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ABSTRACT

ANALYSIS OF INTRA-URBAN POPULATION MOVEMENT
IN LARGE URBANIZED AREAS IN THE
UNITED STATES BETWEEN 1950 AND 1970

by Philip A. Babcock

The purpose of this study was to examine intra-
urban migration in large urbanized areas in the United
States between 1950 and 1970. The study of migration
concentrated on a concept termed "centralization" which
was defined in terms of population movement at the intra-
urban level and some of the circumstances influencing
those movements,

In conducting the study, emphasis was placed on
obtaining a high degree of refinement in its general-
ization and concepts. This was done in order to obtain
information that would have potential for practical
uses such as public policy formation or providing a
basis from which population projection methods might
be developed.

In order to obtain a high degree of refinement in
the study, a conceptual model referred to as a '"stage
theory of growth" was used to test the concept of
centralization., This test of centralization was con-

ducted on the twenty-five largest urbanized areas in



the United States as of 1970.

The results of the test of centralization indicated
a widespread increase in what was termed '"positive
centralization" during the 1960's decade when compared
to the 1950's decade, This increase in positive
centralization was accompanied by a decrease in the
reciprocal of positive centralization which was termed

"negative centralization',



ANALYSIS OF INTRA-URBAN POPULATION MOVEMENT
IN LARGE URBANIZED AREAS IN THE
UNITED STATES BETWEEN 1950 AND 1970

By
Philip A, Babcock

A THESIS

Submitted to
Michigan State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of

MASTER OF SCIENCE

Department of Resource Development

1975



Copyright by:
Philip A, Babcock

1975



I wish 2 exp
wmittee, Dr, Ral
#velopzent, and -
sraizent of Reg:
zilr, Donp Ande:
-niscape Archite

I alsg wish

¥Ry resesy



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I wish to express my appreciation to my thesis
committee, Dr. Raleigh Barlowe, Department of Resource
Development, and my chairman; Dr. Milton Steinmueller,
Department of Resource Development, and my adviser;
and Mr., Donn Anderson, School of Urban Planning and
Landscape Architecture,

I also wish to thank my wife, Jacqueline, who assisted

me with my research effort.

ii



J'E..lul(
e,
ad

S
i

caall g

»

LzF

\

L

Bebeba T IS

LAV e ey
FORNI Y

NV A s e r A (T ey

2 G pado A A s A T e e >
P43 22 RN el g
m Qw 7o .
pfd o Ed 2
[EX=] 2 o
~ ~y =



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 0000000000000 000000000000000 0 ii
LIST OF TA'BI‘m.....‘.......................... v
LIST OF APPENDICES‘.O.oo.oooooooooc..00.0..000 Vii

Chapter
1 DEFINITION OF PROBLEM.ccoooccococccee 1
Introduction and Statement of
St“dy Need.....'0....'..0.'.0‘.. l
Stlld}' purposeotoocoa.oooo.co.... 3
Study HypothesiSe.e.ceccoveeceoee L
2 THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS OF THE STUDY
DESIGN AND REVIEW OF RELATED WORK.... 4
3 STUDY DmIGN......O.'O.....'...Q..O.. lll'
Introduction and General
Defixlitions.......00.0...0...... 14
Study SamplQ.o-ooooooooo.ooo.ooo 15
Operational Definition of a
Centralized Are@,ececcocceccecee 15
Operational Definition of
Population CentralizatioNeesescoces 18
Restatement of Study Hypothesis. 26
Outline and Summary of Study
Procedure.........'O............ 2?
4 ANALYSIS OF RESULTScecccccccccccccesse 29
Outline of PresentatiOoNeccccececece 29

Test of Study HypotheSiS.e..oeee 29
Detailed Analysis of Data.eecees 32
New York Urbanized Aread.cec.ceece

Los Angeles Urbanized Area...... 48
Chicago Urbanized Are2.e.....c.eo. 50
Philadelphia Urbanized Area.c... 52

iii



zle of Contents

(fapter

I
o

O b= b 4 b~ £ :

S P see I

[ 2N Nt NN
@ £ | ld
23 ra b1 3 4=y
< re ) D

jS )



Table of Contents - Chapter 4 (Cont,)

Chapter

5

Detroit Urbanized Aread.cecceccececes
San Francisco = Oakland
Urbanized Areadeccccecccecccccccee
Boston Urbanized Are2.eccecceeccecee
Washington Urbanized Areaccccecee
Cleveland Urbanized Are@eecececee
St. Louis Urbanized Area.cecceces
Pittsburgh Urbanized Areasceccee.
Minneapolis = St. Paul

Urbanized Areadecccceccccecccceccce
Houston Urbanized Areasececcecses
Baltimore Urbanized Area.ceccececee
Dallas Urbanized Areaoocoooooooo
Milwaukee Urbanized Are@.ccececeee
Seattle Urbanized Are@ceeeccceccecee
Miami Urbanized Are@ceececcececececese
San Diego Urbanized AreQceccececee
Atlanta Urbanized Areadeececcccee
Cincinnati Urbanized Area.eccecee
Kansas City Urbanized Area....e.e.
Buffalo Urbanized Areaoooooooooo
Denver Urbanized Are@.cccececececee
San Jose Urbanized Area@ceccecececee

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONSeeececcoccesce

APPEIqDICESOO..000.oo.o0..0.00000000.00...0..00

BIBLIOGRAPHY..................................

iv

105
147



Table

1.

3,
I
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.

11,

12,

13,

14,

15,

16.

17.

18,

19.

LIST OF TABLES

Relationship between growth cycle,

centralization classification, and census

tract clamssification code,

Comparison of extent of positive

centralization in the 1950's decade with

the 1960's decade.

Total centralized areas,

New York urbanized area.

Los Angeles urbanized area,
Chicago urbanized area,
Philadelphia urbanized area,
Detroit urbanized area,

San Francisco urbanized area,
Boston urbanized area,
Washington D, C, urbanized area.,
Cleveland urbanized area,

St. Louis urbanized area,
Pittsburgh urbanized area.
Minneapolis-St, Paul urbanized area,
Houston urbanized area,
Baltimore urbanized area,

Dallas urbanized area,

Milwaukee urbanized area.

v

Page

28

30-31
33
145147
49
51
53
55
58-59
61
63
65
67
69
71=-72
7%
76
78
80



“3‘1

e
N

%,

Seattle ur
dlazi urt:
San Diers
Atlanta ur:
Cincinnat;
ansas Ci|
Suffalo
Deaver yp

San Jose ‘



Table
20,
21,
22,
25.
a4,
25.
26.
27.
28.

LIST OF TABLES

Seattle urbanized area.
Miami urbanized area.

San Diego urbanized area,
Atlanta urbanized area.
Cincinnati urbanized area.,
Kansas City urbanized area.
Buffalo urbanized area.
Denver urbanized area,

San Jose urbanized area.

vi

(CONT.)

Page
82
84
86
88
90
92
93
95
97



LIST OF APPENDICES

Appendix Page
CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM FOR CENSUS TRACTS..e.l05
CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN NEW YORK URBANIZED

AREA.......................................106

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN LOS ANGELES URBANIZED

AREA...........................0....QO.....lZO

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN CHICAGO URBANIZED

AREA....................0................'.123

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN PHILADELPHIA
URBA-NIZED AREA.....................‘0000.0.129

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN DETROIT URBANIZED

AREA..C.‘...O.........................Q..‘.lm

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN SAN FRANCISCO
URBANIZED 'AREA...........O.O.....0..0....‘.131

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN BOSTON URBANIZED

ARE'A..’...OO...........OO....'.............133

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN WASHINGTON D, C.
URBANIZED AREA.............'..............‘136

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN CLEVELAND URBANIZED
AREA................................,......13?

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN ST, LOUILS URBANIZED

AREA....Q.....O.......0000000000000000.00001%

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN PITTSBURGH URBANIZED

AREA...Q....‘0.......0...OOOOOCOOOOQQQQOOOOlw

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL
URBANIZED AREA.................0...........139

vii



i

appeadix

CRITRALILID
A‘:EA.O 000 00

CRVTRALIZED

~n,
m...'l..

tude JRIR S
uhRn..,J.u....'
[Bol1

A.'(.:.A...._..

m -
CEMRALICE:
Lo

M“‘“'on-...

Mmoo
~lal |

<Ll
iney,
IL';..“......‘

ZEAL‘\. T Z:
DTRALIZE

o



LIST OF APPENDICES (CONT.)

