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Abstract

After decades of suburban-led metropolitan growth, some have heralded a resurgence of urban
living in the U.S., particularly among young adults. So are Americans really turning their backs
on suburbs in favor of more urban lifestyles? If so, what is the scope and scale of this urban
resurgence? To answer these questions, we develop a typology of seven neighborhood types to
analyze the residential location patterns of young and older U.S. adults from 2000 to 2011-15.
Census and national travel survey data reveal that, rather than abandoning suburbs en masse,
suburban population growth continues to far outpace that in urban neighborhoods. Although
young adults are more likely than older adults to live in urban neighborhoods, recent urban
population growth is neither associated with suburban decline, nor being led by young adults. So
while planners can celebrate the revival of many urban neighborhoods in the 2000s, the era of
suburban expansion appears far from over, at least in the U.S. Significant recent population
growth in the newest, least dense suburban neighborhoods suggests that greenfield development
remains the primary means to increase American housing supply. Shifting this metropolitan
growth from the suburban fringe would likely require substantially expanding housing supply in
already built-up areas, and bringing urban amenities and sustainability improvements to

established inner-ring suburbs.
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Changes in residential location patterns across diverse urban and suburban neighborhoods

For much of the second half of the 20" century, urban planners both facilitated the
growth and expansion of suburbs, and lamented the concurrent erosion of population and
economic fortunes of central cities. But recent years have witnessed a reversal of fortune for
many United States central cities, some of which have been growing faster than their suburbs for
the first time since the 1920s (Frey, 2014) . Some observers assert that these trends can be
explained—at least in part—by a “Back-to-the-City Movement,” led by young adults drawn to
cosmopolitan metropolitan areas (Baum-Snow & Hartley, 2016; Cortright, 2014; Couture &
Handbury, 2015; Moos, 2016). Others acknowledge the urban resurgence (Belden Russonello
& Stewart, 2011, 2013; Nielsen, 2014; Rockefeller Foundation & Transportation for America,
2014), but are skeptical that young adults are abandoning suburbs for urban living (Cox, 2014;
Kolko, 2016b; Myers, 2016).

To shed light on this question of urban versus suburban living and preferences,
particularly among young adults, we developed a unique, fine-grained typology of United States
neighborhoods based on land use and transportation system characteristics to examine where
people live and how this is changing over time. We first examine differences in the residential
location patterns of young and older adults and then turn to changes in residential population
across neighborhood types between 2000 and 2011-15, looking for evidence of a young adult-led
back-to-the-city movement.

We find that after many decades of post-World-War Il urban decline, the population of
both young and older adults in urban neighborhoods increased between 2000 and 2011-15.
Despite this urbanization trend, however, we find no evidence that either young or older adults

have abandoned suburban neighborhoods for urban living. Young adults were indeed more



likely than older adults to live in urban neighborhoods. But between 2000 and 2011-15 both the
total number and the growth of young and older adults living in suburban neighborhoods far
exceeded those living in urban neighborhoods. Finally, we find that the differences in the urban
versus suburban residential location patterns of young and older adults diminished over time,
suggesting that youth are not leading a return to urban living.

Given that suburban growth still predominates metropolitan development, planners and
public officials in the U.S. cannot count on an urban revival to relieve them of the many
challenges posed by sprawling suburban development. That the largest share of population
growth since 2000 is in the newest, lowest density, and most far-flung suburban neighborhoods
suggests that such greenfield developments—the bane of many environmentalists—remain the
primary means by which U.S. cities increase housing supply (Urban Land Institute, 2016).
Shifting from this still-predominant develop-on-the-metropolitan-fringe model will likely require
both a breakthrough in constraints on expanding housing supply in already built-up areas, as well
as planning to bring urban amenities and sustainability improvements to established and mix-use
suburbs (Annenberg & Kung, 2018; Jackson, 2016; Mills, 2005).

Following this introduction, we review research on explanations for recent changes in
residential location and conclude with a discussion of the residential location of young adults.
We then present our research methods and findings, and conclude by analyzing their implications
for policy, planning, and practice.

Evidence of a resurgence in city living

Despite early and ongoing attention to urban revitalization and residential moves from

suburbs to central cities (Laska & Spain, 1980; South & Crowder, 1997), research shows that

residential location patterns were largely consistent from the late 1940s into the 1990s — with



lower density suburbs expanding rapidly, often at the expense of denser central cities (Glaeser &
Shapiro, 2003; Kasarda, Appold, Sweeney, & Sieff, 1997). However, a resurgence of city living
in the 2000s marked a dramatic turnaround after decades of post-World War 11 decline (Baum-
Snow & Hartley, 2016; Couture & Handbury, 2015; Ehrenhalt, 2013; Glaeser & Gottlieb, 2006;
Glaeser & Shapiro, 2003). While this urban renaissance is not universal, most large U.S. central
cities recently added residents, and in some major metropolitan areas central-city population
growth outpaced that of the suburbs (Frey, 2014, 2016). Concurrent with these larger trends is
evidence of gentrification in central-city neighborhoods, typically measured as increases in the
income, education, and/or housing costs in previously low-income, urban neighborhoods (Ellen
& Ding, 2016; Maciag, 2015). Some observers attribute this urban resurgence to waxing
disenchantment with suburban living, particularly among young adults (Nielsen, 2014); others
argue that central-city revitalization is not evidence that suburbs or suburban growth are passé —
even among youth (Couture & Handbury, 2015; Kolko, 2016a, 2016b; Landis, 2017).

Explanations for a resurgence in city living are varied, but are generally of four types: (1)
the benefits of accessibility, (2) changing household demographics, (3) shifts in the composition
of the population, and (4) a decline in social problems traditionally associated with central cities.
We briefly discuss each of these factors and use them as the framework to examine whether
young adults are leading a return to urban living. While isolating the independent effect of each
is a challenge, their collective effect helps to explain current population dynamics and the extent
to which urban area population growth might be expected to continue.

In the early part of the 20" century, academics described the spatial structure of cities as a
function of the relationship between land use and distance from the central business district

(Burgess, 1925; Hoyt, 1939). In this model, the demand for better, high-quality housing by



higher-income households pushed them away from both expensive central business and
industrial districts and neighborhoods with aging, multi-family housing stock in favor of newer
neighborhoods with larger housing units on the urban periphery. This classical urban location
theory predicts that residents make residential location decisions based on the relative costs of
land and travel to central-city jobs (Alonso, 1964). Suburbanization, therefore, can be explained
by the preference of higher-income households for more land, the relative costs of which are
cheaper in the urban periphery (Abler, Adams, & Gould, 1971).

Scholars generally agree that the growth in the number and size of central cities is due in
large part to the accessibility advantages of dense, highly-agglomerated places (Glaeser, 2008).
Some central cities have experienced significant changes in industrial structure, including an
increase in knowledge-intensive industries that rely on personal interaction and the ready flow of
information, both of which are facilitated in dense urban areas (Glaeser & Gottlieb, 2006). In
terms of residential location, economic theory predicts that higher-income households will move
into cities if the accessibility benefits of central-city living outweigh those of suburban living.
There is increasing evidence that this is the case, at least for high-skilled workers attracted to the
growing concentration of high-wage employment opportunities in cities such as Austin, Boston,
San Francisco, and Seattle (Florida, 2009; Storper & Scott, 2009). Moreover, the advantages of
agglomeration extend to consumption and, in particular, the presence, variety, and quality of
consumer amenities (e.g. live performances, museums, diverse restaurants, etc.) in dense urban
areas with the large markets to support them (Clark, Lloyd, Wong, & Jain, 2002; Glaeser &
Gottlieb, 2006; Glaeser, Kolko, & Saiz, 2001; Lee, 2010).

