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An analysis of the location of private-sector employment within 35 miles of downtown in the
nation's 100 largest metropolitan areas from 2007 to 2010, and across the 2000s, finds:

H Steep employment losses following the Great Recession stalled the steady decentraliza-
tion of jobs that characterized the early to mid-2000s. After dropping two percentage
points from 2000 to 2007, the share of metropolitan jobs within three miles of downtown sta-
bilized from 2007 to 2010. However, by 2010 nearly twice the share of jobs was located at least
10 miles away from downtown (43 percent) as within three miles of downtown (23 percent).

“In the wake
of the Great

Recession
’ H Job losses in industries hit hardest by the downturn, including construction and manu-

facturing, helped check employment decentralization in the late 2000s. Together,
construction, manufacturing, and retail-each among the most decentralized of major indus-
tries—accounted for almost 60 percent of all job losses between 2007 and 2010, with half of
those losses occurring at least 10 miles from downtown.

policymakers
and regional

leaders have the , . s .
H In all but nine of the 100 largest metro areas, the share of jobs located within three miles of

downtown declined during the 2000s. Only Washington, D.C. experienced an increase in both
the number and share of jobs located in the urban core during the 2000s. At the same time, the
share of jobs at least 10 miles from downtown rose in 85 regions between 2000 and 2010.

opportunity to

make strategic

decisions

about how they

will pursue

metropolitan

growth.”

B A metro area's total employment—and policy and planning decisions around land use,
economic development, and zoning—help shape the location of its jobs. Employment is
more decentralized in metro areas with at least 500,000 jobs. But even large metro areas with
high degrees of job decentralization like Chicago and Detroit concentrate many of their jobs in
dense locations outside the urban core.

In the wake of the Great Recession, policymakers and regional leaders have the opportunity to
make strategic decisions about how they will pursue metropolitan growth. If the next period of
economic expansion reinforces low-density, diffuse growth in metropolitan America, it will be that

much harder for metro areas to achieve sustainable and inclusive growth over the long term.

Introduction

n 2009, "Job Sprawl Revisited: The Changing Geography of Metropolitan Employment” docu-
mented the widespread decentralization of jobs in metropolitan America.' That analysis found
that, between 1998 and 2006, employment-whether growing or declining—steadily moved
farther away from downtowns across most major metro areas, in almost every major industry,
and especially toward suburban communities at least 10 miles from the downtown. This shift occurred
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continuously—as the economy boomed in the late 1990s, as it turned down in the early 2000s, and
then as it moved through a mid-decade recovery.

Yet that analysis left off shortly before the nation entered the worst recession since the Great
Depression, which led to the loss of nearly 9 million jobs nationally.? Though the first economic down-
turn of the decade did not stall the outward movement of metropolitan jobs, the second, much more
disruptive, recession of the decade may very well have changed prevailing job location patterns.

The changing location of employment within a metro area intersects with a range of policy issues—
from transportation to workforce development to regional innovation—-that affect a region’s long-term
health, prosperity, and social inclusion. A number of factors can drive the decentralization of employ-
ment, which is neither an inherently positive nor negative trend. Suburban development can take
place in ways that foster dense, mixed-use, and regionally-connected job centers. Or it may occur in
less dense and less accessible ways, raising challenges like strained infrastructure, increased energy
consumption, greater spatial mismatches between the location of jobs and low-income and minority
residents. In addition, because low-density job development can be difficult to effectively serve with
transit, job sprawl can limit transportation options, increasing commute times and congestion.*

Understanding the geography of metropolitan employment will prove particularly important in the
emerging recovery, as policymakers and regional leaders work to grow jobs and connect residents to
economic opportunity. This brief assesses recent trends in employment location in 2000, 2007, and
2010, documenting the impact of the Great Recession on the geographic distribution of metropolitan
jobs during the 2000s.

Methods

his brief builds on and updates the methods used in 2009's “Job Sprawl Revisited"” to ana-

lyze employment location trends. It uses the Census Bureau's ZIP Business Patterns data

on private-sector employment from 2000, 2007, and 2010 (the most recent year of data

available).® It employs GIS software to allocate ZIP code employment data to three distance
bands: within three miles of a central business district (CBD), three to 10 miles away from a CBD, and
10 to 35 miles from a CBD.®

Two methodological differences exist between this assessment and the 2009 analysis that affect
comparability. First, the 2009 analysis focused on 98 of the 100 largest metro areas based on 2005
employment totals. The current analysis considers the 100 largest metro areas based on population in
2010. While there is a high degree of overlap in the two lists, differences exist.’

Second, the selection process for CBDs has been expanded in this analysis to more fully reflect
metro areas that contain multiple employment centers. As with the previous analysis, 1982 CBDs (des-
ignated by the Census of Retail Trade) serve as the basis for the selection (Box 1). To designate CBDs
for this analysis, a number of comparisons were made based on census tract-level job density and total
employment estimates in 2010.8 For first-named cities in the official metropolitan statistical area name,
if the densest employment tract in 2010 overlapped with the 1982 CBD, the equivalent of the 1982
CBD was used.? If the densest tract in 2010 did not overlap with the 1982 CBD and had higher employ-
ment totals than the historical CBD, the densest tract in 2010 was selected as the CBD for this analysis.
However, if the 2010 tract contained fewer jobs, the 1982 CBD was maintained.

The same process was used to determine CBDs in any other city within the metro area that had an
official CBD in 1982.° Once secondary CBDs were determined, total employment within those CBDs
was compared to the primary CBD. If the number of jobs in the secondary CBD was at least one-third
of the amount located in the primary CBD in 2010, the secondary CBD was also included as a “down-
town" in the analysis. (See Appendix A for a full list of CBDs included in this assessment.)
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Box 1. A Note about 1982 Central Business Districts

The U.S. Census Bureau last identified Central Business Districts based on the 1982 Census of Retail Trade, after which the
program was discontinued. The Census Bureau defined a CBD as “an area of very high land valuation characterized by a high
concentration of retail businesses, service businesses, offices, theaters, and hotels, and by a very high traffic flow,” which could
be comprised of one or multiple census tracts." Though dated, the 1982 CBDs represent the last systematic identification of
business districts at the national scale. Furthermore, the 1982 CBDs continue to exhibit significant overlap with the densest job
centers in the nation’'s major metro areas. Of the 100 metro areas in this analysis, 91 contained a 1982 CBD that overlapped with
the highest job-density census tract in 2010. Nine (9) contained a 1982 CBD that coincided with the second-densest tract, which
in each case had higher job totals than the first-ranked tract.

