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Introduction

Many community development initiatives traditionally funded by foundations and the federal government
evolved to respond to the economic conditions and barriers facing communities in big cities of the
northeast and midwest. But conditions are dramatically different in Houston and other fast-growing
metros like it, posing distinct opportunities and challenges for low-income families striving to get ahead.
These metros account for over half the growth in young people over the past decade. So developing
effective strategies for connecting low-income people with economic opportunities in these metros is
critical to the future prosperity of the whole country. Neighborhood Centers, Inc. is developing and testing
strategies for connecting underserved people to opportunities that reflect the realities of Houston’s
geography, demographics, and economy. This paper is intended to start a discussion about how these
strategies differ from more traditional place-based antipoverty strategies, and how similar approaches
may suit other metros like Houston.

The Houston Region Leads the Nation in Economic Growth, and Its
Population Is Young and Diverse

Houston’s metropolitan context differs in important respects from most other big US metropolitan areas.
Buoyed by the strong performance of the domestic oil and gas industry and home to the world’s largest
medical center, the Houston metropolitan area led the nation between 2000 and 2013 in job creation,
adding an estimated 530,000 new jobs—over 100,000 more than metropolitan Washington, DC, whose
job growth was a distant runner-up to Houston’s (figure 1). Despite losing jobs in the 2007-10 financial
crisis, Houston weathered the crisis better than all but a handful of 99 metropolitan areas (McAllen, El
Paso, Austin, San Antonio, New Orleans, and Madison). As long as North American oil and gas production
continues at current levels, Houston’s headquarter, manufacturing, and port sectors will generate strong
job growth.

Figure |. Houston Metro Area Led Employment Growth, 2000-13
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Houston’s population has also grown dramatically since 2000, from 4.7 million to an estimated 6.2
million in 2012, in large part because of its strong job growth. In absolute terms, Houston led all other
metro areas in population growth since 2000 (figure 2).

Figure 2. Houston Also Led Metropolitan Population Growth, 2000-12
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Houston’s population is also diverse on multiple dimensions. Only 40 percent of metro-area residents
in 2010 were non-Hispanic white; 35 percent were Hispanic, 17 percent African American, and 77 percent
Asian (figure 3). Of the top 10 metro areas, only Los Angeles and Miami had lower percentages of non-
Hispanic whites than Houston. With 22 percent of Houston-metro residents, foreign-born people make
up a much larger share of Houston’s population than the national average, placing it on par with
Washington, DC, and well above Dallas, Chicago, Boston, and Atlanta. Again, the only top-10 metros that
exceed Houston’s foreign-born population as a share of total in 200711 are Los Angeles and Miami.

Figure 3. Houston Is Racially and Ethnically Diverse
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Houston’s population is also very young. The number of children and young adults in Houston has
grown steadily over the past two decades, while the young-adult population of larger metropolitan areas
has leveled off or declined (figure 4). This youthful population is not counterbalanced by large numbers of
seniors; only about 9 percent of Houston’s residents are over 65, the lowest share of seniors among the 10
metropolitan areas with the largest populations (figure 5).

Figure 4. As the under-20 Population Declines Nationally, Houston’s Kids and Youth Keep Growing
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Figure 5. Only 9 Percent of Houston Metro Residents Are 65 and Older
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Despite Houston’s Prosperity and Growth, Substantial Barriers Block
Low-Income People’s Access to the Regional Opportunities That
Would Allow Them to Thrive and Advance Economically

Few US metropolitan areas offer very much opportunity for upward mobility, and Houston is no
exception. New data assembled by Raj Chetty and his colleagues show that, across the nation’s top 99
metropolitan areas, an average of only 7.6 percent of the children born into the bottom 20 percent of
households (sorted by incomes) in the early 1980s climbed into the top 20 percent of the income
distribution by 2010. Houston’s low-income children did a little better than that: 8.6 percent ascended to
the top quintile by 2010. While this performance exceeds that of Dallas (7.2 percent), Chicago (6.3
percent), and Atlanta (4.1 percent), Houston lagged behind the largest coastal metropolitan areas. San
Francisco (11.2 percent), Seattle (10.4 percent), Boston (9.8 percent), New York (9.7 percent), Los Angeles
(9.6 percent), and Washington, DC, (9.5 percent) all offered more upward economic mobility to low-
income children than Houston did.!

Although employment rates in the Houston metro area are high by national standards, many area
residents live in poverty. Houston has a higher poverty rate than the average for the top 99 metropolitan
areas: 16.4 percent in 2012, placing it below Los Angeles, Miami, and Atlanta but above the rates in
Dallas, New York, and Chicago (figure 6).

Figure 6. Houston’s Poverty Rate Is Higher Than Average
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Houston also has been challenged by stagnant or declining real wages in low-wage jobs, as shown in
PolicyLink and PERE'’s recent equity profile of the Houston-Galveston region.? The hourly wages of the
lowest-paid 10 percent of Houston’s full-time workers dropped by one-quarter in real terms between 1979
and 2006-10, even as equivalent workers nationwide saw an 8 percent real drop. Partly as a result,
Houston has the 11th-highest rate of working poverty among the 150 metro areas PolicyLink and PERE
studied: one in 15 of the region’s 25- to 64-year-olds who work full-time have incomes below 150 percent
of the federal poverty level.

Many of the region’s low-income residents lack the skills and education required by well-paying jobs.
For example, almost one of every five (19.6 percent) adults over age 25 lacks a high school diploma or
GED. And 17.3 percent of the region’s residents cannot speak English “very well.” Without supplemental
education and training, these residents cannot take advantage of Houston’s booming economy. They
remain unemployed or work in lower-paying occupations with little chance of climbing the skills ladder to
higher wages and greater job security.
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In addition to language barriers, recent immigrants face significant challenges learning to navigate
economically and socially. More than one-fifth of the Houston area’s population is foreign born, and of
these, nearly two-thirds are noncitizens. Some lack legal documentation, and many others struggle with
the legal processes of obtaining permanent residency status and citizenship. Those who fled violence or
extreme hardship in their home countries may also suffer from the effects of that trauma and may need
extra help to regain their physical and mental health. Children’s long-term well-being can be severely
undermined by exposure to violence and insecurity, so helping them recover is essential to their life-
chances.

For families with children, access to decent and affordable child care is essential to employment
security. Twenty-seven percent of households in the Houston region have children under age 6, and 30.3
percent of these are single-parent families. The annual cost of care for a four-year-old averages $6,547
statewide, 28.1 percent of the median income among single mothers. Health care is also costly for both
adults and children, and 24.3 percent of the Houston metro’s civilian residents currently lack health
insurance.

Finally, transportation can pose a significant challenge for low-income workers in a sprawling
metropolitan region like Houston. Only 30 percent of the region’s jobs are accessible by mass transit
within 90 minutes, and only 44 percent of working-age residents live near a transit stop.3 For most
households, the most reliable and flexible means of transportation is a car, but buying and maintaining a
car is costly and often requires access to credit. Even so, 94 percent of Houston-area households have at
least one car. The vast majority of Houston area workers (90.9 percent) commute to work by driving, and
79.2 percent drive themselves, without carpooling. Only 2.4 percent take public transit, and another 1.4
percent walk. Close to half of workers in the Houston metro (44.9 percent) have commutes longer than 30
minutes, and 19.4 percent spend more than 45 minutes commuting from home to work.
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Houston Is One of 15 Fast-Growth Metros That Account for over Half
of National Job Growth and Three-Quarters of the Nation’s Growth in
Children and Youth since 2000

Even a brief observation of Houston’s characteristics, performance, and landscape reveals that it differs
from the coastal economies and from the “heartland metros.” But this does not make Houston unique. An
analysis of similarities and differences across the nation’s 99 largest metropolitan areas identifies 15
metros that share important characteristics with Houston. For this analysis, we focused on five key
categories of metropolitan attributes that shape access to economic opportunities: growth, job quality,
cost of living, diversity, and disparities in access to opportunity. Within each category, we identified a
concise set of indicators that can be used to highlight similarities and differences between metros (table
1).4 We then created standardized scores for each indicator (with an average value of 0.0 for each) and
conducted a cluster analysis to identify groups of similar metropolitan areas. Appendix A provides
complete information about the method, including our rationale for selecting these indicators (and not
others), their precise definitions, and sources of data.