Second, changing household demographic characteristics may contribute to shifts in

residential location patterns. Starting as early as the 1960s and continuing today, there has been



a decrease in the percentage of married couples with children and a corresponding increase in
both cohabiting couples and one-person households (Jacobsen, Mather, & Dupuis, 2012).
Moreover, when they do occur, marriage and the average onset of childbearing take place later in
life than previously (Fry, 2012, 2013; Furstenberg, Jr., 2010; Hymowitz, Carroll, Wilcox, &
Kaye, 2013). Both of these trends potentially increase the number of households living in
central-city neighborhoods, where land prices are high but much higher residential densities
enable affordable rental housing and opportunities to forgo, or at least reduce, automobile
ownership and use.

Third, a shift in the composition of the population may result in more central-city
households absent any other economic or demographic change. As Figure 1 shows, certain
population groups are more likely than others to live in urban areas. For example, recent
immigrants are almost twice as likely to live in central-city neighborhoods compared to all
adults. Many immigrants arrive in the United States through a process of chain migration in
which prospective migrants learn about opportunities and receive aid from friends and relatives
already living in the United States (Choldin, 1973). As part of this process, immigrants—
particularly recent immigrants—tend to settle in ethnic neighborhoods where social networks of
friends and relatives can aid them in the adjustment process (Logan, Zhang, & Alba, 2002).
Depending on the magnitude, increased immigration may boost the central-city population even
as more established immigrant households suburbanize (R. Sampson, 2017). Similarly, the Great
Recession increased the number of individuals living in poverty who, like immigrants, are more
likely to live in central cities. From 2000 to 2010, the number of families in poverty grew by
10.7 million and remains significantly higher today than in 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017).

[Figure 1 here]



Finally, these trends coupled with other factors have helped to reduce some of the social
problems traditionally associated with urban living and, in so doing, have made many central-
city neighborhoods more attractive places to live. For example, there is a strong relationship
between the presence of immigrants and lower crime rates, all things equal, since recent
immigrants tend to commit fewer crimes than more established residents (Glaeser & Gottlieb,
2006; MacDonald, Hipp, & Gill, 2013; R. Sampson, 2017; R. J. Sampson, 2008). Rail transit
investments and associated transit-oriented developments may create more attractive urban
communities where residents can readily access both high-quality urban housing and
opportunities to travel by means other than driving. Many of these transit-oriented developments
have successfully encouraged an influx of new, higher-income residents to rail-adjacent
neighborhoods, but in the process have raised concerns about gentrification and displacement
(Grube-Cavers & Patterson, 2015; Kahn, 2007; Pollack, Bluestone, & Billingham, 2010).

As Figure 1 shows, young adults are one of the population groups more likely than older
adults to live in central cities, a pattern that has endured over time. Young adults are more likely
than older adults to live in smaller households and to be renters, characteristics congruent with
the existing U.S. central-city housing stock. Many observers, however, now argue that youth are
increasingly likely to live in cities (Gallagher, 2013; Nielsen, 2014), which portends that
continued and growing preferences for urban living will persist. Many of the explanations
reviewed above help to explain why this might be the case.

For example, the growth of knowledge industries rests largely on the human capital of its
workforce and, in particular, the skills and creativity needed to develop new products and
services (Moretti, 2012). Indeed, some cities attract a disproportionate share of young college-

educated workers who find employment in these sectors and benefit from the knowledge



spillovers that take place in high-skill cities (Diamond, 2016; Glaeser, 1998; Peri, 2002). For
example, Chen and Rosenthal (2008) find that young adults (20- to 35-year olds) are drawn to
locations that also tend to be attractive to business; this is especially true for highly-educated
workers. Moreover, while life cycle factors—such as getting married and having children—have
long been found to prompt moves out of the city and into suburbs with larger homes, fenced
yards, quiet streets, and good schools (South & Crowder, 1997), patterns today are changing.
Young adults are taking longer to attain these and related markers of adulthood (Furstenberg, Jr.,
2010; Settersten, Jr. & Ray, 2010). They are also taking longer to establish footholds in the labor
market (Myers, 2016; Sum, Khatiwada, Trubskyy, & Ross, 2014), which again may prolong
stays in urban neighborhoods. Finally, the young adult cohort grew during the 1990s and 2000s,
a compositional change that contributed to an increase in the central-city population (Myers,
2016; Myers & Lee, 2016).

Young adults—Iliving alone or as part of childless couples—have been an ongoing focus
within the larger body of research on central-city living and gentrification (Bourne, 1993,
Marcuse, 1985; Slater, 2004; Spain, 1992; Wulff & Lobo, 2009). With respect to recent trends,
Moos (2016) finds an increase over time in the association between high-density living and the
presence of young adults in Canadian metropolitan areas. Both Couture and Hanberry (2015)
and Baum-Snow and Hartley (2016) show a growth in neighborhoods surrounding central
business districts, spurred by the influx of young, college-educated professionals. These studies
suggest that changing residential location patterns are motivated largely by a growing preference
for consumption amenities, such as access to specialized retail, entertainment, and services,
which for higher-income households can offset the negative effects of expensive urban home

prices.
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Most of the research cited here relies on simple, crude characterizations of urban and
suburban neighborhoods, typically relying on United States Census data on urban and suburban
counties (Henderson, 2015; Sturtevant & Jung, 2011), downtowns and downtown-adjacent
neighborhoods only (Baum-Snow & Hartley, 2016; Couture & Handbury, 2015), or analyses of
residential population densities without regard to land use mix or transportation system
characteristics (Kolko, 2016b). But such characterizations tell us little about the neighborhood
qualities — mixed-use, amenity-rich walkable neighborhoods with good transit service — thought
by planners to attract young adults to urban living. For example, large portions of the “central
city” of Los Angeles are comprised of quintessentially suburban developments in the far reaches
of the San Fernando Valley, while much of “suburban” Santa Monica and West Hollywood are
comprised of densely developed, mixed-use, walkable, transit-rich neighborhoods. As such, it is
not always clear what is being measured and distinguished in studies that cannot meaningfully
account for these differences (Forsyth, 2012) (redacted).

To address this weakness in the literature and gain a clearer picture of the kinds of
neighborhoods that are gaining and losing residents, we characterized nearly every census tract
in the United States based on a wide array of built environment and transportation system
characteristics, and then analyzed residential patterns in them to paint a much clearer picture of
young adult back-to-the-city-and-away-from-the-suburbs movement hypothesized in the
literature reviewed above. It is to this analysis we now turn.

Understanding changes in residential location patterns

Our analysis is comprised of two parts: (1) an examination of the residential location

patterns of young and older adults with a high degree of spatial granularity; and (2) an

assessment of the evidence for the resurgence in city living since 2000 focusing on the role of
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young adults in the residential location patterns. Our neighborhood-level analyses are built on
census-tract-level data drawn from three sources: the 2000 Decennial United States Census, the
2011-15 5-Year American Community Survey, and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Smart Location Database (Ramsey & Bell, 2014). Our analysis also draws on microdata from
the 2001 and 2009 National Household Travel Surveys, which allow us to control for individual
and household characteristics—beyond age—associated with residential location.'
Neighborhood types

Characteristics of the built environment can be described in terms of a variety of
measures, perhaps most popularly summarized by Cervero and Kockleman (1997) who identified
3 Ds — density, diversity, and design. Ewing and Cervero (2010) subsequently added two Ds to
this list — destination accessibility and distance to transit — the latter of which is a partial measure
of transportation network connectivity. These five D variables are broadly defined and scholars
have measured and applied them in different ways. Rather than consider each of these
characteristics separately, however, household location decision-makers are likely influenced by
how their confluence creates the overall attractiveness of a place.

