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INTRODUCTION

Job access, defined as the number or share of jobs
found within a fixed distance or travel time from

a worker’s residence, is an important indicator of
economic opportunity and mobility. Access to jobs

has been associated with positive individual economic
outcomes for low-income minority workers.! By contrast,
low rates of job access have been linked to longer
unemployment spells and lower rates of generational
economic mobility.?

Increasing job accessibility has been found to
significantly decrease the duration of joblessness
among lower-income displaced workers, especially for
African Americans, females, and older workers,® and
policies that increase job accessibility could possibly
influence the pace of the labor market recovery

from the COVID-19-induced recession. By studying
trends in job access from 2007 to 2017, we discern
developments that might inform our policy choices.

FINDINGS

From 2007 to 2017, workers’ access to the share of
metro employment within what is considered a “typical
commuting distance” declined an average of

1.7 percent across 96 US metro areas, with 74 of those
96 metro areas experiencing declines.

Within metro areas, on average, suburban employment
levels grew 5.5 percent faster than urban employment
levels (14.1 percent vs 9.4 percent) from 2007 to 2017.

Declines in metro-area job access are associated with
patterns of employment growth that favor suburban
locations in those metro areas (correlation = -0.56).

Job access declined in all Fourth District metro areas
except Columbus, Ohio, and Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,
where it increased 1.7 percent and 0.4 percent,
respectively. The Cincinnati, Dayton, Toledo, and
Youngstown, Ohio, metro areas each saw job access
decline by more than 2.0 percent during this time.

Suburban locations are driving employment growth in
all Fourth District metro areas; employment declined
in urban locations in six of eight District metro areas,
with the exceptions being the Columbus, Ohio, and
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, metro areas.



BACKGROUND

Previous analysis found that job access in major metro
areas, on average, declined 7 percent from 2000

to 2012.4 Shrinking cities, in particular, have seen a
reduction in job accessibility, especially for lower-
wage workers.® Declining job access effectively adds
additional barriers for workers seeking employment,
and these findings suggest that economic opportunity
has declined and upward mobility has become more
challenging. We extended the analysis to 2017 and
found that job access has continued to decline from
2007 to 2017 in the majority of the 96 metro areas
studied.

Transportation—specifically, public transportation—is
often top of mind when seeking solutions for addressing
job-access challenges. Studies of jobs accessible by
public transportation found that job access is the lowest
for workers with only a high school diploma and for
those in low-wage positions.® Additionally, the studies
found that major job centers are accessible within a
60-minute public transit commute to only small portions
of the local workforce.

While job access via public transit is an important piece
of the economic opportunity and mobility puzzle, it is

not easily compared across many metro areas because
public transit infrastructure, service, and usage rates
vary markedly from metro area to metro area. For
example, in terms of usage, public transit commutes are
more likely in a few metros, such as New York, New York

DATA AND METHODS

Estimating Job Access

For this analysis, we measure job access as the share

of metro area employment that is found within the typical
(median) commute distance for a given metro area using
the Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD)
Origin-Destination Employment Statistics (LODES).® The
typical commute distance varies markedly across the
metro areas in this analysis. For example, several metro
areas have a typical commute of less than 8 miles, while
others have a commute in excess of 15 miles. The typical
commute distance for a metro area does not change
much over time, so it is held constant in this analysis.

Figure 1A illustrates how job access is measured for
an example census block in the Columbus metro area

(30.9 percent), and San Francisco, California

(17.3 percent), and less likely in most other metro areas.
In the Fourth District,” Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, is the
only metro area to have greater than 5 percent of all
commutes to work occur via public transportation.® This
analysis builds on previous work by looking at what

job access is for the typical commuter in a metro area,
including—»but not limited to—public transit.

It is natural to explore solutions other than public transit
to address declining job access. Public transit options
differ widely across metro areas, and many areas face
challenges to expanding or upgrading their public
transportation infrastructures. Factors other than public
transportation affect job access rates, and the location
of the jobs themselves is one policy lever that is ripe for
intervention. We find that stronger employment growth
in suburban and rural areas compared to urban areas
within a metro is associated with declines in job access.
This finding suggests that policies influencing the
location of jobs could be potentially viable solutions for
improving job access.