Table I. Regional Dimensions, 99-Metro Analysis

Growth Population growth: population growth, 2000-10
Economic resilience: change in jobs in the 2007—10 economic crisis
Job quality College education: percent of adults with at least a bachelor’s degree, 2005/09 average

Labor engagement: labor force participation, 2005/09 average
Woage growth: average wage growth per job, 2000-10

Cost of living Rent burden: hourly wage required to afford the 40th percentile apartment currently offered for rent
(housing wage, 2013)
Diversity Foreign born: percent foreign born, 2005/09

Black: percent black non-Hispanic, 2005/09
Hispanic: percent Hispanic, 2005/09
Senior: percent age 65 and over, 2005/09
Access to Black-white segregation: black-white dissimilarity index (neighborhoods), 2005/09
opportunity Poverty: poverty rate, 2012
Inequality: ratio of 80th to 20th household income percentile, 2005/09 average
Economic mobility: percent of children born in the early 1980s to households in the lowest-income 20
percent (quintile) of the income distribution who rose to the top quintile by 2010
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By this method, Dallas, Denver, and Austin most closely resemble Houston on these variables. Dallas
and Denver resemble one another much more than their cluster matches Houston’s characteristics; the
combination formed by Dallas, Denver, and Houston is the closest match for Austin. After this initial
group of metropolitan areas forms, it incorporates Atlanta, Charlotte, and Raleigh and then is joined by
Sacramento, Boise, Las Vegas, Phoenix, Albuquerque, Colorado Springs, and Orlando. We call this 15-
metro group the Houston cluster, which is portrayed in red in figure 7.

Figure 7. Clusters and Families: Grouping the Nation’s 99 Biggest Metropolitan Areas
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The common features of the metropolitan areas in the Houston cluster—and the ways in which the
Houston metro area differs from its cluster—are easiest to understand by using the standardized values
for each indicator, reported in appendix B and shown in figure 8. The cluster generally has high levels of
population growth and diversity, few seniors, average levels of black-white segregation, and below-
average rates of poverty and inequality. College education and labor-force participation are both above
average, but economic mobility is well below average, as was average wage growth in the 2000s. The
Houston metro area differs in a few important ways from its cluster: its poverty rate and inequality level
are higher than average, and its level of college education is lower. But its wage growth, employment
resilience, and economic mobility are all higher than the cluster as a whole, and its population is younger
and more diverse.

Figure 8. Growth, Labor, Cost, Diversity, and Opportunity in Houston Metro Area and Cluster
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The Houston cluster contrasts with the Chicago and New York clusters in several important ways
(figure 9). Clearly, its population growth far outpaced that of the other two metro areas; inequality and
poverty are both lower, but so is economic mobility, and black-white segregation is higher. The Houston
and Chicago clusters both contrast with the New York cluster (which also includes Los Angeles, Miami,
Boston, Washington, San Francisco, and San Diego) in their lower shares of college-educated adults, more
affordable rents, and lower shares of the foreign-born.

Figure 9. Growth, Labor, Cost, Diversity, and Opportunity in the Houston, Chicago, and New York
Clusters
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The 15 metropolitan areas in the Houston cluster are tremendously important for the nation’s future
and getting more so with each passing year. In 2000, these metro areas accounted for about 12 percent of
the US population and 11 percent of the nation’s children and youth (i.e., population under 20 years old).
Between 2000 and 2010, however, the Houston cluster accounted for 29 percent of the nation’s
population growth and a staggering 76 percent of the growth in children and youth nationwide: 2.1
million of the nearly 2.8 million increase in the under-20 population happened in these 15 metropolitan
areas (figure 10). As a result, the Houston cluster’s share of the nation’s children and youth grew from 11.2
to 13.4 percent in just 10 years.

Several other clusters, meanwhile, had declines in their children and youth population between 2000
and 2010. The number of people under 20 in the 12 metro areas in the New York cluster fell by 206,000.
And the 45 metro areas in the Chicago cluster added only about 205,000 children and youth. This still left
the 45 Chicago-cluster metros with nearly 18 million people under 20, however, about 22 percent of the
nation’s children and youth. According to Census Bureau estimates, the Houston cluster also continued to
add children and youth even between 2010 and 2012, when the aging of millennials (born roughly 1981—
95, and now between the ages of 19 and 34) and reduced birth rates during the Great Recession led to a
nationwide drop of over 700,000 in people under age 20.

Figure 10. Houston Cluster Accounted for Three-Quarters of the Nation’s Growth in Children and
Youth, 2000-10
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The Houston cluster also dominated national job growth between 2000 and 2013, capturing 51
percent of the job growth with expansion before, during, and after the economic crisis (figure 11). Growth
was exceptionally strong between 2000 and 2010, when the US economy lost almost 2 million jobs but
Houston’s cluster grew by 890,000 jobs. Between 2010 and 2013, as the national economy recovered, the
Houston cluster accounted for 19.4 percent of the job growth of about 6 million—a high share of the
growth, considering the cluster had only 12.7 percent of the nation’s jobs in 2010.

Figure 1 1. The Houston Cluster Added over 2 Million Jobs between 2000 and 2013, over Half the
National Total
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Neighborhood Centers Is Applying and Testing Strategies for
Connecting People to Opportunities That Reflect Houston’s
Demographic and Economic Realities

Many organizations and initiatives working to address the challenges of poverty and neighborhood
distress have evolved in response to demographic and economic conditions typical of big cities in the
northeast and midwest. But Houston is markedly different, and Neighborhood Centers, Inc. is tailoring its
strategies—and its organizational capacities—to respond to the realities of its region.5 Neighborhood
Centers is the direct descendant of the settlement houses founded in Houston early in the 20th century;
like the settlement houses, its core mission is helping immigrants and other low-income families get a
foothold in the region’s booming economy. Neighborhood Centers’ work is intensely “place-conscious”—
building the assets families need both within their home communities and through connections to
opportunities elsewhere in the region. But it differs from more traditional community development
organizations in that it does not limit its work to tightly defined neighborhood boundaries nor does it
aspire to transform poor neighborhoods into mixed-income communities. The communities in which it
works are more loosely defined and dynamic, and Neighborhood Centers views them as launchpads for
low-income families, whether these families stay in place or move to other neighborhoods in the region.

Because Houston'’s low-income families are widely dispersed across the metropolitan region and its
neighborhoods’ composition and condition are constantly changing, Neighborhood Centers operates
regionally. With an annual budget of over $275 million and a staff of 1,200, Neighborhood Centers is the
largest nonprofit human services provider in Texas. Its size and financial heft provide numerous
advantages, including the ability to

* invest in critical infrastructure, such as information technology and well-maintained facilities,
enhancing administrative efficiency and quality of services;

e attract top management talent by offering competitive salaries and benefits, thus enhancing its
operational and intellectual capacity;

e achieve administrative efficiencies that allow the organization to undertake new programs and merge
with smaller organizations without a sizeable new investment in overhead;

e comply with the regulatory and accountability requirements of state and federal government agencies
that fund many of its programs; and

* invest in “venture” activities that lead to program innovation and new programs to meet emerging
community needs without the fear that such activities may drain resources or cut into other programs.

Neighborhood Centers’ scale also enables it to braid together multiple funding sources to provide
integrated and holistic solutions for low-income families. It operates over 60 programs providing services
ranging from neonatal care to adult education and from enrichment courses for families to social and
exercise programs for seniors. In delivering this broad range of services, Neighborhood Centers combines
over 50 public funding streams with philanthropic resources and private dollars.

Closely related to its size is Neighborhood Centers’ geographic scope. Its 75 service centers include 7
community centers, 11 workforce career service centers, and 14 prekindergarten and charter school sites,
spread across the Houston metro area. This large physical presence allows Neighborhood Centers to
respond rapidly and comprehensively to regional crises and opportunities. Neighborhood Centers’
geographic scale and scope also enables it to provide localized solutions to the quite widely dispersed and
diverse low-income residents of the region. For example, its community center in Gulfton serves people
from over 80 different countries, while its East End community center serves an older, largely Hispanic
population. An additional benefit from having one agency serving various communities over a wide area is
that lessons from one location can often be applied to other areas.

But Neighborhood Centers does not try to do it all; it looks for opportunities to partner with other
nonprofits and with public agencies to enhance organizational capacity and leverage expertise. The
organization’s seven community centers are home to several other nonprofits and local government
offices, including a clinic operated by Texas Children’s Hospital, an onsite location for the Houston Police
Department, and a community service office for a state representative. In service areas where it does not
have a program, Neighborhood Centers partners with other respected organizations—both public and
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private—to deliver the programs and services families need. In Pasadena, for example, the Neighborhood
Centers facility hosts the school district’s English language classes, provides a distribution site for the
local food bank, and offers child care for the mothers participating in classes and activities run by other
organizations. In this way, Neighborhood Centers plays the role of “orchestra conductor,” marshaling
resources from multiple sources, combining public and private funding streams, and partnering with
numerous service providers to create an integrated web of services and supports for families in the places
where they live.