Appendix Page

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN HOUSTON URBANIZED
AREA...OO.OO..OQQQ...O..00000oo.o.-.oo'...'ll"o

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN BALTIMORE URBANIZED

A'REA....................'..................ll}o

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN DALLAS URBANIZED

AREA.............O..................0..0'..ll+1

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN MILWAUKEE URBANIZED
AREAOOCooo-aoooonvoocooo-oooo.ooooa.o..cooollfl

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN SEATTLE URBANIZED

AREA.......Q................I......00...0..142

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN MIAMI URBANIZED AREA.142

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN SAN DIEGO URBANIZED
A-REA.0.0000.00.000.'.o.oo-00000000000000000143

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN ATLANTA URBANIZED

AREA.0......0....00........................143

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN CINCINNATI URBANIZED
AREA..........‘..0...O..‘..................lM

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN KANSAS CITY URBANIZED
AREA........Q.......‘...O.O..-.O.'0..!.....1#5

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN BUFFALO URBANIZED
AREA....'........."..O'..0'...............145

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN DENVER URBANIZED
AREA........'......’...‘..l................l#6

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN SAN JOSE URBANIZED
AREA...........'.....'.O............'......146

viii



CHAPTER 1
DEFINITION OF PROBLEM

Introduction and Statement of Study Need

There exists today a widely accepted generalization
among persons concerned with demographic trends in the
United States. This generalization is that recent United
States population migration has been characterized by
centralization into large metropolitan areas, while
population migration in metropolitan areas has been
characterized by decentralization.

Because of the dominance of the centralization-
decentralization theory many observers have been slow
to accept evidence that a possible change may now be
occurring in both migration trends. It may, in fact,
be necessary to experience another ten or twenty years
of change in order to fully understand contemporary
migration patterns. It is not necessary, however, to
wait until migration patterns become obvious in order
to begin documenting them,

This thesis will contend that the established trend
of decentralization inside large urbanized areas had
already begun to change in the 1960's and that such change

1



2
can be demonstrated by comparing the 1960's decade to
the 1950's., In demonstrating this view, the thesis
will report a study of population migration within large
urbanized areas between 1950 and 1970.

The structure of the thesis was designed to contribute
information on two separate but related aspects of intra-
urban population migration, The first such aspect of
intra-urban migration considered for study was the need
to re-examine contemporary migration theory in light
of the recently completed 1970 United States Census of
Population, This examination involved a comparison of
intra-urban migration in the 1950's decade with intra-
urban migration in the 1960's decade as documented by
the United States Census of Population in 1960 and 1970
respectively,

The second aspect of intra-urban migration considered
for the study was the need to develop a particular level
of demographic information., This level of information
was designed to fit between the highly generalized demo-
graphic studies used for ‘theory building and the more
refined applied research studies which are generally too
limited in scope for theory building. In developing
this level of information, emphasis has been placed on
obtaining information useful in theory building. Hopefully,
however, theories based on a precise level of generalization
will prove more useful in practical application than highly

generalized theories,
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Study Purpose

The purpose of this proposed study of intra-urban
migration is to examine migration patterns in the high
density ceaters, here on referred to as centralized
areas, of the twenty-five largest urbanized areas in the
United States. The aim of this examination will be to
compare the 1950's decade to the 1960's decade in terms
of a concept described as "population ceantralization",

A detailed definition of population centralization
is presented in Chapter 3, but at present, it can be de-
fined simply as location of population in a centralized
area. Such population centralizatioan will be further
classified as being either positive or negative in nature,
with positive centralization defined as location of popu-
lation in a centralized area that is likely to coantinue
in the near future, while negative centralisdtion is
defined as either movement of population out of a central-
iZed area or location in a centralized area that is not
likely to continue in the near future,

The limitation of the study to a twenty year time
span was done in order to conceantrate on migration patterns
that are most relevant for contemporary decision making,
Such an emphasis is consistent with the purpose of the
study which was to provide a level of information geared
not only to theory building, but also to practical
application such as public policy creation.



Study Hypothesis

Stated in a general form, the hAypothesis of this
study is that when the 1960's decade is compared to
the 1950's decade there will appear a widespread trend
in large United States urbanized areas toward positive
population centralization.

The hijpothesis as stated does not deny the large
dominant trend of negative centralization that existed
in both the 1950's and 1960's, but only wishes to demon-
strate the relative growth of positive centralization to
negative centralization.



CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS OF THE STUDY DESIGN
AND REVIEW OF RELATED WORK

As implied by the study hypothesis the high level
of generalization used in contemporary research on intra-
urban migration has resulted in a failure to note a wide-
spread trend of positive centralization in large United
States urbanized areas, It would follow then that in
testing its hypothesis this research will strive for a
high level of refinement in its generalizations,

In choosing to use a highly refined level of general-
ization there was no intention to imply any inherent
goodness about the use of such a generalization level,

The level of generalization was chosen instead simply
to produce information for sources of need not served
by more generalized studies,

In reviewing existing studies of intra-urban population
migration the most basic and perhaps most widely applied
study design is the large scale demographic approach.

This approach compares the population growth of central
cities with their suburban areas over a long period of

time. In such studies the concept of positive centrali-
zation i1s represented by central city population growth

5



6
and megative ceatralizatiom by populatiom growth inm
suburbamn areas, Ia comceptualizimng centralizatiom in
such a highly gemeralized mammer studies im this category
suffer from a common problem. This problem imvolves
including great amounts of areas im a central city
classification which are suburbam im character and in-
cluding a growing mumber of areas im a suburbaan classifi-
cation which are actually ceatral city im character,
This problem by itself is emough to invalidate such
studies for all but the most gemeral uses,

Two studies which are good examples of large scale
demographic research while at the same time possessing
some refinements are Amos Hawley's 1956 study of imntra-
urban migration trends from 1900 to 19501 and Leo Schmore

and Viviam Klalf's study2

of intra-metropolitam population
from 1950 to 1970.

The Hawley study in 1956 was one of the more ex-
haustive studies done in the 1950's on intra-urban mi-
gration. In his study Hawley used both the United States
Census Bureau's Stamdard Metropolitam Statistical Areas
(S.M,S.A.'s) and his own Extended Metropolitan Areas

for dual levels of analysis. This amalysis involved a

study of concentration or deconcentration tremds in urban

L amos Hawley, The Changing Shape of Metropolitanm
America: Deconcentration §ince 1920 (Glemcoe, Illinois:
ree Press, .

2Leo F., Schnore and Viviaa Klalf, "Suburbanization
in the Sixties: A Preliminary Analysis', Land Economics,
v°lo l+8 (Febo’ 1972)’ 23-33'
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population between 1900 amd 1950,

In designing his study Hawley resorted to the standard
central city - suburban classification scheme but added a
major refinement in the suburban area by further sub-
dividing it according to its distance from the city hall
of the central city. This was accomplished by extending
a radius in five mile intervals from the central city's
city hall over the entire metropolitamn area. Calculation
of population migration inside suburban areas was then
done by use of zones created by the intervals along the
radius extended from city hall, Strangely enough the
central city was excluded from such analysis but the
attempt to conceptualize population concentration by
more than municipal limits represents a major refinement
in study method.

The central conclusion of Hawley's study was that
population migration within United States Metropolitan
Areas had been dominated by concentration movement from
1900 to around 1920 and deconcentration from 1920 to 1950.
Hawley went on to speculate about the causes of this
shift in migration patterns but didn't present any re-
search to confirm his speculations.

A study which is similar to Hawley's but of somewhat
more interest because of its recency is the Schmore and

Klalf study of 1971.°

31bid., p. 5.
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For their study Schmore and Klalf used preliminary
returns from the 1970 census to compare intra-urban
migration patterns in the 1950's with the 1960's. The
stated purpose of the study was to see if any reversal
in the decentralization trends of the 1950's had occurred
in the 1960's. In order to test for decentralization
Schmore and Klalf used the basic central city - suburban
classification scheme without modification. However,
the study did include one important refinement in its
research method which was to enlarge somewhat the defi-
nition of centralization., This enlargement involved
including cases as centralizing when a suburban area
declined in population at a rate greater than the central
city. Although this may seem an obvious step to take
in designing the classification systems it does make use
of the concept of centralization to imply something other
than a movement of people into an area.

As a result of their study Schmore and Klalf found
that 74% of the United States S.M,S.A.'s experienced
decentralization in the 1960's compared to 70% in the
1950's. Unfortunately Schmore and Klalf did not wait
for 1970 census data which was adjusted for annexation
80 the only thing they really measured was the percent
of central city in each decade annexing significant
amounts of population., Even if annexation adjusted
figures had been used the percent of S.M,S,A.'s experiencing

centralization by Schmore and Klalf's measurement would
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have been so0 small for both decades under study that a
comparison would have demonstrated little.

