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Chapter 4: Transportation and Employment: Access to Growing Job Centers  
by Thomas Luce, Myron Orfield, Jill Mazullo, and Eric Myott 

 
I. Introduction 
 

Like most metropolitan areas, the Twin Cities has seen dramatic decentralization 
of population and jobs during recent decades. These trends have not been as dramatic in 
the Twin Cities as in many other metropolitan areas for several reasons. The region is 
home to one of the strongest regional planning organizations in the country – the Twin 
Cities Metropolitan Council – and it boasts the country’s only region-wide tax-base 
sharing program – the Twin Cities Fiscal Disparities Program. As a result, sprawl rates 
and fiscal inequality are not as great as in many regions. The region’s core cities – 
Minneapolis and St. Paul – have also fared well economically compared with many other 
central cities.1   

 
Despite these positive features, development in the region has been unbalanced 

with growth in a few suburban areas outstripping the core and the rest of the suburbs. 
These places have attracted much of the wealth of the region – much of the high-end 
housing, transportation funding and many of the new high-paying employers.  This trend 
is similar to other metropolitan areas, such as Atlanta, where job growth is mostly found 
on one side of the region and concentrations of affordable housing, poverty and racial 
minorities on the other side. 

 
Much of the movement outward from the core of the Twin Cities has been along 

the strongest highway corridors. City residents who sought a larger lot move further out 
from the core in search of larger properties and better schools, following predictable 
patterns. Residents of the well-to-do neighborhoods of southwest Minneapolis tended to 
migrate to the upscale south western inner suburbs, followed a few years later with 
further movement to the outer ring of suburbs further along the same trajectories. 
Similarly, migrants from lower-income, racially diverse neighborhoods in northwest 
Minneapolis tended to move into the northwestern suburbs.2 

 
There are regional disadvantages to having a handful of suburbs capture a high 

share of the region’s tax base. For instance, communities that are affluent may enact 
exclusionary zoning to limit new low- and moderate-income housing and residents.3 
These places are also in the best position to compete for new job development because 
their high tax bases and low social needs mean that they can afford to provide high 
quality public services at relatively low tax rates.4 Meanwhile other parts of the region 
must charge higher tax rates yet provide lower levels of services. As might be anticipated, 
communities of color are usually disproportionately represented in the high-tax/low 
                                                 
1 See Orfield, Myron American Metropatterns: The New Suburban Reality, Washington D.C.: Brookings 
Institution, 2002. 
2 Orfield, Myron Metropolitics: A Regional Agenda for Community and Stability, Washington D.C.: 
Brookings Institution, 1997, p. 15-16. 
3 Meyers, Mandara “(Un)Equal Protection for the Poor: Exclusionary Zoning and the Need for Stricter 
Scrutiny,” Journal of Constitutional Law, Vol. 6, No. 2, 2003. 
4 Orfield, American Metropolitics, p. 15. 
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service places.  In the 100 largest U.S. metropolitan areas, 72 percent blacks resided in 
stressed and central city locations, compared to 57 percent of Hispanics and only 31 
percent of whites.5  

 
An important outcome of this process is a mismatch between where job growth is 

occurring and where low-income households and people of color reside.6  This maintains 
or exacerbates historic patterns of unequal opportunity.  U.S. metropolitan areas with 
higher levels of employment decentralization exhibit greater spatial mismatch between 
the relative location of jobs and black residents.7   

 
The Twin Cities shares some of the same regional characteristics of two 

metropolitan areas, Atlanta, Georgia and Portland, Oregon have differing transportation 
policies and practices that address access to jobs.  While Atlanta has adopted a strategy to 
build more roads outward to accommodate growth, and Portland focuses on public transit 
and containing urban growth, the Twin Cities has utilized more resources on 
transportation management strategies, focused near the core of the region.   

 
The Twin Cities' policy focus on transportation spending has helped minimize 

traffic congestion in the core of the region, which makes it easier to travel through the 
core of the region.  Yet the lack of a regional policy in the Twin Cities to guide growth 
into the core of the region contributes to job dispersion that threatens to limit job access 
for racial minorities and low to moderate income residents.  

 
II. Methods 

 
The analysis first documents the region’s employment centers – where they are 

and how they grew during the 1990s. Census Transportation Planning Package (CTPP) 
data compiled by Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) in 1990 and 2000 to find both small- 
and large-scale job clusters and to show the racial breakdowns of the workers commuting 
to each center. Employment centers were defined as contiguous TAZ’s with greater than 
average numbers of jobs per square mile and total employment exceeding 1,800 jobs. 
Large job agglomerations like those in the centers of Minneapolis and St. Paul were 
divided into multiple employment centers based on job densities in different parts of the 
larger clusters.8  

 
The employment centers were divided into five categories based on location to 

facilitate the analysis of access to jobs. (1) Central Business Districts (CBD’s) were the 

                                                 
5 The statistics for the level of services and taxes for municipalities were compiled from 2000 census and 
property tax data collected and analyzed at IRP.  The data only include data for local municipalities and 
exclude unincorporated data. 
6 powell, john.  "Race and Space: What Really Drives Metropolitan Growth,"   The Brookings Review, 16.4 
(1998): 20-22. 
7 Michael A. Stoll. “Job Sprawl and the Spatial Mismatch between Blacks and Jobs,” Brookings Institution 
Survey Series, February 2005.  
8 For other examples of commuting patterns research, see Robert Cervero’s work, such as “Subcentering 
and Commuting: Evidence from the San Francisco Bay Area, 1980-1990,” Urban  Studies, 35, 7: 1059-
1076, 1998; with K.L. Wu.  
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highest density portions of the job clusters in the cores of Minneapolis and St. Paul. (2) 
Other Central City job centers are those in the remainder of the two central cities. (3) 
Inner Suburban job centers are those in suburbs that border one of the central cities. (4) 
Middle Suburban job centers are the job clusters in suburbs bordering inner suburbs but 
not a central city. And (5) Outer Suburban centers are the rest – the outermost job centers 
in the region. All remaining jobs were classified as non-clustered.  

 
The CTPP also provides the region-wide journey to work matrix compiled at the 

TAZ level. The matrix shows how many resident workers from each TAZ work in every 
other TAZ in the region, along with the median travel time for each pair of TAZ’s. 
Geographic Information System techniques were used to derive the area around each job 
center accessible within 20, 30 and 40 minutes.9  These “commuter-sheds” were then 
overlaid on other demographic and housing data to compile the characteristics of workers 
and housing located within each commuter-shed. 
 
III. Description of the Employment Centers 

 
The analysis of job densities for each TAZ in the region yielded 40 employment 

centers.  Job centers are scattered across the region but are more likely to be in the 
western and southwestern parts of the region. The higher job concentrations in the west 
and southwest are not surprising. These parts of the region are home to shares of the 
region’s highest incomes households and most valuable homes. They have also benefited 
from disproportionate shares of infrastructure spending in between 1992 to 2002, and will 
benefit from projected spending in 2005 thru 2010.   

 
Table 1 shows the full list of employment centers, the employment center types, 

jobs in 1990 and 2000, growth from 1990 to 2000 and job density. The centers are very 
diverse. They range in size from 140,930 to 2,305 jobs in 2000, show dramatically 
different growth rates and range in density from 2,016 to 60,857 jobs per square miles. 
There are 2 CBDs, 9 Other Central City, 12 Inner Suburban, 11 Middle Suburban and 6 
Outer Suburban job centers. 

 
Table 2 summarizes the job and growth data by employment center types. The 

data show several striking, and very important, patterns. First, only a little more than half 
of total regional jobs are in the job centers, and this share is falling. This is important for 
several reasons. Clustering allows for more efficient use of infrastructure such as 
highways, major roads and even sewer and water lines.10  Public services can be 
delivered at lower costs and services like day care can be provided in or near office 
buildings, enabling working parents to maintain reasonable commute times. Clustering is 
                                                 
9 The commuter-sheds were generated by finding the circumference of TAZ’s around the job center with 
the relevant median travel time and smoothing the contour using Inverse Distance Weighting (IDW) 
interpolation.  IDW estimates values for areas by averaging from surrounding values of point samples, 
giving greater weight to nearby points.  The commuter-shed boundaries were interpolated from TAZ 
commuting times, using the TAZ centroids as the point samples.  IDW was used with the Geostatistical 
Analyst extension to ESRI's ArcMap. 
10 Calthorpe, Peter & William Fulton.  The Regional City: Planning for the End of Sprawl.  Washington, 
DC: Island Press, 2001. 
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Table 1: Job Growth and Industry Mix

Percentage Distribution
Total Jobs Total Jobs % Grwth Prof. Educ. Other Public

# Employment Center 1990 2000 1990-2000 Man. Trade FIRE Services Services Services Admin Other

1 Minneapolis CBD 128,395 140,930 10 5 9 20 24 10 10 6 16
13 Edina 43,963 53,490 22 12 19 19 19 13 11 0 7

9 St. Paul - Midway 43,163 48,245 12 17 14 5 13 29 8 3 12
10 St. Paul Center 40,402 45,150 12 9 4 10 6 32 9 19 10
14 Golden Valley - I-394 40,913 43,710 7 22 17 18 16 8 9 0 11

7 Minneapolis - University of MN 48,276 42,645 -12 8 6 3 5 57 10 2 9
2 St. Paul CBD 40,278 38,140 -5 7 4 24 14 10 8 18 14

25 Eden Prairie - Hwy 169 23,002 33,730 47 24 24 14 16 8 5 0 9
6 Minneapolis - Phillips / Whittier 33,361 29,305 -12 6 10 5 7 44 18 2 8

19 Roseville 23,080 26,580 15 16 24 5 13 11 11 3 16
24 Eagan 19,466 25,715 32 15 16 15 14 6 8 0 26
30 Plymouth - I-494 19,088 25,255 32 30 16 9 23 7 6 0 8
11 Airport / Ft. Snelling 12,769 24,415 91 2 3 1 2 13 4 4 71
22 Bloomington - MOA 30,870 21,080 -32 8 18 15 17 9 15 2 16
27 Fridley / Coon Rapids 14,524 21,005 45 44 19 2 7 14 7 0 7