Because Houston’s economy is creating large numbers of jobs, much of Neighborhood Centers’ work
focuses on helping poor people build the skills they need to qualify for well-paying employment. And
because Houston is home to large numbers of children, the organization links services and supports for
adults with services that advance the well-being and life-chances of their children (an explicit two-
generation approach). For example, its community centers throughout the city and suburbs provide
English classes, early childhood education, health care, a credit union, a charter school, and employment
services along with recreational and cultural activities. Moreover, because so many of Houston’s low-
income residents are immigrants, Neighborhood Centers directly addresses the barriers of language as
well as skills, and helps newcomers build their capacity to navigate in the US economy, regularize their
legal status, and achieve citizenship. For example, when outreach to employers revealed that entry-level
job-seekers needed basic “customer relations” skills in addition to English, Neighborhood Centers began
to offer sessions on customer relations in its advanced English language classes. Neighborhood Centers’
affiliate, Promise Credit Union, offers loans equal to a member’s deposits, so he or she can establish a
good credit record; it also recently began offering unsecured loans to help cover the legal costs of
becoming a US citizen.

In response to the tremendous diversity of Houston’s neighborhoods—in race and ethnicity, country
of origin, language, and age—Neighborhood Centers emphasizes the assets residents bring and pursues
community building in the broadest sense of the term, helping people pool their strengths and work
together to advance their shared goals. In developing activities and programs, Neighborhood Centers
draws on the strengths of a community’s residents and physical assets, a theory of community
development formulated by John Kretzmann and John McKnight, purposefully seeking out and building
upon the capacities, skills, and abilities of people living in the low-income communities it serves.
Kretzmann and McKnight assert that every time a person uses his or her abilities, both the individual and
the community are strengthened. The shift from a “needs-based” service model to an “asset-based” model
allows low-income people and communities to look beyond their differences to their own strengths and
resources, providing Neighborhood Centers the opportunity to help individuals and communities
strengthen themselves from within.

Finally, because conditions at both neighborhood and regional scales are complex and rapidly
changing, Neighborhood Centers has made a major commitment to continuous learning and adaptation.
Staff in each community center continuously listen to the people they serve and analyze program data to
maximize responsiveness to families’ aspirations and needs. And Neighborhood Centers has embraced the
idea that community-serving organizations must hold themselves accountable for their work and use data
to assess what is and is not working. The organization has robust continuous improvement plans and data
systems that enable it to analyze program metrics regularly and identify areas of success, areas in need of
improvement, opportunities for innovation, and impact on transforming families and neighborhoods.
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Community-Serving Organizations in Houston’s Cluster Could Gain
Strength from a Learning Partnership to Share Strategies, Data, and
Expertise

Neighborhood Centers, Inc. has evolved from its settlement house roots to become a large community
development organization that is uniquely equipped to serve Houston’s low-income population. Its
approach allows it to be both big and local: big in the sense that it has the capacity to provide a diverse
array of services in multiple locations over the entire metro area, and local in the sense that it can provide
services and solutions tailored to meet the needs of a local community or a set of individuals. By providing
resources, education, and connections to residents of diverse and dynamic neighborhoods, Neighborhood
Centers helps individuals and families gain a foothold in the booming regional economy and climb the
ladder of opportunity.

Elements of the Neighborhood Centers approach may have relevance for organizations supporting
and empowering low-income people and communities in the 14 other metro areas of Houston’s cluster. As
discussed earlier, these metros share key economic and demographic characteristics that differentiate
them from the metros of the coasts and the heartland that so often dominate discussions and debate
about community development policy and practice. Bringing together practitioners, advocates, and
community leaders from these fast-growing and dynamic metros could create a productive forum to share
experiences and insights about emerging strategies for connecting low-income people to economic
opportunities.

Organizations from some or all of these metros may find it useful to form a learning collaborative that
would document and share emerging approaches, develop common output and outcome measures,
engage in continuous learning, and diffuse lessons learned from both successes and failures. Working
together, these organizations could develop proven, place-conscious models for community development
that reflect and respond to the needs and opportunities in a group of metropolitan regions that matter
enormously to the nation’s future.
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Appendix A. Methods and Data

For our cluster analysis of metropolitan areas, we used the 14 indicators listed with their sources in table
A1. They reflect five dimensions of metropolitan conditions that are generally considered important for
economic and community development: growth, job quality, cost of living, diversity, and access to
opportunity.

The growth variables include population growth and economic resilience, by which we mean the
extent to which the region lost jobs in the most recent (2007—-10) economic crisis. We chose not to use
other growth variables, including overall job growth in recent years and income growth, for example, that
correlated highly with population growth because including them would have weighted growth factors too
heavily in our cluster analysis.

The job quality measures include the share of adults with a college degree, which reflects the presence
of well-educated workers, a factor underpinning much recent growth in regional income and employment;
labor-force participation, variation in which reflects the propensity of working-age residents to seek and
get jobs; and wage growth, with variation reflecting the availability of jobs in sectors with strong
competition for labor.

For cost of living, the single variable is the rent burden, a measure of the wage required to afford the
4o0th-percentile apartment on the market. (The correlation of the rent burden with median income was
one factor leading us to exclude income from the analysis.)

We used four factors to express the diversity of the population. Percent foreign-born, percent black,
percent Hispanic, and percent of the population over age 65 are all important, related, but separate facets
of diversity.

Our final four variables reflect access to opportunity. Black-white segregation is a critical indicator of
longstanding patterns that remain deeply entrenched in some but not all metropolitan areas. We used
black-white, but not Hispanic-white, segregation because it does not correlate strongly with the
metropolitan black-white composition; the metropolitan areas with high Hispanic-white segregation, by
contrast, are also those that have the largest Hispanic populations. The poverty rate identifies how many
families and individuals experience material want in their everyday lives, depleting pantries and imposing
insecurity especially acutely on children. Poverty has long-lasting impacts on both families and their
communities, reducing access to opportunity not only for the families who experience it but also for those
in their neighborhoods, cities, and metropolitan areas who would otherwise benefit from their full
development. We do not include the geographic concentration of poverty because it correlates very
strongly with the overall poverty rate. Income inequality appears to play an independent role in shaping
economic and community development, and we included it partly because the metropolitan areas with
high income inequality are often not those with high poverty rates but those with exceptionally high
incomes at the top of the distribution. Finally, we included a measure of economic mobility recently
developed and disseminated by Raj Chetty and his colleagues indicating what share of early millennials
(young people born in the early 1980s) were able to ascend from the lowest-earning fifth of families in the
early 1980s to the highest earning 25 to 30 years later. We considered alternative versions of this mobility
indicator, such as the share of young people advancing from the lowest income quintile to the highest 40
percent, but the correlation between “worst to first” and “worst to highest two quintiles” is extremely
high—about .94.

Since these indicators reflect a range of values and measurement scales, we standardized their values
to z-scores, which relate each metropolitan area to the average of the distribution across all metro areas
using the standard deviation of the distribution. A z-score of 1.0 places a metropolitan area one standard
deviation above the average; about one-sixth of the cases fall above a z-score of 1.0 and one-sixth fall
below -1.0; about one in 20 cases fall either above 2.0 or below -2.0.

After standardizing the variables, we used hierarchical cluster modeling to group the metropolitan
areas according to their similarity across all 14 variables. This process may be easy to imagine with a
simple number line or scatter diagram, or even in three dimensions; the cases closest to one another on



these dimensions would be evident to the eye. Representation above three dimensions, however, becomes
difficult or impossible. The technique we used begins with each of the 99 metropolitan areas in its own
cluster, adding either new metro areas or already-formed clusters of metros to other metro areas or
clusters one step at a time until all the cases are forced into one big cluster.

Table Al. Variables, Definitions, and Sources, 99-Metro Cluster Analysis

Growth

Job quality

Cost of living

Diversity

Access to
opportunity

Population growth: population growth, 2000—10. Source: US Department of Commerce, Bureau of
Economic Analysis Regional Economic Information System, based on decennial Census, 2009 OMB Core
Based Statistical Area (CBSA) definitions.

Economic resilience: change in jobs during the 2007—10 economic crisis. Source: Regional averages of
seasonally adjusted monthly data from US Bureau of Labor Statistics Current Employment Statistics
(CES) survey, 2009 OMB CBSA definitions.

College education: percent of adults with at least a bachelor’s degree, 2005/09 average. Source: American
Community Survey microdata reconciled to 2008 CBSA boundaries and made available in the Building
Resilient Regions database:
http://datatools.metrotrends.org/charts/metrodata/BRR/index.cfm?metro=10180

Labor engagement: labor force participation, 2005/09 average. Source: American Community Survey
microdata reconciled to 2008 CBSA boundaries and made available in the Building Resilient Regions
database: http://datatools.metrotrends.org/charts/metrodata/BRR/index.cfm?metro=10180

Wage growth: average wage growth per job, 200010. Current dollars. Sources: US Department of
Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis Regional Economic Information System based on decennial
Census, 2009 OMB CBSA definitions.