Moreover, the continued relevance of the 1982 CBDs is apparent in the expanded list of downtowns used in this analysis. The
2009 paper limited potential downtowns to only places that appeared in the metropolitan area name, contained a 1982 CBD,
and had at least half the number of jobs as the primary CBD. This analysis removes the name restriction and allows a place
with a 1982 CBD to be a potential secondary job hub, as long as it contains at least one-third the number of jobs located in the
primary CBD. Ultimately, the 2009 analysis identified 105 CBDs in 98 metro areas, while this analysis identifies 136 CBDs in 100
metro areas. To verify that this list of CBDs captures significant secondary job hubs in 2010, the selection process was run again,
removing the 1982 CBD requirement. Tracts that were at least as dense as the primary CBD and contained at least one-third
the jobs were considered. There were nine tracts in eight metro areas that met these criteria and were not directly adjacent to
the 1982-identified CBD. All of these tracts fell within the primary city: seven fell within the three miles of the official CBD, and
two within the 10 mile ring. None contained more jobs than the 1982-identified CBD. Thus, the 1982 CBDs continue to provide a
robust baseline for selecting significant job centers across the nation’s largest metropolitan areas.

A. Steep employment losses following the Great Recession stalled the steady decentral-
ization of jobs that characterized the early to mid-2000s.

The late 2000s brought a protracted economic downturn and widespread job losses that touched
almost every major metro area in the United States. The worst recession since the Great Depression
and the weak recovery that followed caused the nation's 100 largest metro areas to shed more than
5.8 million jobs within 35 miles of their downtowns from 2007 to 2010. Employment declined through-
out these metro areas, from the urban core to outlying suburbs, but losses were not spread evenly
(Table 1). The outer ring—more than 10 miles away from a CBD-lost jobs at a faster rate than the middle
(between three and 10 miles) and inner (within three miles) rings. In fact, owing in part to the suburban-
led nature of the housing market collapse and the downturn that followed, 45 percent of employment
losses from 2007 to 2010 occurred more than 10 miles away from downtown.

The Great Recession thus stalled the steady decentralization of metropolitan employment that
marked much of the 2000s. Between 2000 and 2007, the share of jobs located more than 10 miles
from downtown consistently grew, as the outer ring added employment at four times the rate of the
middle ring, while the number of jobs located within three miles of a CBD actually fell. However, the job
losses of the late 2000s effectively halted this trend, leaving the overall distribution of employment

Table 1. Employment Distribution Within 35 Miles of a Central Business District, 100 Metro Areas, 2000 to 2010

Number of Jobs 2000 2007 2010 2000 to 2007 2007 to 2010 2000 to 2010
Total Jobs 76,252,828 79,071,521 73,247,962 3.7% -7.4% -3.9%
Within 3 Miles 18,698,287 17,907,472 16,752,320 -4.2% -6.5% -10.4%
3 to 10 Miles 26,369,343 26,985,109 24,948,689 2.3% -7.5% -5.4%
10 to 35 Miles 31,185,198 34,178,939 31,546,954 9.6% -7.7% 1.2%

Source: Brookings Institution analysis of ZIP Business Patterns data
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Figure 1. Change in the Geographic Distribution of Jobs Within 35 Miles
of a Central Business District, 100 Metro Areas
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Source: Brookings Institution analysis of ZIP Business Patterns data

relatively unchanged between 2007 and 2010 (Figure 1). The outsized impact of the recession on the
outer ring led to a slight drop in the share of jobs located more than 10 miles away from downtown
(-0.2 percentage points). At the same time, the middle ring also experienced a very small decline in job
share (-0.1 percentage points), while the urban core exhibited a modest uptick (+0.2 percentage points)
because it lost jobs slightly more slowly.

Even with these late-decade trends, by 2010 jobs remained markedly more decentralized than in
2000. In 2010, more than three quarters of jobs within 35 miles of a downtown in the nation’s 100
largest metro areas located outside of the urban core. Roughly 17 million jobs fell within three miles
of CBD (22.9 percent), while almost twice that number—31.5 million—located more than 10 miles from
downtown (43.1 percent).

B. Job losses in industries hit hardest by the downturn, including construction and
manufacturing, helped check employment decentralization in the late 2000s.

The early to mid-2000s saw employment decentralize in nearly every major industry as the share of
jobs in urban cores declined and the share in the outer ring grew. However, as the housing-led down-
turn deepened and spread, job losses in almost every major industry slowed that steady trend.
Construction, manufacturing, and retail were among the industries hardest hit by job losses following
the Great Recession. Together, those three industries accounted for 60 percent of the decline in total
employment within 35 miles of downtown between 2007 and 2010.”? They were also among the most
decentralized industries, locating roughly half of their jobs more than 10 miles from downtown in 2007
(Figure 2). As a result, roughly two-thirds of job losses in the outer ring of metropolitan areas came in
construction, manufacturing, and retail. The collapse of the housing market also caused the real estate
and finance industries—both of which had decentralized at a rapid pace earlier in the decade-to shed
jobs at a faster-than-average rate, regardless of location. Amid these employment losses, jobs in these
industries stopped their steady march outward in metropolitan areas. The share of construction, real
estate, and finance jobs more than 10 miles from downtown dropped slightly between 2007 and 2010
(0.6 percentage points or less), while increasing slightly for manufacturing and retail (0.2 percentage
points each).
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Figure 2. Job Location and Employment Change for Selected Industries within 35 Miles
of Downtown, 100 Metro Areas, 2007 to 2010
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Source: Brookings Institution analysis of ZIP Business Patterns data
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At the same time, as almost every other major industry shed employment, the health care and
social assistance and educational services industries experienced notable job growth between 2007
and 2010, with increases shared across the three rings. The recession-era gains in health care and
social assistance employment meant that jobs in that industry grew to account for roughly 17 percent
of all jobs in the urban core by 2010-the largest share among major industry categories. However,
those jobs continued to grow faster farther away from downtown. From 2007 to 2010, outer-ring
health care and social assistance employment grew by 8 percent, versus 4 percent near downtown. In
contrast, jobs in educational services grew slightly faster in the urban core than in other metropolitan
locations toward the end of the decade. Still, longer-running trends meant that educational services
joined 16 other major industries that ended the 2000s more decentralized than when the decade
began.