To capture and systematically differentiate the character and diversity of U.S.
neighborhoods with respect to their built form and transportation system characteristics, we use
nationally-available census-tract-level data to develop a typology of American neighborhoods.

In doing so, we draw inspiration from other comprehensive efforts to characterize neighborhoods
(Hanlon, Vicino, & Short, 2006; Lin & Long, 2008; Mikelbank, 2011; Sarzynski, Galster, &

Stack, 2014b, 2014a), like Sarzynski, Galster, and Stack (2014a, 2014b) focusing on the physical
characteristics of neighborhoods. Unlike some of these other typologies, however, we purposely

exclude data on the socioeconomic characteristics of residents to minimize endogeneity, since
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our subsequent analysis focuses on these characteristics. To include residents in our
neighborhood typology would greatly complicate our interpretation of cause and effect. Figure 2
presents a schematic of our methodology. Like Song and Knapp (2007) and Shay and Khattak
(2007), we employ factor and then cluster analyses sequentially. We began with an initial set of
20 variables characterizing the built environment and transportation system characteristics of
each census tract." Then, using the “psych package” from R for statistical analysis (Revelle,
2014), we used factor analysis to combine our large set of variables into five overarching factors,
which reflected the degree to which a neighborhood is densely developed (“Density” in Figure
2), contains a mix of housing and commercial activity (“Diversity”), has a newer or older
housing stock (“Established”), the level of resident turnover (“Transient”), and the jobs
accessible via the road and public transit networks (“Accessible”™).

[Figure 2 here]

Given these five factors, we then conducted cluster analysis with the “fastcluster
package” in R (Mullner, 2013), using standardized factor scores for each census tract. Based on
multiple stopping criteria (the Ball-Hall index, the Det_Ratio index, and the Ksg_DetW index)
(Desgraupes, 2014), we determined that seven neighborhood type clusters were optimal. We
then had research team members and a half-dozen colleagues from around the United States view
maps of the seven neighborhood types in cities with which they were familiar and describe the
characteristics they associated with each of the neighborhood types. The results of this exercise
were remarkably consistent, enabling us to characterize three types of urban neighborhoods
(Mixed-use, Old Urban, and Urban Residential), three types of suburban neighborhoods
(Established Suburbs, Patchwork Suburban, and New Developments), plus one Rural

neighborhood type.
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Table 1 describes our seven neighborhood types in order of generalized geographic
location from the city center to the suburban fringe. The data in the third column show that there
IS substantial variation in the distribution of census tracts across neighborhood types. Only four
percent of U.S. census tracts are classified as “Old Urban” neighborhoods, which are the places
with the highest residential densities, accessibility to employment, and very high public transit
service levels. These neighborhoods are highly concentrated in a small number of larger
metropolitan areas (MSAs). Ninety-four percent of all Old Urban neighborhoods are located in
just ten MSAs; the New York MSA alone accounts for half of them.

The three urban neighborhood types together account for just 25% of all United States
census tracts, while the three suburban neighborhood types account for more than half (55%). In
fact, the most prevalent of the seven neighborhood types are New Development suburbs, which
are most likely to be located on the sprawling suburban fringe.

[Table 1 here]

Because these neighborhood types reflect only built-form, tenure, and transportation
system characteristics, and not residential demographics, we use them as a canvas on which to
analyze the individuals who live in them (Redacted). Moreover, as we note above, this nuanced
set of neighborhood types allow us to move beyond simple central city and suburban
dichotomies, particularly important given the changing urban structure of metropolitan areas.
Data to examine the residential location patterns of young and older adults

With our neighborhood types in hand, we use census-tract level data from the recent
American Community Survey (2011-15 ACS) to examine the residential location of working-age
adults (20-64), young adults (20-34), and older adults (35-64) by neighborhood type." We then

draw on microdata from the 2009 National Household Travel Survey (NHTS) to assess whether
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differences in the residential location of working-age and young adults remain controlling for
other determinants of residential location; the census-tract identifier allowed us to match each
individual to the neighborhood type in which they live. Using these data, we estimate a
multinomial logistic regression model with neighborhood type as the dependent variable. The
key explanatory variable of interest is age group (20-34 or 35-64). We also control for other
factors that the literature suggests can influence household residential location, including
resources (educational attainment and natural log of household income), household size, number

of household workers, the presence of children under 18, and race/ethnicity.

Quantifying changes in residential location patterns

We use the 2000 Census and the 2011-15 ACS to analyze absolute and relative change in
the number of older and younger adults living in different neighborhood types. This approach
does not directly measure residential moves (across neighborhoods as well as due to international
migration); nor does it incorporate mortality rates, but serves as a proxy for the net effects of
residential location decisions over this time period. We again couple this aggregate analysis with
NHTS microdata, this time drawing on data from both the 2001 and 2009 NHTS surveys to
examine changes in residential location during the 2000s, controlling for other factors. We are
particularly interested in the interaction between age and year, which allows us to measure of
whether the differences in urban living rates between our two (young and older adult) age groups
has widened or narrowed over time.

The advantages of our approach are: (1) it allows us to examine residential location by
age across a fine-grained set of urban and suburban neighborhood types, (2) we use both census
and travel survey data to test the robustness of our aggregate analysis based on census data, and
(3) the microdata we use include the characteristics of households, which allow us to examine
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whether any age differences in residential patterns we observe are robust, or largely accounted
for by the various control variables in our models.

There are, of course, limitations to our analysis. First, we do not examine moves or
movers directly, but focus instead on the outcomes of residential location choices as reflected in
changes in residential location patterns over time. Second, the 2009 national travel survey was
conducted during a severe economic recession, which could cause us to miss more recent trends
— for example, at least one scholar has suggested that the central-city resurgence in the United

States has picked up steam since 2010 (Frey, 2016).

The residential locations of young and older adults

Most American adults live in the suburbs, regardless of age (Figure 3). This should come
as no surprise to anyone who has spent any time in American metropolitan areas or has examined
Table 1 above, which shows that most United States census tracts are suburban in character.
However, Figure 3 also shows that young adults are more likely than older adults to live in urban
neighborhoods—Mixed-use, Old Urban, and Urban Residential—a difference that persists even
after controlling for an array of other individual and household characteristics. Most urban
dwellers, young and older, live in Urban Residential neighborhoods, which host fewer mixed
uses and jobs than the Mixed-use and Old Urban neighborhoods, and which combined are home
to less than 10% of all adults.

[Figure 3 here]

Younger and older adults tend to vary from one another in ways beyond age, which may
help to explain why young adults are more likely to live in urban areas. First, young adults are
less likely than older adults to identify as White or report higher levels of educational attainment,
32 percent of young adults hold a bachelor’s degree compared to 39 percent of older adults." In
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addition, young adults” median annual incomes ($52,500) are lower than older adults ($62,500).
Younger and older adults also tend to have different access to household transportation
resources. Although young adults have the same median number of household vehicles (2) as
older adults, and the vast majority of young adult households have access to cars, 6.2 percent of
young adults own no vehicles compared to 4.9 percent of older adults, a 27 percent difference.
Vehicle ownership is linked to employment (Blumenberg & Pierce, 2014) and, therefore, also
may shape neighborhood location decisions. Specifically, households with fewer cars may
choose to live in urban neighborhoods where walking trips are more feasible and transit service
is better (Glaeser, Kahn, & Rappaport, 2008).

Figure 4 displays the results of the multinomial logistic regression model estimated to
compare the neighborhood residential location probabilities of young and older adults (see the
technical appendix for full model results). Controlling for various factors thought in the
literature to influence residential location, young adults are still more likely than otherwise
similar older adults to reside in urban neighborhoods, and are less likely to live in Rural or
Established Suburb neighborhoods. These results suggest that young adults tend to share age-
related characteristics, such as preferences for urban living that are not accounted for by the
socioeconomic variables included in our models.