Rent burden: hourly wage required to afford the 40th-percentile apartment currently offered for rent
(housing wage 2013). Source: National Low Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC) calculates the housing
wage by comparing wages and rents in every county, metropolitan area (MSAs/HMFAs), combined
nonmetropolitan area, and state in the United States. This calculation is based on the widely accepted
standard that housing is unaffordable if it is greater than 30 percent of household income. Available at
http://www.metrotrends.org/data/Out_of Reach 2013.xls.

Foreign born: percent foreign born, 2005/09. Source: American Community Survey microdata reconciled
to 2008 CBSA boundaries and made available in the Building Resilient Regions database:
http://datatools.metrotrends.org/charts/metrodata/BRR/index.cfm?metro=10180

Black: percent black non-Hispanic, 2005/09. Source: American Community Survey microdata reconciled to
2008 CBSA boundaries and made available in the Building Resilient Regions database:
http://datatools.metrotrends.org/charts/metrodata/BRR/index.cfm?metro=10180

Hispanic: percent Hispanic, 2005/09. Source: American Community Survey microdata reconciled to 2008
CBSA boundaries and made available in the Building Resilient Regions database:
http://datatools.metrotrends.org/charts/metrodata/BRR/index.cfm?metro=10180

Senior: percent age 65 and over, 2005/09. Source: American Community Survey microdata reconciled to
2008 CBSA boundaries and made available in the Building Resilient Regions database:
http://datatools.metrotrends.org/charts/metrodata/BRR/index.cfm?metro=10180

Black-white segregation: Black-white dissimilarity index (neighborhoods), 2005/09. Source: American
Community Survey microdata reconciled to 2008 CBSA boundaries and made available in the Building
Resilient Regions database:
http://datatools.metrotrends.org/charts/metrodata/BRR/index.cfm?metro=10180

Poverty: Poverty rate, 2012. Source: American Community Survey one-year data, 2009 CBSA boundaries.

Inequality: Ratio of 80th to 20th household income percentile, 2005/09 average. Source: American
Community Survey microdata reconciled to 2008 CBSA boundaries and made available in the Building
Resilient Regions database:
http://datatools.metrotrends.org/charts/metrodata/BRR/index.cfm?metro=10180

Economic mobility: Percent of children born in 1980-81 to parents whose incomes placed them in the
lowest-income 20 percent (quintile) of the income distribution who were themselves in the top quintile
by 2012. Source: The Equality of Opportunity Project (Raj Chetty, Nathaniel Hendren, Patrick Kline, and
Emmanuel Saez) used administrative records for over 40 million children and parents to describe
intergenerational mobility in the United States. Their data are reported for 741 commuting zones, which
are composed of counties and overlap to an extent with CBSAs; Urban Institute researchers weighted
their results to align with 2008 CBSA boundaries. For more on the data, methods, and results, see
http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/. We used Version 1.0 of the data; a new version was released
January 17, 2014, pertaining to the 1980-82 birth cohort. Its correlation with the 1980-81 data was
0.956, meaning that our use of the 1980-81 version likely has no impact on the cluster analysis.

URBAN INSTITUTE



Population Data on population (totals and by age) in 2000 and 2010 are from the US Decennial Census of Population
and Housing. Data for 2012 are estimates from the US Census Bureau’s Vintage 2012 county
characteristics; see http://www.census.gov/popest/data/counties/asrh/2012/index.html| for more on
methodology. County-level census results and estimates aggregated to 2008 CBSA boundaries by the
Urban Institute.

Employment Regional and national annual averages of seasonally adjusted monthly data from US Bureau of Labor
Statistics Current Employment Statistics survey, 2009 OMB CBSA and NECTA definitions.
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Appendix B. Standardized Values

Table BI. Indicator Values and Averages, Clusters and Metropolitan Areas
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US average 12.3% 0.0% 28.8% 65.7% 34.9% $18.09 I11.1% 12.5% 14.7% 12.2% 0.581 15.4% 4.44 7.6%
Baltimore cluster 14.3% 0.1% 29.4% 65.4% 42.8% $18.97 6.0% 28.6% 4.1% 11.4% 0.516 13.9% 4.21 5.5%
Baltimore 6.1% 2.1% 33.9% 67.3% 45.4% $24.06 7.8% 28.2% 3.3% 12.2% 0.665 11.3% 442 6.5%
Charleston 21.2% 0.9% 29.0% 65.0% 47.9% $16.90 4.6% 28.5% 3.7% 11.1% 0.419 15.2% 4.38 5.4%
Columbia 18.5% -0.5% 29.9% 65.1% 38.4% $14.71 4.5% 32.8% 3.9% 11.1% 0.483 16.3% 4.38 42%
Jacksonville 19.8% -2.6% 26.0% 65.8% 40.3% $17.50 7.3% 21.6% 5.7% 11.4% 0.528 15.7% 4.07 5.3%
Richmond 14.5% 0.6% 30.7% 66.5% 36.9% $18.83 6.1% 29.5% 3.9% 11.6% 0.532 11.9% 4.10 5.7%
Virginia Beach 5.9% 0.3% 27.1% 62.9% 48.1% $21.85 5.9% 30.8% 42% 11.0% 0.466 13.1% 391 5.6%
Chicago cluster 8.1% 0.6% 29.1% 67.1% 32.9% $16.39 6.8% 10.6% 6.5% 12.5% 0.622 14.3% 4.37 7.5%
Akron 1.0% -1.6% 27.7% 66.9% 30.7% $15.13 3.5% 11.6% 1.2% 13.6% 0.626 15.7% 4.46 5.2%
Birmingham 7.2% -2.3% 26.4% 63.4% 36.1% $15.10 3.6% 27.7% 3.3% 12.8% 0.672 16.8% 478 5.5%
Buffalo -2.9% 3.7% 26.7% 62.6% 28.0% $14.15 5.3% 11.8% 3.4% 15.6% 0.745 14.2% 4.80 7.3%
Chattanooga 10.8% -2.3% 22.4% 63.6% 36.7% $13.98 3.1% 13.8% 2.5% 14.2% 0.656 15.8% 4.49 5.9%
Chicago 3.9% -1.3% 32.8% 67.8% 30.7% $18.58 17.2% 17.5% 19.2% 11.0% 0.781 14.5% 455 6.3%
Cincinnati 5.9% -0.9% 27.6% 67.1% 32.4% $14.23 3.5% 11.7% 1.9% 11.9% 0.703 14.9% 4.49 5.5%
Cleveland -3.4% 2.1% 26.3% 65.3% 29.5% $14.25 5.6% 19.2% 43% 14.6% 0.756 15.6% 48l 5.4%
Columbus 13.6% 1.3% 32.2% 68.8% 33.2% $15.04 6.2% 13.6% 3.0% 10.3% 0.612 15.1% 439 5.1%
Dayton -0.7% 2.7% 24.3% 63.8% 26.8% $14.19 2.9% 14.4% 1.7% 14.3% 0.689 16.9% 437 5.9%
Grand Rapids 4.3% -1.1% 26.0% 68.4% 22.4% $14.21 6.4% 7.2% 7.8% 11.0% 0.666 16.5% 4.08 5.8%
Greensboro 12.4% -3.5% 25.6% 66.2% 27.9% $13.48 7.6% 24.1% 6.6% 12.7% 0.524 18.1% 452 5.1%
Greenville 13.8% -1.1% 26.4% 63.4% 33.2% $13.75 6.5% 16.5% 5.9% 12.5% 0.440 17.7% 4.65 4.9%
Hartford 5.4% 1.3% 33.8% 67.6% 32.7% $21.17 11.8% 9.7% 11.0% 13.8% 0.662 10.9% 4.47 8.2%
Indianapolis 15.0% 0.5% 30.2% 69.6% 29.0% $14.71 5.2% 14.0% 4.7% 10.7% 0.659 14.4% 4.25 4.8%
Kansas City 10.7% 1.1% 31.7% 69.7% 32.4% $15.06 5.7% 11.6% 7.0% 11.5% 0.658 12.9% 4.12 6.9%
Knoxville 13.2% 1.3% 27.9% 63.0% 35.4% $14.25 3.3% 6.5% 2.3% 14.0% 0.531 16.5% 476 6.7%
Little Rock 14.7% 3.0% 26.9% 65.9% 36.4% $14.33 3.6% 22.0% 3.5% 11.8% 0.584 15.1% 44| 6.2%
Louisville 10.2% 0.3% 23.8% 66.1% 33.3% $14.06 3.8% 13.0% 2.9% 12.4% 0.589 16.1% 435 6.2%
Milwaukee 3.6% -0.6% 30.5% 68.3% 33.5% $15.92 6.6% 15.8% 8.2% 12.4% 0.809 15.9% 4.45 5.6%
Nashville 21.0% 1.8% 29.3% 68.3% 38.8% $15.75 6.8% 15.1% 5.5% 10.5% 0.554 14.3% 4.25 6.2%
New Haven 4.6% 0.6% 32.0% 67.7% 30.5% $25.31 11.1% 11.4% 12.9% 13.8% 0.655 13.5% 4.80 8.2%
Oklahoma City 14.6% 3.7% 27.0% 65.6% 44.6% $14.38 7.1% 9.9% 9.5% 11.7% 0.540 16.2% 4.37 8.8%
Omaha 12.8% 4.1% 31.3% 71.6% 34.0% $15.92 6.0% 7.2% 7.4% 10.9% 0.664 13.0% 4.06 8.6%
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Chicago cluster