Together these industry dynamics helped contribute to an overall slowdown in job decentralization
during the late 2000s. Ultimately, industry-specific losses and gains between 2007 and 2010 served to
pause, but not reverse, the longer-running trend.

C. In all but nine of the 100 largest metro areas, the share of jobs located within three
miles of downtown declined during the 2000s.
Given the depth and length of the Great Recession, nearly every major metro area suffered job losses
in the late 2000s. Between 2007 and 2010, 97 of the nation’s 100 largest metro areas lost employ-
ment within 35 miles of downtown.®

In many metro areas, these job losses changed the trajectory of employment location. Between
2000 and 2007, the share of jobs near downtowns declined in 95 of the 100 largest metro areas. But
between 2007 and 2010, that share increased in more than half (54) of the nation’s largest metro
areas (Table 2). However, in only four of those regions did the absolute number of jobs located in
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Table 2. Metro Areas with the Largest Increases in Urban Core and Outer-Ring Job Share, 2007 to 2010

Largest Increases in Share of Jobs within Largest Increases in Share of Jobs More Than
3 Miles of Downtown 10 Miles from Downtown

Chattanooga, TN-GA 2.5 Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL 3.0
New Orleans-Metairie-Kenner, LA 1.8 Little Rock-North Little Rock-Conway, AR 1.8
Louisville/Jefferson County, KY-IN 1.8 San Antonio-New Braunfels, TX 1.7
Charleston-North Charleston-Summerville, SC 1.7 Provo-Orem, UT 1.7
Cincinnati-Middletown, OH-KY-IN 1.6 El Paso, TX 1.6
Chicago-Joliet-Naperville, IL-IN-WI 1.6 Phoenix-Mesa-Glendale, AZ 1.5
San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 1.5 Oklahoma City, OK 1.5
Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI 1.5 Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill, NC-SC 1.5
Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA 1.3 Honolulu, HI 1.3
Austin-Round Rock-San Marcos, TX 1.3 Birmingham-Hoover, AL 1.3

Source: Brookings Institution analysis of ZIP Business Patterns data

the urban core actually grow: Austin, Charleston, Cincinnati, and New Orleans. Of these four regions,
Austin was the only one that did not lose jobs overall during this time period. In the other 50 metro
areas, the share of jobs near downtown increased because that ring lost jobs at a slower rate than the
middle and outer employment rings.

Even with these recession-related changes, 91 metro areas ended the decade with a lower share
of jobs within three miles of downtown than in 2000 and two (Detroit and San Francisco) remained
unchanged. Ultimately, the period following the downturn reversed the longer-running downward
trend in urban core job share in just three metro areas. Between 2000 and 2007, Chicago, Oxnard, and
Washington, D.C. each experienced declines in the share of jobs located within three miles of a CBD,
but by 2010 had more than reversed those losses. These regions joined Milwaukee, where urban core
job share held steady in the early 2000s, and Boston, Little Rock, and San Jose, where the share of
jobs in the urban core had increased even before the Great Recession began. However, almost all of
these regions (with the exception of Washington, D.C.) experienced net job losses over the course of
the decade, with the increase in urban core job share occurring as the inner ring shed jobs at a slower
rate than elsewhere.

Notwithstanding the re-centralization of employment in a few places, job sprawl was the dominant
metropolitan trend across the 2000s, especially in the West and South. Between 2007 and 2010, 56
metro areas experienced an uptick in outer-ring job share, led by regions including Cape Coral, Little
Rock, and San Antonio, which shed jobs following the downturn, as well as El Paso, which managed to
add jobs during this time period (Table 2). On the whole, the share of jobs in the outer ring increased
in 85 of the nation’'s largest metro areas from 2000 to 2010. Almost one-third of the nation’s largest
metro areas (31) saw that share grow at more than twice the average rate (+2.2 percentage points),
with Phoenix posting an increase of almost 11 percentage points (Table 3). Nine of the ten largest
increases in outer-ring job share occurred in the South and West. With many jobs in fast-growing
industries like construction, retail, and administrative support services, Phoenix, Oklahoma City, and
Orlando, as well as the Texas metro areas of San Antonio, Houston, and Austin, each added jobs overall
during the 2000s, particularly in the outer ring. Even employment losses following the downturn did
not dampen decentralization in these metro areas, as each continued to see increases in outer-ring job
shares between 2007 and 2010. In contrast, Dallas, Indianapolis, Memphis, and Jacksonville experi-
enced a decline in total employment over the course of the decade, but gained jobs in the outer ring
while losing them in closer-in places.
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Table 3. Metro Areas with the Largest Increases in Outer-Ring Job Share, 2000 to 2010

2000 to 2010

B

Within 3 Miles 3 to 10 Miles 10 to 35 Miles
Phoenix-Mesa-Glendale, AZ -6.8 -4.0 10.8
San Antonio-New Braunfels, TX -5.4 -4.0 9.4
Austin-Round Rock-San Marcos, TX -2.7 -5.2 7.9
Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown, TX -3.3 -4.5 7.8
Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX -2.6 5.1 7.7
Oklahoma City, OK -2.4 -4.8 7.2
Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford, FL -2.8 -4.1 7.0
Indianapolis-Carmel, IN -2.9 -4.0 6.9
Memphis, TN-MS-AR -1.2 -5.6 6.8
Jacksonville, FL -3.8 2.8 6.6

Source: Brookings Institution analysis of ZIP Business Patterns data

D. A metro area's total employment—-and policy and planning decisions around land use,
economic development, and zoning—help shape the location of its jobs.

A number of factors help determine where jobs locate with a region. As demonstrated by abrupt
changes in employment levels following the Great Recession, the number of jobs—and whether that
number is growing or declining—helps shape patterns and trends in the geographic distribution of
employment. In fact, the number of jobs that a region contains matters more to its degree of employ-
ment decentralization than the actual geographic size of a metro area.

Map 1. Share of Jobs 10 to 35 Miles from Downtown, 100 Metro Areas, 2010

42%-20.0%
20.1% - 30.0% ’
30.1% - 45.0%

B s -77.4%

Source: Brookings Institution analysis of ZIP Business Patterns data
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Table 4.