5 Minneapolis - Northeast 14,301 19,900 39 28 19 3 10 7 7 0 26
21 Bloomington - I-35W 17,407 19,765 14 27 24 7 11 6 9 0 16
20 St. Louis Park 13,604 17,905 32 21 22 4 8 29 8 0 10
26 Eden Prairie 11,335 14,715 30 28 23 7 11 9 10 1 10
28 Minnetonka / Hopkins 10,947 14,000 28 35 19 9 10 6 5 1 14
38 Shakopee 7,089 12,965 83 33 12 3 5 14 5 6 22
31 Shoreview / Arden Hills 9,196 11,475 25 50 11 6 17 4 5 2 5
39 Stillwater - Hwy 36 8,082 10,910 35 14 17 5 8 23 6 8 20
32 White Bear 9,689 10,650 10 13 24 4 9 25 7 1 17
36 Burnsville Center 7,280 9,940 37 16 33 3 4 20 15 0 8
34 Anoka 9,516 8,995 -5 18 5 4 4 41 7 13 9
15 Maplewood - 3M 9,674 8,855 -8 70 2 1 20 1 1 1 4
23 Brooklyn Park 4,831 8,755 81 33 27 4 12 4 9 1 11
12 Brooklyn Center 8,756 8,660 -1 18 28 12 7 7 17 3 10

8 Minneapolis Saint Anthony 7,726 8,475 10 25 11 7 8 26 3 1 19
4 Minneapolis - North 6,886 7,200 5 27 22 3 8 15 6 3 17
3 Saint Paul - Highland 3,294 5,140 56 36 10 8 3 26 11 0 6

29 New Hope 4,430 4,325 -2 45 14 1 7 19 4 1 10
16 Maplewood - I-694 2,693 3,875 44 1 42 4 3 30 16 1 3
18 Robbinsdale 3,918 3,815 -3 2 4 2 1 86 2 0 3
33 Woodbury 1,315 3,805 189 3 31 35 4 8 12 0 7
17 Richfield - Crosstown 4,252 3,260 -23 4 37 3 7 12 11 1 25
40 Wayzata 2,609 3,175 22 4 22 24 26 3 15 2 5
37 Maple Grove 283 2,815 895 2 45 12 3 5 28 1 4
35 Burnsville - Hwy 13 2,560 2,305 -10 13 21 2 15 13 7 1 28

Total 743,223 845,075 14 16 14 11 14 17 9 4 14
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also necessary for agglomeration effects to occur, such as when complementary 
businesses locate near each other for ease of transactions. 

 
 

 
Perhaps most importantly for this work, clustering is a necessary precondition for 

the viability of transit. If transit is a viable option, access is enhanced for lower-income 
workers without access to an automobile. The increasing share of non-clustered jobs 
implies that everyday access using an automobile has become more and more important, 
further disadvantaging lower-income workers. 

 
There is a very clear geographic pattern in job growth rates during the 1990’s. Job 

growth was much higher in the outer parts of the region than in the core – Outer 
Suburban employment centers grew more than five times faster than the CBD’s and more 
than three times faster than Other Central City job centers. As a result the share of total 
regional jobs that was in job centers in the central cities fell from 29 percent to 25 
percent. This clearly implies decreasing opportunities for groups in the population 
disproportionately located in the core such as lower-income households and people of 
color. 
 
IV. Racial Distribution of Workers in the Employment Centers 

 
Table 3 shows the racial breakdown of workers broken out by type of job center. 

The left-hand panel shows that workforce diversity decreases very significantly with 
distance from the core. In 2000, about 16 percent of workers in job centers in the central 
cities were non-white. This percentage declined to just 6 percent in Outer Suburban 
centers, the fastest-growing category, and was only 9 percent for non-clustered jobs. 
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The implication is that people of color are much more likely to work in 
employment centers, in general, and in those in the core, in particular. The right-hand 
panel of Table 3 shows this clearly. Forty percent of black workers work in job centers in 
the central cities – the slowest-growing categories – compared to only 23 percent of white 
workers. The other side of this is that black workers are much less likely to work in the 
two fastest-growing categories – Outer Suburban centers and non-clustered jobs. Just 36 
percent of black workers work in these jobs compared to 52 percent of white workers. 
Workers of Hispanic origin or from other races are also disproportionately in job centers 
in the core but to a lesser extent than blacks. 

 

 
These patterns have clear implications for the opportunity structure facing 

different kinds of workers. Workers who disproportionately work in slow-growing areas 
– non-white workers, especially black workers – have fewer opportunities for upward 
mobility achieved either by changing jobs or within growing firms than those in faster-
growing parts of the region. 

 
Why is this pattern so pronounced? A key determinant, of course, is residential 

location. If housing markets are segregated by race and/or income, then systematic 
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geographic variations in job growth rates like those evident in Table 2 may generate 
corresponding variations in access to jobs.  
 
VI. Commuter-shed Analysis for Selected Employment Centers 
  
 To illustrate changing commuter patterns in the Twin Cities a comparison is made 
to show changing congestion to individual job centers in the Twin Cities.  Data for travel 
time to work were used to derive the areas around each employment center representing 
20, 30 and 40 minute commutes.11 Six examples are shown to illustrate the analysis – 
downtowns Minneapolis and Saint Paul, Midway -a central city neighborhood, Golden 
Valley -an inner suburban job center, Eden Prairie -a growing, high income, middle 
suburb and Woodbury --a quickly emerging suburban job center. 

 
Minneapolis CBD - This employment center (number 1 in Table 1), the region’s largest, 
grew moderately during the 1990’s. The 1990 commuter-sheds are relatively circular, 
reflecting the fact that the job center can be reached by interstate highways from all four 
compass points. The 20-minute commuter-shed is relatively small – less than 10 miles in 
diameter – because in 1990 the roads in the immediate vicinity were the most heavily 
congested in the region. The 20–30 minute commuter-shed extends more than twice as 
far from the job center while the 30–40 minute zone extends nearly 30 miles in all 
directions. 

 
The 2000 Minneapolis commuter-shed differs from the 1990 shed in several important 
ways. First, all three time zones contracted significantly – by 24, 26 and 22 percent 
respectively. This reflects increases in traffic congestion during the decade. By any 
measure, the Twin Cities were among the metropolitan areas with the greatest increases 
in traffic congestion during the 1990’s.12  A second important change is in the shapes of 
the commuter-sheds, especially for the two inner contours. Each of these became 
elongated along their east-west axis. This reflects two factors – the opening of I-394 
which extends westward from Minneapolis CBD to the high-income suburbs to the west 
and greater-than-average increases in congestion on I-35W, the major access from the 
north and south. 

 
Saint Paul CBD commuter-shed has become more angular in shape with a north-south 
orientation.  As a result, Wisconsin municipalities are no longer accessible to Saint Paul 
CBD within a 30-minute commute in 2000.  The 20-, 30- and 40- commute time zones 

                                                 
11 The method is similar to that used in Richard S. Bolan, Thomas F. Luce, Jr and Hin Kim Lam 
“Changing Commutation Patterns in Twin Cities Metropolitan Area Job Centers: 1980-1990,” unpublished 
manuscript. However, because their focus was on the size and orientation of commuter-sheds, Bolan et al 
derived commuter-sheds with standard deviational ellipses around the centers. Since access is the emphasis 
in this work, time contours were used. An added advantage of this procedure is that it does not force a 
specific shape on the commuter-sheds, instead allowing the effects of transportation corridors and 
congestion to be fully reflected in the estimates. 
 
12 David Schrank and Tim Lomax, “2001 Urban Mobility Report,” Texas Transportation Institute, May 
2001, Tables A-1 and A-4. 
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also decreased by 21, 20 and 35 percent, respectively, but with less so than Minneapolis 
CBD.  These are significant decreases nonetheless considering the net job losses in Saint 
Paul CBD between 1990 and 2000 and a relative lack of other nearby job centers 
compared to Minneapolis CBD. 

 
Saint Paul's Midway job center had an even more dramatic decrease in its 20 minute 
commuting zone than the CBDs.  The 20 minute commute shed for Midway declined by 
51 percent between 1990 and 2000, making most of Saint Paul and its southern suburbs 
inaccessible by 2000.  The 20- minute and 30- minute zones also decreased, 22 and 23 
percent respectively, similar to Minneapolis CBD.  Much of 20 and 30 minute area to the 
north in Roseville and Arden Hills did not see changes in commuting times, implying 
little or no increase in traffic congestion for those traveling from those places to the 
Midway job center.  

 
Golden Valley- Golden Valley saw its greatest decrease in the 30 to 40 minute zone, 
unlike Midway job center which saw a greater decrease in its 20 minute boundary.  Areas 
close by to the Golden Valley likely had less traffic congestion because of major highway 
improvements within the city limits, while areas further away saw less highway 
investment.13  Commute times of the 20-, 30- and 40- minute zones decreased 21, 23 and 
47 percent respectively; with the greatest decreases along the I-494 radial belt highway 
that runs around the periphery of the region.   

 
Eden Prairie is a fast-growing, high-income suburb southwest of Minneapolis. The job 
center reflects these characteristics – it was the eighth largest center in 2000 and grew by 
47 percent during the 1990’s.  Eden Prairie’s commuter-sheds are significantly larger 
than those for the Minneapolis CBD, reflecting lower overall congestion levels in the 
suburbs. Traffic congestion has worsened in the 1990s, with Eden Prairie's 20- and 30-
minute commutersheds decreasing by 40 percent.  Today, Eden Prairie's 20-minute 
commutershed barely touches northwardly to I-394 or northeastwardly into the city of 
Minneapolis.  

 
Woodbury- While having relatively fewer workers than Eden Prairie, Woodbury exhibits 
very rapid job growth.  Woodbury's 20 minute commute zone is declining in size about 
twice the rate as the Saint Paul CBD, about a 50 percent decrease, and its 20 to 30 minute 
contour area is declining about three times the rate as the CBD, at negative 70 percent.  
Woodbury time contours cover larger areas than Saint Paul CBD's does, yet it may 
become less accessible if urban growth and resultant traffic congestion continues to 
accrue in the east metro area. 
  
VII. Commuter-shed Analysis: Demographics of Selected Employment Center 
Commuter-sheds 
  
 Table 7 shows the results of overlaying commuter-sheds on block-group level 
data from the 2000 Census of Population to derive the characteristics of the population 
                                                 
13 See Map 2 on page XX.  Highway investments were notably lower in nearby Plymouth which contains 
part of Interstate I-494. 