(cont’d) 8.1% 0.6% 29.1%  67.1% 32.9% $16.39 6.8% 10.6% 6.5% 12.5% 0.622 14.3% 4.37 7.5%

Philadelphia 4.9% 1.4% 31.8% 65.4% 359%  $21.52 8.8% 19.9% 6.7% 13.1% 0.694 13.4% 4.87 7.6%
Providence 0.9% -1.2% 27.8% 66.5% 387% $17.88 12.5% 4.2% 9.2% 13.9% 0.582 13.6% 4.93 8.8%
Rochester 1.2% 3.1% 31.2% 63.8% 27.6% $16.52 6.4% 10.7% 5.1% 13.5% 0.665 14.4% 4.40 7.3%
Springfield 1.9% 1.1% 28.0% 63.8% 347%  $17.98 7.8% 5.8% 13.7% 13.6% 0.667 17.2% 5.11 7.8%
St. Louis 4.2% 0.2% 28.4% 66.6% 32.5%  $15.96 4.0% 17.7% 2.2% 12.9% 0.731 14.3% 441 6.2%
Syracuse 2.0% 2.1% 27.6% 64.1% 33.1%  $15.08 4.9% 7.1% 2.5% 13.4% 0.706 15.3% 4.56 8.0%
Toledo -1.2% -3.7% 22.1% 66.1% 27.9% $13.13 3.2% 12.5% 5.2% 12.9% 0.680 19.9% 4.62 6.3%
Tulsa 9.2% 0.5% 24.9% 65.9% 374% $13.87 5.3% 8.3% 7.3% 12.4% 0.588 15.1% 4.39 8.5%
Wichita 9.1% -1.1% 26.3% 68.8% 31.8% $13.54 6.1% 7.1% 9.3% 12.0% 0617 15.1% 421 7.0%
Albany 5.3% 2.9% 32.1% 65.9% 35.0% $17.71 6.3% 6.5% 3.3% 13.6% 0.637 11.0% 4.28 8.1%
Allentown 10.9% 2.3% 25.6% 65.0% 31.1%  $17.60 7.0% 3.7% 10.9% 14.9% 0.541 10.5% 4.12 9.5%
Des Moines 18.4% 3.1% 32.3% 73.7% 387% $1442 6.2% 4.0% 5.8% 11.2% 0.546 12.3% 3.94 11.1%
Harrisburg 8.2% 1.8% 27.6% 66.5% 33.6% $17.29 4.4% 9.2% 3.8% 14.4% 0.688 12.4% 3.92 9.4%
Lancaster 10.3% 0.7% 23.2% 66.9% 27.1%  $16.94 4.0% 2.9% 7.2% 14.6% 0.608 11.8% 3.6l 10.2%
Madison 13.1% 4.7% 40.7% 73.6% 368% $17.10 6.1% 3.8% 4.4% 10.3% 0516 12.7% 4.07 10.2%
Minneapolis 10.2% -0.1% 37.3% 73.8% 31.2%  $17.69 8.8% 6.3% 4.6% 10.1% 0.559 10.7% 3.88 9.0%
Portland, ME 5.0% 1.9% 33.4% 68.4% 39.5% $19.38 4.1% 1.5% 1.6% 14.0% 0.561 11.6% 4.07 9.2%
Portland, OR 15.4% -1.0% 32.9% 68.7% 27.2% $17.54 12.0% 2.6% 10.0% 10.6% 0519 14.0% 4.18 8.9%
Poughkeepsie 7.6% 2.9% 28.9% 64.9% 36.3%  $23.29 10.8% 9.1% 12.8% 11.2% 0.492 11.1% 4.14 9.1%
Salt Lake City 16.0% 0.9% 29.8% 72.2% 37.6% $16.13 11.2% 1.3% 15.1% 8.4% 0.544 12.7% 3.69 11.5%
Seattle 13.0% -0.3% 36.7% 68.5% 30.5%  $21.23 15.3% 5.2% 7.5% 10.4% 0.536 11.7% 4.07 10.4%
Worcester 6.2% 1.7% 32.2% 67.8% 27.2% $18.58 10.4% 3.1% 8.1% 12.4% 0.565 11.8% 4.59 9.8%
Detroit cluster -3.7%  -6.1% 26.2%  63.8% 18.1% $15.79 8.6% 22.5% 3.6% 12.3% 0.797 17.4% 4.76 5.1%
Detroit -3.7% -6.1% 26.2% 63.8% 18.1%  $15.79 8.6% 22.5% 3.6% 12.3% 0.797 17.4% 4.76 5.1%
Houston cluster 27.1%  -0.9% 31.2%  67.8% 32.4% $17.44 13.7% 10.9%  22.6% 10.2% 0.502 15.9% 4.23 7.1%
Atlanta 23.6% -2.0% 34.0% 70.0% 27.2%  $16.8l 12.6% 30.7% 9.3% 8.2% 0.597 16.6% 421 4.1%
Austin 36.6% 7.0% 38.7% 71.8% 20.3%  $20.19 14.4% 7.3% 29.8% 7.6% 0.520 15.5% 427 6.9%
Charlotte 31.7% -0.7% 31.8% 70.8% 33.1%  $15.25 9.2% 22.5% 8.4% 9.8% 0.524 15.1% 431 4.3%
Dallas 23.3% 2.8% 30.1% 70.4% 28.3% $17.06 17.4% 13.8% 26.8% 8.3% 0.574 15.0% 4.37 7.2%
Denver 17.7% 1.6% 37.0% 71.7% 30.0% $18.08 12.3% 5.4% 22.0% 9.7% 0.638 12.7% 4.35 8.3%
Houston 26.1% 4.6% 28.1% 68.1% 404% $18.17  21.3% 16.6% 33.2% 8.2% 0.613 16.4% 4.82 8.6%
Raleigh 41.4% 2.1% 41.3% 71.0% 33.7% $16.88 10.7% 19.7% 8.6% 8.4% 0.406 12.7% 4.23 5.2%
Albuquerque 21.5% -0.6% 29.4% 65.2% 37.2%  $15.00 9.6% 2.5% 44.5% 11.8% 0.432 18.5% 4.44 6.7%
Boise 31.8% -3.0% 27.7% 67.7% 22.7%  $13.92 7.1% 0.9% 11.4% 10.2% 0.458 15.4% 3.80 7.5%
Colorado Springs 20.4% -0.2% 34.8% 65.3% 37.6% $15.63 7.3% 5.7% 13.1% 9.5% 0.408 12.8% 4.08 8.3%
Las Vegas 40.2% -7.9% 21.3% 68.3% 304% $20.46  21.3% 9.4% 27.9% 10.5% 0.388 16.4% 3.83 8.0%
Orlando 29.1% -2.8% 27.3% 66.6% 34.5% $18.90 15.7% 14.4% 22.5% 12.8% 0514 16.9% 3.95 6.2%
Phoenix 28.6% -6.5% 27.3% 65.5% 31.3%  $17.79 16.4% 4.1% 30.5% 11.2% 0.479 17.4% 4.12 7.8%
Sacramento 19.2% -4.9% 29.8% 64.7% 39.3%  $20.63 17.0% 7.0% 18.6% 11.6% 0.563 16.9% 429 10.0%
Tucson 15.8% -2.7% 29.0% 60.3% 40.5% $16.85 13.2% 3.1% 32.8% 14.7% 0.415 20.0% 4.44 7.6%
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McAllen cluster 36.1% 8.9% 15.2% 58.5% 36.5% $12.54 28.6% 0.5% 89.4% 9.5% 0.626 34.5% 5.81 9.9%
McAllen 36.1% 8.9% 15.2% 58.5% 36.5% $12.54 28.6% 0.5% 89.4% 9.5% 0.626 34.5% 5.8l 9.9%
Memphis cluster 6.4% 2.2% 25.1% 63.5% 43.6% $15.58 3.8% 39.0% 3.5% 11.1% 0.569 20.1% 5.07 5.1%
Augusta, GA 11.6% 2.8% 22.6% 59.3% 38.6% $14.19 3.4% 35.1% 3.0% 12.1% 0.439 20.3% 5.06 4.6%
Baton Rouge 13.7% 2.8% 24.6% 64.7% 49.0% $15.40 3.1% 35.0% 2.6% 10.4% 0.593 18.7% 5.19 7.2%
Jackson 8.4% 1.7% 28.6% 64.3% 36.4% $15.58 1.8% 46.4% 1.6% 11.0% 0.547 22.2% 5.09 4.6%
Memphis 9.1% -2.5% 24.4% 66.5% 374% $14.77 4.6% 44.4% 4.1% 10.2% 0.633 19.9% 4.94 2.6%
New Orleans -11.0% 6.4% 25.2% 62.8% 56.4% $17.98 6.1% 34.1% 6.1% 12.1% 0.635 19.4% 5.08 6.3%
New York cluster 7.1% -0.9% 36.5% 65.9% 34.4% $28.31 24.8% 8.9% 23.6% 12.3% 0.605 12.5% 4.66 9.7%
Honolulu 9.0% 0.8% 30.7% 60.1% 41.7%  $35.25 18.4% 3.1% 7.9% 14.5% 0.467 10.3% 3.99 10.1%
Los Angeles 3.6% -3.6% 30.0% 65.7% 37.8% $27.33 34.2% 6.9% 44.0% 10.5% 0.699 17.6% 491 9.6%
Miami 11.0% -4.0% 28.3% 63.0% 36.9%  $23.77 36.6% 19.3% 38.9% 15.7% 0.659 17.5% 4.92 7.2%
Oxnard 9.1% -2.6% 30.3% 66.4% 352%  $28.83 22.0% 1.7% 37.3% 11.3% 0.526 11.5% 421 9.6%
San Diego 9.8% -1.2% 34.0% 62.9% 40.9%  $26.58 22.7% 4.9% 30.4% 11.2% 0.565 15.0% 4.46 10.4%
