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AAbbssttrraacctt : In recent years, the spatial structure of cities has become the subject of considerable interest, as

travel behavior, greenhouse gas emissions, loss of habitat, public expenditures, and more are thought to be

influenced by urban spatial structure.  In this paper we examine the spatial structure of 35 metropolitan

areas in the United States.  Based on the 2010 Census data, we focus on the distributions of populations in

metropolitan areas in 2010 and on changes between 1990 and 2010. Specifically, we examine population

levels and population density at the metropolitan, urbanized area, principal city, and census block group

levels.  We find that significant differences in recent growth patterns remain between the older and more

densely developed cities of the Northeast and cities in the South and West.  Most urban growth is now

occurring in cities in the South and West causing them to experience increases in density in their principal

cities, urbanized area, and nonurbanized areas.  We also find, however, that much of the population growth

in the largest metropolitan areas of the United States continues to occur at the urban fringe, causing overall

densities to decline.
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1. Introduction

The structure of urban areas has long been a

subject of analysis ever since the seminal work

of von Thunen (1826), Chistaller (1933), and

Losch (1940) (Fischer, 2011).  Ever since, it has

been well understood that the size of urban areas

is systematically related to the population of

their hinterlands and that the density of urban

populations fall with distance from the central

city.  In more recent years, the spatial structure

of cities has become the subject of more than

academic interest, as travel behavior,

greenhouse gas emissions, loss of habitat, public

expenditures, and more are thought to be

influenced by urban spatial structure.  To

minimize automobile travel, greenhouse gas

emissions, habitat loss, and public expenditures,

for example, many advocate building compact

cities, with nodes of mixed use concentrations of

activities, and infill development within the

urban core (Smart Growth Network, n.d.).

Further, in recent years a debate has raged about

whether urban growth is beginning to exhibit

these more “desirable”development patterns.

Following the release of the 2010 Census data,

for example, some analysts have proclaimed the

beginnings of an urban revival in all or parts of

metropolitan America. Cities like Washington,

DC and Philadelphia, PA, which lost population

for many years, gained population between

2000 and 2010 (U.S. Census, 2011a).   Other

analysts, however, are skeptical, noting that the

principal cities of Chicago, IL, and Minneapolis,

MN, lost population between 2000 and 2010

despite a resurgence in population between 1990

and 2000 (U.S. Census, 2011b).

In this paper we extend earlier work by Lewis

and Knaap (2009) and Knaap, Lewis, Carruthers

and Lewis (2008) to examine the spatial

structure of 35 metropolitan areas in the United

States.  Based on the 2010 Census data, we

focus on the distributions of populations in

metropolitan areas in 2010 and on changes

between 1990 and 2010.  Our examination

focuses solely on measures of population.

Specifically, we examine population levels and

population density at the metropolitan,

urbanized area, principal city, and census block

levels.  Finally we examine the spatial

distribution of populations within urban areas,

exploring the extent to which population is

concentrated in subareas. Our interests are

twofold.  First, we seek to extend the analysis of

urban form in a way that focuses specifically at

changes over the last two decades.  Second, we

seek to explore whether these trends are

consistent with the proposition that U.S. cities

are now experiencing, in some measure, more

“desirable”spatial structure.

2. Previous Research

Careful examination of changes in the structure

of metropolitan areas requires measurement of

urban structure and an examination of changes in
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those measures over time.  Urban analysts have

taken a variety of approaches toward such

measurement (Clifton et. al., 2008).  Ecologists

tend to focus on aggregate population density, or

compactness, noting that more compact growth

results in less development on farmland and

natural habitat.  Economists tend to focus on

population and employment density gradients.

Gradients that show a more gradual decline in

density are typically viewed as evidence of a

weakening of the economic attraction to the central

city. Transportation planners tend to view urban

structure as a way of shaping distances between

trip origins and destinations.  Short distances

between concentrations of activity facilitate

carpooling, greater use of public transportation,

biking and walking. All of these perspectives are

valid, and the choice of measurement tends to

reflect both the particular issue of concern and the

data that are available for analysis.

In the analysis that follows, we use the recently

released data from the census of population to

re-examine urban structure and changes in

structure over time.  We are not the first to have

done so.  According to Nate Berg (2012), over

80 percent of the United States population

resides in urban areas, and almost every urban

area in the country expanded physically between

2000 and 2010.  Only 50 of United States’
approximately 3,500 urban areas declined in

land area during this time.  According to the

Census Bureau, for example, only 24 of the 50

fastest growing metropolitan areas in 2000 were

also among the 50 fastest growing in the 2010

Census.  Nearly all of the fastest-growing metro

areas from 2010 to 2011 (46 of 50) were located

either entirely or partially in the South or West.