This analysis explores changes in job access and the
location of employment growth within 96 metro areas
from 2007 to 2017. The 96-metro average and Fourth
District metros are featured throughout this analysis, but
data for each of the other 88 metro areas is located in
the appendix.

in 2007. The blue area shows the block, and the red
ring marks off an area that extends 11.1 miles from the
center of the block in all directions, as that is the median
commute distance for the Columbus metro area. The
number of jobs available within the ring is calculated

by combining all the jobs located within that ring,
specifically all of the jobs located in any of the census
blocks whose geographic centers lie within the ring. This
total for the ring is then divided by the total number of
jobs located within the overall metro area, resulting in a
job access rate for the census block; that is, the access
rate shows what percentage of the metro area’s jobs
can be reached within 11.1 miles by those living in that
census block.



Figure 1A. Measuring Job Access in the Columbus
Ohio Metro Area, 2007

Figure 1B. Share of Columbus Metro Area Employment
Accessible within a Typical Commute, 2007
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Source: Author’s analysis of Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) Origin-Destination Employment Statistics (LODES) is used to
compute estimates of job access in 2007

Figure 1B shows the share of employment accessible
for all census block groups in the Columbus, Ohio,
metro area in 2007. Notice that job access rates vary
within the Columbus metro area. Higher rates of job
access are found in the center of the metro area than on
its periphery. Metro-area job access rates are estimated
by taking the population weighted average of the share
of employment accessible within a typical commute
distance for all census block groups in the metro.

Estimating Employment Growth by Location within
a Metro Area

The LEHD-LODES dataset is also used to estimate the
location of employment growth within a metro area.
Estimating employment growth by location within a
metro area can be challenging because the lack of an
authoritative source on what constitutes a “suburb” has
resulted in a wide variety of ways to define suburban
locations. This analysis utilizes a data source from
the US Department of Housing and Development
(HUD); the Urbanization Perceptions Small Area Index
classifies each census tract in the country as urban,
suburban, or rural based on a question in the 2017

American Housing Survey (AHS) asking respondents

to describe their neighborhood along with census tract
characteristics.” Table 1 presents the composition of
observations, employment, and population for each
location designation within a metro area for our 96 metro
sample in 2007 and changes from 2007 to 2017. First,
note that more than half of metro areas are suburban
locations, according to the count, employment, and
population metrics, followed by urban locations. Also
note that urban areas account for more employment
than population at 42.9 percent and 32.2 percent,
respectively. Second, urban locations saw their share
of employment and population decline while suburban
locations experienced increasing shares of employment
and population.

Net employment changes between 2007 and 2017 for
each location within a metro are calculated to show
where employment growth within a metro area is
taking place. We then compare the difference in net
employment between suburban and urban locations
alongside changes in job access to illustrate how job
access is related to where employment growth takes
place within a metro area.



Table 1. Share of Selected Data by Location

| 2007 Change 2007 to 2017

Observations Employment Population Employment Population
Urban 371 42.9 32.2 -0.8 -0.5
Suburban 53.6 52.4 58.1 0.6 0.6
Rural 9.3 4.7 9.7 0.2 -0.2

Source: LODES, American Community Survey, Department of Housing and Urban Development

CHANGES IN JOB ACCESS AND EMPLOYMENT GROWTH FROM 2007 TO 2017

For the entire 10-year period, job access on average
declined by 1.7 percent—from 29.7 percent to

29.2 percent of employment accessible within a typical
commute. Of the 96 metro areas analyzed, 74 exhibited
declines in job access and 21 posted increases in

job access during this time; only the Chattanooga,
Tennessee, metro area experienced no change in job
access. In fact, more metro areas saw access decline
by more than double the metro average (25) than metro
areas that saw job access increase (21). Figure 2

Figure 2. Change in Job Access, 2007-2017
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provides additional context for job-access trends. The
largest decreases in job access occurred in metro areas
concentrated in the southwestern states of Arizona,
Colorado, New Mexico, Texas, and Utah. Metro areas in
the central part of the country exhibited modest declines,
and some metros in coastal states saw job access
increase. Interestingly, sometimes metro areas within the
same state—such as in California and South Carolina—
displayed opposing job-access trends.
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Source: Author’s analysis of Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) Origin-Destination Employment Statistics (LODES)

is used to compute estimates of job access in 2007 and 2017



As previously mentioned, if declining job access is

a concern, the location of jobs is one policy lever to
explore. Examining differences in employment growth
by location within a metro area is one way to see if there
is a connection between the location of employment
growth and job access. Within a metro area, on average,
suburban employment levels grew 5.5 percent faster than
urban employment levels (14.1 percent vs 9.4 percent)
from 2007 to 2017. In 38 of the 96 metro areas, both
urban and suburban locations experienced employment
gains, but suburbs saw higher rates of employment
growth. In 29 metro areas, suburban employment

grew and urban employment declined. In 20 metro
areas, urban employment growth outpaced suburban
employment growth; however, eight of these areas still
saw job access decline from 2007 to 2017.