With the recognition of the problems involved in
standard large-scale demographic study a review was made
of theory building at a more refined level of analysis
which is generally termed process-oriented studies,
Process-oriented studies vary from the large scale demo-
graphic studies in that they generally attempt to under-
stand large scale demographic phenomenon by trying to
understand the process by which it occurs.

One early process oriented study which provided a
possible foundation for a study design was the 1954 study
of population movement in the Philadelphia metropolitan
area conducted by Hans Blumenfeld.# In his study Blumenfeld
hypothesized that a given population density will move
outward from a metropolitan core over time like a wave.
From his test on Philadelphia and a later test on Toronto
Blumenfeld was able to determine a constant ratio between
the distance that a particular population density ring
moved outward from a metropolitan core and the rate of
population growth in the metropolitan area., Blumenfeld
admitted that the similarity he found between the ratio
of movement to growth in Philadelphia with that in

Toronto, .83 and .85 respectively, was probably coincidental.

4Hans Blumenfeld, '"The Tidal Wave of Metropolitan
Expansion", Journal of the American Institute of Planners,
Vol, 20 (winter, 1954), 3-1i,
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The fact that the existence of a ratio could be demon-
strated at all, however, is strong evidence that intra-
urban migration is more structured than might have been
imagined before Blumenfeld's work,

The next major process oriented theory that held
potential for a study design is what is generally termed
a stage theory of growth. A stage theory of growth
basically comsiders growth to occur through a number of
ordered stages which are cyclical in nature and usually
tied to the life cycle of housing units within a particular
urban neighborhood.

If one plots the population growth of a neighborhood
as it passes through a life cycle a wave-like formation
appears, This wave-like population growth pattern provides
a connection between a stage theory of growth and Blumenfeld's
wave theory although Blumenfeld's wave theory involved
a much larger scale of study. Assuming, however, a general
connection between a neighborhood's stage in a growth cycle
and its distance from a metropolitan core one can easily
transform a stage theory into Blumenfeld's wave theory.

One of the earliest discussions of an actual stage
theory of growth occurred in a section of Hoover and
Vernon's 1959 book, Anatomy of a Metropolis. The section
titled "How a Neighborhood Evolves" listed five stages
which a typical metropolitan neighborhood passed through
a8 1t experiences an initial cycle of development.

The five stages listed in Hoover and Vernon's
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presentation include a first stage of rapid, low density
residential development followed by a second stage of
higher density apartment development. The stage of
higher density development consumes the remaining avail-
able building sites in a neighborhood as well as replacing
some of the older single family homes with multi-family
units,

Following the second stage is a third stage of
downgrading in which housing, both single family and
multi-family is subdivided. This downgrading stage is
further characterized by a transition of housing to lower
income groups who often overcrowd it. Hoover and Vernon
added that the third stage is optional and may never
occur if a neighborhood maintains its original class
of residents,

If a third stage does occur Hoover and Vernon
list a fourth stage which involves a thinning out of
population in a neighborhood. This thinning of neigh-
borhood population is caused by children of the lower
income residents leaving the overcrowded housing as they
become adults,

Finally there is a fifth stage in which the housing
is removed by renewal efforts and the land is reused
for higher density or non-residential uses,

After the early discussion of a staged growth cycle
by Hoover and Vernon little was done with a stage theory

until 1971. In that year David Birch published a population
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study on New Haven, Connecticut which was designed to
test a stage theory of growth which was similar to that
described by Hoover and Vernon.5

In order to test his stage theory Birch defined
seven separate stages for a single life cycle of a typical
metropolitan neighborhood. These seven stages were nearly
identical to the five stages in Hoover and Vernon's earlier
theory. The only major difference between the two was
the addition of a rural stage at the beginning of the
process and the addition of a separate final stage in
which the land that is cleared in the renewal stage is
reused. Using his seven stages Birch then assigned
particular statistical parameters to each stage, With
the statistical parameters it was possible for Birch
to score individual census tracts within New Haven according
to the characteristics they possessed from each stage in
his cycle. Using census tracts as a form of urban neigh-
borhoods Birch found that census tract characteristics
tend to concentrate heavily in or around one particular
stage in his cycle and that the stage characteristics
of census tracts pass with great consistency through
his cycle although not at a uniform rate.

Based on Birch's success in demonstrating the exis-

tence of a staged pattern of growth in New Haven it was decided

5Edgar M. Hoover and Raymond Vernon, Anatomy of a
Metropolis (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1959) .
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to adopt a stage theory of growth as a basic theoretical
approach or assumption in designing a study of population
centralization, The reasons for selecting a stage
theory include, first the fact that a stage theory pro-
vides an explanation of population migration which can
be related to the concept of population centralization.

The second reason for selecting a stage theory
is that a stage theory considers population migration
at the neighborhood level. This in turn results in
a more refined level of generalization than analysis
at the municipal or multi-municipal level., Also by
using a neighborhood as the basic unit for measurement
of migration the problem of mutual cancelation of opposing
migration trends is largely avoided when compared to

measurement at the muncipal level.
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CHAPTER 3

STUDY DESIGN

Introduction and General Definitions

As explained in Chapter 2, David Birch was able to
demonstrate the existence of a staged pattern of urban
growth by using a stage theory in a study of New Haven,
Connecticut, Because such a stage theory involves a
detalled explanation of population growth it was also
felt to hold potential for refining the study of pop-
ulation centralization. In order to apply a stage
theory of growth to the study of population centraliza-
tion it is necessary to begin with a general definition
of population centralization. For the purpose of this
study population centralization will be defined as:
location of residential population within a geographical
area of intense urban character, An area of such con-
centrated urban activity will be defined as a centralized6

area,

6The terms centralized and centralization are to
be distinguished as centralized refers to an actual
geographical area and centralization refers to the
activity of location of population within a centralized
area,

14
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Study Sample

The sample used in this study of centralization
was a complete count sample of the twenty-five largest
United States urbanized areas in 1970 as defined by the
United States Census Bureau, The choice of large urban-
ized areas for a study sample was based on their po-
tential to represent exaggerated urban conditions along
with the fact that they are of major concern for pur-

poses such as public policy planning.

Operational Definition of a Centralized Area

Defining a centralized area poses major problems
when the definition must be based on a uniform sources
of information for twenty-five different urbanized areas
over a twenty year time span. The Census Bureau provides
some such statistical information but even this information
suffers inconsistencies from one census to the next.

Using census information that was reasonably consistent,
a relatively simple definition for a centralized area
was devised based on spatial proximity to the central
business core of an urbanized area and the density type
of residential structures in the area. Such a definition
rests on the assumption that areas in the central portion
of an urbanized area with high density housing tend to
have intense urban characteristics, This assumption
has some drawbacks but by using two factors to provide

a cross check on each other, reasonable results were
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obtained,

There is, of course, no universally accepted sta-
tistical measure for intense urban character. Because
of this the creation of such a statistical measure must
involve the personal bias of its creator. Such bias
is not a serious problem for comparison studies, however,
as long as the bias remains constant for both groups
of observations being compared.

The actual determination of spatial proximity to
the central business core of the urbanized area was
accomplished by extending a single radius outward from
that central business core, This radius then served
as a restraining limit beyond which areas would not
be considered centralized,

The length of the restraining radius was determined
by weighting it according to the total land coverage of
the urbanized area under question., The actual size of
the radius was a length that would have extended half
way between the central business core and the outer edge
of urbanization in a perfectly concentric urbanized area
of equal land coverage to the urbanized area under question.
The origin of the restraining radius was located as

close as could be determined to the so-called 100% corner
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of real estate value in the central business core.7

By using a restraining radius in the delineation
of a centralized area high density cores that were
extremely linear in shape were penalized somewhat if
they extended beyond the restraining radius. Of the ur-
banized areas in the study that were limited somewhat
by the restraining radius only Miami, with its high
density ocean front development, was limited significantly,.
The intended purpose of the restraining radius, which
actually was to eliminate the numerous high density
nodes scattered throughout large urbanized areas, was
generally fulfilled successfully.

Once the limiting radius was extended, a centralized
area within the radial area was defined in terms of the
percent of its total housing units classified by the
Census Bureau as being in structures with three or more

units 08

’In two cases, Minneapolis-St., Paul and San Francisco-
Qakland, twin centers existed and dual radii were extended
by dividing the total urbanized land area. In two other
cases, New York and Los Angeles, twin 100% corners existed
in close proximity (Mid Town-Downtown, Wilshire Blvd,-
Downtown, respectively) in which case the radius was
extended from a point midway between the two centers.

