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FOREWORD

METRO MEASURED:
A MULTIREGIONAL COMPARISON

We intend this report to be a fairly casual and descriptive comparison
of Metro to 54 other U.S. regions. Using 1990 census and highway
user statistical data, we have compiled data on per capita vehicle miles
traveled, journey to work travel times, per capita income, population,
crime rates, house values, regional growth rates, density, mode choice,
etc. The body of the report contains more than 30 charts comparing
Metro on a wide variety of measures.

We have deliberately avoided any elaborate statistical analysis prefer-
ring instead for the data comparisons to speak for themselves. In this
fashion, readers of the report can make the best use of their own
experience and expertise to provide useful interpretations of the data.
This is not to say that we avoid interpretations or making conclusions
regarding the various comparisons. However, our interpretations and
conclusions are offered as only one option from the many that the data
may suggest.

As we note several times in the body of the report, correlation between
two measures does not require causation. We depict most of the data
in the report in the form of XY graphs. This allows a visual interpreta-
tion of the degree to which two measures are or are not correlated.
We intend for data so presented to stimulate readers to evaluate
whether a relationship exists between various correlated data measures
and whether that relationship will be useful in formulating Metrd's
growth management policy.



‘METRO MEASURED:
A MULTIREGIONAL COMPARISON

”

“, . . All this information just confuses the issue. ..
— Dan Mosee, October 1977

INTRODUCTION

Just where in the U.S. is Metro anyway? We hope that the accompa-
nying figures and charts help establish how Metro stacks up in terms of
transportation, growth, size, housing prices, income and social indica-
tors. In this study we compare various transportation and socio-
economic data reported for up to 55 U.S. regions, generally for the
year 1990.!

In order to facilitate comparing a lot of related numbers, we have
generally made use of XY-type graphs that allow us to compare two
sets of data at once. Each of the 55 comparison regions ends up being
a data point skewered by a straight line originating at the “x axis” and
a straight line emanating from the "y axis.” Anticipating that geom-
etry defeats our eloquence, Chart 1 presents an example of what we
are talking about using the cities of Spokane, Portland? and Chicago
and measures of journey to work travel time and region size.

We interpret chart 1, presented on page 3, as follows. The vertical line
on the left side of the graph we call the "y axis.” The horizontal line at
the bottom of the graph we call the “x axis.” Using the Portland data
point for reference, we have labeled the line starting at the y axis the y
axis line and the line starting at the bottom (x axis) the x axis line. The
two lines meet at the Portland data point. What all this means is that

Portland journey to work travel time (read from the y axis) is about 21
minutes and the size of Portland’s urban area (read from the x axis)
amounts to roughly 420 square miles.

In essence, the XY graph approach provides us three pieces of informa-
tion: the y axis presents travel time, the x axis shows region size and
since the data points are labeled, we can compare regions in terms of
travel time and size of area. More subtle perhaps, we also have a
fourth bit of data: the overall relationship that may or may not exist
between travel time and regional size.?

LIST OF REGIONS

We complicated graph readability somewhat due to the necessity to
shorten region names down to two or three letters. Putting on 55 full
region names would render the xy graphs totally unreadable. Conse-
quently, we used abbreviations. The chart below provides a key for
those with neither the time nor patience to decipher them as you
interpret the graphs.

Region name.......... Abbrev. Region name ......... Abbrev.
Albuquerque .........alb Atlanta..................atl
Austin ... aus mmn_aoa ......... .....bal
Boston ..................bos Buffalo ..................buf
Charlotte......... ......Cha Chicago ................chi
Cincinnati...............cin n_m<m_m:a v ClE

1 In preparing the data we have used the following data sources: US Bureau of Census, EBNEWE&EE cm Dm_i of Transportation, Highway User Statistics, 1990 & 1991,

US Bureau of Census, State and Metropolitan Area Data Book, 1991, Gordon, P. & Richardson, H.
1993). S&m: Land Institute, Land Use in Transition, (ULI, 1993).

(UCLA, School of Urban and Regional Planning,

and urban area data are used. In-general for other \m@oa PMSA Qmﬂm are used.
3 Those readers with some statistical training recognize that xy graphs usually preview some exercise in correlation and/or regression analysis, both bi and multivariate. For purposes of this study we
refrain from more deliberate data processing; choosing rather to keep the study descriptive and at this preliminary stage a little more open minded in nature.