Figure 3 plots the difference in employment growth
between suburban and urban areas on the horizontal
axis and the change in job access on the vertical axis
from 2007 to 2017. Overall, declines in job access are
associated with patterns of employment growth that favor
suburban locations within a metro area (correlation =
—-0.56). For example, in the Houston-The Woodlands—
Sugar Land metro area, suburban employment outgrew

urban employment growth by 36 percentage points and
subsequently saw job access decline by 6.7 percent.
Conversely, in the New York-Newark—Jersey City metro,
urban employment growth outpaced suburban growth
by 25 percentage points and job access increased

4.9 percent. There are also some outliers to this general
pattern, a situation which suggests that other metro
specific factors could be involved. The Charlotte—
Concord-Gastonia and Syracuse metro areas both see
slightly stronger suburban employment growth at 3 and
1 percentage points, respectively. However, in terms

of job access, the Charlotte—-Concord-Gastonia metro
area saw job access increase by 8.5 percent, while the
Syracuse metro area had job access decline by

6.6 percent.

Focusing on Fourth District metro areas highlights

the need for district stakeholders to emphasize the
importance of job access and where employment
growth is taking place within a metro area during the
next recovery. Table 2 presents changes in job access
in Fourth District metro areas. Job access declined in all
Fourth District metro areas except Columbus, Ohio, and
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, where it increased 1.7 percent
and 0.4 percent, respectively. The Cincinnati, Dayton,

Figure 3. Differences in Employment Growth and Changes in Job Access, 2007-2017
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Toledo, and Youngstown, Ohio, metro areas each saw job
access decline by more than 2.0 percent during this time.

Table 2. Percent of Metro Area Employment
Accessible within a Typical Commute

% Change

2007 2017 2007-2017
Average Metro Area 29.7 29.2 -1.7
Akron, OH 57.5 57.0 -0.8
Cincinnati, OH 26.3 25.7 2.2
Cleveland, OH 28.0 27.6 -1.3
Columbus, OH 36.1 36.7 1.7
Dayton, OH 45.6 445 -2.3
Pittsburgh, PA 19.0 19.1 0.4
Toledo, OH 421 411 -2.3
Youngstown, OH 28.0 27.4 2.2

Source: Author’s analysis of Longitudinal Employer-Household
Dynamics (LEHD) Origin-Destination Employment Statistics (LODES)
is used to compute estimates of job access in 2007, 2010, and 2017

Figure 4 shows the net employment change by location
from 2007 to 2017 for each of the Fourth District metro
areas along with the metro average. Within a metro
area, employment growth tended to favor suburban
locations over urban locations by more than 23,000

jobs from 2007 to 2017. Suburban locations are driving
employment growth in all Fourth District metro areas.
Moreover, employment declined in urban locations in six
of eight Fourth District metros, with the exceptions being
the Columbus, Ohio, and Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,
metro areas. The lack of urban employment growth
appears be associated with declines in job access also
seen in these six metro areas. It suggests that urban

job loss rather than suburban employment growth might
play a larger role in declining job access. Additionally,
development patterns in all Fourth District metros except
for Columbus show more job growth in rural locations, a
situation which further hinders job access.

Figure 4. Differences in Employment Growth by Location, 2007-2017
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CONCLUSION

Job access is an important indicator to follow for
those concerned with increasing economic mobility
and opportunity for workers. On average, metro area
job access has tended to decline since 2007. Most
Fourth District metro areas saw job access decline
during this time, too. Focusing on the interactions
between employment growth and job access reveals
that the location of employment growth within a
metro area directly impacts job access. Overall, this
analysis highlights that the location of jobs and where

employment growth takes place within a metro could be
an impactful policy option to pursue alongside options
that have traditionally focused on transportation-based
solutions to job access. Potential policy options used

to affect the location of jobs can come from different
fields, too. For example, incentivizing employers to
remain or locate near population or employment centers
is an economic development approach, while planning/
zoning strategies could be used to better integrate
commercial and residential land uses.
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Appendix. Job Access and Location of Employment Growth by Metro Area from 2007 to 2017