8Areas of less than 25,000 population which were
surrounded on all urbanized sides by centralized areas
but had retained a predominance of lower density type
units such as the Georgetown area in Washington D.C. were
still classified as centralized. Such low density areas
with over 25,000 population, however, were considered
independent sections of the city and not classified as
centralized even if surrounded by centralized areas,
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The choice of three or more unit structures for
a statistical parameter was designed to balance the
amount of areas classified as centralized between
the older and younger urbanized areas. As an example,
areas such as Philadelphia and Boston were developed
with large numbers of three and four unit buildings
which are generally as high in density as the predom-
inantly five or more unit structures in apartment areas
of Los Angeles and Houston,

The exact percentage of high density units required
for classification as a centralized area was set at a
simple majority of more than 50%, a point at which an

area should start appearing high density in character.

Operational Definition of Population Centralization

Once the centralized portion of an urbanized area
had been defined the study's second important definition
of population centralization was developed by reference
to a stage theory of growth.

According to the general definition of population
centralization used in this study all areas within the
centralized portion of an urbanized area would experience
population centralization of some form, The stage theory
of growth was then used to define specific types of
centralization into which neighborhoods or sub-areas
within a centralized area could be classified,

To describe the development of the centralization
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classification system it is convenient to start with a

basic description of a stage theory of growth.

In a simplified form a stage theory of growth can
be described by a three stage cycle of urban growth.9
The first stage of growth in such a three stage cycle
would involve the initial building of a neighborhood with
a particular housing density type usually dominating the
development. Population growth in the initial building
stage is generally rapid due to the great amount of land
available for development.

The second stage of the cycle would follow the initial
building stage with an aging process in which the original
housing units would age but still receive the degree
of maintenance necessary for preservation of the neigh-
borhood. Few new housing units would be built in this
stage because of a lack of building sites and population
would remain generally stable.

The third and final stage of the cycle would involve
the obsolescence of the original housing units as the
increasing amounts of maintenance needed to preserve the
housing i1s discontinued. Population generally declines
in this stage but may not do so until the very end.

Ultimately the third stage leads to the removal
of the obsolete housing which would in turn create
building sites for a new growth cycle to begin. A second

9A rural stage was not included in this study.
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growth cycle would then follow the pattern of the first,
except that the initial building would usually be dom-
inated by a higher density housing type,

For the sake of definition in the study a growth
cycle began with predominately one or two unit residen-
tial structures will be referred to as a first cycle
of growth and a growth cycle began with predominantly
three or more unit residential structures will be re-
ferred to as a second cycle of growth,

In this system of defining growth cycles the terms
first and second refer to residential density types and
not necessarily a time ordered sequence, Second cycle
neighborhoods then, can be developed in non-urbanized
areas without a first cycle ever existing, Such a prac-
tice was in fact common in the United States before the
widespread use of the automobile and has been regaining
popularity since the late 1960's,

In theory it is also possible for a second cycle
of growth to be followed by a first cycle but the econ-
omic factors involved make such developments very rare,

After starting with the basic three stage growth
cycle it was necessary to add certain refinements in
the description of particular stages in order to more
precisely aline the stages with certain forms of popu-
lation centralization.,

In the first stage of a growth cycle, titled the
initial building stage, two variations were identified
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which were labeled the open and the forced variations,
The open variation of the initial building stage has

the common characteristics of the initial building stage
along with possessing new housing that is designed to
compete for residents who have a reasonable amount of
options in housing location.

The forced variation also exhibits the basic char-
acteristics of the initial building stage but its new
housing is designed only for residents whose income
generally force them to reside in the area,

The second stage in the growth cycle, titled the
stability stage, is measured as the time period for which
the housing units constructed in the initial building
period continue to fulfill the function they were ori-
ginally designed to serve, Occasionally the housing
in such a neighborhood can experience some change in
use with only a minor or temporary instability of its
population, but such areas have been rare in large United
States urban centers.

The third stage in the growth cycle, titled the
obsolescence stage, 1s the most complex of the three.
Because of the complexity in the obsolescence stage an
optional stage, titled the overuse stage was identified
as existing within it, Along with this optional stage
the obsolescence stage itself can follow a number of
individual patterns.

The first common pattern found in the obsolescence
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stage is characterized by the obsolescence of the social
structure within a neighborhood, Such obsolescence will
usually lead to decline in the neighborhood's public
facilities such as school systems, When social structure
obsolescence occurs the neighborhood often suffers rapid
declines in population as families with children leave.
Occasionally, however, such neighborhoods reestablish
themselves as stable areas with childless couples or
single persons as residents,

The second common pattern found in the obsolescence
stage is characterized by the actual physical obsolescence
of the neighborhood's housing. Once such obsolete housing
loses utility it is generally removed for reuse of the
land or simply abandoned., It is in this physical obsol-
escence pattern that the optional overuse stage can occur,

The overuse stage of the growth cycle is charac-
terized by the transfer of obsolete housing to lower
income groups who cannot afford other housing, Over-
crowding of housing is common in the overuse stage as
housing units are often subdivided in order to make low
rents profitable., Neighborhoods in this stage commonly
experience some momentary increase in population but
quickly begin to lose population again as the overused
housing quickly becomes unlivable,

A third pattern of obsolescence that for purposes of

this study will not be classified as such was also identified.

This form of obsolescence involves the economic obsolescence
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of the housing in a neighborhood. Such economic obsoles-
cence is caused by rapid increases in land value and is
most common in rapidly growing areas, This increase
in land value generally results in the removal of phy-
sically sound housing to make room for higher density
development,

Since such economic obsolescence moves a neigh-
borhood directly from a stability stage to the initial
building stage of a new cycle, a stage of obsolescence
as defined for this study never occurs., In order to
explain the sequence of development in a growth cycle,
however, economic obsolescence is presented under the
topic of the obsolescence stage.

The three basic stages of the growth cycle, initial
building, stability, amd obsolescence, gemerally follow
in the time sequence presented above. The duration of
any particular stage, however, camn vary comsiderably
as David Birch discovered in his study.lo

By using a simple three stage cycle it was possible
to apply the resulting stage theory to a wide range of
urbanized areas in the United States. The somewhat more
elaborate growth cycles of Hoover and Vernon and Birch
are not 80 easily applied because of their customized

nature,

10David L. Birch, "Toward a Stage Theory of Urban
Growth", Journal of the American Institute of Planners,
Vol. 37 (March, 1971).
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After developing basic stages for a simple growth
cycle statistical parameters for the various stages
were devised from Census Bureau information. The fac-
tors used for this process included the actual popula-
tion growth in an area between ten year census counts,
the percentage of new housing units built during the
same ten year time span, the medium family income in an
area, and the amount of overcrowded housing units in
an area. The actual classification system used is presented
in the appendix of this paper,

Once a stage classification system has been devised
four types of population centralization were identified,
These four types of centralization encompassed all of the
various stages in a simple growth cycle. Two of the
four types of population centralization were then grouped
as being positive in nature and two were grouped as
being negative in nature. As mentioned in Chapter 1,
the determination of whether a particular type of popu-
lation centralization was positive or negative in nature
was not based entirely on population growth., As examples,
in areas in which population rose but did so from overuse
of residential units, centralization was considered
negative in nature; and in areas in which population
showed a slight decline (reflecting the nation wide
average decline in population per household) but still
was generally stable, centralization was considered

positive in nature.
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Two specific types of population centralization were
then identified as being positive in nature and were
labeled active centralization and passive centralization.,
Two types of population centralization were also identi-
fied as being negative in nature and were labeled post-
poned decentralization and decentralization.

Among the four types of centralization, active
centralization was intended to correspond to the open
variation of the initial building stage of the growth
cycle, In this initial building stage population is
either generally stable or rising due to large amounts
of new housing construction. The term “"active" was
used for this stage to refer to its construction activ-
ity.

The second type of centralization, passive central-
ization, was intended to correspond to the stabilization
stage of the growth cycle, In this stage the population
of an area is generally stable due to the preservation
efforts of its residents., The term "passive" used to des-
cribe this stage refers to the lack of new constructlon.

The third'type of centralization, postponed decen-
tralization, was intended to correspond to both the
forced variation of the initial building stage and the
optimal overuse stage of the growth cycle, In both
of these stages, the population is either stable or
rising but will probably begin decentralizing in a very
short time., The term "postponed" used for this stage
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refers to the fact that decentralization is only being
temporarily postponed.

