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January 8, 2026

Planning for Housing and Transportation
in a Regional Context

Results from the National Metropolitan Housing Planning Survey


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Hi Everyone, Thank you all so much for coming and for being willing to listen and engage around the topic of housing in a regional context.

My name is Lydia Lo, and I’m a researcher at the Urban Institute, and I’m going to share the results from a survey we conducted last spring


Bottom Line Up Front:

-----------------
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My goal today is to give you a picture of the landscape of how transportation planning and investment practices intersect with housing planning and investment from a nationally representative survey we did last year. 

I’ll start with the central takeaways from the survey. And just so you understand where they’re coming from, I’ll then give you background on the survey and show you the data from the responses that led to these takeaways.

Before I start, I want to set some terminology. I’m going to refer a lot to Metropolitan Governance and Planning Organizations (or what I’ll call MGPOs), and while that’s not a term commonly used, it’s one we’ve been using because the nature of the organizations that do regional governance and planning across the US is SO varied. MGPOs describes councils or associations of governments, Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) that oversee regional transportation investments, and a whole host of other types of regional bodies that try to coordinate across jurisdictions to solve regional problems. 



Bottom Line Up Front:

1) Housing and transportation planning and investment happen on two separate planes

with different funding, decisionmakers, and incentives
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
  
1) Housing and transportation planning and investment happen on two separate planes with different funding, decisionmakers, and incentives



Bottom Line Up Front:

2) Metropolitan Governance and Planning Organizations have too little authority and/or
too little funding available to ensure affordable and equitable access to housing across

jurisdictions and effectively link transportation and land use planning
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The bottom line is that MGPOs have neither the funding nor the authority to meaningfully solve some of the problems that arise from inter-jurisdiction competition and gamesmanship that leads to under production of housing, inequitable distribution of housing, and inefficient siting of housing (that increases transportation costs) that ultimately stymies economic growth, racial equity, upward social mobility, and climate change mitigation.
  



Bottom Line Up Front:

3) Though they possess the resources and would benefit from resolving these

challenges, MGPQOs do not often seek to influence housing planning
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Even though MGPOs do have significant funding from their federal and state DOTs and they would benefit from better coordinated regional housing planning, they generally do not intentionally influence housing planning
  



Background to the

National Metropolitan Housing Planning Survey

-----------------



HOUSING AND TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

Study Motivation

= Housing shapes transit patterns,
demand, and cost

= Transit shapes access to jobs and
amenities

= Regional (lack of) coordination affects:

= Personal finance, the environment, health,

and the regional economy
= Public expenditure equity

= Income or racial segregation
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Where Low-Wage Workers Need Better Access to Jobs in Baltimore

Higher levels of spatial mismatch mean neighborhoods have more low-wage workers and worse access to jobs.
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You all are familiar with the reasons regional transportation and housing are linked and need to be planned for together, and if I went over all the problems in housing and transportation coordination we would be here the whole day, but in short:

1—housing can only be developed where there is adequate transportation access
2—transportation services—especially public transportation—are heavily reliant on the density of housing and jobs.
3—whether housing is planned in association with transportation has a major impact on households’ personal finances plus the environment, public health, and regional economies.
4—inequitable distributions of housing types and costs across a region relates to inequitable per-capita costs and distribution of funding for transportation infrastructure and services, with certain jurisdictions or neighborhoods benefitting from public transportation dollars more than others 
5—And we all know how inequitable access to quality jobs, schools, and living environments across a region can and historically has been correlated with increased income and racial segregation. 



Housing and transportation: Two planes and functions

Sector Project Initiators
Housing « Private actors
investments

Transportation « Public agencies
investments
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Primary actors

« Private developers
« City zoning/planning departments
« Local housing authorities

- MPOs

« [ransportation agencies

« [ransit agencies

= Local departments of public works

Primary funding
sources

= Private capital, limited and
prescriptive public subsidies
from HUD, localities,
philanthropy

« Federal DOT funds, local or
state tax revenues, bonds
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Now, before we dive into our research on the MGPOs, let’s quickly lay out the roots of the disconnect between housing and transportation by looking at the way that investments emerge: 

Housing is mostly built parcel by parcel as private actors initiate market-driven deals; less frequently, local housing agencies may direct housing projects themselves (particularly subsidized housing projects). 