  



  



  



  



Table 7:  Selected Employment Center Commuter-Shed Characteristics

Minneapolis Saint Paul Golden 
CBD CBD Midway Valley Eden Prairie Woodbury

Type CBD CBD Central City Inner Middle Middle

Jobs 140,930 38,140 48,245 43,710 33,730 3,805

Job Growth 1990-2000 10% -5% 12% 7% 47% 189%

Racial Breakdown

0-20 Minute Commutershed
White 61% 46% 79% 82% 90% 80%
Black 18% 31% 7% 8% 3% 4%
Other 21% 18% 14% 10% 7% 15%

20-30 Minute Commutershed
White 78% 68% 76% 77% 79% 82%
Black 8% 10% 9% 9% 9% 6%
Other 14% 22% 15% 15% 12% 12%

Mean Household Income

0-20 Minute Commutershed $48,849 $52,616 $57,840 $77,690 $83,821 $64,158
20-30 Minute Commutershed $64,084 $63,718 $61,246 $63,180 $70,045 $63,895
30-40 Minute Commutershed $76,710 $75,570 $77,011 $68,939 $61,276 $68,542

Poverty %

0-20 Minute Commutershed 22% 22% 10% 7% 4% 7%
20-30 Minute Commutershed 8% 8% 10% 10% 8% 8%
30-40 Minute Commutershed 4% 4% 4% 5% 9% 7%

Percentage of Housing Affordable to a Household at 50% or less of the Regional Median Income

0-20 Minute Commutershed 55% 46% 38% 21% 13% 30%
20-30 Minute Commutershed 30% 31% 35% 34% 27% 29%
30-40 Minute Commutershed 18% 18% 15% 22% 32% 27%

Sources: Compiled from 2000 Census Transportation Planning Package, U.S. Bureau of Transportation Statistics and.
2000 Census of Population, Bureau of the Census.
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and housing within the contours.  The differences between the six employment centers 
are striking. First, the racial compositions of the populations with greatest access to the 
job centers – the 20-minute commuter-sheds – are dramatically different. The population 
in the CBDs 20-minute commuter-shed was very diverse in 2000 by Twin Cities' 
standards. Just 61 percent of the population was white in Minneapolis, 45 percent white 
in Saint Paul. In contrast, about 80 percent of people within 20 minutes of Golden Valley 
and Woodbury were white; and 90 percent white within travel distance to Eden Prairie 
job center.   
  
 The income and poverty data show similarly dramatic patterns. Mean household 
income was lowest in the areas closest to the CBDs and increased with distance while 
Eden Prairie shows the opposite trend. Similarly, the poverty rate declines with distance 
from the central city job centers, while poverty climbs with distance from Eden Prairie.  
Both Golden Valley and Woodbury see increased poverty in the 20 to 30 minute time 
range. 
  
 The income and poverty patterns are reflected with the affordability of the 
housing stock in each of the commuter-sheds. Within 20 minutes, 55 percent of the 
housing in Minneapolis CBD’s and 45 percent in Saint Paul's CBD was affordable to a 
household with 50 percent or less of the regional median income in 1999.14  This 
percentage declined with distance from the CBDs. In contrast, just 13 percent of housing 
with the best access to the Eden Prairie center was affordable at that income level and the 
affordability rate increased with distance from the job center. Golden Valley fared only a 
little better with 21 percent of housing affordable within 20 minutes, even though it was 
much closer in location to downtown Minneapolis than Eden Prairie.   
 
 Woodbury had 30 percent of housing affordable within twenty minutes, though it 
is expected that in the future the twenty minute zone will become even more constricted 
away from affordable housing that is concentrated in the core of the region, given the 
rapid development of the area and the resultant traffic congestion that will follow.    
 
VII. Commuter-shed Analysis: General Employment Center Results 
  
 The analysis for the employment centers described above was repeated for all of 
the 40 job centers in order to gain an overall picture of job center accessibility in the 
Twin Cities. However, the data for two small employment centers – Maple Grove and 
Maplewood-I-694 – produced anomalous results for the commuter-shed contours due to 
the small sample of work trips and they were excluded from the region-wide analysis. 
  
 Tables 8 and 9 show the results of overlaying the commuter-shed contours onto 
block-group level race and affordable housing data. The results bear out the findings from 
the job centers described above. The top panel of Table 8 shows that populations with the 
greatest access to job centers in the central cities are much more racially diverse than 
those with the best access to centers in middle and outer suburbs. Thirty-five percent of 
                                                 
14 Housing was defined as affordable if the rent or mortgage plus tax costs were less than 30 percent of 
gross income.  



Table 8: Job Growth and Racial Breakdowns by Type of Employment Center

Population Within a 20 min. Commute Population Within a 20-30 min. Commute
Total Jobs Total Jobs % Grwth Non-Hispanic Non-Hispanic

Employment Center Type Number 2000 1990 1990-2000 White Black Other Hispanic White Black Other Hispanic

Central Bus. Districts 2 179,070 168,673 6 65 13 14 8 79 8 9 4

Other Central City Centers 8 206,060 197,409 4 71 12 11 6 79 7 9 4

Inner Suburb 9 190,690 160,929 18 80 8 9 4 79 8 9 4

Middle Suburb 13 214,275 176,100 22 86 4 7 3 78 8 9 5

Outer Suburb 6 48,290 37,136 30 90 2 5 2 80 7 8 4

Total - Employment Ctrs. 38 838,385 740,247 13 80 7 9 4 79 8 9 4

Percentage of Regional White Population Percentage of Regional Black Population Percentage of Regional Hispanic Population
Within 20 20-30 30-40 > 40 Within 20 20-30 30-40 > 40 Within 20 20-30 30-40 > 40
Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes Minutes

Central Bus. Districts 7 31 37 24 23 51 23 3 22 42 27 9

Other Central City Centers 9 38 33 20 25 57 17 2 20 53 20 6

Inner Suburb 12 37 31 20 19 61 18 3 15 52 26 6

Middle Suburb 11 31 34 24 9 55 31 5 10 47 34 9

Middle Suburb 8 25 37 31 3 35 47 14 5 35 43 17

Total - Employment Ctrs. 10 33 34 23 14 53 27 5 13 47 30 9



Table 9:  Housing Affordability in Commuter-Sheds by Type of Employment Center

2000
% Affordable at 30% of RMI % Affordable at 50% of RMI % Affordable at 80% of RMI

0-20 Min. 20-40 Min. 0-20 Min. 20-40 Min. 0-20 Min. 20-40 Min.
Employment Center Type Number C-S C-S C-S C-S C-S C-S

Central Business Districts 2 14 6 50 24 82 63

Other Central City Centers 8 12 6 44 24 79 62

Inner Suburb 9 7 7 29 27 68 64

Middle Suburb 13 5 8 21 28 61 65

Outer Suburb 6 4 8 14 29 54 66

All Job Centers 38 7 7 29 27 68 64

1990
% Affordable at 30% of RMI % Affordable at 50% of RMI % Affordable at 80% of RMI

0-20 Min. 20-40 Min. 0-20 Min. 20-40 Min. 0-20 Min. 20-40 Min.
Employment Center Type Number C-S C-S C-S C-S C-S C-S

Central Business Districts 2 10 4 43 20 86 68

Other Central City Centers 8 9 4 38 19 83 67

Inner Suburb 9 5 5 25 23 72 71

Middle Suburb 13 3 5 18 25 67 72

Outer Suburb 6 2 5 10 25 58 73

All Job Centers 38 5 5 26 23 72 71
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the population within 20-minute commutes of the two CBDs is non-white compared to 
just 13 percent for Middle and Outer Suburb job centers. 
  
 This pattern is reflected in the breakouts in the bottom panel of Table 8. These 
results show that, on average, 23 percent of the region’s black population lives within a 
20-minute commute from the CBD’s or Other Central City job centers compared to 7 and 
10 percent for whites.15 In contrast just 8 and 4 percent of the region’s black population is 
within 20 minutes of Middle or Outer Suburban centers, on average, compared to 11 and 
7 percent for whites.  
  
 The affordable housing results for all of the job centers shown in Table 9 also 
support the results from the two examples at the top of this section. Housing with greatest 
access to job centers in the two central cities is much more affordable in general than is 
the housing nearby the faster-growing centers in the middle and outer parts of the region. 
For instance, 14 percent of the housing within a 20-minute commute of the two CBDs – 
the slowest-growing group of job centers – was affordable to a household at 30 percent of 
the regional median income in 2000, compared to just 5 percent in the areas most 
accessible to the Outer Suburban Centers – the fastest-growing group. The results at 50 
percent or less of the regional median income show a similar contrast – 50 percent of 
housing close to the CBD’s was affordable compared to just 21 percent for housing close 
to the Outer Suburban centers. 
  
 One of the factors affecting how accessible growing job centers in the suburbs are 
to affordable housing and minority populations in the core is traffic congestion in the 
suburbs. Reverse commuting has become an important feature of metropolitan economies 
and many major arteries are now as congested in the morning in the lanes going from 
cities to suburbs as they are in the lanes serving the traditional inward commute. The 
commuter-shed analysis demonstrates a decrease in the spatial coverage of commuter-
sheds, often in all directions from a center –an indirect sign of increasing bi-directional 
traffic congestion in the Twin Cities. 
  
 Table 10 shows the areas of the 20-minute commuter-sheds in 1990 and 2000 and 
how much they contracted during the 1990’s for each of the job center types.16 
Commuter-sheds are substantially larger in the suburban categories in both years, 
reflecting the lower absolute levels of congestion in these areas. In 1990, for instance, the 

                                                 
15 These percentages were calculated as weighted averages of the percentages for each of the job centers in 
the groups. For instance, 25 percent of the region’s black population lives within 20 minutes of the 
Minneapolis CBD and 22 percent lives within 20 minutes of the St. Paul CBD. The weighted average of the 
two percentages is 23 percent. 
16 Contraction rates for the 30 and 40 minute commuter-sheds are distorted by the fact that many of them 
extend beyond the 13-county metropolitan area covered by the TAZ-level data in the CTPP. As a result, the 
sizes of these commuter-sheds are understated, especially for Middle and Outer Suburban job centers 
closest to the edge of the region. If the portions of these commuter-sheds that are outside the 13-county 
boundary contracted during the 1990’s then the change calculation also understates the extent to which 
these commuter-sheds contracted. Table 7 therefore shows only the 20-minute commuter-sheds, none of 
which suffer from this problem. However, even with this bias, all of the commuter-sheds for the affected 
suburban job centers contracted during the 1990’s. 
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average area of the 20-minute commuter-shed in Outer Suburban job centers was four 
times larger than in the CBD’s. However, the areas converged significantly during the 
decade as contraction rates were much greater in the suburbs – 48 percent in the Outer 
Suburban centers compared to just 25 percent in Other Central City centers.  
 