Geographic Distribution of Jobs by Metro Area Employment Size, 100 Metro Areas, 2010

Share of Jobs

Number of Total Number of Within
Size Metro Areas Jobs Within 35 Miles 3 Miles 3 to 10 Miles 10 to 35 Miles
Under 500,000 Jobs 58 15,764,185 30.3 45.2 24.4
Over 500,000 Jobs 42 57,488,777 20.8 31.0 48.2
All Metro Areas 100 73,247,962 22.9 34.1 43.1

Source: Brookings Institution analysis of ZIP Business Patterns data

In 2010, metro areas in the manufacturing belt that runs through the Midwest and Northeast
exhibited some of the highest shares of jobs located more than 10 miles from downtown, though each
major census region contains metro areas with above-average outer-ring employment shares (Map
1. In part, the industry mix of these manufacturing hubs may account for this larger regional pattern,
but the Midwest and Northeast also contain many of the nation's largest employment hubs. In gen-
eral, the more jobs a metro area has, the more decentralized those jobs tend to be. On average, metro
areas that contain fewer than 500,000 jobs have 30 percent of jobs in the urban core, outstripping
the outer-ring job share by almost 6 percentage points (Table 4). In contrast, the 42 metro areas with
more than 500,000 jobs (which are home to 78 percent of all jobs within 35 miles of a downtown in
the 100 largest metro areas) locate an average of just 21 percent of jobs in the urban core, and more
than 48 percent of jobs at least 10 miles from downtown. Notably, employment size matters much
more than physical size, which is only weakly related to measures of decentralization."

Among larger employment centers, three of the five most decentralized metro areas are Midwestern
regions with a history of manufacturing (Table 5). Detroit leads the list, with over 77 percent of jobs
located in the outer ring, with Chicago a distant second at 67 percent. In contrast, the most central-
ized large metro areas tend to be in the Sun Belt, with the exception of metropolitan New York, which
located 31 percent of jobs within three miles of Manhattan's central business district. San Jose regis-
tered as the most centralized metro area by far in 2010, with 64 percent of jobs located within three
miles of CBDs in San Jose, Palo Alto, and Sunnyvale.

Among smaller employment centers, three of the five most decentralized metro areas ranked
above the overall metro average for outer-ring job share in 2010—Memphis, Knoxville, and Worcester.
However, Worcester also posted an above-average inner-ring job share, as did Stockton. At the other
end of the spectrum, the most centralized smaller metro areas each located at least 46 percent of jobs
within three miles of a central business district. Bridgeport exhibited the highest inner-ring job share
among smaller employment centers, with 58 percent of jobs located in the urban core.

Beyond employment size, political fragmentation—or the number of jurisdictions within a region—can
also influence job location. Edward Glaeser and his colleagues found a significant relationship between
the extent of a metro area’s fragmentation and its level of job sprawl. Jobs tend to locate farther from
the city center in regions with more political units, as employers look for business-friendly tax rates
and local governments beyond the central city.”® In keeping with these findings, many of the metro
areas that rank among the most decentralized in Table 5 also exhibit higher levels of fragmentation
(e.g., Chicago, Detroit, Philadelphia, and St. Louis), while many of the most centralized metro areas are
less politically fragmented (e.q., Las Vegas, Salt Lake City, Virginia Beach, and San Jose).

These patterns also underscore the importance of topography (e.qg., the presence or absence of
natural growth boundaries) and development decisions within metro areas in shaping employment
location. Many of the most centralized metro areas in 2010 have more than one major employment
hub. By contrast, the most decentralized metro areas are each anchored by one traditional CBD. But
the most centralized list also includes a number of metro areas that have pursued growth manage-
ment policies to encourage density and more centralized development. For instance, Honolulu and Salt
Lake City each rank among the most centralized and each has only one CBD. Honolulu is hemmed in
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Table 5. Most Centralized and Decentralized Metro Areas by Employment Size, 100 Metro Areas, 2010

Most Centralized

Most Decentralized

B

Share of Jobs

Share of Jobs

# Within 3to 10to # Within 3 to 10 to
of 3 10 35 Highest Share of 3 10 35
Highest Share Within 3 Miles CBDs Miles Miles Miles Beyond 10 Miles CBDs Miles Miles Miles
Larger Employment Regions Larger Employment Regions
San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 3 64.0 319 4.2 Detroit-Warren-Livonia, Ml 1 7.3 163 774
Las Vegas-Paradise, NV 1 44.6 46.9 8.6  Chicago-Joliet-Naperville, IL-IN-WI 1 19.5 131 67.4
Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC 3 32.4 53.2 14.4 Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA 1 9.9 25,6 64.6
Salt Lake City, UT 1 31.8 37.6 30.6 Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington,
PA-NJ-DE-MD 1 15.2 20.8 64.0
New York-Northern New Jersey-Long
Island, NY-NJ-PA 1 30.9 23.0 46.1  St. Louis, MO-IL 1 13.2 256 61.2
Smaller Employment Regions Smaller Employment Regions
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT 4 58.3 375 42 Memphis, TN-MS-AR 1 12.4 39.2 484
Honolulu, HI 1 53.9 28.3 17.8 Knoxville, TN 1 18.6 36.2 452
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ 3 50.3 35.2 14.4 Worcester, MA 1 31.0 249 4441
Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura, CA 3 47.4 441 8.5  Stockton, CA 1 30.5 31.3 38.2
Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, PA 2 46.5 33.7 19.8 Charleston-North Charleston-
Summerville, SC 1 21.7 40.2 38.1

Source: Brookings Institution analysis of ZIP Business Patterns data

Table 6. Share of Employment in High-Density ZIP Codes Outside the Urban Core, Selected Metro Areas, 2010

Metro Area %

Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA 76.7
San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA 55.2
Chicago-Joliet-Naperville, IL-IN-WI 541
New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY 541
Tucson, AZ 53.3
Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown, TX 52.8
San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont, CA 52.4
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV 49.3
Detroit-Warren-Livonia, Ml 49.0
Omaha-Council Bluffs, NE-IA 48.1
Phoenix-Mesa-Glendale, AZ 48.0
Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX 47.5
Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano Beach, FL 45.3
Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA 45.3
Albuguergque, NM 44.8