The South and West accounted for 84 percent of

the U.S. population increase from 2000 to 2010.

All 10 of the most populous metropolitan areas

in 2010 grew over the last decade.

Approximately one out of every 10 people in the

United States lived in either Los Angeles or

New York, the nation's two most populous

metro areas and almost two-thirds of the nation's

counties gained population between 2000 and

2010.  (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012) 

Nine of the 10 most populous cities in 2010

gained population over the last decade. Chicago,

which grew between 1990 and 2000, was the

only one of these cities to decline in population

between 2000 and 2010.  William Frey of the

Brookings Institution notes that growth in sun

and snow belts tapered in the 2000s, especially

in cities with “bubble economies.” According

to Frey, suburbs grew faster than cities in the

2000s but both had growth rates lower than the

1990s.   Exurban and outer suburban counties

experienced both a population boom and bust in

the 2000s (Frey, 2012). 

Several researchers focus on the question of

whether the new century marks the end of urban

sprawl.  In an article titled “The End of

Sprawl?”, Richard Florida notes that only two of

the 39 counties with 1 million-plus people -

Michigan's Wayne (Detroit) and Ohio's



Cuyahoga (Cleveland) - grew from 2006 to

2011.  Of these, 28 grew faster than the nation,

which as a whole grew at the slowest rate since

the Great Depression (0.73 percent).  Median

growth rate for the 39 counties with 1 million-

plus people was 1.3 percent and central metro

counties accounted for 94 percent of U.S.

growth, an increase from 85 percent before the

recession.  Eric Jaffe (2011) suggests that some

places that experienced an overall decline, such

as St. Louis, have downtown areas that showed

some residential growth. 

Wendell Cox (2012), on the other hand,

strongly disputes the notion that the era of urban

sprawl has ended.  According to Cox, urban

density in 2010 remained approximately 27

percent below that of 1950.  Many core

municipalities lost population while suburban

and exurban populations expanded.  Urban land

area expanded along with this trend; Cox

speculates that this may reflect a pervasive

American preference for low-density housing.

Further, notes Cox, major metropolitan areas

added 14 percent to their populations in the

2000s, down from 19 percent growth in the

1990s. The historic core municipalities grew

four percent after 2000, compared to the 1990s

rate of seven percent. Suburban areas grew 18

percent, compared to the 1990s rate of 26

percent.  Kotkin (2011) concurs with Cox.

According to Kotkin, the 2010 Census shows

that just 8.6 percent of the population growth in

metropolitan areas with more than 1 million

people took place in the core cities while the rest

took place in the suburbs.  In the 1990s, the

figure was 15.4 percent.  Kotkin indicates that

core city growth has declined over time.

Regarding housing choices, single-family

houses accounted for almost 80 percent of all

the new households in the past decade, far

exceeding the growth of multifamily or attached

homes.  In sum, the evidence that the structure

of urban growth has changed in the most recent

decade is mixed.  While there is some evidence

of renewed growth in central cities, there is also

evidence of continued suburban expansion.  In

what follows we present a systematic evaluation

of the distribution of population and population

growth in the 35 largest metropolitan areas using

simple measures of urban form. 

We find that significant differences remain

between the older and more densely developed

cities of the Northeast and cities in the South

and West and significant differences in their

recent growth patterns.  Most urban growth is

now occurring in cities in the South and West

causing them to experience increases in density

in their principal cities, urbanized area, and

nonurbanized areas.  We also find, however, that

much of the population growth in the largest

metropolitan areas of the United States

continues to occur at the urban fringe, causing

overall densities to decline.

The Spatial Structure of Cities in the United States
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3. Data and Methods

To reexamine and explore in some depth the

distribution of population and population growth

in US metropolitan areas we use data from the

1990, 2000, and 2010 Censuses for the 35 largest

metropolitan areas in the United States and

compute several measures of urban structure.

Our measures include density frequency

distributions, and spatial distributions of growth.