 
  
By 2000 suburban commuter-sheds were scaled much more like their urban counterparts 
– the ratio of the largest to smallest fell to 2.6. The clear implication is that traffic 
congestion worsened much more rapidly in the suburbs. As already noted, this means that 
access to the growing centers on the fringe decreased for those in the core, where the bulk 
of the region’s minority population and affordable housing can be found.  While 
suburban job growth and traffic congestion is problematic for low income communities 
of color in the core of the region, spatial trajectories of job growth and minority 
suburbanization could pose a greater dilemma whereby whole geographic sections of the 
metro have strong economic growth and tax bases separated from other sections having 
concentrations of affordable housing and racial minorities. 

 
IX. Atlanta, Portland and Twin Cities Access to Employment Centers 
 
 The Twin Cities has rapid job dispersion and growing spatial mismatch of jobs 
and low income minority workers.  It is important to consider how policies relate to these 
outcomes and how they compare with other regions.  Two other metropolitan areas that 
have strong employment growth and increasing traffic congestion are Atlanta, Georgia 
and Portland, Oregon.   In contrast to the Twin Cities, where policymakers promote 
traffic management strategies and concentrate highway investment in the core, Atlanta 
tends to build roads towards the periphery of the region, while Portland maintains greater 
levels of public transportation within a compact metropolitan area contained by an urban 
growth boundary.    
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 The differing policies of the regions reflect the extent of employment across the 
metropolitan areas.  Portland's incorporation of an urban growth boundary to contain 
development coincides by being reported the least job sprawled of 32 major metropolitan 
areas with over 600,000 jobs.17  The Twin Cities, with two CBDs and policies of 
encouraging job growth near the region's core beltway had the 9th least amount of job 
sprawl, and Atlanta, with major suburban highway expansions, was the 6th most sprawled 
(the most sprawled of all metropolitan areas without major water bodies). 
 
X. Location and Growth of Employment Centers  
  
 The location of employment and job growth matters because metropolitan regions 
often have housing markets that are segregated and separated from job sites.  In U.S. 
metropolitan areas affordable housing, low income persons and racial minorities are often 
concentrated in certain parts of metropolitan regions, while economic development and 
jobs are concentrated in other parts.  The divergence of segregated housing markets and 
strong job markets in metropolitan regions impede workers from accessing employment 
opportunities, exacerbating already large economic disparities between racial minorities 
and whites. 
 
 There are also differences in the job growth rates of the regions.  Having greater 
job growth is both an economic benefit for a region, but also results in growing levels of 
traffic congestion.  Both Atlanta and Portland have a greater increase of jobs compared to 
the Twin Cities.  While the Twin Cities region had a job growth increase of 22 percent 
between 1990 and 2000, Portland grew by 35 percent and Atlanta 43 percent.  Table 11 
shows these regional increases as well as job growth rates by location and the distribution 
of jobs within the metropolitan areas.18   
  
 Job centers are located differently in the selected metropolitan areas.  Atlanta has 
fewer central city and inner suburb and job centers.  Portland is the most job-compacted 
region in terms of having job centers closest to the core of the region.  The Twin Cities is 
less compact than Portland in terms of having fewer job centers in the core of the region, 
yet it is less sprawled than Atlanta in terms of having fewer outer suburban job centers. 
 
 While non-clustered job growth outpaced the job centers in Atlanta and the Twin 
Cities, the trend reversed in Portland.  Portland job centers grew faster than non-clustered 
employment, due to economic development focused within Portland's urban growth 
boundary. 
 
 Also noteworthy is the overall distribution of jobs in the regions.  In particular, 
Atlanta had many jobs located in outer suburban job centers compared to the other  

                                                 
17 Edward L. Glaeser.  Job Sprawl: Employment Location in U.S. Metropolitan Areas.  Center on Urban 
and Metropolitan Policy, May 2001.  Brookings Institute.  Job Sprawl is defined as percentage of jobs 
within 10 miles of a metropolitan area's Central Business District.   
18 Salem, Oregon also included a CBD that was allocated to 'other central city' employment centers, 
because the number of jobs and job density of Salem were more typical of other central city job centers and 
less typical of CBDs in the selected regions. 
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regions.  Atlanta has three to four times as many jobs in outer suburban job centers than 
Portland and the Twin Cities.  The comparably large proportion of regional jobs in 
Atlanta's outer job centers, coupled with their rapid job growth rate is reflective of its 
higher level of job sprawl.  
 
 The selected regions similarly had greater job growth rates in their middle and 
outer suburbs than in the core of their regions.  With the exception of Atlanta's and 
Portland's inner suburban job centers, employment grew more rapidly further from the 
core of the region.  Interestingly central city job centers in Atlanta and Portland had job 
growth rates that outpaced their respective inner suburban centers.   
 
 In Atlanta, there is a clear spatial divide between job center growth in the north of 
the region and decline in the south of the region.  Southern Atlanta has fewer job centers 
than the northern part of the region.  In Portland, job center growth is fairly uniform 
across the developed part of the region and job centers are often much closer to the core 
of the central cities of Portland and Salem than in Atlanta or the Twin Cities.  With the 
exception of the southeast quadrant of Portland, moderate to high job growth rates are 
found throughout the region. 
 
 The Twin Cities has job growth patterns similar to both Atlanta and Portland.  
Similar to Atlanta, the Twin Cities has a section of the region with stronger job growth, 
southwest of Minneapolis and weaker job growth south and northwest of Minneapolis.  
Similar to Portland, the Twin Cities has employment centers closer to or in the central 
cities than do Atlanta.   

 
XI. Racial Demographics of Atlanta, Portland and the Twin Cities 
  
 How jobs and racial minorities are located in metropolitan regions matters.  
Racial segregation increases the difficulty of accessing work because segregated 
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neighborhoods often are located far away form areas with strong job growth.  The 
selected regions have differing patterns of race.  Non-Asian minority populations tend to 
live in the center of the region of the Twin Cities, while in Atlanta minorities (mostly 
African Americans) tend to be de-concentrated towards the south part of the region. 19   In 
Portland, minorities are in multiple clusters, including the central cities of Portland and 
Salem and in suburban Washington, Marion and Clark counties.   

 
 In Portland, where racial minorities live in the core of the region it is less difficult 
for them to access employment, given a greater abundance of faster growing job centers 
found in the central city of Portland, compared to the central cities of Atlanta or 
Minneapolis-Saint Paul.  Furthermore, there are high percentages of racial minorities 
living in southwest suburban Portland, where job centers have seen rapid growth.  
 
 Living near the center of the region can be advantageous because of the location's 
relative closeness to surrounding areas.  This is because locations at the periphery of the 
region are both further away from core locations and suburban locations on the opposite 
side of the region.  Thus, racial minorities in the core of the Twin Cities are closer to fast 
growing outer job centers than in Atlanta, where the location of job growth is mostly on 
the opposite side of where minorities live.   Nonetheless, trajectories of Twin Cities' 
minority suburbanization into the northwest suburban areas and strong job growth in the 
southwest part of the region may indicate potential future dilemmas for the region.  
 
 When breaking down the location of job centers there are vastly different worker 
characteristics.  In all three regions black employees worked more often in job centers, 
particularly in the central city, but less often in the faster growing job centers in the 
periphery of the region, compared to all other racial groups.  
 
 In Atlanta, all groups, except black workers were more likely to work in middle 
and outer job centers than in job centers in the core of the region.  Atlanta's black workers 
have smaller percentage of workers in job centers at subsequent distances away from the 
core of the region, reflecting the distance gradient from the southern part of the region to 
the core and beyond, to job centers in Atlanta's northern suburban areas.   
 

                                                 
19 We exclude Asians from the racial minority maps because Asians often have much greater levels of 
education, higher incomes and wealth generation than other minority groups.  There are also large 
differences between Asian sub-groups.  For instance, recent immigrants from Southeast Asia often have 
incomes and home ownership rates as low as African Americans and Hispanics.  However, because there 
were great differences in the composition of the Asian population within and between regions and it is 
difficult to derive reliable data on Asian immigrant subgroups, we did not include them on our maps for the 
racial minority population. 
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In Portland, all groups except 
Hispanics were more likely to 
work in job centers than un-
clustered job sites.  Black 
workers in particular often 
worked in employment centers, 
47 percent working in Portland 
central city centers.   
 
Unlike Atlanta, all racial groups 
in Portland were more likely to 
work in central city than 
middle/outer suburban job 
centers.  The Twin Cities, like 
Portland, had workers that were 
more likely to work in central 
city than middle/outer suburban 
job centers.   
 
In all three regions black workers 
are clearly less often accessing 

work in middle and outer suburban job centers – the fastest growing centers in all three 
regions- than whites.   Within each region, blacks were less likely to work in middle and 
outer job centers than whites, Hispanics, and other race workers.  
 
 Racial segregation and its locational differences with job growth relate to whether 
racial groups have the opportunity to equally accessing regional employment within a 
reasonable amount of time.  As there were distinct patterns of racial segregation and job 
growth in each of the regions there are regional differences between racial groups 
accessing fast-growing job centers. 
 
 In Atlanta, all groups, except black workers, were more often accessing 
moderate/high growth centers than declining/slow growth centers.  Again, racial 
segregation of blacks in southern regional Atlanta and job clustering predominate in 
northern regional Atlanta make it more difficult for black workers to access fast growing 
job centers in the region.   
 