In contrast, transportation projects that, by definition, span large distances and even jurisdictions largely arise in the context of government planning. 

In housing, the primary actors who determine what projects get built include the local zoning and planning department staff. 
In transportation, MPOs, state departments of transportation, and local departments of public works are lead actors, working to set long term plans and distribute funding for projects to state and local transportation agencies. Larger MPOs often have a greater impact on these decisions through the suballocation and awarding of federal funds to help support regional goals (even though federal funds tend to represent a minority of total project funding, with the rest of funds and thus decisionmaking power coming from state entities). �
When it comes to funding, most housing projects use private capital, with limited (and narrowly prescribed) funding from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development; Low Income Housing Tax Credits; and sometimes philanthropic, local, and state funding sources for low-income housing projects. 
In contrast, transportation project funding is derived almost entirely from public sources, including the Highway Trust Fund, local and state tax and toll revenues, and bonds. 	
For timing, Housing plans have a set 10 year update cycle that has no connection to MPOs’ transportation planning cycles

These differences in actors, scales, funding sources, and timing are complicated even more by issues of fragmentation that pits local governments against each other as well as against the state or regional actors who are trying to coordinate and equitably distribute access and resources. 

Despite all these differences, some MGPOs ARE trying to coordinate the two sectors, and we wanted to know how often that was happening and how they were doing it. 


NMHPS

Background on the NMHPS

= Goal: Understand Metropolitan Governance and Planning
Organizations’ (MGPQOs’) housing planning activities,
authorities, challenges, and climates

= National survey of 473 MGPOs
= NARC + AMPO + other MPOs
= Populations >50,000

Ran from February 14 — March 29, 2024

= QQ’s: Organization type, size, and funding; legal authority;
housing-related activities; board structure + preferences

Number of respondents: 143
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Intra/Consent.
National Metropolitan Housing
Planning Survey

The Land Use Lab at the Urban

Institute (a nonprofit, nonpartisan

research organization based in
Washington DC), is conducting this
survey to understand both how
regional governing bodies coordinate

haousing planning and how regional
governing bodies are administratively

structured. We are reaching out to you
because your arganization is a
member of either the National
Association of Regional Councils
(MARC) or the Association of
Metropolitan Planning Organizations
(AMPQ), and because you have
expertise on the responsibilities and
composition of your regional governing
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To that end, we partnered with the National Association of Regional Councils and the Association of Metropolitan Planning Organizations. 
We worked with them both to design our survey questions. 
We compiled a list of all their members and added any missing MPOs from the federal government’s database  
Our survey went out last spring to all MGPOs that serve regions with populations greater than 50,000 residents. 

The survey had 4 sections going over their sizes and structures, activities, board leanings, and authority.

In the six weeks it ran, we got 143 responses from the 473 organizations who received it (for a response rate of 30 percent). 

Those responses were VERY well balanced across the nation and types of possible organizations who could respond, so these responses we consider to be fairly representative


How do MGPOs influence housing?

-----------------
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So what did our survey find? We’ll start from a very broad picture of what MGPOs do in general to find out how many work on housing OR transportation, and then dig into how often, how and why or why not they integrate the two planning processes.


MGPO ACTIVITIES

Roughly half to 2/3rds of MGPOs do urban planning work

Share of organizations

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Transportation 97%
Regional research 76%
Cross-sector integration support 66%
Community development 66%
Economic or workforce development [ 59%
Housing 56%

Policy development

Environmental management

Land use regulation

Public safety/emergency response management

54%
53%

Water infrastructure

Telecomms or internet infrastructure
Energy infrastructure

Other

Tax policy
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Most of the organizations working at a regional level (and thus those in our surveys) were Metropolitan Planning Organizations who oversee transportation, and thus, transportation is commonly shown as being handled by these regional bodies. However, 56 and 66 percent of respondents still reported addressing, investing in, or coordinating housing and community development issues (respectively). 