We used metropolitan area definitions from the

U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB)

released in 2002.  Though census boundaries

change, we use consistent metropolitan area

boundaries for 1990, 2000 and 2010.  Specifically

we use “Core Based Statistical Areas1”and

ignore Metropolitan Divisions and micropolitan

areas in our analysis. Within metropolitan areas,

we used normalized census block groups in 2000

boundaries.  These data were derived from

Geolytics, Inc. products which allocate selected

1990, 2000 and 2010 variables to 2000 block

groups. Geolytics allows us to use consistent

geographies to measure changes in urban form

over time (GeoLytics n.d.) .

Our measures include both measures of

population distributions in 2010 and measures of

changes in those distributions from 1990 to 2010.

Specifically, we measure:  

1) Core Based Statistical Areas are defined by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget and “consist of the county or counties or
equivalent entities associated with at least one core (urbanized area or urban cluster) of at least 10,000 population, plus adjacent
counties having a high degree of social and economic integration with the core as measured through community ties with the counties
associated with the core.”(See: http://www.census.gov/geo/www/2010census/gtc/gtc_cbsa.html) 

<Table 1> List of measurements.



In what follows, we present the measures listed

above for each of the 35 metropolitan areas.  To

provide some context for these measures, we

start by presenting national data on urban

growth in the United States in 1990, 2000, and

2010.  As shown in table 1, the population of the

United States increased from 250 million in

1990 to nearly 310 million in 2010.  Most of

that growth occurred in the South and West, a

trend that continued in the 2000’s.  The 35

metro areas used in this study contained 46

percent of the population in 1990 and 47 percent

in 2010.

4. Population and Population Density

Population and population density are perhaps

the simplest and most common measures of

urban structure.  By definition, urban areas are

places with large populations and high relative

population densities (McDonald, 1997).  We

measure population and population densities for

three geographic areas: the metropolitan area,

the urbanized area, and the principal city.

Metropolitan areas are defined as the aggregate

of counties that include an urban core with more

than 50,000 residents and adjacent counties

“that have a high degree of social and economic

integration”with the urban core (U.S. Census,

n.d.b).  Metropolitan areas often include both

urban and rural areas and, because some

counties contain large, nonurbanized areas,

measures of urban structure at the metropolitan

scale often reflect how much of the metropolitan

area is rural.  In some metropolitan areas, for

example, the nonurbanized, rural part of the

metro area is relatively large, thus the overall

density of the metropolitan area is relatively low.  

Urbanized areas are defined as the aggregate

of census tracts within a metropolitan area that

meet urban density thresholds.  An urban area is

a place with (1) very high population densities

The Spatial Structure of Cities in the United States
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<Table 2> Population in the U.S. and Study Area - 1990-2010



compared to the surrounding area, and (2) a

population greater than some minimum number.

(McDonald, 1997).  Following the Census, we

set the density threshold for urbanized areas at

1,000 persons per square mile.  We do not,

however, use the same contiguity rules as the

Census.  Instead we limit our definition of

urbanized area to include any Census tract that

meets the density threshold.  As a result, our

definition results in some non urban areas

completely surrounded by urbanized areas and

some urbanized census tracts that are not

contiguous to any other urbanized area.

(Proposed Urban Area Criteria for the 2010

Census, 2010)   The principal city is the central

and often the largest and oldest jurisdiction in

the metropolitan area. The Census defines the

principal city as the “largest incorporated place

or Census Designated Place of at least 10,000

population.” (U.S. Census, 2011c)  The

geographic boundaries are political and not

based on population density.2 In every

metropolitan area, the central city is contained

within the urbanized areas.  See figure 1.

Measures of population and population density

for the largest 35 metropolitan areas in the US
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2) Due to data limitations, we use 2000 Census principal city area.  Thus, we do not consider expansion of principal cities.  See:
http://www.census.gov/statab/ccdb/cit1010r.txt 

(Figure 1) Metropolitan Area, Principal City, and Urbanized Area Boundaries in Baltimore-Towson, MD (2010)



from the 2010 Census are presented in tables 3

through 5.  Tables 3 and 4 present population and

density data for 2010 and table 5 shows changes

in population from 1990 and 2010 for the entire

The Spatial Structure of Cities in the United States
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<Table 3> Population at Metropolitan, Principal City, and Urbanized Area Scale, sorted in rank order
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<Table 4> Population Density (in persons per square mile) at Metropolitan, Principal City, and Urbanized Area Scale, 
sorted in rank order
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<Table 5> Change in Population Density at Metropolitan, Principal City, and Urbanized Area Scale (1990-2010),  
sorted in rank order



metropolitan area, urbanized area, and principal

city.   The data for each geographic area are

presented in descending order by population. As

shown, the New York metropolitan area is the

largest in the nation with a population of over 18

million people, followed by Los Angeles,

Chicago and Dallas.  In general, but with

exception, cities with large metropolitan-area

populations have large populations in their

urbanized areas and central cities.  