 In Portland, white and black workers accessed a similar proportion of higher and 
lower growth employment centers, while Hispanic and other race workers were more 
even likely to access the higher growth centers.  It is noteworthy that Portland not only 
had less racially segregated patterns, but also had relatively stronger job growth in the 
core of the region, compared to Atlanta or the Twin Cities, which helps mitigate regional 
and racial disparities.20 

                                                 
20 Having a strong employment core of a region benefits more portions of the region because a central 
location is generally has a more accessible distance to a larger portion of the region than a location in the 
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Because there was overall 
slower job center growth in 
the Twin Cities than Atlanta 
or Portland, all racial groups 
were more likely to access 
slower growth job centers.  
Yet in the Twin Cities, racial 
minority workers were 
significantly more likely to 
access slower growth 
employment centers than 
whites.  
 
 Black workers in particular 
accessed slower growth job 
centers in the Twin Cities 
compared to Portland.  While 
31 percent of white workers 
accessed declining and slow 
growth centers, 48 percent of 
black workers did so in the 

Twin Cities (a 54 percent difference).  In contrast, 26 percent of whites and 32 percent of 
blacks in Portland (a 23 percent difference) accessed slower growth centers.   This 
difference between the Twin Cities and Portland is due to the stronger growth rate in the 
core of Portland and the fact that Portland has less racially segregated housing patterns 
than in the Twin Cities.   
 
 XII. Transportation Modes and Race in Atlanta, Portland and the Twin Cities 
 
 Sprawled urban areas with vast distances between housing and job sites contribute 
to workers greater reliance on automobiles.  Table 14 shows the means of travel to work 
according to job location.    While all regions' workers had high levels of automobile use, 
Portland had the greatest overall proportion of workers that used public transportation, 
walked or biked to their jobs, followed by the Twin Cities and Atlanta.  
 
 Central city workers in all metropolitan areas used public transportation, biked or 
walked more often than suburban workers.  The use of alternative means of transportation 
was also more likely in central city job centers than central city un-clustered job sites.  In 
the regions' suburbs there was little difference in alternative transportation use between 
job centers and un-clustered areas.  Suburban automobile reliance tended to be lower in 
un-clustered job sites than job centers because workers in un-clustered suburban areas 
more often worked at home.    
 
                                                                                                                                                 
periphery.  Such a pattern can also offset some of the negative impacts of racial segregation, which is often 
closer to the core of the region. 
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 The Twin Cities actually had greater percentages of workers using public 
transportation, walked or biked to central city jobs than Atlanta or Portland, but not so in 
the suburbs where automobile usage was similar to Atlanta's.  The Twin Cities' and  
Atlanta's high levels of automobile commuting to suburban jobs correspond to the type of 
suburban development found in their areas.   

 
Higher housing and population densities 
contribute to greater usage of public 
transportation.  In the Cities of Minneapolis 
and Saint Paul population densities are twice 
that of Atlanta and more that of Portland.  
The population density of Minneapolis and 
Saint Paul are about 6,200 persons per 
square mile, compared to about 3,600 per 
square mile in Portland and 3,200 in Atlanta.  
Within the suburban portion of the 
urbanized area the Twin Cities, however, 
has population densities in the suburbs that 
more closely resembles that of Atlanta's 
suburbs.  The low levels of housing density 
in Atlanta and the Twin Cities also 
correspond to lower levels of transit usage. 

  
 While the type of urban development helps set the condition for commuter travel, 
the differing socioeconomic characteristics of racial groups also influence worker travel 
patterns.  In all regions racial minorities traveling to jobs were more reliant on alternative 
means of transportation to work than whites.  Table 15 shows the means of transportation 
used in the three regions according to the race of the resident workers. Minorities, 
especially black workers, tended to have the highest rates of public transportation usage, 
walking or biking to work. 
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 In Atlanta, blacks were four times more likely than whites to use alternative 
transportation than white workers, the greatest disparity of the three regions.  Still, 87 
percent of blacks travel by automobile to their jobs, compared to 75 percent of blacks in 
the Twin Cities and 74 percent in Portland.  The greater extent of African American 
suburbanization, higher black household income and job sprawl in Atlanta likely help 
explain the greater automobile use for black workers in Atlanta than Portland or the Twin 
Cities.21 
 
 Hispanic and other race workers were also much more likely to use public 
transportation, bike or walk to work than whites in all three regions.  In Atlanta, 
Hispanics were more likely to use public transportation than any other race, while whites 
were 2 to 3 times less likely to use public transportation than the other regions.  In 
Atlanta, unlike any other region, there were fewer whites taking public transportation 
than working at home.   
 
XIII. Atlanta, Portland and the Twin Cities: Selected Paired Employment Center 
Commuter-sheds  
 
 To illustrate how regional scale of job growth and socioeconomic conditions 
impact the local scale of job centers, demographic information is broken down for the 
three regions' job centers by their location in the region.  Tables 16a and 16b shows 
comparisons of job centers paired according to their location in the three regions and that 
are a best fit to one another according to their size in numbers of workers and job growth.   
When comparing the regions job centers there are outcomes that relate to patterns of 
poverty and segregation that is decentralized in Atlanta, multi-centered  in Portland and 
more centralized pattern of low-income persons and people of color in the Twin Cities:   
 

                                                 
21 African American households have greater median household income in Atlanta ($39,073) than Portland 
($31,119) or the Twin Cities ($29,417).   
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CBDs:  Being centrally located has certain benefits, particularly if the core of the region 
is economically strong.  Atlanta, Portland and Minneapolis downtowns all have the 
greatest number of workers of their respective region's job centers, locations that are 
nonetheless slower growing than most other job centers in their respective regions.   
 
 In Portland's and Minneapolis' CBD there are greater percentages of people below 
the poverty line nearby.  In Portland CBD, poverty rates of the 20-minute commuter-shed 
were twice that of areas further away, though incomes were not that different, reflecting a 
mix of incomes near downtown Portland.  In the Twin Cities' incomes and poverty levels 
decreased even more sharply away from the CBD, with the poverty rate at least three 
times greater within 20-minutes than travel distances beyond 20 minutes.  Atlanta's 
poverty rate actually climbed from 15 percent in the 0 to 20 minute zone to 17 percent in 
the 20 to 30 minute zone, although Atlanta CBD's 20-minute commuter-shed captures a 
very small land area of 2 miles-indicative of its high levels of traffic congestion.  When 
considering downtown Atlanta's larger commuter-sheds there was a slight decrease in the 
poverty rate beyond the 30-minute commuter-shed for Atlanta CBD to 14 percent.   
 
 Minneapolis CBD also has a greater proportion of minorities within a 20-minute 
commute (39 percent) compared to areas 20 to 30-minutes away (22 percent), while 
Portland's CBD had similar minority percentages between the respective commutersheds.  
Atlanta's minority percentage was actually lower within a 20-minute commute.  These 
patterns reflect the fact that racial minority populations in the Twin Cities are spatially 
centralized, in Portland are multi-centered and in Atlanta are decentralized towards the 
southern part of the region. 
  
Central City Centers:  Central city job centers also tended to have better accessibility for 
poor persons, except in Atlanta, where poverty levels dropped at nearby travel distances.  
Mean household income increased sharply at subsequent travel distances from the 
University of Minnesota and increased gradually away from Southeast Portland, but 
income decreased distances away from North Atlanta.  The race, income and poverty 
trends within travel distances to North Atlanta reflect its proximity to the whiter, more 
affluent section of the region that intersects the northern part of the city of Atlanta.  
 
 Of the three central city employment centers, only the University of Minnesota 
had greater proportions of people of color within its 20-minute commute.  Also 
noteworthy is the relative lack of affordable housing in North Atlanta and Southeast 
Portland.  Within a 20-minute commute of the University of Minnesota, 50 percent of 
housing is affordable to those with 50% or less of median income, compared to only 18 
percent housing affordable in North Atlanta and 17 percent in Southeast Portland.22  This 
differential may reflect higher levels of gentrification found in the neighborhoods nearby 
North Atlanta and Southeast Portland. 
 

                                                 
22 North Atlanta and the University of Minnesota neighborhoods are similar as North Atlanta contains the 
university Georgia Tech.  The University of Minnesota and Southeast Portland are similarly surrounded by 
land in traditionally working class neighborhoods. 



Table 16a:  Demographics for Selected Atlanta, Portland and Twin Cities Employment Centers

Emplyoment Center: Atlanta 
CBD

Portland 
CBD Mpls CBD

North 
Atlanta

Southeast 
Portland

Mpls     
U of M Chamblee Milwaukie

Golden 
Valley

Metro: ATL PORT MSP ATL PORT MSP ATL PORT MSP
Location Type: CBD CBD CBD CC CC CC Inner Inner Inner

Jobs 117,095 103,579 140,930 52,605 18,278 48,276 35,055 14,337 43,710
Job Growth (1990 to 2000) 4 15 10 -2 18 -12 5 -6 7

Area in Square Miles,2000
  0-20 Minute Commutershed 2 34 32 21 43 55 18 54 128
20-30 Minute Commutershed 109 224 316 108 324 391 191 244 416
30-40 Minute Commutershed 659 584 822 485 1,245 961 359 1,190 880

Percentage of Housing Affordable to a Household at 30% or less of the Regional Median Income:
  0-20 Minute Commutershed 10 8 18 8 4 14 3 5 5
20-30 Minute Commutershed 11 4 6 9 5 7 4 3 8
30-40 Minute Commutershed 6 5 5 7 5 4 4 6 7

Mean Household Income (in dollars):
  0-20 Minute Commutershed 70,343 60,346 48,849 84,921 58,526 50,410 70,221 58,620 77,690
20-30 Minute Commutershed 75,820 57,909 64,084 79,414 59,210 63,309 76,817 62,378 63,180
30-40 Minute Commutershed 56,628 61,215 76,710 57,529 61,486 81,550 71,097 57,529 68,939

Poverty %:
  0-20 Minute Commutershed 15 14 22 12 10 17 13 9 7
20-30 Minute Commutershed 17 11 8 15 11 8 10 9 10
30-40 Minute Commutershed 14 8 4 15 8 3 9 11 5

Percent Racial Minorities:
  0-20 Minute Commutershed 28 18 39 27 16 34 46 14 18
20-30 Minute Commutershed 46 22 22 43 22 21 42 18 23
30-40 Minute Commutershed 66 18 11 65 17 9 52 20 12
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Inner Suburban Centers:  The demographics of places within 20-minute travel distances 
to inner ring suburbs more closely resemble the average of their respective regions, than 
did the highlighted central city job centers.  Yet some differences do exist between the 
regions' inner city job center housing, racial, income and poverty statistics.   
 