Santa Rosa 5.3% -7.1% 31.1% 66.2% 279%  $25.62 16.3% 1.5% 22.3% 13.1% 0.469 12.1% 4.33 10.3%
Boston 3.6% 3.1% 41.6% 68.7% 30.8% $27.77 15.8% 6.3% 7.9% 12.7% 0.667 10.7% 4.85 9.8%
Bridgeport 3.8% -0.1% 43.4% 67.3% 32.2%  $23.65 19.6% 9.9% 14.9% 13.1% 0.698 8.9% 5.34 8.2%
New York 3.1% 2.3% 35.2% 64.5% 31.7%  $28.35 27.6% 16.5% 21.2% 12.9% 0.791 14.8% 5.47 9.7%
San Francisco 5.0% -2.0% 43.2% 66.9% 30.8% $34.52 29.1% 8.4% 20.1% 12.3% 0.638 11.9% 497 11.2%
San Jose 5.9% -0.7% 43.2% 67.0% 20.2%  $30.96 35.6% 2.4% 26.5% 10.6% 0.452 10.8% 4.56 11.2%
Washington, DC 16.3% 4.6% 46.8% 71.6% 46.3%  $27.15 19.9% 25.7% 12.2% 9.7% 0.625 8.4% 3.95 9.5%
Riverside cluster 21.7% -0.6% 18.6% 61.3% 42.7% $17.34 20.6% 5.1% 49.9% 10.0% 0.475 21.6% 4.63 9.5%
Bakersfield 27.0% 0.3% 14.6% 58.7% 52.7% $15.46 19.8% 5.6% 46.1% 8.9% 0.547 23.8% 4.75 12.4%
El Paso 17.9% 7.3% 18.8% 58.3% 39.1% $13.58 26.6% 2.5% 81.3% 10.5% 0.373 24.0% 5.12 9.3%
Fresno 16.5% -3.3% 19.4% 62.2% 447% $16.88 21.5% 4.9% 48.1% 9.7% 0.520 28.4% 4.82 8.3%
Modesto 14.7% -3.2% 16.1% 62.3% 429% $18.10 20.0% 2.8% 38.9% 10.2% 0.400 20.3% 4.36 10.2%
Riverside 29.5% -6.2% 19.3% 62.4% 38.0% $21.46 21.6% 7.2% 44.9% 9.9% 0.462 19.0% 4.25 9.6%
San Antonio 25.2% 6.5% 24.7% 63.0% 409% $16.73 11.3% 6.0% 53.2% 10.8% 0.512 17.3% 4.62 6.6%
Stockton 21.1% -5.8% 17.1% 62.3% 409% $19.17 23.1% 7.0% 36.4% 9.9% 0.509 18.4% 4.50 10.0%
Tampa cluster 9.2% -2.4% 23.5% 59.2% 34.9% $15.80 71.2% 8.6% 7.5% 19.0% 0.581 15.4% 4.32 8.0%
Pittsburgh -2.9% 3.6% 27.7% 61.8% 354% $14.85 3.0% 7.8% 1.1% 17.2% 0.679 12.1% 4.65 10.3%
Scranton 0.7% 1.5% 21.2% 60.5% 298% $14.29 3.2% 2.1% 3.5% 18.0% 0.602 15.5% 4.58 11.1%
Youngstown -6.2% -2.6% 18.0% 58.9% 242% $11.90 2.1% 10.7% 2.1% 17.2% 0.717 17.3% 4.45 7.4%
Lakeland 24.2% -3.6% 18.0% 58.9% 31.4% $15.40 10.1% 13.3% 15.1% 17.4% 0414 17.9% 4.01 6.2%
North Port 18.7% -7.8% 27.6% 54.9% 43.4% $19.75 11.7% 6.2% 9.6% 26.3% 0.583 13.8% 4.19 7.0%
Palm Bay 13.8% -3.4% 26.4% 58.2% 39.6% $16.8I 8.3% 9.3% 6.8% 20.2% 0.493 14.7% 4.11 7.3%
Tampa 16.0% -4.5% 25.5% 61.3% 40.8% $17.60 11.9% 10.9% 14.1% 17.1% 0.578 16.4% 4.28 6.6%
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Table B2. Standardized Indicator Values (z-scores) and Averages, Clusters and Metropolitan Areas
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Baltimore cluster 0.194 0.043 0.098 -0.064 1.176 0.187 -0.632 1.608 -0.642 -0.298 -0.389 -0.590 -0.649 -1.069
Baltimore -0.605 0.623 0.814 0.433 1.560 1.262 -0.412 1.568 -0.693 -0.018 -1.069 -0.053 0.826 -0.559
Charleston 0.861 0.275 0.030 -0.182 1.921 -0.251 -0.809 1.600 -0.669 -0.408 -0.055 -0.172 -1.603 -1.097
Columbia 0.602 -0.145 0.178 -0.158 0.522 -0.714 -0.821 2.030 -0.654 -0411 0.231 -0.158 -0.966 -1.683
Jacksonville 0.720 -0.784 -0.455 0.032 0.805 -0.125 -0.472 0913 -0.545 -0.288 0.075 -0.940 -0.531 -1.145
Richmond 0.214 0.197 0.299 0.232 0.295 0.156 -0.623 1.705 -0.656 -0.220 -0913 -0.876 -0.487 -0.950
Virginia Beach -0.626 0.089 -0.278 -0.742 1.951 0.794 -0.653 1.830 -0.634 -0.440 -0.601 -1.341 -1.135 -0.982
Chicago cluster -0.415 0.189 0.046 0.374 -0.294 -0.360 -0.529 -0.183 -0.497 0.093  -0.291 -0.184 0.407 -0.066
Akron -1.104 -0.469 -0.174 0.330 -0.620 -0.625 -0.944 -0.083 -0.820 0.499 0.075 0.027 0.442 -1.194
Birmingham -0.501 -0.688 -0.387 -0.603 0.182 -0.633 -0.937 1.526 -0.692 0.203 0.361 0.840 0.896 -1.048
Buffalo -1.481 1.103 -0.334 -0.816 -1.008 -0.832 -0.725 -0.068 -0.686 1.236 -0.315 0.879 1.614 -0.168
Chattanooga -0.150 -0.673 -1.037 -0.553 0.266 -0.869 -0.992 0.135 -0.742 0.725 0.101 0.108 0.733 -0.852
Chicago -0.817 -0.385 0.637 0.575 -0.612 0.103 0.760 0.508 0.274 -0.460 -0.237 0.259 1.968 -0.675
Cincinnati -0.631 -0.259 -0.200 0.394 -0.368 -0.816 -0.944 -0.077 -0.773 -0.105 -0.133 0.119 1.205 -1.048
Cleveland -1.526 -0.619 -0.407 -0.110 -0.798 -0.812 -0.686 0.674 -0.633 0.875 0.049 0.904 1.729 -1.123
Columbus 0.126 0.398 0.539 0.852 -0.250 -0.645 -0.605 0.116 -0.707 -0.724 -0.081 -0.128 0.304 -1.233
Dayton -1.271 -0.811 -0.724 -0.512 -1.184 -0.824 -1.021 0.190 -0.786 0.757 0.387 -0.180 1.063 -0.852
Grand Rapids -0.787 -0.334 -0.453 0.734 -1.844 -0.820 -0.587 -0.526 -0.415 -0.471 0.283 -0918 0.836 -0.927
Greensboro 0.002 -1.050 -0.525 0.153 -1.034 -0.975 -0.439 1.157 -0.487 0.188 0.699 0.185 -0.565 -1.243
Greenville 0.142 -0.316 -0.393 -0.603 -0.252 -0918 -0.572 0.400 -0.533 0.095 0.595 0.510 -1.396 -1.341
Hartford -0.680 0.392 0.795 0.510 -0.318 0.652 0.087 -0.275 -0.221 0.584 -1.173 0.060 0.800 0.272
Indianapolis 0.261 0.158 0.226 1.061 -0.871 -0.714 -0.733 0.155 -0.606 -0.576 -0.263 -0.496 0.762 -1.390
Kansas City -0.161 0.347 0.470 1.083 -0.360 -0.641 -0.671 -0.081 -0.466 -0.268 -0.653 -0.824 0.753 -0.363
Knoxville 0.086 0.401 -0.155 -0.708 0.078 -0.812 -0.974 -0.593 -0.753 0.669 0.283 0.801 -0.497 -0.461
Little Rock 0.228 0.896 -0.308 0.060 0.227 -0.796 -0.936 0.952 -0.680 -0.152 -0.081 -0.100 0.029 -0.706
Louisville -0.209 0.098 -0.804 0.126 -0.227 -0.853 -0.903 0.058 -0.716 0.075 0.179 -0.243 0.072 -0.706