SO: we wanted to know how much cross-talk and coordination there was between teams working on those topics.


MGPO ACTIVITIES

MGPOs report low levels of integration between housing
and transportation planning

Share of organizations

45%

40% 39%

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%
5%
0%

Not integrated at all Barely integrated Somewhat Fairly integrated Fully integrated
integrated
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And we asked: how deeply integrated are your regional housing and transportation planning processes?

We set up a five-point scale:
1 is not integrated at all (any transportation or housing plans are created entirely separately of each other and do not mention each other) and 
5 is fully integrated (e.g., the plan(s) is/are developed with a single or shared team)


Just 6 organizations reported having fully-integrated processes and less than a fifth reported being at least “fairly integrated”

Now this stands in contrast to how often housing and transportation influence each other, which we know is almost always.


.

MGPO ACTIVITIES

Just over half of MPOs’ planning processes consider

housing factors

Share of respondents

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Current Housing
Stock
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B Decision-making models

Future Housing
Stock

Forecasted
Housing Demand

SRTIPs B LRTPs

Current Land Use

Land Use Laws
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When asked what factors MGPO’s transportation divisions incorporate their decision making and planning processes, a minority of them said that they considered land use laws, which are one of the upstream determinants of housing production, distribution, affordability, and even demand. Instead, the much more common consideration was existing land use and forecasted demand. And even though existing land use and forecasted demand appear most commonly in MPOs’ short term plans, there were still between 22-45% of MPOs who didn’t even consider those in their planning. 
And only about half of MPOs indicated they consider the amount of existing or planned housing in their SRTIPs or LRTPs. 

This is perhaps indicative of the qualitative stories we heard from multiple regional transportation planners who describe themselves as reacting to housing plans and realities rather than proactively influencing them. But even so, this indicates a glaring gap in transportation planners’ ability to engage with housing-related demand and supply issues that we absolutely would HOPE determine transportation plans. Cross-discipline conversations and training are not common enough.  



MGPO ACTIVITIES

MGPOs’ housing activities are mostly data-oriented;

Less than 1/3 do programming or influence fair housing

m All organizations

Generating or hosting regional housing data
Performing regional housing needs assessments
Providing housing-related TA to local governments
Facilitating regional housing growth mgmt.
Developing regional housing plans

Creating local housing needs/action plans
Managing subsidy or grant programs

Other

Publishing model legislation or zoning code text
Performing fair housing assessments

None

Generating fair share allocations or plans
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Embedded MPOs

|

X

20% 40% 60%

Share of respongnt organizations

Stand-alone MPOs

80%
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So if transportation planners aren’t considering housing laws that influence future housing development and don’t engage with housing planners when drafting their transportation plans, what is happening on the housing planning side? How much regional coordination is happening around housing?

55 percent of organizations indicated they work directly on “housing,” and this is mostly producing data and assessments. Only about a third were doing any kind of technical assistance or facilitating regional plans affecting housing. Roughly a quarter were managing grant or subsidy programs. 
It is reassuring that just 15 percent of respondent organizations report having no housing-related activities. 

When transit bodies are on their own, they do significantly LESS housing planning (that’s the grey bars) than when they are embedded in MGPOs that also have other functions. 

Why is that? Well, organizations that can EMBED their transportation MPOs tended to have larger service areas and populations, higher median household incomes at the metropolitan statistical level, or larger organization budgets. This logically indicates that housing-related planning activities cost money and staff to conduct, and thus organizations that have more resources can and do engage in more housing-related planning and coordination activities (or potentially vice versa). 

These outcomes also indicate that if any housing planning happens at a regional level, it is likely led by non-transportation COG departments. Smaller organizations serving fewer than 200,000 people, plus standalone MPOs, typically receive the majority of their funding from federal transportation grants that specifically preclude or bar organizations from using these funds on any housing-related activities. 