[Figure 4 here]

The results presented so far—that most young adults live in suburbs, but are more likely
than older adults to live in urban areas—paint a static picture of age-related residential location
decisions. But are these patterns static, or have they changed over time? In other words, are

young adults increasingly enamored of urban living vis-a-vis older adults, and thus leading an
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urban renaissance, or are their preferences relative to older adults holding steady, or even
converging?

To explore this question, we examined changes in the residential location of young and
older adults between 2000 and 2011-15.Y Given that the United States adult population increased
by 19.2 million (an 11.6% increase) over this time period, it is perhaps not surprising that the
number of adults—both young and older—increased in all seven neighborhood types. But
Figure 5 shows that the distribution of these increases varied widely. The three urban
neighborhood types added more than four million working-age adult residents between 2000 and
2011-15, and more than half of this increase was in Urban Residential neighborhoods and not in
Mixed-use or Old Urban neighborhoods, the mixed-use urban neighborhoods that literature
suggests should be most attractive to young new urban residents. Moreover, for both young and
older adults, the increase in urban neighborhood dwellers was small relative to the absolute
increase in those living in suburban neighborhoods. The number of working-age adults (20-64)
living in the three suburban neighborhood types increased by 12.5 million, which was 4.5 times
greater than the population increase in the urban neighborhoods. In fact, the increase in adults in
the newest and most sprawling suburban neighborhood type—New Development—was 42
percent greater than the growth in all the other neighborhood types combined. Among younger
adults, the increase in those living in New Development suburbs was even larger than for all
adults, and over 50 percent greater than the population increases in all other neighborhood types
combined.

[Figure 5 here]

The substantial increase in the numbers of adults residing in New Development
neighborhoods reshaped the relative distribution of both young and older adults across all
neighborhood types. Figure 6 shows that, despite the absolute population increases in all of the
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neighborhood types, the share of young and older adults in all but one of our neighborhood types
declined between 2000 and 2011-15, while the share of young and older adults living in
sprawling New Development suburbs increased by four and five percentage points respectively.
So while we see clear evidence of population growth in urban neighborhoods, this growth is
most decidedly not linked to the abandonment of suburban living—including among young
adults.

[Figure 6 here]

Thus far we have analyzed these neighborhood types collectively across all metropolitan
areas. But evidence suggests that adults appear to be abandoning suburbs for urban living in a
select group of large cosmopolitan metropolitan areas like New York and San Francisco. Indeed,
studies point to stronger population growth in the largest cities (Frey, 2016) and, within them, in
the densest urban neighborhoods (Kolko, 2016b). To investigate this issue, we replicated our
analysis described above, using data for the largest 25 metropolitan areas. While we found that a
higher percentage of young and older adults in these metropolitan areas live in Old Urban
neighborhoods (which we would expect, as most of these neighborhoods are located in large
metropolitan areas), the change in the distribution of the population across neighborhood types in
the 25 largest metros was almost identical to the nation as a whole, with the largest population
increases in the suburbs and, in particular, the most outlying New Development suburbs.

To analyze change over time in the residential location patterns of young and older
adults, we estimated a second set of models, again controlling for individual and household
factors thought to influence residential location choice, and this time combining data from both
the 2001 and 2009 National Household Travel Surveys. The model includes the same set of
variables as our previous model. We also control for year (2009 relative to 2001) and the

interaction between age and year to assess the difference over time in the likelihood of a young
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versus an older adult residing in a given neighborhood type. We use this interaction to assess
whether young adults were more or less likely than older adults to live in urban neighborhoods in
2009 than in 2001.

In general, the results from this second multivariate analysis confirm those of our
previous analyses (the full results are included in the appendix). First, young adults in this
second model were more urban and less suburban than otherwise similar older adults. Second,
as before, the overall share of adults in New Developments increased and the share of adults in all
other neighborhood types declined. Finally, with respect to our variable of interest—the
interaction between age and year—the model shows that young adults are not becoming
relatively more urban over time relative to older adults. In fact, the age gap in the propensity to
live in urban neighborhoods narrowed from 2001 to 2009, a finding that counters the idea that
young adults are increasingly urban relative to older adults over time. This finding persists even
when limiting the analysis to large metropolitan areas.

Residential location trends: Implications for (sub)urban planning

The popular story of young adults abandoning suburban living en masse for city life is
not supported by this analysis. These findings are consistent with some other, albeit less
spatially-refined, analyses (Cortright, 2016; Frizell, 2014; Maney, 2015), but counter to many of
the arguments in the back-to-the-city literature (Baum-Snow & Hartley, 2016; Cortright, 2014;
Couture & Handbury, 2015; Moos, 2016). Young adults are indeed more likely than older adults
to live in urban neighborhoods than in suburbs or rural areas, but young adults are not
increasingly likely to live in urban areas over time, contrary to popular perception. Further, the
number of young adults living in suburban neighborhoods far outweighs those living in urban

neighborhoods, and these numbers too have grown increasingly suburban since 2000. In fact,
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the absolute increase in the number of young adults living in sprawling New Development
neighborhoods between 2000 and 2011-15 was 50 percent greater than the increases in all three
urban, the two other suburban, and the rural neighborhoods combined. Thus, the processes of
suburban expansion of U.S. metropolitan areas remains largely in place, despite the notable
resurgence of many central-city neighborhoods.

But the fact of continued suburban growth does not obviate the remarkable turnaround by
central cities generally, and urban neighborhoods in particular, since the 1990s, after nearly a
half-century of widespread central city decline after the Second World War. In the context of
these decades of urban population decline, the recent uptick across all three urban neighborhood
types in the 2000s is cause for celebration (Ehrenhalt, 2013). In this context, any increase in
population—regardless of what is happening in the suburbs—is noteworthy, but is it temporary?
Myers (2016) argues smaller recent birth cohorts and improved employment and housing
opportunities for young adults (who were the last to recover from the Great Recession) may
ultimately reduce the demand for urban living among young adults. In contrast, Cortright (2016)
focuses on the behavior of Millennials (25-34), a growing cohort whose preferences for urban
living, he argues, have increased over the past two decades.

To accommodate the recent increased demand for central-city living, older-central city
housing is being renovated and new urban housing is being added in some (but not all) U.S.
cities at a remarkable pace (Landis, 2016). Higher-income households tend to seek newer
housing stock and high-quality public schools, and are likely to locate where these are available
(Brueckner & Rosenthal, 2009). For decades, most of the newest housing stock was available on
the metropolitan fringe. But increased gentrification of central-city neighborhoods suggests that

some better-educated, higher-income households are able to find newer housing in city centers
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(Couture & Handbury, 2015; Ellen & Ding, 2016) in addition to rapidly expanding suburbs and
exurbs. Our findings of absolute population growth across all neighborhood types would appear
to support this conclusion.

However, given that the absolute majority of U.S. population growth since 2000 has been
in sprawling New Development suburbs, does this mean that most young and older adults prefer
low-density, auto-oriented life on the suburban fringe? Perhaps. Or it may mean that it is just
easier to add new housing stock in greenfield New Developments on the suburban fringe, which
keeps the relative cost of housing in those neighborhoods low compared to already built-out
urban neighborhoods where building costs are higher, entitlements are harder to secure, and
opposition to new development by current residents is more vocal and better organized (Levine,
2010). The housing affordability crises in the centers of many U.S. metropolitan areas—such as
Boston, Los Angeles, New York, San Diego, San Francisco, Seattle, and Washington, D.C.—
strongly suggest that the supply of urban housing is falling well behind the demand in these
places. If so, the continued resurgence of urban neighborhoods in many United States cities will
likely depend on the ability of planners to work with elected officials, developers, and
neighborhood groups to relax constraints on increased housing supply in the most desirable
urban neighborhoods (Monkkonen, 2016).