The final type of centralization, decentralization,
was intended to correspond to the obsolescence stage
of the growth cycle, In this stage the population
declines rapidly as large numbers of people move from
the area., The term '"decentralization" used for this
stage refers to the actual migration of population out
of an area.

With a system for stage classifications that corres-
ponded to particular types of population centralization
it was possible to classify sub-areas within a centralized
area as experiencing either positive or negative population
centralization, This, in turn, made it possible to test
the study hypothesis,

Restatement of Study Hypothesis

States in testable form, the hypothesis of this study
is that the population of census tracts classified as
experiencing positive centralization will increase be-
tween the 1950's decade and the 1960's decade as a
proportion of both the total population in a particular
urbanized area and the centralized section of that ur-
banized area., Such increases in areas experiencing
positive centralization would be expected to occur in
at least 80% of the urbanized areas in the test in order

to be considered widespread in nature,
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Outline and Summary of Study Procedure

The actual procedure used in the study was designed
to be descriptive in nature as well as test the study
hypothesis.,

Census tracts were selected as the basic unit of
analysis in the study because of the variety of infor-
mation available at that level and because census tracts
often roughly approximate an urban neighborhood. Tech-
nically the unit of analysis in the study was the census
tract and not the neighborhood., However, a limit of
5,000 population was placed on any single tract or groups
of adjacent tracts with centralized charactepietics
below which analysis was not made because the area was
considered too small to constitute a single urban neigh-
borhood., Als0 predominantly institutional census tracts
such as military bases, ships, colleges or other insti-
tutional facilities were excluded from analysis along
with census tracts that contained fewer than 100 total
housing units during the period under study.,

After all census tracts within a centralized area
were classified according to their position or stage
in the growth cycle population totals
were calculated for each of the various growth cycle
stages. This was followed by a further grouping of
population into the four major types of population
centralization. The population totals collected from
the 1960 census for the 1950 to 1959 time span were
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then used as an independent variable and the 1970 popu-
lation totals for the 1960 to 1969 time span served
as a dependent variable,
The actual classifications used in the study are

presented in Table 1 below:

TABLE 1

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GROWTH CYCLE, CENTRALIZATION
CLASSIFICATION, AND CENSUS TRACT
CLASSIFICATION CODE

Census Tract
Stage in Type of Nature of Classification
Growth Cycle Centralization Centralization Code

Initial Active Positive 1A

Building- Centralization

Open

Variation

Initial Postponed Negative 1B

Building- Decentrali-

Forced zation

Variation

Stability Passive Positive 2A
Centralization

Overuse Postponed Negative 3A

(Optional) Decentrali-
zation

Obsolescence Decentrali- Negative LA
zation

By using the detailed classification system developed
for the study significant gains were made over the stan-
dard central city - suburban study design. These gains
occurred in both the conceptualization of population
centralization and in the level at which generalizations

were made about population migration,



CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

Outline of Presentation

The study presentation will begin with a presen-
tation of the results of testing the study hypothesis,
This information will be followed by a detailed analysis
of the data gathered in the hypothesis testing proce-
dure,

The detailed data analysis will involve a presen-
tation of statistical results followed by an interpre-
tation of the results and a short subjective description
of the actual conditions from which the results were
derived. This analysis process will be repeated for
each of the twenty-five urbanized areas in the study as

well as the totals for all twenty-five areas,

Test of Study Hypothesis

The hypothesis of this study was that the population
of census tracts classified as experiencing positive
centralizing would increase between the 1950's and the
1960's as a proportion of both the total population in
a particular urbanized area and the centralized section

of that urbanized area in 80% of the cases tested.

29
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As stated, the study hypothesis was confirmed, as 96%

of the twenty-five urbanized areas tested experienced
increases in both the proportion of their urbanized
and centralized population classified as experiencing
positive centralization.

The actual results of the test are listed below
in Table 2.

TABLE 2

COMPARISON OF EXTENT OF POSITIVE CENTRALIZATION
IN THE 1950's DECADE WITH
THE 1960's DECADE

Percent of Urbanized Percent of Centralized
Population Classified Population Classified
Urbanized Area ;gsfifsgigggigglization %gsftgsgigzgiggligggggg
1950's 1960's 1950's 1960's
New York 6.91 11.97 17.23 32.96
Los Angeles 4.85 8.28 61.33 73.25
Chicago 3.60 6.88 10.98 23.55
Philadelphia 71 2.46 11,36 40,27
Detroit <39 .88 7.16 19,95
gzﬁlzigncieco- Lo45 7 .60 26.82 48,16
Boston 4.67 9.92 15.62 37.16
Washington D, C, 9.79 11.43 49.77 55.63
Cleveland .90 3.01 9.16 30.19
St. Louis .00 .53 .00 6.75
Pittsburgh .96 1.14 21,96 23.70
Minneapolis- 77 3,82 7.01 42,07
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TABLE 2--Continued

Percent of Urbanized Percent of Centralized
Population Classified Population Classified
Urbanized Area ;gsfﬁgzzigggigglizatigg ;gsfigzgigggigg;;gation
1950's 1960's 1950's 1960's
Houston .66 3.17 25.28 84.26
Baltimore 1.10 1.40 20,76 27 42
Dallas 2.73 5.18 45.03 56 .05
Milwaukee .00 2.45 .00 44,02
Seattle 1.24 2.86 12.88 36.79
Miami 1.21 3.98 9.17 31.18
San Diego .81 1.81 17.07 49.76
Atlanta .97 3.40 8.16 25.75
Cincinnati .00 4.53 .00 28.05
Kansas City « 57 .00 4,52 .00
Buffalo .00 «39 .00 8.65
Denver 1.46 5.54 18.41 71.86
San Jose .00 2,96 .00 71,23
Average for Total 3.52 6.53 18.12 36.19

25 Urbanized Areas

As can be seen in Table 2, only the Kansas City
urbanized area did not confirm the study hypothesis.
In all other urbanized areas,with the exception of
Pittsburgh, the percentage of population in areas exper-
iencing positive centralization increased at fairly
rapid rates. This general trend is reflected in the
large average increase for all twenty-five urbanized

areas,
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Although the rate of increase for population ex-
periencing positive centralization was large the actual
numbers of such persons in the 1960's constituted an
average of only 36.19% of all centralized population.
This is opposed to 63.81% of all centralized areas
in the 1960's that experienced negative centralization,

The balance between positive and negative areas
is testimony to the continuing large scale negative
centralization taking place in large United States
urbanized areas. The continuation of large scale neg-
ative centralization is not inconsistent with the,study
hypothesis, however, as long as it declined in relation-

ship to positive centralization,

Detailed Analysis of Data

Since the study was designed to be descriptive
in nature much of its value results from descriptive
information gathered from the raw data, As was stated
earlier the presentation of this information will in-
volve both an interpretation of the data and a short
subjective description of the actual condition from
which the data was gathered. The presentation will
begin with a summary of all twenty-five urbanized areas
followed by a look at each of the twenty-five urbanized
areas individually.

A summary of data for all twenty-five urbanized

areas is shown in Table 3 on the following page. Some



= &/ T 7 %" B8

JO"quUuedIe .

- ¥ &= 7 ¥ 7 af

JO*j3uedJe.|

D N

88,0961

L i R T §

JFO~"j3UuesJde g

L el 2l Sl A t®
FOo°juesue.g

< fcTvIv.T.

QpPproeqg
F,OG6T

weJy




¢0°91 00°00T oshcLltat ¢he6T 00°00T LT 296 TT Te3o0r
UOT3eZTTel3us)
T6°1T 18°¢9 LOT 05T ] 16°GT 98° 18 T €L9h¢6 aAT3edeN
SutouaTaadxy
UoT3eZTITReI3uUe)
€6°9 61°9¢ ¢G62¢29th 26°¢ 21°8T 904*h60°2 9AT3TSOg
SutoueTaedxy
¢€0°QT 00° 00T oshécllat ch*6 00°00 HT296 1T Te30y,
qumn gz o Q1% ' 206°G 02°21 d¢°G69 mmw.wmw.m vh
Lhee 69°¢T LT2°6WL°T Lhe2 2L° 2T 04T0Lh‘T v¢
16°1 94°0T € hicT 0T°S 66° £€90°066 vZ2 Teioyg
0L° 99°¢ 299°¢6Hh H.° 28°¢ 294 °Tih gt
65°Y gz 0l6°gh2‘¢ ¢G2 T0°¢T ¢h9hos ‘T VI
* he t99¢c¢ ,° GL°¢ ‘Heh Te3o]
A mm.H - T mwm.mmm mﬁ. 4381 mﬂu.mhﬂlm V4
T0°* ¢o* £g6°c 20° oT* GGH 11 v¢ L3719
9T* 16° 609°STT Q0° e 026 ‘05 Y2 TeJI3us)
80° he 29996 ho* ¢z L2692 gT epPTsSiIng
29° Zheg Q6 °9¢h gz’ 9T°T ¢62°h¢eT VI
G6R°91 he¢6 mmw.mmm.HH 04° 62°96 fooT¢T T830]
ww.nu TG* 26871189 21 mmamm MMH.mmm.N vh
ghe2 99°¢T heatchltt ¢hee 29°21 GTLgshtt ve £371)
QL°T 686 hl9°g62¢t T6° L9°h ¢hg‘6¢6 y2 TeJjue)
29° che¢ 000°¢4sH 04° 66°¢ ce2tsth g1 epTsur
L6°¢ 10°22 9961182 0¢°2 G8°11 06¢°0L¢ ‘T VA
eoy eady ( d0JdolBT) ey Body (°d0J098T) UOTIEO1JTSSeI)
peziueqd PeZITBIIUe) opede Ppeziueqd) PezZTITeIJUd) epeoe(q BoJy
Jo*juedged Jo*jusoxed 8,096T J§0°3uedIed Jo*juedIed 8,066T