-----------------

NOTE: Discrepancy between 56% of orgs saying they worked on housing and just 15% saying they had no housing activities (15%!=44%) – Trust that orgs who didn’t report working on housing worked on some other element of these activities, so 15% is most accurate 


These orgs had a few identifiable trends, namely that they were more likely to have small service populations, be located in the West, to be MPOs, and to not have a COG associated with them. 




MGPO ACTIVITIES

MGPOs lack statutory authority to influence housing

= Just 12 of 121 organizations (10%) affirmatively reported having legal
authority to impose requirements related to housing activities

= Types of authority:
= Distributing grants (5%)
= Conducting fair housing assessments or assigning fair share housing allocations (3%)

= Enforcing local housing plan requirements (2%)

cURBAN-INSTITUTE:
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Setting the size and funding authorization question aside, another big reason most MGPOs may not do much to coordinate housing and transportation may relate to their authority: they stick to data/knowledge work rather than actually doing systematic coordination because they don’t have the authority to mandate anything around housing. In contrast, it doesn’t take any special authorization to publish reports or forecasts. 

Indeed, when asked directly, just under 10 percent of MGPOs reported having any state-backed authority to enforce housing-related requirements in their regions, and those authorities were primarily related to distributing grants, conducting fair housing assessments or doing fair share allocations, and lastly reviewing local housing plans for standard enforcement. 

What was most concerning in these responses was that there were no distinguishing trends for who had been given authority, meaning it wasn’t the areas with the greatest inter-jurisdictional housing struggles capacitating their MGPOs to resolve them. 


------

Grants: Bend, Huntsville, Lincoln Area, Lycoming, and Stark County
Fair share/fair housing: Bend, Huntsville, Stark County, and Tahoe
Housing plan: Bend, Brunswick, Lincoln 


MGPOs see subsidy and grant programs as most effective
at solving regional housing challenges

Activity Number of organizations Share reporting it as
reporting engaging in one of the most
that activity effective activities

Managing subsidy or grant programs 39 46%
Providing technical assistance to local jurisdictions 95 38%
Generating regional housing data 74 23%
Performing Regional Housing Needs Assessments 64 22%
Developing regional housing plans 46 17%
Generating fair share allocations 16 13%
Publishing model legislation text 30 13%
Creating housing needs action plans for local 45 13%
jurisdictions

Facilitating regional growth management planning 47 11%
Performing fair housing assessments 26 8%
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So if they don’t have state-backed authority, what do MGPOs see as their best ways to influence housing? 

Of the organizations that had subsidy or grant programs, almost half saw them as one of their most effective activities. 

If funding is so effective for resolving regional housing challenges, how much do MGPOs dedicate toward housing-related activities?


just

*URBAN-:-INSTITUTE -

On average,
goes towards housing
activities
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This average of 5% for housing activities or programs was regardless of whether it’s federal or private funds coming into the organization. 

This is likely because most federal transportation dollars explicitly prohibit being directed toward housing planning work. And, when you think about housing, the US Department of Housing and Urban Development requires local housing comprehensive planning in order to receive funds from the Community Development Block Grant program, but regional bodies rarely are the ones directing CDBG funds. Instead, they frequently help their members access these funds directly. 

As for the need for transportation and housing coordination, no federal law or funding supports any cross-departmental or intra-regional coordination across our two planes. Nor is there a federal mandate to authorize or require cross-jurisdictional coordination when it comes to residential land use planning



MGPO ACTIVITIES

MGPOs need funding to influence address housing
challenges

| shareofrespondents

Federal or state funding for coordination and general housing
planning/policy work 70%

Greater developer or government investment in subsidized
affordable housing 61%

Greater local government support for and participation in regional

coordination 959%
Technical assistance and/or peer learning opportunities 91%
38%
Greater private developer investment in market rate housing 37%
State-vested authority for regional housing requirements 30%

other 10%
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So it makes sense that, when MGPOs listed what would make the biggest difference for them to be able to address regional housing challenges,  nearly everyone said funding – for planning and affordable housing production both from the government and from developers. 