Source: Brookings Institution analysis of ZIP Business Patterns data

by mountains and water, but it has also adopted urban growth boundaries to manage development.
Salt Lake City, another region constrained by geography, has actively pursued denser forms of devel-
opment in recent years and become a leader in transit-oriented development.
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To be sure, not all job decentralization is created equal. Traditional depictions of “sprawl” focus
on patterns of diffuse, low-density greenfield development at the fringes of metropolitan regions,
whether they are actually growing overall or just growing outward as populations decline. But many
regions are seeing suburban development occurring in denser ways—whether in new places or through
retrofitting older communities—that can, for instance, facilitate transit connections. Among the 100
largest metro areas, 42 have at least half of their jobs in high-density ZIP codes. And for many of
these regions, a sizeable share of metro area jobs locate in high-density ZIP codes outside the urban
core (Table 6). In the Los Angeles metro area, three-quarters of regional jobs fell in high-density
ZIP codes more than three miles from downtown, while regions including San Diego, Chicago, and
New York had more than half of their jobs in such ZIP codes. Moreover, Detroit, which topped the list
for the most decentralized metro area, also ranks among the top 10 for the density of employment
outside the urban core. At the other end of the spectrum, regions such as Augusta, GA; Chattanooga,
TN; Greensboro, NC; Lakeland, FL; Poughkeepsie, NY; and Worcester, MA have no high job-density ZIP
codes more than three miles from their downtowns. In those places, connecting people to jobs and
transit may pose greater challenges than in more densely developed metro areas. (For detailed results,
see Appendix D.)

Conclusion

he Great Recession led to net job losses in almost every major metro area and almost every

major industry between 2007 and 2010. On the whole, these losses were felt throughout

metropolitan regions—from the urban core to the metropolitan fringe. However, the housing-

led downturn took the greatest toll on jobs outside the urban core, particularly those located
more than 10 miles away from downtown and those in the construction, manufacturing, and retail
industries.

The severity of the recession, and especially steep outer-ring job losses, helped drive a slight uptick
in urban core job share in more than half of the nation’s largest metro areas between 2007 and 2010.
Most of these increases reflect a rebalancing of the distribution as regions shed jobs, rather than
actual job gains in the urban core. On the whole the magnitude of these recession-era changes was
modest enough that they served to stall decentralization, not reverse longer-running trends: By 2010,
91 metro areas located a smaller share of employment within three miles of downtown compared to
2000, as job share shifted outward toward the middle ring and metropolitan fringe.

These trends suggest that, as the economy recovers, the outward shift of employment will also
likely resume within most major metro areas. However, efforts to encourage denser forms of subur-
ban development and to attract jobs to the urban core have accelerated in recent years in regions
like Boston, Chicago, Dallas, Denver, Minneapolis, San Francisco, and Washington, D.C. Such actions
could succeed in eventually stemming longer-running trends toward decentralization in these regions,
though it may be some time before the ultimate impact of these measures can be determined.

In the wake of the Great Recession, policymakers and regional leaders have the opportunity to make
strategic decisions about how they will pursue metropolitan growth. If the next period of economic
expansion ushers in low-density, diffuse growth in metropolitan America, the negative consequences
of decentralization will make it that much harder for metro areas to achieve sustainable and inclu-
sive growth over the long term. On the other hand, denser forms of development, whether inside or
outside of traditional downtowns, allow for more effective connections between people and jobs, as do
comprehensive development plans that explicitly link up jobs, housing, and transportation. Because
the location of employment relates to so many aspects of a metro area’s growth and performance,
land use, zoning, and economic development strategies should be balanced with housing and trans-
portation planning to ensure that regions are not just growing more jobs or better jobs, but they are
locating jobs in ways that promote accessibility and connection.
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Endnotes 10.

Elizabeth Kneebone, “"Job Sprawl Revisited: The Changing
Geography of Metropolitan Employment” (Washington:
Brookings Institution, 2009).

Analysis of U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics data, December

2007 to December 2010. 12.

Robert Cervero, Yoshifumi Komada, and Andrew Krueger,
“Suburban Transformations: From Employment Centers
to Mixed-Use Activity Centers,” University of California
Working Paper (Berkeley, CA: 2010).

For a more detailed review of the literature on these

effects, see Kneebone, “Job Sprawl| Revisited.”

The data exclude information on the self-employed

population, employees of private households, railroad 14.

employees, agricultural production workers, and most

government employees.

The 35 mile buffer captures 95 percent of all jobs located
within the 100 largest metro areas. It serves to bound the
analysis and helps standardize measures across metro
areas of differing geographic size. For detailed explana-

tions of the data cleaning and allocation process, see 15.

Kneebone, “Job Sprawl Revisited.”

The metro areas included in the 2009 analysis that

do not appear in this analysis include: Durham, NC; 16.

Lansing-East Lansing, MI; Lexington-Fayette, KY; Portland-
South Portland-Biddeford, ME; and Trenton-Ewing, NJ.
The metro areas appearing in this analysis that were

not included in 2009 are: Lakeland-Winter Haven, FL;
McAllen-Edinburg-Mission, TX; Modesto, CA; Ogden-
Clearfield, UT; Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL;
Provo-Orem, UT; and Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT.

Job density and total employment figures in 2010 come
from Nielsen's Business Facts database, and are provided
at the census tract level, consistent with boundaries
drawn based on Census 2000.

Three metro areas had first-named cities that did not
have a defined CBD in 1982: Palm Bay, Virginia Beach,
and North Port. For these cities, the densest tract based
on 2010 job counts was selected as the primary CBD.
The 1982 Census of Retail Trade used 1980 census tracts
to designate CBDs. In cases where the 1982 CBDs were
maintained, 1980 and 2000 census tracts were mapped
together to identify the corresponding tracts in 2000,
so that all CBDs used in the analysis are drawn from the
same base year.
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Based on density and job totals, the CBDs for six places—
four primary CBDs (Las Vegas, Little Rock, Honolulu, and
Nashville) and two secondary CBDs (Newport News and
Sunnyvale)-were changed away from the 1982 CBD.

See www.census.gov/geo/www/cbhd.html.

ZIP business patterns “classifies an establishment
by its physical location”, thus employees may be
allocated to the address of the main office, though
they work at project sites away from headquarters.
See www.census.gov/econ/cbp/methodology.htm.

The three exceptions were the Texas metro areas of
Austin, EIl Paso, and McAllen, each of which managed to
weather this period with modest job gains within 35 miles
of a CBD.