Neighborhood amenities are also important. Housing preferences are often bundled with
amenities like low crime rates and high-quality public schools, making it difficult to untangle
housing preferences from amenity preferences bundled with them. Recent studies highlight the
relationship between amenities and residential location decisions (Annenberg & Kung, 2018;

Glaeser & Gottlieb, 2006)
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That most United States neighborhoods are suburban, that most adults—both young and
older—Iive in those suburban neighborhoods, and that the absolute majority of population
growth—among both young and older adults—is in the newest and most sprawling of these
suburbs, suggests that planners and public officials should be devoting more attention than ever
to both improving the form and function of new suburban developments and adapting and
revitalizing older suburbs. In the years ahead the ripple of aging housing will continue to push
outward from city centers to older suburbs, and case studies suggest that declining inner-ring
suburbs are increasingly common (Ehrenhalt, 2013; Kim & Morrow-Jones, 2011). Indeed, our
findings (in Figure 6) show that older Established Suburbs nearly matched rural areas since 2000
in their relative rates of population decline.

These trends have prompted calls and efforts to remake suburbs into more lively,
equitable, and sustainable places (Berger, 2017; Brown, 2016; Cervero, Guerra, & Al, 2017,
Nielsen, 2014; Sisson, 2016; Urban Land Institute, 2016). Such “new suburbs,” with affordable
housing, walkable and bikable streets, good schools, low crime, a diversity of shops and
restaurants, and plenty of open space, may prove more attractive to young adults across all
manner of incomes and preferences in the years ahead. So while we have witnessed a heartening
urban resurgence in many (though certainly not all) urban neighborhoods in the United States,
and while young adults are more likely than older adults to be part of this resurgence, this oft
noted Back-to-the-City movement is overwhelmed by what can only be described as a much
larger Out-to-the-Newest-Suburbs trend—among both young and older adults. These findings
strongly suggest that the suburban era of American metropolitan development is far from over,

and that attention to suburban planning is more important than ever.

23



Acknowledgements

This research was supported by the U.S. Federal Highway Administration and the University of
California Center on Economic Competitiveness in Transportation. The authors are grateful for

this support and are responsible for any errors or omissions.

24



References

Abler, R. F., Adams, J. S., & Gould, P. (1971). Spatial Organization: The Geographer’s View of
the World. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Alonso, W. (1964). Location and Land Use. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Annenberg, E., & Kung, E. (2018). Can More Housing Supply Solve the Affordability Crisis?
Evidence from a Neighborhood Choice Model (Finance and Economics Discussion Series
No. 2018-035). Washington, D.C.: Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System.

Baum-Snow, N., & Hartley, D. (2016). Accounting for Central Neighborhood Change, 1980-
2010. Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago. Retrieved from
https://www.chicagofed.org/publications/working-papers/2016/wp2016-09

Belden Russonello & Stewart. (2011). The 2011 Community Preference Survey What Americans
are looking for when deciding where to live. Washington, D.C.: National Association of
Realtors. Retrieved from http://www.realtor.org/sites/default/files/smart-growth-comm-
survey-results-2011.pdf

Belden Russonello & Stewart. (2013). American’s Views on their Communities, Housing, and
Transportation. Washington, D.C.: Urban Land Institute. Retrieved from
http://www.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/ULI-Documents/America-in-2013-Final-
Report.pdf

Berger, A. M. (2017, September 15). The suburb of the future, almost here. Millennials want a
different kind of suburban development that is smart, efficient and sustainable. New York
Times. Retrieved from https://www.nytimes.com/2017/09/15/sunday-review/future-

suburb-millennials.html

25



Blumenberg, E., & Pierce, G. (2014). A Driving Factor in Mobility? Transportation’s Role in
Connecting Subsidized Housing and Employment Outcomes in the Moving to
Opportunity (MTO) Program. Journal of the American Planning Association, 80(1), 52—
66. https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2014.935267

Bourne, L. S. (1993). The demise of gentrification? A commentary and prospective view. Urban
Geography, 14(1), 95-107. https://doi.org/10.2747/0272-3638.14.1.95

Brown, E. (2016, April 25). Suburbs Hope to Be the New Cities. The Wall Street Journal.

Burgess, E. W. (1925). The growth of the city: An introduction to a research project. In R. E.
Park & E. W. Burgess (Eds.), The City. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Cervero, R., Guerra, E., & Al, S. (2017). Suburban transformations. In Beyond Mobility.
Washington, D.C.: Island Press.

Cervero, R., & Kockelman, K. (1997). Travel demand and the 3Ds: Density, diversity, and
design. Transportation Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 2(3), 199-219.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1361-9209(97)00009-6

Chen, Y., & Rosenthal, S. S. (2008). Local amenities and life-cycle migration: Do people move
for jobs or fun? Journal of Urban Economics, 64(3), 519-537.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2008.05.005

Choldin, H. M. (1973). Kinship Networks in the Migration Process. The International Migration
Review, 7(2), 163-175. https://doi.org/10.2307/3002426

Clark, T. N., Lloyd, R., Wong, K. K., & Jain, P. (2002). Amenities drive urban growth. Journal
of Urban Affairs, 24(5), 493-515.

Cortright, J. (2014). The Young and Restless and the Nation’s Cities. CityObservatory. Retrieved

from www.citobservatory.org

26



Cortright, J. (2016). Not peak Millennial: The coming wave. Portland, Oregon: City Observatory.

Couture, V., & Handbury, J. (2015). Urban Revival in America, 2000 to 2010 (University of
Pennsylvania. Memo). Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania.

Cox, W. (2014, July 9). Dispersing Millennials. Retrieved August 26, 2016, from
http://www.newgeography.com/content/004410-dispersing-millennials

Desgraupes, B. (2014). clusterCrit: Clustering Indices. (Version R package version 1.2.4).
Retrieved from http://CRAN.R-project.org/package=clusterCrit

Diamond, R. (2016). The determinants and welfare implications of US workers’ diverging
location choices by skill: 1980-2000. The American Economic Review, 106(3), 479-524.
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20131706

Ehrenhalt, A. (2013). The Great Inversion and the Future of the American City. New York:
Vintage.

Ellen, I. G., & Ding, L. (2016). Advancing our understanding of gentrification. Cityscape, 18(3),
3-8.

Ewing, R., & Cervero, R. (2010). Travel and the Built Environment. Journal of the American
Planning Association, 76(3), 265-294.

Florida, R. (2009). Who's Your City? How the Creative Economy Is Making Where to Live the
Most Decision of your Life. New York: Basic Books.

Forsyth, A. (2012). Defining Suburbs. Journal of Planning Literature, 27(3), 270-281.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0885412212448101

Frey, W. H. (2014, May 23). Will This Be the Decade of Big City Growth? Retrieved August 28,
2016, from https://www.brookings.edu/opinions/will-this-be-the-decade-of-big-city-

growth/

27



Frey, W. H. (2016). Mid-decade, big-city growth continues. Washington, D.C.: Brookings
Institution. Retrieved from https://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2016/05/23/mid-
decade-big-city-growth-continues/

Frizell, S. (2014). The New American Dream Is Living in a City, Not Owning a House in the
Suburbs. Time.

Fry, R. (2012, November 20). No reversal in decline of marriage. Retrieved August 27, 2016,
from http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2012/11/20/no-reversal-in-decline-of-marriage/

Fry, R. (2013). A Record 21.6 Million In 2012 Live in Their Parents’ Home. Washington, D.C.:
Pew Research Center.