However, nearly as high was a desire to see greater participation in regional coordination around housing. 

Even though I’d love to talk more about these findings – the nuances and the additional responses that add further backing to these findings, I’m going to leave off here.


---------------------
Indeed, when asked about a slate of possible housing policies their board would desire, a whopping 83% of respondents said they would like increased federal funding for LIHTC and other affordable housing programs. 70 percent of respondents said that their boards would want to create or keep state laws that set affordable housing targets or fair share allocations, and 75 percent wanted or liked mandatory regional housing needs assessments. 



-----------------

Coordination Opportunity:
Transit-Oriented Development

19
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One arena in which we’ve done some more work looking at the nexus between housing and transportation planning in a regional context is that of Transit Oriented Development. Theoretically, in this sphere, there should be more coordination between these two planning groups. 


.

CONCLUSIONS

Coordination in action: Transit-oriented development

= State-level action offers an opportunity.

Summary of Recent Major State and Provincial TOD Legislation

Law and year enacted Municipal applicability Zone types Transit areas
British Columbia bill Cities with transit access All zones where % mile from metro; % mile from
47 (2023) residential is allowed commuter rail and bus hubs

California assembly
bill 2011 (2022) *

Jurisdictions in metropolitan areas
with at least 100,000 residents

Commercial zones
and corridors

% mile from major transit stops

California senate bill
79 (2025)

Jurisdictions in counties with at
least 15 rail stations (8 counties
statewide)

All zones where
residential is allowed

¥ mile from fixed-guideway transit in
cities with at least 35,000 residents;
% mile elsewhere

Colorado house bill
24-1313(2024)

Jurisdictions in metropolitan areas
with at least 4,000 residents and at
least 75 transit-adjacent acres

All zones (with minor
exceptions)

% mile from light and commuter rail;
% mile from frequent bus service

Massachusetts house
bill 5250 (2020)

* %k

Cities, towns served by MBT.

Up tojurisdiction

50 acres or 1.5% of jurisdiction’s land
area, mostly within % mile of transit

Ontario Planning Act
(2024) **

Municipalities served by fixed-
guideway transit

All zones

% mile from fixed-guideway transit

Washington house bill
1491(2025)

Cities with transit access

All zones where
residential is allowed

¥ mile from light and commuter rail
(¥ mile in cities with fewer than
15,000 people); % mile from BRT

Source: Author analysis of state and provincial laws and regulations.
Notes: * Expanded by 2024's California assembly bill 2243; data presented here reflect that expansion. ** Rules related to this act are delineated
in Ontario’s Provincial Planning Statement. *** Except Boston. BRT = bus rapid transit; MBTA = Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority.
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States, rather than the federal government, have been taking action to try to have planning and transportation respond to each other beyond the borders of single jurisdictions. 

This table shows the list of states who have passed transit-oriented development housing bills in the past 5 years, mandating that housing plans respond to transportation investments. It shows there is enormous variation in how requirements can be designed: their scope of influence and who is affected. 


CONCLUSIONS

Coordination in action: Transit-oriented development

But, there remain gaps in application:

= Restrictions on transit agency authority prevent effective acquisition of land for
coordinated housing development and agency-specific funding restrictions hamper
collaboration

= Cities often consider state-mandated coordination as a burden or imposition rather than
opportunity

= Even with state mandates, developers seeking to work across regional transit hubs face
considerable variation in the restrictiveness of zoning, tax, and fee policies across
jurisdictions, perpetuating uneven regional development

cURBAN-INSTITUTE: 21
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And yet, despite the advance that these laws represent in trying to ensure that housing and transportation investments are coordinated: 
State laws often prevent transportation authorities from acquiring land and/or being involved in the housing development process. They aren’t allowed to maximize opportunities to build infrastructure for housing in combination with laying infrastructure for their transit systems.
Cities also often resisted the states’ coordination mandates, seeking exemptions or to limit transportation investments (i.e., barring stops from being placed within their jurisdiction)
And with the ways these seven laws have been have been designed, regional inequalities in development attractiveness perpetuate uneven housing development 