Milwaukee -0.847 -0.175 0.274 0.721 -0.205 -0.458 -0.556 0.336 -0.392 0.047 0.127 0.006 2.251 -0.999
Nashville 0.845 0.542 0.078 0.712 0.575 -0.495 -0.534 0.268 -0.557 -0.640 -0.289 -0.484 -0.274 -0.706
New Haven -0.758 0.182 0.510 0.541 -0.649 1.526 0.007 -0.102 -0.109 0.582 -0.497 0.881 0.726 0.272
Oklahoma City 0.216 1.112 -0.295 -0.015 1.437 -0.783 -0.495 -0.259 -0.311 -0.194 0.205 -0.181 -0.408 0.565
Omaha 0.049 1.235 0.407 1.589 -0.133 -0.458 -0.636 -0.521 -0.441 -0.473 -0.627 -0.957 0.819 0.467
Philadelphia -0.723 0416 0.481 -0.085 0.149 0.725 -0.288 0.743 -0.486 0.308 -0.523 1.058 1.114 -0.043
Providence -1.109 -0.358 -0.164 0.236 0.562 -0.043 0.170 -0.827 -0.330 0.616 -0.471 1.221 0.002 0.565
Rochester -1.079 0.950 0.389 -0.512 -1.072 -0.332 -0.588 -0.173 -0.583 0.472 -0.263 -0.106 0.823 -0.168
Springfield -1.020 0.335 -0.128 -0.512 -0.022 -0.023 -0.407 -0.667 -0.058 0.496 0.465 1.657 0.848 0.076
St. Louis -0.796 0.062 -0.069 0.246 -0.348 -0.450 -0.884 0.521 -0.760 0.263 -0.289 -0.097 1.476 -0.725
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Chicago cluster
(cont’d) -0.415 0.189 0.046 0.374 -0.294 -0.360 -0.529 -0.183 -0.497 0.093 -0.291 -0.184 0.407 -0.066
Syracuse -1.007 0.647  -0.190 -0.413 -0.262 -0.637 -0.772 -0.530 -0.737 0.440  -0.029 0.285 1.226 0.174
Toledo -1.319 -1.089 -1.079 0.123 -1.034 -1.048 -0.989 0.008 -0.574 0.237 1.167 0.447 0.978 -0.657
Tulsa -0.310 0.155 -0.626 0.056 0.379 -0.893 -0.718 -0.414 -0.449 0.065 -0.081 -0.133 0.065 0418
Wichita -0.319 -0.310 -0.401 0.838 -0.457 -0.962 -0.618 -0.532 -0.323 -0.092 -0.081 -0.585 0.348 -0.315
Albany -0.688 0.884 0.525 0.068 0.025 -0.080 -0.595 -0.592 -0.691 0.522 -1.147 -0.408 0.547 0.223
Allentown -0.145 0.689 -0.522 -0.178 -0.555 -0.104 -0.508 -0.878 -0.231 0.994  -1.277 -0.811 -0.403 0.900
Des Moines 0.584 0.944 0.561 2.167 0.572 -0.775 -0.614 -0.845 -0.538 -0.365 -0.809 -1.278 -0.351 1.689
Harrisburg -0.406 0.557  -0.202 0.232 -0.187 -0.169 -0.828 -0.326 -0.662 0.785 -0.783 -1.332 1.049 0.858
Lancaster -0.204 0.227  -0.897 0.320 -1.151 -0.243 -0.881 -0.953 -0.452 0.863 -0.939 -2.099 0.259 1.249
Madison 0.075 1.427 1.911 2.125 0.290 -0.210 -0.618 -0.865 -0.626 -0.726 -0.705 -0.933 -0.646 1.249
Minneapolis -0.206 -0.010 1.364 2.179 -0.539 -0.084 -0.288 -0.618 -0.611 -0.790  -1.225 -1.408 -0.220 0.663
Portland, ME -0.712 0.572 0.733 0.726 0.682 0.274 -0.870 -1.090 -0.797 0.664  -0.991 -0.937 -0.202 0.741
Portland, OR 0.298 -0.280 0.664 0.820 -1.125 -0.116 0.118 -0.983 -0.283 -0.599 -0.367 -0.673 -0.617 0.592
Poughkeepsie -0.460 0.878 0.010 -0.216 0.208 1.099 -0.039 -0.336 -0.112 -0.368 -1.121 -0.759 -0.886 0.712
Salt Lake City 0.357 0.272 0.155 1.748 0.407 -0.413 0.010 -1.114 0.029 -1.430  -0.705 -1.901 -0.367 1.885
Seattle 0.060 -0.073 1.267 0.768 -0.649 0.664 0.530 -0.726 -0.438 -0.694  -0.965 -0.934 -0.449 1.347
Worcester -0.596 0.518 0.552 0.572 -1.131 0.103 -0.089 -0.931 -0.398 0.056 -0.939 0.365 -0.157 1.054
Detroit cluster -1.560 -1.806 -0.428 -0.506 -2.476 -0.487 -0.312 1.006 -0.670 0.023 0.517 0.791 2.127 -1.243
Detroit -1.560 -1.806 -0.428 -0.506 -2.476 -0.487 -0.312 1.006 -0.670 0.023 0.517 0.791 2.127 -1.243
Houston cluster 1.437 -0.251 0.380 0.579 -0.360 -0.137 0.325 -0.158 0.485 -0.763 0.123 -0.530 -0.784 -0.259
Atlanta 1.092 -0.601 0.838 1.166 -1.135 -0.271 0.192 1.819 -0.324 -1.481 0.309 -0.597 0.154 -1.733
Austin 2.361 2.113 1.594 1.655 -2.145 0.445 0.412 -0.515 0.922 -1.693 0.023 -0.435 -0.602 -0.363
Charlotte 1.877 -0.187 0.473 1.384 -0.257 -0.600 -0.238 1.005 -0.383 -0.912 -0.081 -0.342 -0.565 -1.620
Dallas 1.062 0.860 0.207 1.261 -0.975 -0.218 0.784 0.136 0.737 -1.449 -0.107 -0.192 -0.074 -0.213
Denver 0.518 0.491 1.320 1.627 -0.714 -0.003 0.150 -0.709 0.448 -0.924  -0.705 -0.228 0.560 0.321
Houston 1.336 1.400 -0.116 0.657 0.823 0.018 1.277 0413 1.129 -1.470 0.257 0.941 0.308 0.452
Raleigh 2.828 0.650 2,016 1.429 -0.173 -0.255 -0.043 0.719 -0.370 -1.425 -0.705 -0.538 -1.731 -1.194
Albuquerque 0.895 -0.181 0.096 -0.136 0.340 -0.653 -0.188 -0.990 1.816 -0.174 0.803 -0.010 -1.475 -0.461
Boise 1.890 -0.882 -0.18l 0.536 -1.803 -0.881 -0.497 -1.157 -0.196 -0.744  -0.003 -1.619 -1.215 -0.070
Colorado Springs 0.779 -0.043 0.959 -0.092 0411 -0.519 -0.478 -0.674 -0.097 -1.013 -0.679 -0913 -1.712 0.321
Las Vegas 2.706 -2.370 -1.209 0.710 -0.664 0.502 1.277 -0.307 0.806 -0.648 0.257 -1.536 -1.909 0.174
Orlando 1.633 -0.826 -0.237 0.258 -0.057 0.172 0.575 0.194 0.475 0.212 0.387 -1.246 -0.666 -0.706
Phoenix 1.579 -1.941 -0.248 -0.049 -0.532 -0.064 0.658 -0.834 0.965 -0.373 0.517 -0.818 -1.013 0.076
Sacramento 0.664 -1.449 .16l -0.272 0.656 0.538 0.736 -0.544 0.239 -0.244 0.387 -0.401 -0.178 1.152
Tucson 0.337 -0.793 0.029 -1.444 0.830 -0.263 0.265 -0.931 1.104 0.900 1.193 -0.016 -1.637 -0.021
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McAllen cluster 2.308 2.680 -2.191 -1.933 0.248 -1.174 2.182 -1.196 4.543 -1.023 4.962 3.432 0.440 1.103
McAllen 2.308 2.680 -2.191 -1.933 0.248 -1.174 2.182 -1.196 4.543 -1.023 4962 3.432 0.440 1.103