Furstenberg, Jr., F. F. (2010). On a new schedule: Transitions to adulthood and family change.
Future of Children, 20(1). Retrieved from
http://www.futureofchildren.org/publications/docs/20_01_04.pdf

Gallagher, L. (2013). The End of Suburbs. The country is resettling along more urbanized lines,
and the American Dream is moving with it. Time Magazine.

Glaeser, E. L. (1998). Are cities dying? The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 12(2), 139-160.

Glaeser, E. L. (2008). Cities, Agglomeration, and Spatial Equilibrium. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Glaeser, E. L., & Gottlieb, J. D. (2006). Urban resurgence and the consumer city. Urban Studies,
43(8), 1275-1299. https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980600775683

Glaeser, E. L., Kahn, M. E., & Rappaport, J. (2008). Why do the poor live in cities? The role of
public transportation. Journal of Urban Economics, 63(1), 1-24.

Glaeser, E. L., Kolko, J., & Saiz, A. (2001). Consumer city. Journal of Economic Geography,

1(1), 27-50.

28



Glaeser, E. L., & Shapiro, J. M. (2003). Urban Growth in the 1990s: Is City Living Back?
Journal of Regional Science, 43(1), 139-165.

Grube-Cavers, A., & Patterson, Z. (2015). Urban rapid rail transit and gentrification in Canadian
urban centres: A survival analysis approach. Urban Studies, 52(1), 178-194.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098014524287

Hanlon, B., Vicino, T., & Short, J. R. (2006). The New Metropolitan Reality in the US:
Rethinking the Traditional Model. Urban Studies, 43(12), 2129-2143.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980600936525

Henderson, T. (2015). Millennials: Living on the Edge of the Big City. Washington, D.C.: The
Pew Charitable Trusts. Retrieved from http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-
analysis/blogs/stateline/2015/07/23/millennials-living-on-the-edge-of-the-big-city

Hoyt, H. (1939). The Structure and Growth of Residential Neighbourhoods in American Cities.
Washington, D.C.: Federal Housing Administration.

Hymowitz, K., Carroll, J. S., Wilcox, B., & Kaye, K. (2013). Knot Yet. The Benefits and Costs
of Delayed Marriage in America. National Campaign to Prevent Teen and Unplanned
Pregnancy, the National Marriage Project at the University of Virginia, and the RELATE
Institute. Retrieved from http://nationalmarriageproject.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/03/KnotY et-FinalForWeb.pdf

Jackson, K. (2016). Do land use regulations stifle residential development? Evidence from
California cities. Journal of Urban Economics, 91, 45-56.

Jacobsen, L. A., Mather, M., & Dupuis, G. (2012). Household Change in the United States.

Population Bulletin, 67(1), 1-13.

29



Kahn, M. E. (2007). Gentrification Trends in New Transit-Oriented Communities: Evidence
from 14 Cities That Expanded and Built Rail Transit Systems. Real Estate Economics,
35(2), 155-182. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6229.2007.00186.x

Kasarda, J. D., Appold, S. J., Sweeney, S. H., & Sieff, E. (1997). Central-city and suburban
migration patterns: Is a turnaround on the horizon? Housing Policy Debate, 8(2), 307—
358. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.1997.9521257

Kim, M. J., & Morrow-Jones, H. A. (2011). Intrametropolitan residential mobility and older
inner suburbs: A case study of the Greater Columbus, Ohio, metropolitan area. Housing
Policy Debate, 21(1), 133-164. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2011.534390

Kolko, J. (2016a, March 25). Neighborhood Data Show That U.S. Suburbanization Continues
(Wonkish). Retrieved August 9, 2017, from
http://jedkolko.com/2016/03/25/neighborhood-data-show-that-u-s-suburbanization-
continues/

Kolko, J. (2016b, March 30). Urban Revival? Not For Most Americans. Retrieved August 9,
2017, from http://jedkolko.com/2016/03/30/urban-revival-not-for-most-americans/

Landis, J. D. (2017). The End of Sprawl? Not so Fast. Housing Policy Debate, 27(5), 659-697.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2017.1296014

Laska, S. B., & Spain, D. (Eds.). (1980). Back to the City: Issues in Neighborhood Renovation.
New York: Pergamon Press.

Lee, S. (2010). Ability sorting and consumer city. Journal of Urban Economics, 68(1), 20-33.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2010.03.002

Levine, J. (2010). Zoned Out: Regulation, Markets, and Choices in Transportation and

Metropolitan Land Use. New York: Resources for the Future Press.

30



Lin, J., & Long, L. (2008). What neighborhood are you in? Empirical findings of relationships
between household travel and neighborhood characteristics. Transportation, 36(6), 739—
758. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-008-9167-7

Logan, J. R., Zhang, W., & Alba, R. D. (2002). Immigrant Enclaves and Ethnic Communities in
New York and Los Angeles. Sociological Review, 67(2), 299-322.

MacDonald, J. M., Hipp, J. R., & Gill, C. (2013). The Effects of Immigrant Concentration on
Changes in Neighborhood Crime Rates. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 29(2),
191-215. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-012-9176-8

Maciag, M. (2015). Gentrification in America report. Governing. Retrieved from
http://www.governing.com/gov-data/census/gentrification-in-cities-governing-
report.html#citieslist

Maney, K. (2015). Why Millennials Still Move to Cities. Newsweek.

Marcuse, P. (1985). Gentrification, abandonment, and displacement: Connections, causes, and
policy responses in New York City. Washington University Journal of Urban and
Contemporary Law, 28, 195-240.

Mikelbank, B. A. (2011). Neighborhood déja vu: Classification in metropolitan Cleveland, 1970-
2000. Urban Geography, 32(3), 317-333. https://doi.org/10.2747/0272-3638.32.3.317

Mills, E. S. (2005). Why do we have urban density controls? Real Estate Economics, 33(3), 571—
585.

Monkkonen, P. (2016). Understanding and Challenging Opposition to Housing Construction in
California’s Urban Areas (Housing, Land Use, and Development Lectureship & White
Paper). Sacramento, CA: University of California Sacramento Center. Retrieved from

https://uccs.ucdavis.edu/

31



Moos, M. (2016). From gentrification to youthification? The increasing importance of young age
in delineating high-density living. Urban Studies, 53(14), 2903-2920.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098015603292

Moretti, E. (2012). The New Geography of Jobs. New York: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt.

Mullner, D. (2013). Fastcluster: Fast hierarchical, agglomerative clustering routines for R and
Python. Journal of Statistical Software, 53(9), 1-18.

Myers, D. (2016). Peak Millennials: Three Reinforcing Cycles That Amplify the Rise and Fall of
Urban Concentration by Millennials. Housing Policy Debate, 26(6), 928-947.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2016.1165722

Myers, D., & Lee, H. (2016). Demographic change and future urban development. In G. W.
McCarthy, G. K. Ingram, & S. A. Moody (Eds.), Land and the City. Cambridge, MA:
Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.

Nielsen. (2014, March 4). Millennials Prefer Cities to Suburbs, Subways to Driveways.
Retrieved August 28, 2016, from
http://www.nielsen.com/us/en/insights/news/2014/millennials-prefer-cities-to-suburbs-
subways-to-driveways.html

Peri, G. (2002). Young workers, learning, and agglomerations. Journal of Urban Economics, 52,
582-607.

Pollack, S., Bluestone, B., & Billingham, C. (2010). Maintaining Diversity in America’s Transit-
Rich Neighborhoods: Tools for Equitable Neighborhood Change. Boston: Dukakis
Center for Urban and Regional Policy, Northeastern University.