As noted in the methods section, bounding the analysis at
35 miles helps to standardize measures across places of
different physical size. In 2009, the correlation between
share of jobs in the 10 to 35 mile ring and metropolitan
land area was fairly weak (0.34), and the correlation
between land area and change in outer-ring job share
over the decade even weaker (0.26).

Edward Glaeser, Matthew Khan, and Chenghuan Chu, “Job
Sprawl: Employment Location in U.S. Metropolitan Areas”
(Washington: Brookings Institution, 2001).

"High-density” ZIP codes rank within the top quartile of
all metropolitan ZIP codes and have at least 1,330 jobs per

square mile.



www.census.gov/geo/www/cbd.html
www.census.gov/econ/cbp/methodology.htm
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Appendix A. List of Central Business Districts by Metro Area, 2010

Metro Area CBD City CBD Type*
Akron, OH Akron, Ohio Primary
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY Albany, New York Primary
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY Schenectady, New York Secondary
Albuquerque, NM Albuquerque, New Mexico Primary
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ Allentown, Pennsylvania Primary
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ Easton, Pennsylvania Secondary
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ Bethlehem, Pennsylvania Secondary
Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA Atlanta, Georgia Primary
Augusta-Richmond County, GA-SC Augusta, Georgia Primary
Austin-Round Rock-San Marcos, TX Austin, Texas Primary
Bakersfield-Delano, CA Bakersfield, California Primary
Baltimore-Towson, MD Baltimore, Maryland Primary
Baton Rouge, LA Baton Rouge, Louisiana Primary
Birmingham-Hoover, AL Birmingham, Alabama Primary
Boise City-Nampa, ID Boise City, Idaho Primary
Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH Boston, Massachusetts Primary
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT Bridgeport, Connecticut Primary
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT Danbury, Connecticut Secondary
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT Norwalk, Connecticut Secondary
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT Stamford Connecticut Secondary
Buffalo-Niagara Falls, NY Buffalo, New York Primary
Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL Cape Coral, Florida Primary
Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL Fort Myers, Florida Secondary
Charleston-North Charleston-Summerville, SC Charleston, South Carolina Primary
Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill, NC-SC Charlotte, North Carolina Primary
Chattanooga, TN-GA Chattanooga, Tennessee Primary
Chicago-Naperville-Joliet, IL-IN-WI Chicago, lllinois Primary
Cincinnati-Middletown, OH-KY-IN Cincinnati, Ohio Primary
Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor, OH Cleveland, Ohio Primary
Colorado Springs, CO Colorado Springs, Colorado Primary
Columbia, SC Columbia, South Carolina Primary
Columbus, OH Columbus, Ohio Primary
Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX Dallas, Texas Primary
Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX Forth Worth, Texas Secondary
Dayton, OH Dayton, Ohio Primary
Denver-Aurora-Broomfield, CO Denver, Colorado Primary
Des Moines-West Des Moines, |A Des Moines, lowa Primary
Detroit-Warren-Livonia, Ml Detroit, Michigan Primary
El Paso, TX El Paso, Texas Primary
Fresno, CA Fresno, California Primary
Grand Rapids-Wyoming, Ml Grand Rapids, Michigan Primary
Greensboro-High Point, NC Greensboro, North Carolina Primary
Greensboro-High Point, NC High Point, North Carolina Secondary
Greenville-Mauldin-Easley, SC Greenville, South Carolina Primary
Harrisburg-Carlisle, PA Harrisburg, Pennsylvania Primary
Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT Hartford, Connecticut Primary
Honolulu, HI Honolulu, Hawaii Primary
Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown, TX Houston, Texas Primary
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Appendix A. List of Central Business Districts by Metro Area, 2010 (continued)

Metro Area CBD City CBD Type*
Indianapolis-Carmel, IN Indianapolis, Indiana Primary
Jackson, MS Jackson, Mississippi Primary
Jacksonville, FL Jacksonville city, Florida Primary
Kansas City, MO-KS Kansas City, Missouri Primary
Knoxville, TN Knoxville, Tennessee Primary
Lakeland-Winter Haven, FL Lakeland, Florida Primary
Lakeland-Winter Haven, FL Winter Haven, Florida Secondary
Lancaster, PA Lancaster, Pennsylvania Primary
Las Vegas-Paradise, NV Las Vegas, Nevada Primary
Little Rock-North Little Rock-Conway, AR Little Rock, Arkansas Primary
Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA Los Angeles, California Primary
Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA Long Beach, California Secondary
Louisville/Jefferson County, KY-IN Louisville, Kentucky Primary
Madison, WI Madison, Wisconsin Primary
McAllen-Edinburg-Mission, TX McAllen, Texas Primary
Memphis, TN-MS-AR Memphis, Tennessee Primary
Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano Beach, FL Miami, Florida Primary
Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano Beach, FL Fort Lauderdale, Florida Secondary
Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano Beach, FL Hollywood, Florida Secondary
Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano Beach, FL Pompano Beach, Florida Secondary
Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano Beach, FL West Palm Beach, Florida Secondary
Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, Wi Milwaukee, Wisconsin Primary
Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI Minneapolis, Minnesota Primary
Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI St. Paul, Minnesota Secondary
Modesto, CA Modesto, California Primary
Nashville-Davidson-Murfreesboro-Franklin, TN Nashville-Davidson (consolidated) city, TN Primary
Nashville-Davidson-Murfreesboro-Franklin, TN Berry Hill, Tennessee Secondary
New Haven-Milford, CT New Haven, Connecticut Primary
New Haven-Milford, CT Milford, Connecticut Secondary
New Haven-Milford, CT Waterbury, Connecticut Secondary
New Orleans-Metairie-Kenner, LA New Orleans, Louisiana Primary
New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-PA New York, New York Primary
North Port-Bradenton-Sarasota, FL North Port, Florida Primary
North Port-Bradenton-Sarasota, FL Bradenton, Florida Secondary
North Port-Bradenton-Sarasota, FL Sarasota, Florida Secondary
Ogden-Clearfield, UT Ogden, Utah Primary
Oklahoma City, OK Oklahoma City, Oklahoma Primary
Omaha-Council Bluffs, NE-IA Omaha, Nebraska Primary
Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford, FL Orlando, Florida Primary
Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura, CA Oxnard, California Primary
Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura, CA San Buenaventura (Ventura), California Secondary
Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura, CA Thousand Oaks, California Secondary
Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL Palm Bay city, Florida Primary
Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL Cocoa, Florida Secondary
Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL Titusville, Florida Secondary
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD Philadelphia, Pennsylvania Primary
Phoenix-Mesa-Glendale, AZ Phoenix, Arizona Primary
Pittsburgh, PA Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania Primary
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Appendix A. List of Central Business Districts by Metro Area, 2010 (continued)