Memphis cluster -0.582 0.681 -0.600 -0.583 1.288 -0.530 -0.909 2.649 -0.680 -0.400 1.219 1.573 -0.117 -1.263
Augusta, GA -0.077 0.845 -0.997 -1.706 0.554 -0.824 -0.953 2.262 -0.707 -0.041 1.271 1.539 -1.407 -1.488
Baton Rouge 0.132 0.857 -0.673 -0.266 2.085 -0.568 -0.997 2.253 -0.735 -0.691 0.855 1.875 0.117 -0.217
Jackson -0.384 0.503 -0.035 -0.380 0.234 -0.531 -1.162 3.384 -0.794 -0.456 1.765 1.617 -0.335 -1.488
Memphis -0.316 -0.733 -0.714 0.212 0.382 -0.702 -0.810 3.188 -0.645 -0.756 1.167 1.240 0.506 -2.465
New Orleans -2.266 1.934 -0.583 -0.774 3.187 -0.023 -0.625 2.158 -0.522 -0.057 1.037 1.596 0.533 -0.657
New York cluster -0.506 -0.257 1.235 0.050 -0.073 2.162 1.710 -0.357 0.545 0.020 -0.768 0.545 0.230 1.021
Honolulu -0.324 0.233 0.305 -1.511 1.004 3.629 0910 -0.937 -0.413 0.843 -1.329 -1.142 -1.132 1.200
Los Angeles -0.846 -1.077 0.191 -0.005 0.430 1.953 2.881 -0.551 1.784 -0.649 0.569 1.168 1.162 0.956
Miami -0.132 -1.203 -0.084 -0.722 0.295 1.201 3.176 0.685 1.475 1.291 0.543 1.184 0.766 -0.207
Oxnard -0.314 -0.775 0.241 0.196 0.048 2.271 1.365 -1.077 1.377 -0.358 -1.017 -0.581 -0.544 0.956
San Diego -0.245 -0.340 0.838 -0.733 0.896 1.795 1.445 -0.757 0.955 -0.384 -0.107 0.026 -0.162 1.347
Santa Rosa -0.687 -2.130 0.362 0.147 -1.025 1.592 0.652 -1.098 0.467 0.333 -0.861 -0.300 -1.105 1.298
Boston -0.851 0.944 2.061 0.827 -0.593 2.047 0.582 -0.613 -0.412 0.158 -1.225 1.019 0.844 1.058
Bridgeport -0.827 -0.019 2.355 0.438 -0.392 1.177 1.058 -0.259 0.015 0.307 -1.693 2.240 1.156 0.272
New York -0.902 0.707 1.026 -0.308 -0.468 2.169 2.054 0.406 0.398 0.232 -0.159 2.567 2.067 0.991
San Francisco -0.712 -0.601 2.321 0.324 -0.606 3.474 2.248 -0.403 0.328 0.021 -0913 1.315 0.555 1.738
San Jose -0.624 -0.202 2.312 0.348 -2.158 2.722 3.054 -1.006 0.721 -0.609 -1.199 0.286 -1.273 1.738
Washington, DC 0.387 1.379 2.892 1.604 1.691 1.917 1.102 1.324 -0.149 -0.948 -1.823 -1.246 0.427 0.905
Riverside cluster 0.910 -0.180 -1.650 -1.174 1.164 -0.158 1.181 -0.731 2.141 -0.830 1.609 0.467 -1.052 0.900
Bakersfield 1.422 0.110 -2.291 -1.878 2.639 -0.556 1.087 -0.688 1.914 -1.227 2.180 0.768 -0.337 2.324
El Paso 0.544 2.203 -1.612 -1.972 0.620 -0.954 1.939 -0.992 4.056 -0.656 2.232 1.687 -2.057 0.809
Fresno 0.400 -0.990 -1.517 -0.937 1.453 -0.255 1.300 -0.753 2.032 -0.931 3.376 0.937 -0.607 0.321
Modesto 0.226 -0.954 -2.048 -0.901 1.186 0.001 1.114 -0.967 1.477 -0.746 1.271 -0.221 -1.791 1.249
Riverside 1.672 -1.851 -1.530 -0.893 0.460 0.713 1.305 -0.528 1.839 -0.875 0.933 -0.487 -1.181 0.956
San Antonio 1.253 1.961 -0.667 -0.716 0.890 -0.287 0.027 -0.646 2.346 -0.512 0.491 0.442 -0.680 -0.510
Stockton 0.851 -1.737 -1.884 -0919 0.896 0.229 1.493 -0.543 1.322 -0.862 0.777 0.142 -0.712 1.152
Tampa cluster -0.308 -0.706 -0.859 -1.739 0.012 -0.484 -0.486 -0.384 -0.437 2.515 -0.007 -0.302 -0.004 0.167
Pittsburgh -1.482 1.100 -0.178 -1.054 0.087 -0.686 -1.005 -0.464 -0.825 1.836 -0.861 0.518 0.967 1.298
Scranton -1.134 0.458 -1.231 -1.387 -0.751 -0.804 -0.978 -1.030 -0.682 2.117 0.023 0.332 0.204 1.689
Youngstown -1.802 -0.772 -1.749 -1.814 -1.581 -1.308 -1.121 -0.180 -0.764 1.834 0.491 0.024 1.341 -0.119
Lakeland 1.151 -1.056 -1.737 -1.834 -0517 -0.568 -0.127 0.087 0.025 1.892 0.647 -1.094 -1.655 -0.706
North Port 0.615 -2.331 -0.198 -2.892 1.260 0.351 0.070 -0.628 -0.306 5.186 -0.419 -0.632 0.016 -0.315
Palm Bay 0.143 -1.005 -0.385 -2.017 0.705 -0.271 -0.345 -0.318 -0.477 2.938 -0.185 -0.842 -0.871 -0.168
Tampa 0.353 -1.332 -0.538 -1.172 0.884 -0.104 0.102 -0.153 -0.032 1.805 0.257 -0.417 -0.030 -0.510
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Notes

1 Chetty’s data show further that 22.4 percent of Houston kids born in the lowest income quintile in the early 1980s
reached the highest 40 percent of households by the time they were 30, slightly higher than the 21.1 percent national
average but much lower than Houston’s image as a “high-opportunity” region would suggest.

2 See “An Equity Profile of the Houston-Galveston Region,”
http://www.ourregion.org/OurRegion2040Supporting_ Documents/Regional _Equity_ Profile.pdf, pages 40 ff.

3 See “Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown, TX Metro Area. Missed Opportunity: Transit and Jobs in Metropolitan
America,” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Series/jobs%20and %20transit/HoustonTX.PDF.

4The selection of indicators was based in part on availability of current data; in addition, we pruned the indicator list
to ensure that the five broad categories received roughly equal weight in the cluster analysis and to avoid including
indicators that were highly correlated.

5This section draws from descriptions of Neighborhood Centers, Inc., in The Metropolitan Revolution, by Bruce Katz
and Jennifer Bradley (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2013) and in Confronting Suburban Poverty in
America by Elizabeth Kneebone and Alan Berube (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2013).
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