ml 2.8% 4.4% 6.4%
Greensboro-High Point, NC 2.9% 6.1% 6.2%
Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT 0.2% 1.1% 1.0%
Honolulu, HI -3.2% -0.8% -1.2%
Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown, TX 0.1% 1.7% 1.9%
Indianapolis-Carmel, IN 1.3% 2.2% 5.3%
Jackson, MS -0.4% 1.0% 3.4%
Jacksonville, FL -0.4% 0.9% 1.4%
Kansas City, MO-KS 0.5% 2.4% 2.5%
Knoxville, TN 1.3% 2.0% 4.3%
Lakeland, FL 1.8% 1.8% -0.1%
Las Vegas-Paradise, NV -1.5% 0.4% 0.7%
Lexington-Fayette, KY 2.1% 5.2% 4.1%
Lincoln, NE 0.0% 1.6% 4.4%
Little Rock-North Little Rock, AR 1.7% 3.0% 1.8%
Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA 0.6% -1.4% -2.8%
Louisville-Jefferson County, KY-IN 1.7% 3.0% 2.2%
Lubbock, TX -3.4% -2.3% 2.1%
Madison, WI 0.2% 2.2% 5.0%
McAllen-Edinburg-Mission, TX -0.4% -0.7% 3.1%
Memphis, TN-MS-AR 0.0% 2.5% 4.7%
Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Miami Beach, FL -0.1% 0.0% -1.0%
Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI 1.0% 1.9% 3.0%
Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 0.9% 2.1% 4.4%
Mobile, AL 1.6% 0.7% 0.5%
Modesto, CA -4.0% -0.6% -0.5%
Montgomery, AL -0.7% 0.6% 1.0%
Nashville-Davidson--Murfreesboro, TN 1.7% 1.9% 2.8%
New Haven-Milford, CT -0.3% 1.5% 0.1%
New Orleans-Metairie-Kenner, LA -3.0% 0.4% -4.6%
New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-PA 0.1% 0.1% -2.7%
Ogden-Clearfield, UT 1.6% 0.8% 4.2%
Oklahoma City, OK 1.0% 1.7% 1.2%
Omaha-Council Bluffs, NE-IA 0.1% 2.3% 3.4%
Orlando-Kissimmee, FL 0.8% 1.4% 0.7%
Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura, CA -2.2% -0.9% 0.6%
Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL -0.8% 0.2% 1.7%
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD 0.5% 1.0% 1.2%
Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ -7.3% 1.6% 2.6%
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Pittsburgh, PA -0.1% 1.4% 1.3%
Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton, OR-WA 0.1% 2.6% 2.8%
Providence-New Bedford-Fall River, RI-MA 0.4% 0.5% -3.5%
Provo-Orem, UT -0.8% 1.2% 6.6%
Raleigh-Cary, NC 0.4% 1.1% 2.6%
Richmond, VA 0.4% 1.9% 0.8%
Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA -3.3% -1.3% -2.7%
Rochester, NY 1.8% 1.7% 3.2%
Sacramento--Arden-Arcade--Roseville, CA -0.5% 0.1% -2.7%
Salt Lake City, UT 0.1% 1.6% 1.2%
San Antonio, TX -1.2% 0.8% 1.5%
San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA -2.1% -0.2% -1.5%
San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont, CA -1.2% 1.1% -0.4%
San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA -1.4% 0.8% 1.2%
Scranton--Wilkes-Barre, PA 0.4% 2.4% 4.2%
Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA -0.4% 1.7% 0.8%
Shreveport-Bossier City, LA -1.1% 0.9% -0.1%
Spokane, WA 0.4% 1.5% 2.6%
Springfield, MA 0.7% 1.7% 4.4%
St. Louis, MO-IL 1.7% 1.9% -0.2%
Stockton, CA -2.2% -0.5% -4.0%
Syracuse, NY 0.7% 0.8% 2.9%
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL -1.1% 1.8% 1.1%
Toledo, OH 2.0% 2.9% 4.4%
Tucson, AZ -4.2% 1.8% 2.1%
Tulsa, OK 1.2% 1.0% 4.7%
Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC -0.3% -0.8% -0.2%
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV -0.3% 0.2% -1.8%
Wichita, KS 2.0% 2.2% 4.1%
Winston-Salem, NC 2.6% 1.9% 5.2%
Worcester, MA 0.1% 0.2% 0.0%
Youngstown-Warren-Boardman, OH-PA 0.9% 3.8% 7.3%

25