Job Access Share

Employment Growth, 2007-2017

Typical
Commute Suburban
Distance Minus
Metro Area (miles) % Change Suburban Urban

Akron, OH 10.3 57.5% 57.0% -0.8 -0.7% 7.7% -1.1% 8.3%
Albany—Schenectady—-Troy, NY 9.9 36.9% 36.6% -0.8 11.4% -0.3% 22.8% -11.7%
Albuquerque, NM 7.6 43.6% 41.8% -4.3 -8.0% 15.7% 6.3% 23.7%
Allentown—Bethlehem—Easton, PA-NJ 9.0 41.6% 41.5% -0.3 -4.5% 13.8% 32.5% 18.4%
Atlanta—Sandy Springs—Alpharetta, GA 14.4 22.6% 22.4% -0.9 16.3% 12.1% 11.6% —4.2%
Augusta—Richmond County, GA-SC 10.4 38.1% 36.4% 4.4 0.2% 14.7% 18.5% 14.5%
Austin—Round Rock—Georgetown, TX 12.8 45.6% 42.8% —6.1 21.9% 42.2% 64.1% 20.4%
Bakersfield, CA 8.7 36.4% 35.6% 2.4 3.6% 33.4% -12.7% 29.9%
Baltimore—Columbia—Towson, MD 11.0 33.1% 32.1% -3.1 5.7% 10.9% 3.3% 5.2%
Baton Rouge, LA 12.2 46.0% 44.4% -3.4 -2.0% 20.3% 27.1% 22.2%
Birmingham—Hoover, AL 13,3 44.0% 43.0% -2.3 -8.6% 6.0% 8.6% 14.6%
Boise City, ID 7.6 35.2% 35.3% 0.3 11.1% 12.0% 24.3% 1.0%
Bridgeport—Stamford—Norwalk, CT 10.1 40.6% 40.6% -0.1 —2.4% 3.2% 3.4% 5.6%
Buffalo-Cheektowaga, NY 7.9 33.8% 33.5% -0.6 -1.8% 2.1% 6.3% 3.9%
Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL 10.9 55.5% 52.0% -6.3 51% 17.1% 129.5% 12.0%
Charleston—North Charleston, SC 10.6 40.9% 40.6% -0.9 16.7% 26.6% 14.8% 9.9%
Charlotte—-Concord—Gastonia, NC-SC 13.1 25.0% 27.1% 8.5 21.5% 24.8% 10.2% 3.3%
Chattanooga, TN-GA 11.0 51.5% 51.5% 0.0 4.3% 1.4% 23.6% —2.9%
Chicago—Naperville—Elgin, IL—IN-WI 10.6 15.5% 15.6% 1.1 7.9% 51% 10.7% —2.8%
Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN 10.2 26.3% 25.7% 2.2 -2.5% 9.8% 15.8% 12.4%
Cleveland—Elyria, OH 10.0 28.0% 27.6% -1.3 -7.0% 0.8% 11.0% 7.9%
Colorado Springs, CO 7.7 49.9% 46.9% -6.0 —4.7% 22.3% 50.9% 27.0%
Columbia, SC 13.6 52.3% 50.0% -4.5 -10.1% 21.6% 17.9% 31.6%
Columbus, OH 11.1 36.1% 36.7% 1.7 10.8% 20.6% 241% 9.8%
Dallas—Fort Worth—Arlington, TX 14.0 24.4% 23.3% -4.5 17.2% 32.7% 40.3% 15.5%
Dayton—Kettering, OH 9.6 45.6% 44.5% -2.3 —7.0% 2.2% 14.9% 9.2%
oo paytona Beach-Ormond 13.1 408%  41.3% 11 -0.5% 16%  182%  22%
Denver—Aurora—Lakewood, CO 10.0 37.0% 35.8% -3.3 16.7% 19.8% 25.8% 3.1%
Des Moines—West Des Moines, IA 8.9 46.3% 44.3% -4.2 7.1% 25.2% 25.2% 18.1%
Detroit-Warren—Dearborn, Ml 11.8 25.6% 24.8% -3.2 -0.3% 5.2% 18.1% 5.4%
El Paso, TX 8.1 44.4% 41.9% -5.7 1.3% 26.2% 5.2% 24.8%
Fresno, CA 8.4 46.9% 44.6% -5.0 14.2% 16.6% 20.3% 2.4%
Grand Rapids—Kentwood, Ml 11.5 38.9% 37.8% 2.7 -1.2% 31.7% 33.8% 33.0%