Metro Area CBD City CBD Type*
Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA Portland, Oregon Primary
Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Middletown, NY Poughkeepsie, New York Primary
Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Middletown, NY Middletown, New York Secondary
Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Middletown, NY Newburgh, New York Secondary
Providence-New Bedford-Fall River, RI-MA Providence, Rhode Island Primary
Provo-Orem, UT Provo, Utah Primary
Raleigh-Cary, NC Raleigh, North Carolina Primary
Richmond, VA Richmond, Virginia Primary
Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA Riverside, California Primary
Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA San Bernardino, California Secondary
Rochester, NY Rochester, New York Primary
Sacramento-Arden-Arcade-Roseville, CA Sacramento, California Primary
St. Louis, MO-IL St. Louis, Missouri Primary
Salt Lake City, UT Salt Lake City, Utah Primary
San Antonio-New Braunfels, TX San Antonio, Texas Primary
San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA San Diego, California Primary
San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont, CA San Francisco, California Primary
San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA San Jose, California Primary
San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Palo Alto, California Secondary
San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Sunnyvale, California Secondary
Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, PA Scranton, Pennsylvania Primary
Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, PA Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania Secondary
Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA Seattle, Washington Primary
Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA Bellevue, Washington Secondary
Springfield, MA Springfield, Massachusetts Primary
Stockton, CA Stockton, California Primary
Syracuse, NY Syracuse, New York Primary
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL Tampa, Florida Primary
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL St. Petersburg, Florida Secondary
Toledo, OH Toledo, Ohio Primary
Tucson, AZ Tucson, Arizona Primary
Tulsa, OK Tulsa, Oklahoma Primary
Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC Virginia Beach city, Virginia Primary
Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC Newport News, Virginia Secondary
Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC Norfolk, Virginia Secondary
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Washington, District Of Columbia Primary
Wichita, KS Wichita, Kansas Primary
Worcester, MA Worcester, Massachusetts Primary
Youngstown-Warren-Boardman, OH-PA Youngstown, Ohio Primary
Youngstown-Warren-Boardman, OH-PA Warren, Ohio Secondary

*Primary CBDs are those located in the city that appears first in the official metropolitan statistical area name.
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Appendix D. Employment Located in High-Density ZIP codes, 100 Metro Areas, 2010

Metro Area Number of Number of Share of Number of High Share of Jobs
ZIP Codes High Density Jobs Within Density ZIP Within High Density
Within ZIP Codes High Density Codes More than ZIP Codes More
35 Miles Within 35 ZIP Codes 3 Miles than 3 Miles
of CBD Miles of CBD (%) from CBD from CBD (%)
Akron, OH &5 7 5.5 0 0.0
Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY 118 13 46.0 3 18.4
Albuquerque, NM 39 7 60.7 5 44.8
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ 80 8 37.5 2 6.5
Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA 161 36 51.9 28 43.7
Augusta-Richmond County, GA-SC 47 9 1.6 0 0.0
Austin-Round Rock-San Marcos, TX 86 20 59.2 13 39.6
Bakersfield-Delano, CA 35 2 27.4 1 14.5
Baltimore-Towson, MD 153 33 52.7 23 33.8
Baton Rouge, LA 75 7 51.6 4 38.8
Birmingham-Hoover, AL 95 41.6 3 13.5
Boise City-Nampa, ID 35 18.1 0 0.0
Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH 230 76 64.3 51 36.5
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT 48 17 58.2 2 9.5
Buffalo-Niagara Falls, NY 84 24 53.6 15 37.6
Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL 38 2 19.9 1 9.9
Charleston-North Charleston, Summerville, SC 36 4 38.1 2 22.7
Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill, NC-SC 81 13 43.5 5 19.5
Chattanooga, TN-GA 57 5 255 0 0.0
Chicago-Joliet-Naperville, IL-IN-WI 286 133 74.2 116 541
Cincinnati-Middletown, OH-KY-IN 151 30 51.2 21 34.6
Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor, OH 100 22 46.6 18 34.7
Colorado Springs, CO 47 7 48.9 4 19.8
Columbia, SC 49 5 35.2 1 7.9
Columbus, OH 107 18 47.8 11 32.2
Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX 240 66 60.1 52 47.5
Dayton, OH 76 7 26.4 3 1.3
Denver-Aurora-Broomfield, CO 110 39 64.6 29 431
Des Moines-West Des Moines, |A 75 7 48.4 3 25.5
Detroit-Warren-Livonia, Ml 176 44 55.8 39 49.0
El Paso, TX 28 8 55.9 5 41.6
Fresno, CA 53 9 51.7 6 40.0
Grand Rapids-Wyoming, M| 57 7 55.6 5 37.0
Greensboro-High Point-Mauldin-Easley, SC 52 3 18.8 0 0.0
Greenville, SC 43 4 44.3 2 13.3
Harrisburg-Carlisle, PA 61 8 37.2 1 4.7
Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT 98 14 27.8 7 5.8
Honolulu, HI 35 6 61.5 0 0.0
Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown, TX 187 55 63.1 44 52.8
Indianapolis, IN 107 13 415 9 27.7
Jackson, MS 46 5 20.8 1 1.3
Jacksonville, FL 57 5 24.3 1 6.4
Kansas City, MO-KS 169 27 46.6 17 32.8
Knoxville, TN 56 4 20.4 1 9.6

BROOKINGS | April 2013




B

Appendix D. Employment Located in High-Density ZIP codes, 100 Metro Areas, 2010 (continued)