¢ ITEVL

VYV QEdZITVILNID



54

caution must be used in interpreting this summary in-
formation because the data is heavily weighted by a

very few of the twenty-five urbanized areas. New York,

in particular, represented 46.07% of the total centralized
population in the summary.

Some statements that can be made about the summary
data include the fact that while the total population
of all centralized areas increased from the 1950's to the
1960's it did not increase at as great a rate as did
the non-centralized areas. By individual count twenty
out of twenty-five urbanized areas experienced absolute
increases in their centralized population., However,
only nine out of twenty-five areas experienced increases
in their centralized areas that were greater in rate
than the non-centralized portion of their urbanized
area.

In looking at individual centralization categories
both active and passive centralization showed a rapid
and wide-spread increase among the twenty-five urbanized
areas., Decentralization, on the other hand, showed a
moderately rapid and widespread decrease, Postponed
decentralization showed a moderately rapid increase
but one that was almost entirely contained in the New
York urbanized area,

Centralized areas within central city municipal
limits followed a pattern of growth similar to the
total of all urbanized areas as they represented 93.46%
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of that total in the 1960's even after declining as
a percentage since the 1950's,

Centralized areas outside of central cities differed
from the summary totals in that they possessed a much
greater percentage of population in the active central-
ization category as well as showing a gain in areas
experiencing decentralization and a large gain in areas
experiencing postponed decentralization.

To consider the four types of centralization, active,
passive, postponed decentralization, and decentralization,
conditions in urbanized areas that resulted in classi-
fication of active centralization seem to fall into
three categoriegs, The first such condition involves
the rebuilding of areas in or near the major central
business district of an urbanized area with high rise
luxury apartment towers, Most of the urbanized areas
in the study experienced some degree of this form of
building, but only in New York, Chicago, and Washington
had it reached a point where a significant net gain in
population occurred.

A second common condition resulting in the classi-
fication of active centralization is the building of
high and medium rise luxury apartments in established
high income residential areas. These areas are generally
removed somewhat from the central business district
but are still within close enough commuting range to

create a demand for high density housing. Many of these
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areas had experienced some luxury apartment house building
between World Wars I and II which in turn provided a
high density atmosphere that generally lessens neigh-
borhood oppositions to additional high density develop-
ment, The fact that such areas usually contained rela-
tively low cost building sites also helped make them
prime areas for the resurgence of high density luxury
building that has occurred throughout the United States
since the early 1960's, Classic examples of such areas
would include the Pacific Heights section of San Francisco
and the Forest Hills section of Queens Borough, New
York as well as some suburban areas such as Brookline,
Massachusetts and Lakewood, Ohio.

The third common condition resulting in the classi-
fication of active centralization is the building of
low rise apartment houses for the middle and lower
middle income market., Such apartment develobment has
been extremely active since the earlier 1960's both
inside and outside the centralized portion of the ur-
banized areas. Inside centralized areas such develop-
ment has tended to occur at the outskirts of the central-
ized area where land prices are lowest and open sites
most readily available, In newer urban centers such
as Dallas, Houston, and Atlanta where low cost sites
were still available relatively close to the central
business district such development was especially attrac-

tive because it could offer locational convenience as
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well as middle income rents,

Areas classified as experiencing passive central-
ization increased rapidly in total between the 1950's
and the 1960's. This increase, however, was largely
contained in eight or nine of the larger urbanized areas.,
A possible explanation of this occurrence could be that
moving to the outskirts of a very large urbanized area
usually results in a difficult commuting situation
back to employment centers in the central area, Con-
sequently, there might be more incentive for persons
in very large urbanized areas to preserve their neigh-
borhoods when possible if their jobs remain in the
central area, This preservation incentive in turn often
results in an area experiencing passive centralization,
Other than size no common factor seemed to be present
among the urbanized areas that experienced increased
passive centralization.

Areas classified as experiencing postponed cen~
tralization showed a modest total increase between the
1950's and 1960's but followed no consistent pattern
from one urbanized area to the next, Areas experiencing
postponed decentralization of the overuse variety were
generally characterized by either in-migrations of large
rural families or by high rent levels which resulted
in doubling up in apartments.

Areas experiencing postponed decentralization of

the forced variation of initial building variety usually
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involved public aided housing projects. Of all the

urbanized areas in the study only New York and Chicago
have continued to build large numbers of housing units
in the traditional low income family projects during
the 1960's, Low income projects for the elderly, how-
ever, have been built at an ever increasing rate in
most of the urbanized areas in the study.

Two other forms of postponed decentralization that
appeared in scattered instances were developments for
students around college campuses and high rent, low
income retirement projects developed in the Miami area.
Neither of these development forms actually follows
the intent of the postponed decentralization classifi-
cation, Both instead represent a statistical misrepre-
sentation because the income of residents in such areas
are usually assisted by parental funds or saving accumu-
lations which actually permit a greater degree of housing
options than would otherwise be expected, These final
two forms of postponed decentralization accounted for
nearly all centralized areas so classified outside the
central city in both the 1950's and 1960's.

Areas classified as experiencing decentralization
showed a fairly uniform decline throughout most of the
twenty-five urbanized areas with only three or four
exceptions,

To consider in more depth the similarities and

variations in trends among individual urbanized areas
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it is helpful to begin by referring to Tables 4 - 29
which provide a summary of centralization characteris-
tics for each of the twenty-five urbanized areas in
the study.

The first characteristic to be considered for each
of the twenty-five urbanized areas was the amount of
area classified as centralized., The extremes for
this characteristic ran from an understated high of
36.31%;1 in New York, to a low of 3.63% in San Diego.
Urbanized areas with centralized portions of over 20.00%
included Chicago, Boston,and Washington along with New
York and urbanized areas with centralized portions of
under 5.00% included Houston, San Jose, Detroit, Buffalo,
and Pittsburgh, along with San Diego.,

Of the areas classified as centralized most were in
the municipal 1limits of central cities. Major exceptions
to this were Arlington in the Washington area; Miami
Beach in the Miami area; Brookline, Cambridge, and
Somerville in the Boston area; Beverly Hills, Glendale,
Inglewood, Pasadena, and West Hollywood in the Los Angeles
area; and East Cleveland and Lakewood in the Cleveland
area,

Detailed analysis of size variations in centralized

llA significant amount of the centralized area
of New York and a small amount of centralized area
of Washington were not included in the study because
of a lack of census data,
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areas was not warranted because of the inability of a
particular housing density type to be completely accur-
ate in indicating a highly urbanized area., It is possible,
however, to compare the degree of growth in centralized
areas as a portion of a given urbanized area., As was
stated earlier only nine of the twenty-five urbanized
areas in the test experienced increases in the propor-
tion of their population classified as centralized during
the 1960's. Of the nine areas that did have such in-
creases only four, Los Angeles, Houston, Dallas, and
San Jose increased by any significant margin. These
same four areas also had very high percentages of their
centralized areas classified as actively centralizing
and were marked by large amounts of low-rise middle
income apartment development.