Ramsey, K., & Bell, A. (2014). Smart Location Database. U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency. Retrieved from https://www.epa.gov/smartgrowth/smart-location-mapping

32



Revelle, W. (2014). Psych: Procedures for Personality and Psychological Research,
Northwestern University, Evanston, Illinois, USA. Evanston: Northwestern University.

Rockefeller Foundation, & Transportation for America. (2014, April 22). Access to Public
Transportation a Top Criterion for Millennials When Deciding Where to Live, New
Survey Shows. Retrieved August 26, 2016, from
https://www.rockefellerfoundation.org/about-us/news-media/access-public-
transportation-top/

Sampson, R. (2017). Immigration and the New Social Transformation of the American City. In
D. Vitiello & T. J. Sugrue (Eds.), Immigration and Metropolitan Revitalization in the
United States. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Sampson, R. J. (2008). Rethinking Crime and Immigration. Contexts, 7(1), 28-33.

Sarzynski, A., Galster, G., & Stack, L. (2014a). Evolving United States metropolitan land use
patterns. Urban Geography, 35(1), 25-47.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2013.823730

Sarzynski, A., Galster, G., & Stack, L. (2014b). Typologies of sprawl: investigating United
States metropolitan land use patterns. Urban Geography, 35(1), 48-70.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2013.826468

Settersten, Jr., R. A., & Ray, B. (2010). What’s going on with young people today? The long and
twisting path to adulthood. The Future of Children, 20(1), 19-41.
https://doi.org/10.1353/foc.0.0044

Shay, E., & Khattak, A. (2007). Automobiles, Trips, and Neighborhood Type: Comparing
Environmental Measures. Transportation Research Record: Journal of the

Transportation Research Board, 2010, 73-82. https://doi.org/10.3141/2010-09

33



Sisson, P. (2016). Millennials Look to the Suburbs, Not Cities, for First Homes The only
problem is that no one is building a product that they want. Curbed. Retrieved from
https://www.curbed.com/2016/6/21/11956516/millennial-first-time-home-trends-suburbs

Slater, T. (2004). North American gentrification? Revanchist and emancipatory perspectives
explored. Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space, 36(7), 1191-1213.
https://doi.org/10.1068/a368

Song, Y., & Knaap, G.-J. (2007). Quantitative Classification of Neighbourhoods: The
Neighbourhoods of New Single-family Homes in the Portland Metropolitan Area.
Journal of Urban Design, 12(1), 1-24. https://doi.org/10.1080/13574800601072640

South, S. J., & Crowder, K. D. (1997). Residential mobility between cities and suburbs: race,
suburbanization, and back-to-the-city moves. Demography, 34(4), 525-538.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3038307

Spain, D. (1992). A gentrification research agenda for the 1990s. Journal of Urban Affairs,
14(2), 125-134. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9906.1992.tb00281.x

Storper, M., & Scott, A. J. (2009). Rethinking human capital, creativity and urban growth.
Journal of Economic Geography, 9(2), 147-167. https://doi.org/10.1093/jeg/Ibn052

Sturtevant, L. A., & Jung, Y. J. (2011). Are we moving back to the city? Examining residential
mobility in the Washington, DC metropolitan area. Growth and Change, 42(1), 48-71.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2257.2010.00543.x

Sum, A., Khatiwada, 1., Trubskyy, M., & Ross, M. (2014). The Plummeting Labor Market
Fortunes of Teens and Young Adults. Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution.

Urban Land Institute. (2016). Housing in the Evolving American Suburb. Washington, D.C.:

Urban Land Institute.

34



U.S. Census Bureau. (2017). Historical Poverty Tables: People and Families - 1959 to 2016
(Current Population Survey, Annual Social and Economic Supplements). Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Census Bureau.

Vespa, J. (2017). The Changing Economics and Demographics of Young Adulthood: 1975-2016
(Current Population Reports). Washington, D.C.: U.S. Census Bureau.

Wulff, M., & Lobo, M. (2009). The New Gentrifiers: The Role of Households and Migration in
Reshaping Melbourne’s Core and Inner Suburbs. Urban Policy and Research, 27(3),

315-331. https://doi.org/10.1080/08111140903112020

35



Appendix
Table Al. Do young adults and older adults live in different neighborhoods?

New Established Urban )
Development Patchwork Suburbs Residential Old Urban Mixed Use
Age (Base: Adult, ages 35 to 64)
Young adults, ages 20 to 34 0.07 *** 0.05 * -0.09 *** 0.19 *** 0.22 *** | (030 ***
Household characteristics
Household income (In) 0.19 *** 0.03 ** 0.05 *** -0.19 *** -0.34 *** [ -0.15 ***
Child <18 in household (Base:
None) 0.14 *** 0.07 ** -0.20 *** 0.06 ns 0.07 ns 0.20 ***
Household size (Base: One person)
2 people -0.19 *** -0.36 *** -0.28 *** -0.35 *** -0.56 *** [ -0.64 ***
3 people -0.29 *** -0.562 *** -0.30 *** -0.48 *** -0.80 *** [ -0.97 ***
4 people -0.33  *** -0.60 *** -0.28 *** -0.57 *** -1.00 *** [ 2117 *F**
5+ people -0.37  *** -0.69 *** -0.38 *** -0.60 *** -1.02  *** [ 2125 ***
Educational attainment (Base: Less
than high school)
High school 0.19 *** 0.03 ns 0.25 *** 0.00 ns -0.19 * 0.00 ns
Some college 0.46 *** 0.24 *** 0.44 *** 0.23 *** -0.04 ns 0.35 ***
College degree 0.78 *** 0.52 *** 0.77 *** 0.45 *** 041 *** | 0.81 ***
Advanced degree 0.76 *** 0.68 *** 1.00 *** 0.67 *** 0.90 *** 1.16 ***
Adults Roles
Employed (Base: not employed) -0.17 *** -0.11 *** | -0.19 *** | -0.03 ns 0.08 * -0.04 ns
Married (Base: single) 0.03 ns -0.10 *** -0.19 *** -0.28 *** -0.59 *** [ -0.26 ***
Race/ethnicity (Base: NH White)
NH Black 0.39 *** 0.53 *** 0.81 *** 1.27 *** 1.84 *** | (090 ***
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NH Asian

Hispanic

NH Other
Large MSA

Constant

1.07
0.93
0.04
1.28

-3.49

*k*k

*k*k

ns

**k*

*k*k

0.97
0.90
0.00
0.97

-1.22

*k*k

*k*k

ns

*k*x

*k*k

1.49
1.37
0.13
2.10

-4.11

**k*k

**k*k

**k*

**k*k

1.67
1.70
0.45
1.46

-0.70

*k*k

*k*k

**k*

**k*

*k*k

2.18
2.44
1.26
4.47

-19.48

*k*k
*k*k

**k*

**k*

ns

1.71
1.33
0.08
1.25

-1.56

*k*k

*k*k

ns

**k*

*k*k

Notes: N= 249,697 Pseudo R?= 0.0968
Source: 2009 NHTS, unweighted values.

*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1, ns not significant
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Table A2. Did the Residential Location of Young Adults Becoming More or Less Similar to Older Adults from 2001 to 2009?