Metro Area Number of Number of Share of Number of High Share of Jobs
ZIP Codes High Density Jobs Within Density ZIP Within High Density
Within ZIP Codes High Density Codes More than ZIP Codes More
35 Miles Within 35 ZIP Codes 3 Miles than 3 Miles
of CBD Miles of CBD (%) from CBD from CBD (%)
Lakeland-Winter Haven, FL 35 0 0.0 0 0.0
Lancaster, PA 52 3 29.2 2 1.5
Las Vegas-Paradise, NV 67 19 72.9 12 26.7
Little Rock-North Little Rock, Conway, AR 60 5 36.7 2 9.9
Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA 375 246 86.5 216 76.7
Louisville-Jefferson County, KY-IN 112 17 50.2 8 28.1
Madison, WI 58 8 41.5 3 14.8
McAllen-Edinburg-Mission, TX 22 2 30.8 1 13.8
Memphis, TN-MS-AR 73 15 51.5 11 40.4
Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano Beach, FL 183 82 67.0 54 45.3
Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI 81 21 53.1 13 29.6
Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 193 55 61.8 32 37.6
Modesto, CA 24 2 30.3 0 0.0
Nashville-Davidson-Murfreesboro-Franklin, TN 91 12 35.0 2 10.9
New Haven-Milford, CT 43 5 27.0 0 0.0
New Orleans-Metairie-Kenner, LA 67 16 55.1 7 26.0
New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-PA 633 367 84.6 320 541
North Port-Bradenton-Sarasota, FL 45 3 17.6 1 4.3
Ogden-Clearfield, UT 24 0 0.0 0 0.0
Oklahoma City, OK 90 14 39.9 5 16.5
Omaha-Council Bluffs, NE-IA 111 17 64.3 11 48.1
Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford, FL 93 21 55.9 15 43.6
Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura, CA 34 2 24.4 1 13.9
Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL 28 3 27.5 1 4.3
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD 319 103 56.3 85 41.8
Phoenix-Mesa-Glendale, AZ 136 41 66.1 30 48.0
Pittsburgh, PA 253 32 37.6 20 12.4
Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA 120 32 61.8 21 39.7
Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Middletown, NY 70 2 18.1 0 0.0
Providence-New Bedford-Fall River, RI-MA 111 27 47.7 17 27.9
Provo-Orem, UT 26 3 22.8 2 15.8
Raleigh-Cary, NC 57 7 31.8 4 21.5
Richmond, VA 101 9 35.9 5 23.4
Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA 115 13 35.8 9 27.7
Rochester, NY 96 15 47.0 5 22.0
Sacramento-Arden-Arcade-Roseville, CA 93 17 47.0 10 33.6
St. Louis, MO-IL 175 29 481 21 34.6
Salt Lake City, UT 48 18 66.4 10 41.4
San Antonio-New Braunfels, TX 104 17 52.6 12 42.3
San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA 92 30 66.2 23 55.2
San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont, CA 162 79 771 62 52.4
San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 68 34 78.4 8 10.2
Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, PA 69 6 17.8 1 1.9
Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA 149 46 71.0 33 45.3
Springfield, MA 80 6 23.8 1 1.1
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Appendix D. Employment Located in High-Density ZIP codes, 100 Metro Areas, 2010 (continued)

Metro Area Number of Number of Share of Number of High Share of Jobs
ZIP Codes High Density Jobs Within Density ZIP Within High Density
Within ZIP Codes High Density Codes More than ZIP Codes More
35 Miles Within 35 ZIP Codes 3 Miles than 3 Miles
of CBD Miles of CBD (%) from CBD from CBD (%)
Stockton, CA 33 4 28.3 2 19.6
Syracuse, NY 84 9 45.5 8 16.3
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL 127 33 59.6 26 41.5
Toledo, OH 66 7 36.8 4 23.3
Tucson, AZ 45 10 61.4 8 53.3
Tulsa, OK 76 11 518 7 38.1
Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC 113 18 46.9 7 25.8
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV 232 75 71.9 54 49.3
Wichita, KS 77 8 40.4 1 9.5
Worcester, MA 83 7 29.4 0 0.0
Youngstown-Warren-Boardman, OH-PA 81 4 9.0 1 3.1
Acknowledgements

The author thanks Oleg Firsin and Jane Williams for their excellent research assistance, and Alan
Berube, Anthony Downs, Robert Puentes, and Adie Tomer for their comments on drafts of this
brief.

The Metropolitan Policy Program at Brookings thanks the Ford Foundation for its generous sup-
port of the program’s research on city and suburban poverty and opportunity, the Annie E. Casey
Foundation for its support of the program’s research on low-income working families, and

the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, the George Gund Foundation, the Heinz
Endowments, the Kresge Foundation, and the Surdna Foundation for their general support of the
program, as well as the members of the Metropolitan Leadership Council.

The Brookings Institution is a private non-profit organization. Its mission is to conduct high quality,
independent research and, based on that research, to provide innovative, practical recommendations
for policymakers and the public. The conclusions and recommendations of any Brookings publication
are solely those of its author(s), and do not reflect the views of the Institution, its management, or its
other scholars.

Brookings recognizes that the value it provides to any supporter is in its absolute commitment to

quality, independence and impact. Activities supported by its donors reflect this commitment and the
analysis and recommendations are not determined by any donation.

BROOKINGS | April 2013



For More Information
Elizabeth Kneebone

Fellow

Brookings Metropolitan Policy Program
ekneebone@brookings.edu

For General Information
Metropolitan Policy Program at Brookings
202.797.6139

www.brookings.edu/metro

1775 Massachusetts Avenue NW
Washington D.C. 20036-2188
telephone 202.797.6139

fax 202.797.2965

In the Series

» Job Sprawl Revisited: The Changing Geography of Metropolitan
Employment

» Job Sprawl and the Suburbanization of Poverty

» Missed Opportunity: Transit and Jobs in Metropolitan America

BROOKINGS

About the Metro Opportunity Series
Launched in 2009 the Metropolitan Opportunity
Series documents the changing geography of poverty
and opportunity in metropolitan America, analyzes its
drivers and implications, and offers policy
recommendations to enhance the well-being of
lower-income families and communities in both cit-
ies and suburbs. This study and other publications,
speeches, presentations, and commentary in the
series are available at: www.brookings.edu/metro/
MetropolitanOpportunity.aspx

About the Metropolitan Policy
Program at the Brookings Institution
Created in 1996, the Brookings Institution’s
Metropolitan Policy Program provides decision
makers with cutting-edge research and policy ideas
for improving the health and prosperity of cities
and metropolitan areas including their component
cities, suburbs, and rural areas. To learn more visit:
www.brookings.edu/metro.

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

fax 202.797.6004

web site www.brookings.edu

Metropolitan Policy Program

at BROOKINGS

telephone 202.797.6139
fax 202.797.2965
web site www.brookings.edu/metro


www.brookings.edu/metro
mailto:rpuentes%40brookings.edu?subject=
http://www.brookings.edu/metro