Urbanized areas experiencing a significant decline
in the proportion of their population classified as
centralized between the 1950's and 1960's included
Detroit, St. Louis, Buffalo, and Kansas City, all of which
had large declining central areas with little rebuilding
activity. These areas were joined by Seattle and San
Diego which experienced such high rates of noncentralized
growth that centralized growth suffered in comparison.
The three most highly centralized areas, New York,
Chicago, and Boston, also suffered declines in their
centralized area of a somewhat less severe magnitude,

while the fourth most highly centralized area, Washington,
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experienced an increase in its degree of centralization.
In order to consider the specific centralization
characteristics of each of the twenty-five urbanized
areas in the study each area will be covered indivi-
dually by a short subjective analysis beginning with

New York,




Le
NEW YORK URBANIZED AREA

The New York urbanized area contained the largest
and one of the most mature centralized areas in the study.
The use of the term mature refers to the fact that the
centralized portion of the New York area experienced
considerable positive centralization during the 1950's.
Consequently the New York area entered the 1960's with
a history of demand for centralized living unlike most
of the other areas in the study.

Even with its early start the New York urbanized
area experienced a large increase in positive centrali-
zation during the 1960's. Along with this increase
positive centralization ~xhibited a major change in
its pattern of occurance from the 1950's to the 1960's
which corresponded quite closely to the national pattern.

During the 1950's positive centralization in the
New York area was dominated by the active variety of
positive centralization which occurred at the edge of
the urbanized area in the boroughs of Queens, Brooklyn,
and Bronx. This active centralization took the form
of mixed high, medium, and low rise development build
on vacant or low density sites passed over by the single
family development that had preceded it, The passive
variety of positive centralization during this time
accounted for less than 4.,00% of New York's total cen-

tralized area and was largely contained in Brooklyn.
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By the 1960's positive centralization has increased
in total from 17.23% of the centralized area to 32,96%.
This increase was due to a very large increase in active
centralization in Manhattan where extensive rebulding
efforts, both public and private, were completed during
the 1960's, Large increases in active centralization
also occurred in Bronx in the form of extensive high
rise building. This building was concentrated in the
Riverdale section of the Bronx as well as the initial
development of giant Co-op City on the borough's north-
east side, Some increases in active centralization were
also recorded in Brooklyn and Richmond during the 1960's
which more than offsets a slight decline in Queens during
the same time,

In general active centralization changed significantly
in nature from the 1950's to the 1960's. This change
resulted from a shift in building activity from the
relatively open sites at the edge of the centralized
area to sites requiring extensive clearance at the center
of town,

Areas experiencing the passive variety of active
centralization during the 1960's had a uniformly rapid
increase throughout the boroughs. The only exception
to this was Richmond which was still too young in terms
of high density development to experience a stable sit-
uation, Of the areas experiencing passive centralization

those at the outer edge of the centralized area may
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have been caused by the relatively new housing stock
that was constructed there in the 1950's. The large
increases in passive centralization in Manhattan as
well as the central parts of Brooklyn, Bronx and Queens,
however, is a reflection of the tremendous increase in
long term preservation efforts that has occurred in the
New York area during the 1960's,

Negative centralization in the New York area ex-
perienced large declines of the decentralization variety.
These declines centered in Manhattan, Brooklyn, and
Bronx, reflecting an increasing interest in long term
preservation mentioned earlier, Queens and Richmond,
however, showed a small increase in this variety of
negative centralization as both boroughs have relatively
new housing stocks that are just beginning to move into
the obsolescence stage of the growth cycle,

The New York area's only growth in negative cen-
tralization came in the form of postponed decentralization.
Strong growth in this category appeared in Brooklyn,

Bronx, and Queens while a sharp decline took place in
Manhattan, These trends resulted from migration of lower
income families from Manhattan to the other three boroughs.

In summary, the increase in positive centralization in
the New York area was largely responsible for New York City
being one of the very few large cities in the United States
to gain population in the 1960's without annexations,



45

Bt gt 2 B B S T

Q6°1 .6° 08R 26 o¢* r4 & mmm.mﬁ v¢ £1uo
0T°¢ €11 6% ‘28T gL 62° g Th y2 udnolog
== -= == wo. mo. wm#.# gl sueent

T14°S g0°2 90¢% ‘9¢¢ 6h°9 09°2 ¢e¢ tL9¢ VI
66°62 Zh*6 60426 °T L4 62 G6°T1 RE6°639°T Te30%
29°C1T 69°¢ mwmwwumnu (ST 29°8 mmw.mam T vh
¢é°1 9G* 262°06 L6°h 66°T 6 *1g2 ve £L1uo
96° T i 2026 9Q° e 026°6h vZ2 udnoaog
mm. <° om”om 22T 64° 20¢ ‘69 gl uejjequey
¢¢°9 0¢°2 ¢Ggtals T2°1 gh* 08299 VI
ER R e gm o gn gy g
21°01 99°¢ 6844665 gh*s 02°2 991¢0T¢ ve £1uo
0s°h €9°1 026792 09°T 49 mmm”om vZ2 uyfnoJgog
20°1 L’ 6GLE6S ¢6°T Q4° 16¢ ‘60T gt udryooag
¢heh 19°T 66092 22°¢ 62°1 69T ‘28T VI
T° ¢o.m LAGC0E¢T 29°12 mm.m mM¢.¢mm.H Te310],
wm.w mm.m :mm.mmm mm.ma mm.a mmm.mmm «m £TuQ
® ° [ 4 ° [
L9°1 89 664 60T 25 12° 249,62 y2 uSnogog
‘T oh* mmm.uu (0,9 oz mmm.wm gl XuoJxg
¢2°h 61 Q08 “ghe Q52 H0°1 gzt ohT vl
Body esdy (°d0J0Z6T) ZER €6dy ('d0JO9B1) UOT3EBOTIISSET)
P2ZTUeqd|) Uoﬂﬁdmhvﬁoo ovﬁooQ pazZTueqJan UONHHMHaQOO ov.momn mm.nd
Jo°jquedxeg Jo*jusoaeyg 89,0961 JO°3jusdJad Jo*jueoaeg S,0661

VIIy QIZINVEIN SMOX MIAN
1 J1GVL

VIV QIZITVILNAD



46

66 ° 12°

vAkd &v

L2° (o) i

T 90°

66 o1 9g

mm :: 29T

29°6T1 21°L

¢0°IT T0°h

61°¢ 9T°1

Go°12 h9° .

g h1°

S &

G- T

] To Iy

pezTweqdaq pezITeljus)
JOo*juedsIeg  JO°3UeOIe]

¢l e
St
049°¢T

oh0“6

T10°058°S
mNH.aww.m
G2¢ ‘HeT ‘T
HLT 649

899 ¢ 48T
469°g¢2‘T

G06°12
602 T

966 ‘02
(*d030Z6T)Y

epeoaq

Te30]

-- -- - vH
-- - - ve £37D
- - -- vZ Teajus)
-- -- -- g1 epIs3ng
-- -- - VI
00°00T 2L oh Hmm.mmw.m Te3or
LTSS TN 68 Gc T g vh
6h°hT mm.m 1£9°028 ve £310
VALY i ¢9°TT? ¥Z2 TeJjus)
VIS 05°1 GOLTT2 gT epTsur
6h°¢T h°s 990419/, VI Te30l
60° Yo 221°6 Te30]
(M L ToM NW%JW w4
-- -- - ve £Tuo
- - - vZ2 ydnoagog
-- - -- g1l puowydTy
-- -- -- VI
eoTy eddy (°doJ096T) UOTIBITITSSeID
pazZTueqJd PpPOZTTeIus) apeoe(q e8Iy
Jo*jquedaed S,066T

8,096T JO°3uedIeq

(QZANIINOD) % TIEVL

VAV @IZITVIINGD



4?7

00°001 T¢°9¢
%0° L9 hehe
96°2¢ L6° 1T
00°00T an.mm
3 291
29°6T1 4 Gl
I8°TT 62°h
6T°¢ 91°1
0e°12 044
eody eaJdy
pezZIueqda pezITeJI3usd)
Jo*jusdoled  JO°3uedIed

0544188°S

Tg2‘sh6 e

69%°6£6°T

oau.:mm.m
90T 0NM9°2
G2¢*heTét
::w.me
889 ¢ mwﬁ
L69¢ L2t

(*d63026T)

apeosq

8,096T J0°3juedaed

00°00T 2T°oh
44°28 12°¢¢
¢2° LT T6°9
00°00T o¢
®2™H9 9]
6t 1 18° m
hicg 05°T
hi'e 051
6h° ¢t ™G
ea Iy eaJIy
pezTueqdn PpazITed3us)
Jo°*jquedasg

(@ANIINOD) h FATEVI

T9¢ ¢299°S

469989

40L°GL6

Hmm.mmw.m
T2 9
1€9°¢ ‘oeg
wmm 18 ¥4

6044112
990192

(*d04096T)

ap®Bo9(
8,0661

Te30]

UOTIEZITEIIUS)

eATyBIBYN

Sutoue TI0dxXy

UOT3EZTTeI3Us)

9AT3TS0g

SuyousTIecxy

Te30]

vh

143

vZ Te3of
a1

LA

WoT13e01s 185€ 1)

eaay

VY QIZITVELNAD



48
LOS ANGELES URBANIZED AREA

The centralized portion of the Los Angeles area
saw major increases in positive centralization during
the 1960's as the urbanized area so famous for its low
density sprawl began showing signs of running out of
land. This active centralization was dominated by low
rise apartment development which was spread more heavily
at the edge of the centralized area than at the center.
Major growth nuclei for active centralization in the Los
Angeles area occurred in the Hollywood, North Hollywood-
Van Nays, Westwood and West Los Angeles sections of the
city of Los Angeles and in the suburbs of West Hollywood,
Beverly Hills, Glendale, Inglewood and Pasadena.