 The inner suburban employment centers of Chamblee (Atlanta) and Golden 
Valley (Twin Cities) had lower levels of affordable housing close by, while Milwaukie 
(Portland) had greater percentages of affordable housing within 20 minutes from the 
center than 20-30 minutes away.  Only Chamblee had increasing affordable housing at 
subsequent travel distances away from the center.   
 
 The racial demographics were not very different at travel distances away from the 
centers.  With the exception of Golden Valley, income levels also were not that different 
at subsequent travel distances away from the job centers.  In Golden Valley incomes 
dropped between the 20- minute and 30-minute commuter-sheds then climbed again 
further away.  There were also inconsistent results between the centers when considering 
poverty.  In Chamblee (Atlanta) poverty rates tended to decrease at travel distances away, 
while they increased in Milwaukie (Portland) and climbed, then decreased at 30-minutes 
away in Golden Valley (Twin Cities).  
 
Middle Suburban Centers:  While the selected inner suburban job centers tended to 
capture demographics similar to their regions as a whole, the selected middle suburban 
centers demonstrate clearer and more consistent spatial trends at travel distances from the 
centers.    In North Marietta (Atlanta), Cedar Hills-Aloha (Portland) and Eden Prairie 
(Twin Cities), both the percentage of affordable housing and the percentage of persons 
below the poverty line increased at subsequent travel distances away from the centers.  
Incomes too tended to decrease away from the centers, except in North Marietta (Atlanta) 
at 30-40 minutes away from the center. 
 
 It is worth noting that each of the job centers are located in more affluent parts of 
their region, reflecting a common trend for more affluent suburbs: faster job growth rates, 
but a lack of affordable housing and low income residents nearby.   Racial minorities also 
tended to be further away from the middle centers, except in Cedar Hills-Aloha.  The 
Portland metropolitan area had higher proportions of people of color living in the 
southeast suburban part of the region where Cedar Hills-Aloha and other faster growing 
job centers are located. 
 
Outer Suburban Centers:  The selected outer suburban centers tended to have similar 
trends as the illustrated middle suburban centers, but with greater exclusivity.  Suwanee 
(Atlanta), Hillsboro (Portland) and Shakopee (Twin Cities) have higher job growth rates 
and smaller proportions of affordable housing and persons below the poverty line close 
by than their middle suburban counterparts.  Race and income level trends were less 
consistent.  Hillsboro (Portland) tended to have lower income households and racial 
minorities nearby, whereas incomes and minority percentages decreased at travel 
distances away from Suwanee and Shakopee. Again, the decentralized pattern of race in 



Table 16b:  Demographics for Selected Atlanta, Portland and Twin Cities Employment Centers

Emplyoment Center: North 
Marietta

Cedar Hills-
Aloha 

Eden 
Prairie Suwanee Hillsboro Shakopee

Metro: ATL PORT MSP ATL PORT MSP
Location Type: Middle Middle Middle Outer Outer Outer

Jobs 55,815 34,457 33,730 21,725 9,687 12,965
Job Growth (1990 to 2000) 179 100 47 1,886 572 83

Area in Square Miles,2000
  0-20 Minute Commutershed 24 103 100 86 56 179
20-30 Minute Commutershed 352 522 381 379 505 611
30-40 Minute Commutershed 943 664 1,102 563 735 661

Percentage of Housing Affordable to a Household at 30% or less of the Regional Median Income:
  0-20 Minute Commutershed 0 3 3 1 4 4
20-30 Minute Commutershed 2 5 6 1 3 4
30-40 Minute Commutershed 8 6 9 4 6 9

Mean Household Income (in dollars):
  0-20 Minute Commutershed 66,141 67,201 83,821 85,171 58,320 87,727
20-30 Minute Commutershed 83,543 65,433 70,045 77,832 69,183 80,325
30-40 Minute Commutershed 66,858 55,861 61,726 79,683 64,425 63,682

Poverty %:
  0-20 Minute Commutershed 7 7 4 3 9 3
20-30 Minute Commutershed 6 10 8 6 7 4
30-40 Minute Commutershed 13 11 8 9 11 10

Percent Racial Minorities:
  0-20 Minute Commutershed 25 23 9 21 28 10
20-30 Minute Commutershed 26 22 17 32 20 9
30-40 Minute Commutershed 44 20 23 32 20 23
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Portland and the north/south racial divide in Atlanta impact accessibility to their 
respective outer suburban job centers. 
 
XIV. Atlanta, Portland and the Twin Cities: General Job Center Commuter-shed 
Demographics  
 
 The changing patterns of economic development, racial segregation and housing 
in the suburbs matter when considering worker access to employment opportunities.  
Atlanta serves as a case in point as job centers are sparse and have declining jobs in many 
of the southern suburbs of the region, places that are often segregated poor and black; 
while jobs are clustering and growing rapidly in whiter and more affluent northern 
Atlanta, where there is a lack of affordable housing.  Accessing employment from one 
side of Atlanta to another is even more difficult due to the presence of heavy traffic 
congestion in the core of the region.  The Twin Cities share some of the characteristics of 
Atlanta's divide, with rapidly segregating neighborhoods in the northwest suburbs and a 
favored quarter in the southwest suburbs where jobs are growing rapidly. 
 
 In Portland job centers are mostly located in a compact region with racial 
minorities living in multiple neighborhoods.  Because of Portland's uniformly dispersed 
jobs and multi-centered racial distributions, variations in Portland's traffic congestion are 
less likely to affect residents' access to employment.   The Twin Cities share some of the 
characteristics of Portland's compactness, with a high proportion of job centers located in 
or near the core of the region. 
  
 Travel conditions also impact the ease of traveling to job sites.  Overall changes 
in the regions' commuter-sheds correspond with the increasing costs of congestion.  In 
Atlanta, commuters tend to travel much shorter distances within the same amount of time 
as workers in Portland or the Twin Cities.  Table 17 shows the average size of the 
commuter sheds and their changes over time by the location of the job centers in the 
Atlanta, Portland and Twin Cities regions.   
 
  There are differences between the regions overall commuter-shed sizes and 
variation in traffic congestion within each of the regions.  For instance, compared to the 
Twin Cities, Atlanta and Portland CBDs are more difficult to access than job centers 
further away from the core of the region.  In Atlanta and Portland the outer suburban 
areas are about 3-1/2 times larger than its downtown center, while in the Twin Cities, the 
average 30 minute commuter-shed of an outer suburban area is less than twice the size of 
the CBDs. 
 
 Each region has rising levels of traffic congestion though Atlanta has seen an 
increase that is 70 percent higher than the Twin Cities or Portland, as demonstrated by a 
greater decrease in size of employment center commuter-sheds.  While the overall 30-
minute commuter-sheds of Portland and the Twin Cities declined 34 percent, Atlanta's 
declined by 56 percent.    
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 Traffic congestion in Atlanta is worsening more in the core while in the Twin 
Cities traffic congestion is worsening in the suburbs.   In Atlanta the closer one gets to the 
core of the region the quicker the 30-minute commute area shrank, while in the Twin 
Cities the suburbs are becoming more congested.  In Portland there was also a trend of 
increasing traffic congestion closer to the core of the region, as seen in Atlanta, with the 
exception that outer suburban job centers had the greatest increase in traffic congestion of 
all job center locations.   

 
Differing levels of congestion make 
some job centers more difficult to 
access than others.  Due to the fact 
that there is less congestion in the 
Twin Cities and Portland than 
Atlanta, their regions' commuters 
more easily access employment 
centers.  On average, employment 
centers are accessible in 30 minutes 
by 46 percent of the Twin Cities 
population, followed by 31 percent 
in Portland, but only 15 percent of 
Atlanta's population.  With traffic 
becoming heavier in the core of 

Atlanta, job centers in the central cities and inner suburbs are the least accessible for the 
region's population, while in the outer suburban job centers are the most difficult to 
access in the Twin Cities and Portland.   
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Employment centers also have different 
levels of accessibility for racial groups.  In 
Atlanta blacks are only half as likely to be 
able to access the fastest growing outer job 
centers as whites.  The lack of access for 
African Americans to outer suburban job 
centers in Atlanta is due to the north-south 
divide in the region, separated by heavy 
traffic congestion in the core of the region.   
  
In Portland, Hispanics and whites access 
job centers within 30-minutes similarly, 
while blacks more easily access job 
centers in the core of the region more 
easily.  A large majority of Portland's 
black population, 70 percent are able to 
access downtown Portland within 30 
minutes, compared to 33 percent of whites 
and 28 percent of Hispanics. 

 
In the Twin Cities, the centrality of racial 
minorities in the core of the region makes 
all job center locations more accessible for 
people of color than whites.  Because 
whites are more dispersed towards the 
periphery of the region, often, job centers 
are on the opposite side of the region to 
where they live.    It is noteworthy, 
however that the accessibility advantage 
for minorities diminishes further from the 
core of the Twin Cities at the faster 
growing middle and outer suburban job 
centers.  In the Twin Cities, 75 percent of 
blacks and 64 percent of Hispanics can 

access the CBDs while only 45 percent of blacks and 43 percent of Hispanics can access 
outer suburban job centers.  The outer suburbs are also out of reach for many low income 
minorities who rely on public transportation. 
 
 Another major difference between the regions' job centers is how often affordable 
housing is within nearby travel distances.  There is almost twice the rate of affordable 
housing within the 30 minute commuter-sheds of the Twin Cities than the other regions, 
with 30 percent of housing affordable, compared to 18 percent in Atlanta and 17 percent 
in Portland.   
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 While the location of affordable housing are uniformly spread across Portland it 
sharply drops the further one gets from core of the Atlanta region.  Within 30-minute 
travel distances of Atlanta's central city job centers, 25 percent of housing is affordable,  
while only 8 percent of housing is affordable nearby Atlanta's outer suburban job centers.  
Affordable housing also declines away from the core of Portland and the Twin Cities, but 
at a slighter, more gradual rate.    

 
In Atlanta, affordable housing 
is concentrated in the south 
portion of the region where 
there are few employment 
centers, that are mostly 
declining and where there is a 
large area of racial segregation.  
Atlanta's periphery also had 
high percentages of affordable 
housing, places that are not 
fully developed, but that have 
cheap land prices due to their 
distance from urban services in 
the core of the region.   
 