Most of the differences in rank between these

areas reflect differences in the extent to which the

metropolitan area contains rural as well as

urbanized areas.  For this reason, for example,

Miami ranks ninth in metropolitan population but

third in the population of its urbanized area.   New

York, Los Angeles, and Chicago remain the three

largest principal cities and only nine central cities

have more than one million people. Because the

central cities of Houston and Phoenix include a

large share of their urbanized population, they

rank relatively high in principal city population. 

Population and population density are highly

correlated at every level of geography; the

largest metropolitan areas, urbanized areas and

principal cities tend to be the most dense

metropolitan areas, urbanized areas, and

principal cities.3 The metropolitan area of New

York is the most dense, followed by Los

Angeles, San Francisco, and Chicago.  Los

Angeles has the most densely populated

urbanized area, followed by New York, San

Jose, San Francisco, and Las Vegas.  New York,

San Francisco, Boston, and Chicago have the

most densely populated principal cities, in that

order.  The relative ranking of the size of

metropolitan area, urbanized area, and principal

city populations have changed very little over

the last two decades.

5. Growth Distribution and
Threshold Densities

To examine the distribution of population and

growth in smaller geographic areas, we examine

population and population growth by block

groups.  Densities in smaller geographic units

are considered important because certain

densities are viewed as thresholds for bus and

rail transit service.  According to Pushkarev and

Zupan (1977), for example, a density of 15,000

persons per square mile is necessary to be viable

for rail transit service and 5,000 persons per

square mile is necessary for bus service to be

viable.  Cervero and Guerra (2011) utilize the

same densities offered by Pusharev & Zupan to

examine critical densities for transit investment.

Farr (2008) illustrates that the work of

Pushkarev & Zupan (1977) is still relevant today

as he suggests using these coefficients to
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3) At the metropolitan level, the correlation between population and density equals 0.83; at the urbanized area, the correlation equals
0.67; at the principal city level, the correlation equals 0.69. 



encourage sustainable urbanism.

Tables 6 and 7 presents the number and share

of block groups that meet the rail and bus

density thresholds in 2010 and the percent

difference in the share block groups that met

these critical thresholds from 1990 to 2010, as

well as the new block groups meeting the

thresholds.  As shown, over 80 percent of block

groups in Los Angeles, San Jose, San Francisco,

Miami, New York, Las Vegas, and San Diego

met the critical threshold for bus service in

2010.   In Charlotte, less than 25 percent of

block groups met this threshold.  For light rail,

nearly half of the block groups in New York met

the transit density threshold in 2010.  In San

Francisco, Los Angeles, and Philadelphia more

than 30 percent met this threshold. In Boston,

Chicago, Baltimore, San Diego, San Jose and

Washington more than 20 percent of block

groups met this threshold.  In all other metro

areas, less than 10 percent of block groups met

this threshold in 2010. 

In Las Vegas, Phoenix, Portland, Denver and

Austin, an additional 10 percent of block groups

met the bus threshold between 1990-2010.  In

several cities, including Pittsburgh, Detroit, St.

Louis, Cleveland, Indianapolis, Kansas City, and

Cincinnati, the number and share of block

groups meeting the critical threshold for bus

service declined between 1990-2010. San Jose,

Los Angeles and San Francisco showed the

highest increases in the percentage of block

groups at light rail density, while the number of

block groups at light rail density declined in 15

metropolitan areas between 1990-2010.  

Another critical dynamic threshold is zero.

When block groups lose population it leaves

housing units vacant and creates the potential for

urban blight. As shown in table 8, for the period

from 1990 to 2010, Las Vegas had the smallest

share of block groups that lost population,

followed by Riverside, Portland and Austin.

Cleveland, Detroit, St. Louis and Cincinnati had

the highest share of the block groups that lost

population.

The Spatial Structure of Cities in the United States
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<Table 6> Share and Count of Block Groups at Bus Density in 2010; Change in Share and Count of Block Groups at    
Bus Density (1990-2010), sorted in rank order
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<Table 7> Share and Count of Block Groups at Light Rail Density in 2010; Change in Share and Count of Block 
Groups at Light Rail Density  (1990-2010), sorted in rank order
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<Table 8> Total Block Groups in 2010; Count & Share Declined (1990-2010), sorted in rank order 



6. Combined Indicator Analysis

To analyze how metropolitan areas compare

across indicators we compute a combined

indicator rank for each metropolitan area. We

compute the combined rank by assigning each

metropolitan area a quintile- rank for each urban

form indicator (as described above) and

computing the sum of the quintile-rank across

the 11 static and 10 dynamic indicators.