Job Access Share

Employment Growth, 2007-2017

Typical
Commute Suburban
Distance Minus
Metro Area (miles) % Change Suburban Urban

Greensboro—High Point, NC 12.7 48.5% 50.0% 3.3 —4.7% —2.4% 17.6% 2.3%
Greenville—Anderson, SC 11.5 35.4% 37.7% 6.6 7.3% 8.6% 21.9% 1.3%
Harrisburg—Carlisle, PA 12.3 57.9% 57.0% -1.5 -16.3% 12.7% 17.7% 29.1%
Hartford—East Hartford-Middletown, CT 10.0 36.1% 36.3% 0.6 1.3% 3.6% 71% 2.3%
Houston-The Woodlands—Sugar Land, TX 14.0 28.8% 26.8% -6.7 6.6% 42.5% 29.3% 35.9%
Indianapolis—~Carmel-Anderson, IN 11.6 33.6% 32.8% -2.3 8.4% 20.3% 12.6% 11.9%
Jackson, MS 12.1 44.2% 43.8% -1.0 -6.8% 23.2% 3.4% 30.0%
Jacksonville, FL 12.9 43.0% 41.0% -4.7 -1.2% 6.8% -14.0% 8.0%
Kansas City, MO-KS 10.4 26.6% 25.7% -3.4 -0.5% 15.1% 12.2% 15.5%
Knoxville, TN 11.9 35.9% 36.6% 1.9 2.5% 10.1% 13.1% 7.6%
Lakeland—Winter Haven, FL 14.0 57.9% 57.6% -0.6 —6.2% 10.7% 35.3% 16.9%
Lancaster, PA 8.7 39.9% 39.5% -0.9 3.0% 4.5% 11.0% 1.5%
Las Vegas—Henderson—Paradise, NV 7.7 41.1% 38.6% —-6.2 0.3% 13.9% —24.4% 13.6%
Little Rock—North Little Rock—Conway, AR 11.5 36.7% 35.6% -3.1 6.3% 6.9% 15.4% 0.6%
Los Angeles—Long Beach—Anaheim, CA 11.0 18.5% 18.4% -0.3 10.0% 12.5% 9.3% 2.5%
Louisville/Jefferson County, KY—IN 9.7 41.1% 39.5% -3.9 3.2% 18.1% 24.6% 14.9%
McAllen—Edinburg—Mission, TX 7.5 37.8% 36.0% -4.8 16.6% 25.3% 99.8% 8.8%
Memphis, TN-MS-AR 10.7 40.4% 39.4% -2.6 -6.9% 17.2% 11.3% 24.2%
B | -auderdale=Fompano 10.0 178%  17.7% 09 97%  125%  29.3% 2.8%
Milwaukee—Waukesha, WI 9.1 37.7% 37.2% -1.3 0.0% 1.2% 46.4% 1.2%
W neapolis-=St. Paul-Bloomington, 10.1 236%  230% 25 11.2% 96%  237%  -16%
Nashville-Davidson-Murfreesboro- 13.9 313%  306% 22 87%  266%  59.0%  17.9%
Franklin, TN
New Haven—Milford, CT 8.3 36.5% 36.7% 0.5 -0.3% -0.7% 23.5% -0.4%
New Orleans—Metairie, LA 8.3 34.0% 34.7% 1.9 19.8% 7.7% 12.4% -12.0%
o ork ewark-Jersey ity 7.6 212%  22.2% 49 30.6% 5.3% 6.4%  —25.3%
North Port—Sarasota—Bradenton, FL 10.6 45.3% 42.7% -5.7 -35.4% 15.3% 41.3% 50.6%
Ogden—Clearfield, UT 8.7 45.2% 43.4% 4.1 27.0% 19.7%  -13.5% —-7.3%
Oklahoma City, OK 10.6 36.3% 35.0% -3.4 4.3% 14.8% 34.9% 10.5%
Omaha—Council Bluffs, NE-IA 7.0 37.3% 36.2% -3.0 1.8% 18.9% 18.2% 17.0%
Orlando—Kissimmee—Sanford, FL 13.1 40.0% 38.5% -3.7 15.8% 27.0% 4.3% 11.2%
Oxnard-Thousand Oaks—Ventura, CA 10.3 49.6% 50.5% 1.7 4.5% 3.0% 8.2% -1.5%
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Typical
Commute Suburban
Distance Minus
Metro Area (miles) % Change Suburban Urban