In Portland, there is an 
affordable housing shortage in 

almost all locations in the region, though there are some small clusters near Portland's 
CBD, in Salem and to the north in the State of Washington.  As such, there is less overall 
distance separation between housing, jobs and racial minorities in Portland.   
 
 Affordable housing in the Twin Cities is mostly concentrated in the core of the 
central cities, though small pockets also exist in suburban areas.  The central location of 
resident living in affordable housing is advantageous for accessing the region's job 
centers.  Had jobs developed primarily on one side of the Twin Cities region and 
affordable housing on the other, as they have in Atlanta, residents of affordable housing 
would have less accessibility to job centers.  
 
 Being centrally located might be advantageous for a large portion of the 
population in the Twin Cities who drive to work, though segments of the population who 
rely on public transportation do not necessarily benefit.  Often transit does not reach into 
the fastest growing Twin Cities suburban job centers, impeding those that are transit 
reliant from seeking work in those locations.  Racial minorities, particularly African 
American workers – a quarter who rely on alternative means of transportation to work, 
have limited options to reach areas with the greatest employment opportunities. 
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XV. Transportation Strategies in Atlanta, Portland and the Twin Cities 
 
 Traffic congestion is a problem in one sense, but in another it is the signature for a 
strong economy.  Places with a lot of traffic congestion are also often places with a lot of 
jobs and economic development.  While it is unfeasible to completely solve the traffic 
congestion problem, transportation policy can minimize congestion, making jobs more 
accessible to workers than they would be had there been no transportation investment.   
 
 Each region has emphasized different ways of addressing transportation issues.  
While, Atlanta's predominant way of addressing transportation issues has been to build 
more roads to accommodate growth, the Twin Cities has emphasized transportation 
management and allocated more spending to the core of the region and Portland has 
emphasized public transportation and containment of growth within an urban growth 
boundary.  
 

Atlanta has consistently 
maintained more freeway lane 
miles per 10,000 persons than 
Portland or the Twin Cities 
between 1982 and 2003. While 
population and transportation costs 
have increased over time, all 
regions have seen decreases in per 
capita freeway lane miles.23  
 
While building and maintaining 
roads eases traffic, the increased 
demand for roadways has made it 
impossible to keep up with the 

costs of road construction being the sole means to ease traffic congestion.24  In the Twin 
Cities alone it has been estimated it cost $1.5 billion in 1998 for the maintenance and 
construction of streets and highways, a figure that is expected to jump to $2.2 billion in 
2020.25  
 
 To ease urban travel, transportation planners also try to make the highway system 
more efficient by utilizing traffic management strategies, including metering and 
monitoring freeways and servicing interstates with service patrols that tow inoperable 
vehicles from the roadways.26  The Twin Cities more consistently incorporated traffic 
management strategies compared to Atlanta or Portland.   
                                                 
23 Texas Transportation Institute, Performance Measure Summary for Atlanta,  -Portland, -Salem -
Minneapolis-St. Paul in The 2005 Urban Mobility Report.   
 
24 Texas Transportation Institute, The 2005 Urban Mobility Report, 50.   
25 David Anderson and Gerald McCullough, The Full Costs of Transportation in The Twin Cities Region.  
University of Minnesota, Center for Transportation Studies,  82 
26 The Texas Mobility reports that cities reporting on operational treatments had a 5% decrease in 
congestion when freeway entrance ramps were metered and saw a 7% decrease in congestion when there 
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The Twin Cities outpaced the other 
regions with metering and 
monitoring most of its freeways 
while Atlanta hardly metered 
freeways at all.  While only 2 
percent of Atlanta's freeway miles 
were metered, 85 percent of Twin 
Cities' freeways were.  
Furthermore, the Twin Cities' 
freeways were monitored with 
cameras to inform the public of 
crash incidents and analyze 
congestion patterns on 80% of the 

region's freeway system, double that of Atlanta.  Atlanta did incorporate one main feature 
to alleviate traffic congestion by having all freeways miles covered by service patrols that 
tow inoperable vehicles from the roadways.  Portland also offered these traffic 
management services, but at a lower level than the Twin Cities. 
 
 Using various traffic management strategies helps alleviate traffic congestion.  
However, while traffic management strategies are successful at loosening traffic on 
roadways, public transportation plays a larger role.  According to the Texas 
Transportation Institute, in 2003 1.1 billion hours of traffic delays and $18.2 billion was 
saved by public transportation systems in the 85 largest U.S. metropolitan areas, about 
three times the amount saved from operational improvements in traffic management 
strategies.27 
 
 When considering the amount of revenues generated by transit agencies, 
Portland's system is the most extensive and the Twin Cities' the least extensive.  
According to the U.S. Federal Transit Administration, in 2004 Portland generated $178 
of public transportation revenue per person in the region, compared to $104 in Atlanta 
and only $83 in the Twin Cities.28  A major funding difference is that the greatest source 
of public transportation revenues is through state funds in the Twin Cities and local funds 
in Portland and Atlanta.29   
 
 The generated revenue of the regions reflected the supply and use of the regional 
transit systems.  While in 2003 Atlanta operated 867 vehicles that traveled a total of 51 
million miles annually, the Twin Cities operated 744 vehicles that covered 22 million 

                                                                                                                                                 
was incident management operations in place (including the use of cameras and service patrols).  Texas 
Transportation Institute, The 2005 Urban Mobility Report, 8-9 
27 Texas Transportation Institute, The 2005 Urban Mobility Report, 7-10.   
28 Statistics included are the major regional transit providers including, MARTA in Atlanta, Metro Transit, 
in the Twin Cities and Tri-Met in Portland. 
29 The Federal Transit Administration 2004 National Database shows that the Twin Cities' Metro Transit 
generates 63% from state funds, while Atlanta and Portland generate revenue mostly from local funds, 57% 
each.  It is also noteworthy that Portland was able to leverage 17% of its revenues from federal sources, 
compared to 11% in Atlanta and only 7% in the Twin Cities. 
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miles and Portland operated 615 vehicles that covered 36 million miles.30 In turn, the 
usage of the regional transit systems was greatest in Portland, followed by Atlanta and 
the Twin Cities. 
   

In 2003, Portland's per capita 
transit usage doubled that of the 
Twin Cities.  The Portland 
public transportation system also 
significantly outperformed 
Atlanta's system.  There were 
58.4 unlinked passenger trips 
per person in Portland, 
compared to 48.6 in Atlanta and 
29.5 in the Twin Cities. 
 
Overall, commuters save time 
and fuel costs associated with 
traffic congestion by having a 

transit system and in the three regions, the greater use of the transit system reflected costs 
savings for peak time commuters.31  The Texas Transportation Institute estimates that the 
existence of public transportation saved peak hour users an average of $297 in Atlanta, 
$253 in Portland and $121 in the Twin Cities from being stuck in traffic in 2003.32   
 
 Another major difference between the regions has been longer presence of public 
rail transportation in Atlanta and Portland.  Until June 2004, the Twin Cities had no 
transit rail system and often had strong suburbanite resistance to light rail development.  
While the costs are substantial for building light rail, it can provide a cost effective means 
of public transportation compared to the use of buses.  Successful rail transit transports 
more passengers per vehicle, while reducing costs of fuel and wages, compared to bus 
transportation.  In Atlanta and Portland the operating expense per passenger mile and 
passenger trip are often half as much for trains than buses.33   
 
 Recently, many Twin Cities suburbanites have reversed their resistance to light 
rail.  Leaders in suburban southwest Minneapolis now want to accelerate implementation 
                                                 
30 The mileage reported are annual vehicle revenue miles which are the total miles traveled by vehicles 
from when they pull out into service until they pull in from service. 
31 Consumption costs are calculated by the Texas Transportation Institute by the value of time delay, 
$13.45 per hour of personal travel and $71.05 for trucks per hour, as well as fuel excessively consumed, 
which are estimated by using costs per gallon (state averages).  Texas Transportation Institute, The 2005 
Urban Mobility Report, 14. 
32 Texas Transportation Institute, Performance Measure Summary for Atlanta,  -Portland, -Salem -
Minneapolis-St. Paul in The 2005 Urban Mobility Report, average personal congestion cost savings 
calculated by author. 
33 According to the Federal Transit Administration's 2004 National Transit Database, in Portland the 
operating expense per passenger mile was $0.76 for buses and $0.31 for light rail; and operating expense of 
$1.81 per passenger trip for train and $2.78 per bus.  In Atlanta the operating expense per passenger mile 
was $0.60 for buses and $0.27 for light rail; and operating expense of $1.78 per passenger trip for train and 
$2.48 per bus.   
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of a light rail route into job rich sections of Minnetonka and Eden Prairie.34  In the 
northwest Minneapolis suburbs, partnering communities wanted to ditch their original 
busway proposal in order to better consider a rail option for the area.35 
 
  While the Twin Cities may be moving more towards public transportation as a 
strategy for mitigating traffic congestion, it is important to consider the success in 
Portland.  Atlanta's system too can be seen with a disadvantage compared to Portland.  
Portland's public transit success in greater vehicle mile coverage and more frequent 
transit passenger trips is related to the compactness and density of its urban area that is 
contained more strictly by an urban growth boundary.  Public transportation, especially 
rail relies on supportive land use patterns and the urban sprawl found in the Twin Cities 
and Atlanta works against the success of public transportation in those regions. 
 
XVI. Highway Investment in Atlanta and the Twin Cities 

 
 In Portland, policy makers place greater emphasis on public transportation and 
containing urban growth, while Atlanta and the Twin Cities tend to place greater 
emphasis on highway development.  Regional highway policy and investments can also 
ease the movement of transportation within metropolitan areas.   Highway policy in 
Atlanta tends to focus on building more roads outward to connect to fast growing jobs, 
while the Twin Cities places greater emphasis on traffic management strategies and 
targets funding close to the core of the region.   
 
 The Twin Cities had many inner ring suburbs with higher rates of highway 
spending, while there was little spending in inner-ring suburban Atlanta.36  The city of 
Atlanta itself had some of the lowest per capita highway spending of the region's 
municipalities, while the cities of Minneapolis and Saint Paul had spending more typical 
of municipal highway spending in the region.   
 