Recognizing the well-known limitations of

combined rankings, we compute this ranking

not to offer an overall normative assessment of

urban form, but to serve as a basis for

comparing metropolitan areas across indicators.

Specifically we color code every metropolitan

areas for every indicator, and the combined

ranking, on a continuum from green (the lowest

value) to red (the highest value) then sort the

metropolitan areas by the average rank.  We

present the results for the static and dynamic

indicators in tables 9  and 10 respectively. 

As shown in table 9 and not surprisingly, the

larger older cities received the highest combined

rank among the static measures.   The large

Northeastern metropolitan areas, New York,

Chicago, and Philadelphia, and the large

Western cities of Los Angeles and San

Francisco stand atop the static ranks.  Also not

surprisingly, the smaller Southern cities of

Charlotte and Orlando have among the lowest

combined ranks low combined rankings also

belongs to the smaller Midwestern cities of

Kansas City, Indianapolis and Cincinnati.

Perhaps also not surprising, but more

interestingly, the rankings of almost all the static

indicators are highly correlated.

Patterns in the variation of dynamic measures

are less obvious or systematic.  Table 10 presents

the dynamic index and rank for metropolitan

areas.  As shown, metropolitan areas with the

lowest dynamic scores are metropolitan areas in

the Midwest and Northeast: Detroit, Cleveland, St.

Louis, Cincinnati, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh and

Baltimore.  In general these are cities growing

very slowing or losing population. As also shown,

the fast-growing Western cities of Riverside,

Portland, Seattle, Phoenix, and Las Vegas have the

highest average ranks, Orlando is the only Eastern

city with high dynamic scores.  As evident by the

color coding in table 10, the various dynamic

measures are also highly correlated but less so

than the static measures.  In general, the

metropolitan areas that grew most had the greatest

increases in population and population densities in

their urbanized area and principal cities, the fewest

number of block groups that lost population, and

the greatest number of block groups that met

density thresholds. 

Many of the metropolitan areas that ranked high

on the static measures ranked low on the dynamic

measures.  These include Baltimore, Boston,

Philadelphia, and Detroit.  These slow growing or

declining Eastern cities built at high densities

during the industrial age  and with little room for

infill, were unable to sustain their densities in the

The Spatial Structure of Cities in the United States
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inner areas of their metropolitan areas.

Conversely, several metropolitan areas that

ranked high on the dynamic measures ranked low

on the static measures.  These include Atlanta,

Austin, and Orlando. These newer cities were

built after the industrial age and more recent

robust growth has led to densification. Cincinnati

stands out as performing poorly on both static and

dynamic measures; Seattle stands out as

performing well on both.

<Table 9> Static Measures Sorted by Metropolitan Area, Color Coded by Quintile
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7. Summary and Conclusions

Every metropolitan area in the US is unique.

Its urban form and changes in its urban form

reflect unique natural features, economic forces,

and political and social dynamics.  Still our

analysis of static and dynamic urban form

measures reveals some clear and systemic

patterns.  

First, the urbanization process in the United

States continues.  With a few Rust Belt

exceptions, most metropolitan areas have grown

in population and, hence, density. Further,

though with largely the same exceptions, the

populations of urbanized areas have grown; and

in about three fourths of the 35 largest

metropolitan areas the population of principal

cities have grown.  Three thousand net new

block groups met transit density thresholds; and

over 500 net new block groups met bus density

thresholds. These results suggest that when

metropolitan areas grow, growth is distributed

across the metropolitan area causing existing

<Table 10> Dynamic Measures Sorted by Metropolitan Area, Color Coded by Quintile
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cities and urbanized areas to grow and densities

to rise.

On the other hand, most metropolitan areas

continue to grow at the fringe.  While some

growth has gone to existing urban areas, the

urbanized areas of all metro areas have

expanded, in some places by quite a lot.  In

some Southern and Western metropolitan areas,

urbanized areas nearly doubled over the last 20

years. The bottom line is this:  while fast

growing cities grew throughout their

metropolitan areas, most growth in the 35

largest cities over the last 20 years has taken

place at the urban fringe, at relatively low

population densities by historical standards.