New Established Urban .
Development Patchwork Suburbs Residential Old Urban Mixed Use
Age (Base: Adult, ages 35 to 64)
Young adults, ages 20 to 34 0.13 *** 0.21 *** 0.00 ns 0.45 *** 0.30 *** 0.64 ***
Year
2009 0.58 *** -0.02 ns -0.36  *** -0.09 *** -0.77 *** | -0.14 ***
Year*Age
2009*young adults, ages 20 to 34 -0.05 ns -0.14 *** -0.08 * -0.24 *** -0.15 ** -0.33  ***
Household characteristics
Household income (In) 0.40 *** 0.13 *** 0.31 *** -0.03 ** -0.03 ns -0.05 **
Child <18 in household (Base:
None) 0.15 *** 0.09 *** -0.14 *** 0.05 ns 011 * 0.21 ***
Household size (Base: One
person)
2 people -0.23 *** -0.39 *** -0.30 *** -0.44 *** -0.69 *** [ -0.74 ***
3 people -0.26 *** -0.45 *** -0.13  *** -0.51 *** -0.78 *** [ 109 ***
4 people -0.27 *** -0.52 *** -0.10 ** -0.60 *** -0.98 *** [ 125 *x*
5+ people -0.32 *** -0.61 *** -0.15 *** -0.62 *** -1.08 *** [ 139 Fx*
Educational attainment (Base:
Less than high school)
High school 0.15 *** -0.05 ns 0.24 *** -0.13 ** -0.34 *** | -0.10 ns
Some college 0.44 *** 0.16 *** 0.49 *** 0.14 ** -0.08 ns 0.28 ***
College degree 0.81 *** 0.50 *** 0.90 *** 0.47 *** 0.66 *** 0.82 ***
Advanced degree 0.77 *** 0.65 *** 1.10 *** 0.70 *** 1.08 *** 1.19 ***
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Adults Roles
Employed (Base: not employed)
Married (Base: single)

Race/ethnicity (Base: NH White)
NH Black
NH Asian
Hispanic
NH Other

Big city

Constant

-0.14
-0.14

0.74
1.12
1.20
0.18

1.06

-4.84

*k*x

*k*k

*k*k

*k*x

*kk

*kk

*kk

**k*

0.00
-0.25

0.77
0.99
1.02
0.10

0.76

-1.45

ns

*k*k

**k
**k*%

*kk

*kk

**k*

-0.08
-0.45

1.23
1.59
1.69
0.25

1.81

-4.06

**k*

**k*k

**k*k

**k*

*kxk

*kxk

*kxk

**k*

-0.02
-0.45

1.67
1.74
1.90
0.51

1.32

-0.27

ns

*k*k

*k*k
*k*k
*kxk

*k*k

*k*k

**

-0.07
-0.87

2.57
2.65
3.23
1.11

4.28

-1.52

ns

*k*k

*k*k
**k*
*k*k

**k*k

**k*k

**k*

0.00
-0.45

1.20
1.75
1.50
0.22

1.08

-0.81

ns

*k*k

*k*k
**k*k
*k*k

*k*k

*k*k

*k*

Notes: N= 245,980 Pseudo R?= 0.0404
Source: 2009 NHTS, unweighted values.

*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1, ns not significant
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Table A3. Changes in Residential Location — All Neighborhoods

Young Adults (20-34)

Older Adults (35-64)

Neighborhood Distribution Distribution Absolute Increase Distribution Distribution Absolute Increase

Types 2000 2011-15 2000 to 2011-15 2000 2011-15 2000 to 2011-15

Mixed use 7% 7% 491,242 5% 4% 579,767
Old urban 6% 6% 83,195 4% 4% 515,879
Urban residential 19% 19% 760,411 13% 12% 1,653,222
Established suburb 13% 12% 147,272 15% 14% 496,925
Patchwork 18% 18% 1,119,818 18% 17% 2,175,428
New development 20% 24% 3,961,625 23% 28% 9,851,934
Rural 16% 15% 28,829 22% 20% 1,510,367
Total 100% 100% 6,592,391 100% 100% 16,783,522

Sources: United States Census (2000); American Community Survey (2011-2015).
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Table A4. Changes in Residential Location — Neighborhoods in Largest 25 Metropolitan Areas

Young Adults (20-34) Older Adults (35-64)

Neighborhood Distribution Distribution | Absolute Increase Distribution Distribution | Absolute Increase
Types 2000 2011-15 2000 to 2011-15 2000 2011-15 2000 to 2011-15

Mixed use 8% 8% 315,536 5% 5% 414,624
Old urban 14% 13% 77,044 10% 9% 504,694
Urban residential 22% 20% 302,444 16% 15% 1,062,413
Established suburb 20% 18% 68,181 24% 22% 527,957
Patchwork 14% 14% 300,909 16% 15% 927,651
New development 18% 22% 1,614,672 23% 28% 4,486,760
Rural 4% 4% 59,241 6% 5% 224,737
Total 100% 100% 2,738,027 100% 100% 8,148,835

Sources: U.S Census (2000); American Community Survey (2011-2015).
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Table 1. Seven Neighborhood Types

Neighborhood % Description Housing Job
Type Tracts P Density® | Accessibility?
Downtowns and dense
Mixed-use 6% | outlying commercial & 5.2 181
industrial districts
Very high-density, very
Urban Old Urban 4% | transit-rich 27.5 533
neighborhoods
Urban Re_sidential _
. 15% | neighborhoods in 59 147
Residential :
mostly central city areas
. Older, mostly
Establlshed 15% | residential suburban 4.1 186
uburbs .
neighborhoods
Patchwork Mix of re_sidential and_
Suburban 18% | commercial Ignd uses in 1.7 94
Suburban suburban settings
Mostly new, low-
New density suburban
22% | development often near 1.4 68
Development .
the fringes of
metropolitan areas
Most types of non-urban
Rural Rural 21% | and non-suburban 0.1 14
development
!Measured as homes per acre
2Measured as thousands of jobs within a 45-minute drive

Source: redacted
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Figure Captions

Figure 1. Percentage of Adult Population (20-64) Living in Central Cities (2011-15 American
Community Survey)

Figure 2. Neighborhood Typology—Methodology

Figure 3. Residential Location by Neighborhood Type and Age Group

Figure 1. Multivariate analysis results: Probability of young adults (20-34) living in each
neighborhood type relative to older adults (35-64) (controlling for resources, household

composition, and race/ethnicity)

Figure 5. Absolute increase (1,000s) in older and younger adults living in each neighborhood
type between 2000 to 2011-15

Figure 6. Distribution of Young and Older Adults across Neighborhood Types, 2000 and 2011-
15
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' Conducted periodically by the U.S. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the nationally-stratified surveys are
the authoritative source on U.S. travel behavior. The data include daily non-commercial travel by all modes, the
characteristics of travelers and their household, as well as a census-tract identifier that allowed us to match each
respondent to the neighborhood in which they lived. The survey includes 69,817 households in 2001 and 150,147 in
2009.

ii The 20 variables were: jobs within a 45-minute commute, tract share of area employment, jobs/(jobs+homes),
office jobs/(jobs+homes), retail jobs/(jobs+homes), jobs/housing balance, housing density, employment density,
housing+job density, total road network density, pedestrian-oriented road network density, car-oriented road density,
intersection density, transit service density, single-family homes/total homes, rental homes/occupied homes, share of
home occupied fewer than 5 years, share of homes occupied for more than 20 years, share of homes fewer than 10
years old, share of homes more than 40 years old.

it There is no commonly-accepted age bracket for “young adults.” We established the 20 to 34 age bracket drawing
from the upper age limit used by the U.S. Census (Vespa, 2017). We do not, however, include teenagers to (a)
minimize the number of individuals in our sample who are in college and, therefore, may not reside at their
permanent address and (b) better match the two data sources.

v In our subsequent models, we use a household measure of education--the highest grade achieved by anyone in the
household. We use this variable rather than an individual-level measure to account for the fact that young people
may still be pursuing their educations. As a result, a young person’s observed educational attainment values may not
reflect the education that they ultimately will achieve.

¥ The Appendix includes data for all neighborhood types for 2000 and 2011-15.
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