1




Columbus .............col
Fort Worth ............fw
Detroit ..................det

Eugene .................eug
Honolulu................hon
Indianapolis ...........ind
Kansas City............kan
Memphis...............mem
Milwaukee ............mil
Nashville................nas

New York ..............ny
Oklahoma City ......okl

Philadelphia............phi
Pittsburg ...............pit
Sacramento............sac
San Antonio ..........san
San Francisco.........sf

Oakland ................0ak
St. Louis ................stl

Spokane................spo

Tueson ... tuc

WashDC ..............dc

Dallas....................dal
Denver ..................den,
El Paso ..................elp
Fresno..................fre
Houston ................hou
Jacksonville............Jac
Los Angeles ...........]a
Miami ...................mia
Z_::mmno__m vteereree. MIN
New Orleans .........nor
Virginia Beach........nrf
Omaha .................oma
Phoenix.....

Portland ..

Salem ...................sal
San Diego .............sad
SanJose................§
Seattle ...... e sea
Tacoma-.................tac
Toledo...................tol
Tulsa ..oveeevveeee. tul
Wichita .................wic

We report the study’s factual contents in several related sections.
Throughout the study we focus on transportation since much of the
Region 2040 objectives, design and (implicit) implementation is di-
rected toward or relies on transportation investment. The study is
divided into the *o__oé_:m sections: transportation, housing price, and

regional and central city growth.
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SECTION 1:

, TRANSPORTATION
(FIGURES 1 THROUGH 14)

Figure 1 depicts the median journey to work travel times people
“reported in the 1990 Census of Population and Housing.# Regional

“size varies from less than 250,000 to more than 10,000,000. With the

exception of Chicago, New York and Washington, DC, journey to work
travel times fall within the 17 to 25 minute window. Put more directly,
Los Angeles commuters spend on average 8 minutes more per trip
going to work than do commuters in Eugene. Viewing the data
displayed in Figure 1 we offer the daring hypothesis that commute
time may on the average be fairly constant.

The constant commute time hypothesis is not new. Gordon,
Richardson and Jun report:

“The commuting paradox reflects the apparent contradiction between
perceptions of worsening traffic congestion and evidence of either
declining or stable commuting times. (our underline) However, not
only is there no contradiction but the two phenomena are causally
related. Rational commuters will, sooner or later, seek to escape
congestion by changing the location of their homes and/or their jobs.
This type of adjustment is easier to make in large, dispersed metropoli-
tan areas with alternate employment subcenters and a wide variety of
residential neighborhoods. The process is facilitated by the decentraliz-
ing location decisions of firms seeking to move closer to suburban
labor pools.>”

Richardson, et. al. go on to cite additional evidence from the National
Personal Transportation Surveys for 1977, 1983, 1990, the American

" Housing Surveys of 1985 and 1989 and the Census of Population and

Housing fér 1980 and 1990 in support of their findings.

Figure 2 shows the relationship between the size of a region’s urban
area and commute times. Figure 2 is more than it appears. It seems as
regions get larger commute times increase, but is this really so? Per-
haps not. Keep in mind that commute times come from a residentially
based survey. Small regions almost by definition have few long trips
since you do not sample people commuting in from outside the region.
For instance, Portland misses folks from Hood River, Longview,
Scappose, etc. By the same token, in large regions (Chicago, LA, New
York) long-distance commuters are part of the region and so no:gccﬁm
information to the survey.

What this discussion amounts to is that at least a part of the longer
commute times of larger areas is because of sample bias and not actual
behavior.

Figure 3 presents the relationship between population (shown on a
logarithmic scale) and travel time. As expected, larger population does
contribute somewhat to travel times. However, we expect the sample
bias noted in Figure 2 operates here as well. So the relationship be-
tween population size and commute times is overstated.

Figure 4 presents the information on the relationship between density
of the urban area and travel time. Keep in mind that urban areas are
measured in terms of gross acres which include water, mountains and

“woodlands within the urban area so no two regions are exactly compa-

rable. Having said that, and accounting for the possible travel time
sample bias noted in Figure 2, there appears to be little or no relation-
ship between travel time and regional densities. Travel times are about
the same in Nashville and San Jose, though densities differ by a factor
of 4. -

4 These times will differ slightly from those Boonm..o. elsewhere as | have weighted them to include respondents working at home.
5 Gordon, I1., Richardson, H. and Jun, M., “The Commuting Paradox: Evidence from the Top Twenty,” Journal of the American Planning Association, 416, pp 461-480, 1991,
6 1990 NTPS data for New York and Q:nmmo Ebon 833:8 :3& of 23 minutes (central city), 23.4 minutes (suburbs) for New York and 27.8 minutes (central city) and 23.3 minutes (suburbs) for

Chicago. (Richardson, et. al.,

Table 10.) These times are substantially less Sm: those reported in the 1990 Census.


































































































































