The policy implications of these results are

difficult to identify given the small sample size

and relatively coarse level of analysis.  But if

population density is taken as normatively

favorable, then the most crucially important

factor appears to be population growth.

Growing metropolitan areas in the South and

West scored “well” on most dynamic urban

indicators.  Declining cities in the Midwest and

Northeast scored poorly.  But if sprawl is

defined as population growth at the urban fringe

at relatively low urban densities, sprawl has

continued unabated over the last two decades.4
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Appendix
In this appendix we present figures and maps that

illustrate urban spatial structure and changes in

spatial structure over time for selected metropolitan

areas.  In most cases we present figure and maps

for metropolitan areas at the extremes of the

distribution.  We show maps and figures, for

example, for metropolitan areas that are the most

and the least concentrated and the metropolitan

areas that concentrated most and least.  Similar

figures are available from the authors for all of the

35 metropolitan areas in the study sample.
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(Figure A1) Total Population in 2010 

(Figure A2) Average Population Density: 2010



Figures A1 and A2 above illustrate the location

of the 35 largest metropolitan areas and their total

population and population densities in 2010.  As

shown, the largest metropolitan areas are

distributed across with nation with a concentration

of large metropolitan areas in the Northeast, only

one large metropolitan area in the intermountain

west, only two in the Northwest.  The pattern

reflects a central place hierarchy and illustrates a

high degree of correlation between total population

and population density at the metropolitan scale.

That is, big cities tend to be dense cities.
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(Figure A3) Percent Change in Population Density (1990-2010)

(Figure A4) Percent Change in Principal City Density (1990-2010)
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As shown in figures A3 and A4, changes in

population and population densities from 1990

to 2010 follow clear regional patterns: increases

in population and population density over the

last two decades were considerably greater in

the Southern and Western regions of the nation.

The Western and Southern cities of Las Vegas,

Austin, Phoenix, Orlando, Atlanta and Charlotte

had the largest increases in population at the

metropolitan area, urbanized area, and principal

city levels, although the rank order varies across

geographies. Rust belt cities--Detroit, Cleveland,

and Pittsburgh--had the lowest, and in some

cases negative, rates of growth of population

and population densities at all three levels.

(Figure A5) Frequency Distribution - Charlotte (2010)

(Figure A6) Change in Population Density Frequency   Distribution - Charlotte - 1990-2010
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To gain additional insights into the distribution of

populations within metropolitan areas we

constructed density histograms. These histograms

display the frequency of block groups in categories

defined by population density in 2010 and by

changes in density over the last two decades. As

shown in figure A5 for the Charlotte metropolitan

area, most block groups in 2010 have population

densities less than 3000 persons per square mile.

Only 174 block groups met the density threshold

for bus service (5,000 persons per square mile)

only one block group met the rail density

threshold. (15,000 persons per square mile)  

As shown in figure A6, Charlotte gained 15

block groups with densities above 5,000, from

1990 to 2010 and gained 81 block groups with

population densities between 3,000 and 5,000.   It

gained no block groups that met the rail density

threshold and had a net loss of block groups that

met the bus density threshold.

(Figure A7) Population Density Frequency Distribution - New York (2010)

(Figure A8) Change in Population Density Frequency Distribution - New York - 1990-2010
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The majority of block groups in New York in

2010, by contrast, had population densities that

met the rail transit threshold; 11,431 block groups

met the bus density threshold. From 1990 to 2010,

the number of block groups with population

densities over 25,000 grew most rapidly.

Figures A9 to A12 illustrate the stark

difference in growth patterns between Los

Angeles and Detroit.  In 2010 most block

groups in Los Angeles met the bus density

threshold and many met the rail transit

threshold.  What’s more from 1990 to 2010, Los

Angeles lost 445 block groups with densities

less than 10,000 persons per square mile and

gained 445 block groups with more than 10,000

persons per square mile.  Detroit, by contrast,

had 2,522 block groups that met the bus density

threshold in 2010, but from 1990 to 2010 lost

399 block groups with densities greater than

13,000 persons per square mile.

(Figure A9) Population Density Frequency Distribution - Los Angeles (2010)

(Figure A10) Change in Population Density Frequency Distribution - Los Angeles - 1990-2010
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(Figure A11) Population Density Frequency Distribution - Detroit (2010)

(Figure A12) Change in Population Density Frequency Distribution - Detroit - 1990-2010
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