 The central cities of Minneapolis and Saint Paul had a per capita highway 
spending of $32,500 compared to only $9,245 in the city of Atlanta.37  Atlanta's inner 
ring suburban highway spending was also relatively low at $19,139, compared to $30,759 
in the overall region, and $108,411 in the Twin Cities inner suburbs.  While the Twin 
Cities outpaced Atlanta in per capita highway spending in the middle suburbs, Atlanta's 
outer suburbs had highway spending almost twice the rate of the Twin Cities, $43,245 
compared to $22,912.   Though there is a strong highway investment near the core of the 
Twin Cities, there does appear to be a counter trend of high per capita spending near the 
fringe of the urban area in suburbs like Eden Prairie and Chanhassen.  Future 2010 

                                                 
34 Laurie Blake.  Suburbs want train plan on fast track. StarTribune, March 17th, 2007. 
35 Laurie Blake.  NW suburbs pull plug on proposed Minneapolis-Rogers busway.  StarTribune, March 
23rd, 2007. 
36 Highway spending data used in the report only includes larger projects that have more than $1 million of 
spending. 
37 The reference for spending was for all municipalities including the central city, inner-, middle and outer-
ring suburbs, while increases in traffic congestion were specific to job centers by the same locations.  Thus, 
the CBD and central city job centers have different congestion levels but the same highway spending 
because the spending figure was taken for the whole central city. 
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highway spending extends this spending in the southwest metro into suburbs north of 
Shakopee, places with small percentages of affordable housing, low income persons, 
racial minorities.38  Such spending could help foster urban sprawl and exasperate jobs-
housing mismatches. 

 
The targeting of highway 
funding appears to correspond 
with slowing levels of traffic 
congestion, more so in the outer 
portions of Atlanta and in the 
core of the Twin Cities.  Charts 4 
and 5 illustrate the changing 
levels of traffic congestion and 
the volume of highway spending 
broken down by a range of 
locations in the regions.39     
 
In Atlanta there were decreases 
in highway spending the closer 
one gets to the core of the region 
corresponding to increases in 
traffic congestion.   Less than 
$10,000 per person was spent in 
the central city of Atlanta and 
there was a 65 percent increase 
in traffic congestion.  In Atlanta's 
outer suburban areas, there was 
over $40,000 spent per person 
and about a 50 percent increase 
in congestion.  In the Twin 
Cities, inner-ring suburban 

highway spending, the highest in the region, corresponds with slighter, more gradual 
increases of traffic congestion in the central city and inner-ring suburban job centers, 
compared to outer suburban job centers which had less spending and greater increases of 
traffic congestion.   
   
 Though these findings are far from conclusive about the role that highway 
spending has on traffic patterns, at first glance it appears that public policy has helped to 
alleviate traffic congestion and that highway funding in the core of the Twin Cities region 
has been advantageous for the majority of the region's commuters who live, work or 
travel through the center of the metropolitan area.   
 

                                                 
38 See Map 3: Projected Spending for Highway Improvement Projects, 2005 - 2010 
39 This measure of increased congestion is directly analogous to the decrease in the sizes of 0 to 30 minute 
commute zones.  For example the 67% increase in traffic congestion in Atlanta CBD reflects the 67% 
decrease in the size of its 30-minute commuter-shed. 
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XVII. Summary 
 

The employment center and commuter-shed analyses are summarized as following: 
 

Job Decentralization- Despite the fact that the Twin Cities has strong regional planning 
institutions compared to most regions, the metropolitan area continues to sprawl. Jobs are 
decentralizing rapidly. Employment clustered in the job centers grew by 14 percent 
during the decade while non-clustered employment grew by 31 percent. If these trends 
continue, there will be more un-clustered than clustered jobs and transit will become 
much less viable.  Another city with a strong regional governing structure, Portland, had 
a greater growth in job clustering than job decentralization. 

 
Job spatial mismatch – Racial minority workers, especially black workers, work 
disproportionately in the slower growing job centers in the core of the Twin Cities. This 
reflects that fact that these are the job centers most accessible to them. Black workers 
especially are much less likely to live within easy commuting distance of the fastest 
growing job centers in middle and outer suburbs.   
 
 In Atlanta, racial segregation and affordable housing are decentralized into the 
southern part of the region, while the northern section of Atlanta saw the greatest 
clustering of employment and job growth. In the Twin Cities, the movement of racial 
minorities into the suburbs and trends with affordable housing development are occurring 
in different parts of the region from places that have strong economic and job growth.    
Conversely, in Portland, jobs, housing and racial groups are more uniformly located 
throughout the region, setting the conditions that make it easier for all groups to access 
employment.  
 
Traffic Congestion- In the Twin Cities highway funding near the core of the region 
appears to help minimize traffic congestion within the region's I-494/694 beltway.  Yet a 
counter prevailing trend appears with strong past and future highway spending in the 
outer suburbs in the southwest portion of the region, places that often lack affordable 
housing.  A reversal in funding the inner ring suburban beltway of the Twin Cities would 
likely increase congestion in the core of the region.   
 
 In Atlanta, increased regional traffic congestion coupled with a lack of highway 
funding in the core greatly impedes persons living in the black segregated south part of 
Atlanta to access work in the job-rich north part of the region. If segregation increases in 
the Twin Cities and highway funding promotes development in the periphery of the 
region at the expense of the core, the Twin Cities might also develop two distinct regions 
separated by heavy traffic congestion, neither an efficient or equitable regional 
arrangement. 
 
Transit- The lack of transit access to the fastest growing Twin Cities' job centers in the 
suburbs makes it difficult if not impossible for the lowest income workers in the region 
from accessing those places.  Transit can be an effective strategy to help slow traffic 
congestion, but is dependent on the clustering of jobs and housing.  In Portland the 
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primary transportation strategy is to guide growth into a compact urban area as a way to 
improve the conditions for increasing transit operations.  As a result, jobs are clustering 
more rapidly, and Portland outperforms the Twin Cities 2-to-1 in generating public 
transportation trips.  In Atlanta, housing and jobs that is sparsely located and located 
further and further from the core of the region relates to the less frequent use of transit in 
the region. 
 
XVIII. Policy Implications 

 
A significant policy implication of the findings is that, if current patterns 

continue, the potential for transit in the Twin Cities will decline. This will exacerbate the 
inequality in opportunity documented by this work. If jobs continue to migrate to low-
density job centers at the fringe of the region and to non-clustered settings, job 
opportunities available to workers who rely on transit – lower-income workers who are 
disproportionately people of color – will decline. In addition, support for further 
enhancement of transit will decline as fewer and fewer jobs are accessible in this manner.   

 
If the Metropolitan Council focuses more on containing growth in the region then 

job sprawl trends should slow or reverse as it has in Portland.  A variety of smart growth 
policies are also available to counter or slow this process. Incentives to encourage higher-
density job development in the suburbs and a mix of housing, retail and services around 
newly emerging job centers are one path. New town centers are gaining in popularity in 
developing suburbs in Minnesota. If new town centers become centers of gravity for 
future employment clusters in the planning stages, transit becomes more feasible. 
Planners should seek opportunities to cluster new development with an eye towards job 
and housing density required to support transit. Economic development should be tied to 
city plans for job hubs. Without adequate planning, sprawled employment is the result.  

 
 A highway development funding strategy that focuses on road construction in the 
periphery of the region can worsen traffic congestion in the core of the region, making it 
more difficult for commuters in the core or from across the region to access jobs across 
the region.  In Atlanta disinvestment of highway spending in the core of the region helped 
generate rapidly rising traffic congestion that separate patterns of minority 
suburbanization in the south of the region from job growth in the north. The Twin Cities 
fares well in comparison to Atlanta, yet there are signs that areas with strong job growth 
and minority suburbanization are following different spatial trajectories.   
 
 Transit too can both play a part in alleviating traffic congestion.  As such, jobs 
that are clustered with a large number of worker commuters are ideal places to route 
transit.  Because it will be impossible to maintain the public costs of building the way out 
of congestion, public transportation will be a required part of an efficient regional 
transportation system.  Recent public support for light-rail in the Twin Cities may help 
bolster the role of transit in minimizing traffic congestion. 
 
 While public light rail support in the Twin Cities is a positive sign for 
transportation polices to promote transit, greater local and regional planning focus on 
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transportation corridors and job centers are necessary to promote land uses supportive of 
transit.  In Portland, more compact urban development helps ensure the clustering of jobs 
that generate stronger nodes for which transit can connect.     

 
This work also highlights the continuing problem of serious shortfalls in 

affordable housing in many suburban areas, especially near fast-growing job centers. 
Like most metropolitan areas, the Twin Cities has a long way to go in this regard. In one 
way, the region has an important step up compared to most other metropolitan areas – the 
region already has a regional planning agency, the Twin Cities Metropolitan Council, 
with the power to review local comprehensive plans with an eye to regional policy 
objectives like more equitable distribution of affordable housing. However, the Council’s 
jurisdiction includes only 7 of 11 Minnesota counties in the metropolitan area, leaving the 
fringe areas where sprawl concerns are greatest out of the mix. In addition, the Council 
has shown little willingness in recent years to push hard for reforms in this policy area. 

 
The lack of racial diversity in the outer suburban job centers may also reflect 

steering or other discrimination in the housing market. Local and regional planners 
should be advocates for more aggressive testing studies to determine the presence of any 
racial steering by realtors and discrimination in the mortgage industry.  As the Twin 
Cities' has a more diverse workforce in the future, business leaders should be more aware 
of impediments that people of color face to access fast growing job sectors and locations, 
including discrimination in housing and employment, and public education outcomes.  In 
Chicago, Business and Professional People for The Public Interest (BPI), a collaboration 
of business, non-profit and governmental groups, has sought to desegregate public 
housing and ensure affordable housing choices throughout the region through legislation 
and litigation.   

 
Finally, there are social equity implications for people who are working in 

declining job centers, too. Policies to enhance access to growing job centers with transit 
and housing market strategies should be accompanied by place-oriented strategies. A 
place in decline defines a worker’s future opportunities, limits his networks and lessens 
her potential for higher earnings in the future. Planners must combat job losses creatively, 
which may come in the form of localized job training geared toward the emerging mix of 
industries reflected in the growing job centers. 
  

 