CONCLUSIONS

Recap: Key takeaways

= Housing and transportation are siloed on two different planes with no funding or policy
mandates bringing them into coordination

= To solve some of the housing challenges in their regions MGPOs report needing:
= Funds for affordable housing and housing planning
= Mandates and authority for fair share allocations and regional housing needs assessments

= Even with state-mandated TOD laws, transit and housing coordination (even if a MGPO
is facilitating the law’s implementation) will not happen without changes to funding and
development authorities, infrastructure investments, right-sized-zoning and tax policies,
and better coordination between local planning and regional transit planning processes.
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Overall, what did we learn here?

Funding and function restrictions disincentivize or outrightly forbit transit planners from working on housing issues, and local housing planners rarely have any money or incentives to coordinate housing development investments with large transportation projects. 
 
Additionally, in other work with the Washington State Joint Legislative Transportation Committee, we heard that regional planning organizations need authorization to be able to partner with and engage in housing developments for TOD to truly take off and offer affordable housing options. 

There needs to be more cross-departmental federal funding and permissions granted to regional planning bodies to help coordinate between these two arenas and across jurisdictions. Thank you!

Even with state-mandated TOD laws, transit and housing coordination will not happen without changes to funding and development authorities, infrastructure investments, right-sized-zoning and tax policies, and better coordination between local planning and regional transit planning processes.



Thank you!

For questions or future research, contact: Lydia Lo (llo@urban.org)

*URBAN-:-INSTITUTE -
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Thank you all for listening and for joining this session. If you all have any questions about our work, the survey, or want to discuss this topic in greater depth, please don’t hesitate to reach out. We love to hear from you!



mailto:llo@urban.org

Discussion Questions

What strategies are you undertaking, if any, to think about the link between housing, land
use, and transportation in your metropolitan area?

= |s the link between housing, land use, and transportation being integrated into your
planning processes? What are the challenges of making this integration feasible?

= Can you give some examples of innovative work being done at the local or regional level,
in your area or another, either currently or in the past, that attempts to coordinate
planning between transportation, housing, and land use planning?

= What tools from the federal government, or from state governments, would enable you
to improve the connection between these policy areas?

URBAN INSTITUTE



Lay of the Land:
MGPOs across the US

-----------------



LAY OF THE LAND

m $100-99%9k $1- 9.9 Million m $10 - 99 Million >$100 Million
Share of resnondents in size cateaorv
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%

Organization budgets scale with o

size of population served o B I l B
o — I N

Small Medium Large Total
(pop between 50,000- (pop between 200,000-1 (pop above 1 Million)
200,000) Million)
Share of organizations in region B Northeast Midwest  mSouth West
60%
50%
40%

Largest organizations in the South
and West o

20%

10%

0% . ||

0 - 9 employees 10-19 20 -49 50-99 100 - 250 250 - 499 500 employees or
employees employees employees employees employees more
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LAY OF THE LAND

Most fragmented metro regions in the Midwest and South;
most unified in the West

Number of organizations

20

18

16

14
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10

o N B o (o]

m1-10

Northeast
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Midwest

11-20

m21-30

Region

31-40

m>41
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-----------------

Methods
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Response Rate

= Full responses partial responses
(exempting those <60%
completed) = 143 usable

responses.

= Survey completion rate = 27%

(127 of 474),

= Qverall response rate = 30% (143

of 474).
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Number of respondent
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Email Session Survey
Opened Expired Partially
Finished
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Survey
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Non-
share share P Value .

= Lower average response

143 330
rate from MPOs (30%) (70%) - -
49% 61% 0.0132  *
= Larger share of responses 34% 44% 0.043 ’
from Western oras In Northeast 17% 14% 0.478
g 25% 25% 0.996
InWest 24% 16% 0.03 i
= Lower share of responses iy
from Southern orgs Population 1,312,615 1,013,869 0.154
MSA Share
non-Hispanic
white 67% 67% 0.886
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