Palm Bay—Melbourne—Titusville, FL 11.3 39.0% 39.4% 1.2 13.0% 1.5% 41.4% -11.5%
Phiadelpria Camden-Wimington, 9.1 18.9%  19.1% 1.2 11.7% 7.7% 35%  -4.0%
Pittsburgh, PA 9.4 19.0% 19.1% 0.4 0.5% 4.4% 10.9% 3.9%
Portland—South Portland, ME 10.5 24.6% 25.2% 2.2 11.9% 4.6% 12.5% —7.3%
Portland—Vancouver—Hillsboro, OR-WA 8.2 25.1% 25.4% 1.2 13.5% 17.8% 4.9% 4.3%
Providence—Warwick, RI-MA 7.0 25.5% 25.2% -1.3 -5.2% 1.9% -1.6% 7.1%
Provo—Orem, UT 9.2 50.1% 47.9% -4.3 -1.1% 44 4% 74.5% 45.4%
Raleigh—Cary, NC 15.2 68.9% 68.1% -1.1 13.0% 49.0% 25.4% 36.1%
Richmond, VA 11.7 42.0% 41.8% -0.6 0.9% 11.6% 9.9% 10.7%
Riverside—San Bernardino—Ontario, CA 14.2 27.0% 26.5% -2.0 20.6% 18.1% 9.9% —2.5%
Rochester, NY 8.8 32.8% 32.4% -1.2 0.0% 2.3% 8.8% 2.4%
Sacramento—Roseville—Folsom, CA 11.6 37.0% 37.9% 2.6 33.6% 14.3% 19.6%  -19.3%
St. Louis, MO-IL 111 23.7% 23.0% -3.0 -4.1% 7.5% 4.6% 11.6%
Salt Lake City, UT 9.0 55.5% 54.1% -2.5 4.2% 25.2% 16.0% 21.0%
San Antonio—New Braunfels, TX 10.7 40.0% 37.0% -7.3 17.0% 32.8% 61.5% 15.8%
San Diego—Chula Vista—Carlsbad, CA 10.8 29.9% 29.7% -0.6 8.6% 18.1% 16.3% 9.5%
San Francisco—Oakland—Berkeley, CA 12.5 29.5% 30.2% 2.1 28.1% 14.6% 9.6% -13.5%
San Jose—Sunnyvale—Santa Clara, CA 10.3 59.8% 59.4% -0.6 28.4% 17.3% 18.3% -11.1%
Scranton-Wilkes—Barre, PA 8.0 25.0% 24.9% -0.5 1.9% 1.8% 32.6% -0.1%
Seattle-Tacoma—Bellevue, WA 10.2 22.2% 22.7% 2.2 19.3% 18.9% 15.8% —0.4%
Spokane—Spokane Valley, WA 8.0 46.1% 45.0% -2.5 1.0% 10.9% 3.8% 9.9%
Stockton, CA 12.8 59.8% 57.2% -4.3 1.1% 30.8% 22.3% 29.7%
Syracuse, NY 8.8 43.5% 40.7% -6.6 -3.3% -2.4% 10.7% 0.8%
Tampa—St. Petersburg—Clearwater, FL 12.2 25.7% 251% -2.3 3.3% 9.1% 16.2% 5.7%
Toledo, OH 8.4 42.1% 41.1% -2.3 -5.8% 4.3% 4.0% 10.0%
Tucson, AZ 8.9 48.2% 44.2% -8.3 -9.9% 9.8% 3.9% 19.8%
vrgna Beach-Horfolk-Newport News, 9.0 247%  240% 27 54%  49%  147%  103%
D ion A aton-Alexandria, 12.4 230%  226%  -19 12.5% 46%  132%  -7.9%
Wichita, KS 8.0 41.6% 40.0% -3.9 -3.3% 1.3% 8.9% 4.6%
Winston-Salem, NC 12.1 50.6% 50.5% -0.2 -4.5% 2.6% 21.0% 7.0%
Soungstown-Warren-Boardman, 8.4 280%  27.4% 22  -210%  -4.0% 52%  17.0%
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