Passive centralization in the 1960's was a minor
factor in the Los Angeles area and domonstrated no signs
of growth between the 1950's and 1960's. This lack of
stable areas is typical, however, of very rapidly growing
urban areas,

Negative centralization also increased in the Los
Angeles area but not at as great a rate as positive
centralization. The decentralization variety of negative
centralization declined between the 1950's and 1960's
but postponed decentralization showed large increases
which more than offset the decline in decentralization.

In summary, the centralization portion of the Los Angeles
area grew rapidly in the 1960's but may experience reversal
of that trend as its areas of postponed decentralization

continue to age.
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CHICAGO URBANIZED AREA

The highly centralized Chicago urbanized area ex-
perienced conflicting trends in the 1960's with negative
centralization dominating but losing ground to positive
centralization,

Positive centralization in the Chicago area was
evenly divided during the 1960's between active and
passive centralization, Active centralization, however,
exhibited a much greater rate of growth during the 1960's
than passive centralization. Active centralization in
the Chicago area was concentrated largely in the high
rise development areas along the North Lake Shore with
smaller pockets existing in the Hyde Park - South Shore
area of the city of Chicago and the Oak Park - Elmwood
area in the suburbs. Passive centralization was strong-
est in the newer middle class areas at the edge of the
centralized area with the Rogers Park - West Ridge area
being the largest of the group.

Negative centralization declined somewhat between
the 1950's and 1960's throughout most of the centralized
area, The only exception to this was the near west side
of the city of Chicago which experienced large declines
in population due to the city's clearance efforts.

In summary, if the present trend toward positive
centralization continues, and the city starts to rebuild its
west side, an end of the dominance oflnegative centralization

might appear in the near future.
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PHILADELPHIA URBANIZED AREA

The centralized portion of the Philadelphia urbanized
area experienced great growth between the 1950's and 1960's
in the positive centralization category while at the same
time experiencing some decline in negative centralization.

Most of the growth in positive centralization was
due to a large increase in active centralization in the
center of the city of Philadelphia concentrated in the
Penn Center and Society Hill areas, Fairly large increases
in active centralization also occurred in a belt along the
Northwest side of the city of Philadelphia running from the
Belmont area east to Germantown. The Philadelphia area
also experienced an increase in passive centralization
which was heavily concentrated in the West Philadelphia
section of the city next to the University of Pennsylvania.

Negative centralization in the Philadelphia area
declined somewhat between the 1950's and 1960's as areas
experiencing postponed decentralization disappeared
altogether in the 1960's and areas experiencing decen-
tralization, mainly concentrated in the North side of
central Philadelphia, showed some decline,

In summary, the trend toward positive centralization
in the Philadelphia area seems to be on the verge of

gaining dominance over negative centralization,



53

VIV @IZITVHLNAD

00°001 T1°9 h1gche 00°00T 22’9 L60°922 Te30]
cm— ———— noaawﬂ.ﬂ.ﬂdhpﬂoo
¢L° 66 69°¢ 9199t %9°89 16°S GLg ‘002 eAT3edeN
Jutouetaedxy
UO0T3eZTTBIJUS)
L2°0h ghe2 Q66°g6 9¢° 1T TL° 289°¢2 ®AT3TS0d
Jutoue txedxy
00°00 IT’ H1Q¢6H . . ¢ Te30]
R o3kl & & A TA ¥
-- - 02°6 L6° 0802 V¢
65°61 02°T mma ah 22°¢ 02° nmm.u V2 T®3ol
¢T” T0° 91¢ -- - at
89°02 92°1 ¢¢gtos h1°g 16° mo¢ QT VI
-- - - - - - Te30],
- - - - - - - - <._.~
-- - - -- -- - ve £310
-- -- - - -- - Y2 TeJijue)
- - - - - - gl epTsing
-- - - - - -- VI
00° 00T IT° H1Qch2 00° . 0°92g2 Te30]
e e G R &4 VA TAL L4
-- - 02°6 LS° mow 02 ve £311)
65°61 02°1 mma w¢ 22°¢ 02° V2 Texjue)
¢T° T0° 91¢ - -- dT epTsur
89°02 92°1 ¢¢gtos h1°g 16° mo¢.wﬂ VI
eoay eody quqmonaw eady eady N.momowmﬁm UOT3edTJITSseT)
pPezZTueqJd pPoOZITeIJUd) epeo9(q pazTueqd pezZTTeI3u8) epeoeQq Boexy
Jo*quedasg Jo*jueddeg 8,096T Jo°juedaeq Jor*quedaeg S,0661

YIYY @@ZINVEYN VIHdTIAQVIIHd
4 ATEVL



o4
DETROIT URBANIZED AREA

Even after showing a rapid rate of increase in
positive centralization between the 1950's and 1960's
the Detroit urbanized area was still overwhelmingly
dominated by negative centralization,

Positive centralization in the Detroit area during
the 1960's involved continued active centralization on a
small scale in the Indian Village section of the city
of Detroit as well as new construction in the Lafayette
Urban Renewal Project. Positive centralization of both
the active and passive variety also showed an increase
on the Northwest edge of the centralized area centering
along the Boston-Chicago Avenue corridor. Most of the
stabilization in this area was due to a large middle
income black population which settled in the area. This
may, however, involve future problems for the area if
the black middle income families move outward as housing
opportunities in areas with better school systems become
available.

In summary unless the Detroit centralized area can
maintain its growing middle class black population, or
encourage a greater rate of development along the Jefferson
Avenue - Riverfront area, negative centralization will
remain the dominant force in the area for the foreseeable

future,



00°00T ™*h TeT'6LT 00°00T 6h°g 9¢0 6T Tel10g

— — UOT3ezZTTBeJI3ud)
G0°08 ¢6°¢ L6TONT 4g°26 (0) 044 6£T°08T eAT3e30N
JupouetIedxy
UOT3eZITeI3us)
G6°6T 8g° He6he 91°L 6¢° L68°¢T 8AT3T80d
gutousTIedxy
00°00T Th*h T¢T%6L 00° 6he mmp.wmﬂ Te30]
350°Q9 00°% Q8T 611 ﬁﬁumm 3 2 05T vh
00°2T ¢Ge 60012 604 zh’ %69 ‘4T v¢
T2°¢T eG* QcTéee -4 62° T6T'0T ve Teioy
-- -- - €9°L che T6T*ST at
%4°9 (0, % 964°TT T16°T ot* 90L°¢ VI
26° 6¢° 429°GT 00° . 0g4 ‘¢ Te30L
qum - mwm.mu 00° mmq 0 T vh
N lete ot - €86, -- -- -- ve 4310
10°2 60° h16 e - - - V2 Texjue)
- -- - - - - gl opIsing
-- -- - - -- -- VT
0°16 20°h hoG ‘65T 00°¢6 IT°S mmn.nmw Te3o0L
mmqwu 08°2 8GO TITT 0 93%¢ 9 m T vh
2.6 ¢he 920°LT 25°L . H69 ‘Nt ve £310
12°11 éh° h29°61 G2°s 62° 12601 v2 Tedjue)
- -- - €g°L ¢he T6T°ST gl epTsul
%4°9 ;% 964°1T 16°1 otr* 904 °¢ VI
eeay eody (°d0J0ZBT) eo Ty BoJy (°dO0J096T) UOT3IedTITSSeT)d
pezZTuUeqJd POZTTeJIJUs) epeoe( peziueqJd PpPezZITBIJUS) apeoe(q eaay
Jo*juedsaeyg Jo*jusdaeg 8,096T Jo°juedaeqd Jo*juedoasg S,0661

VISV qQIZINVENN IIONIAd
g ATAVL,

Yagy qQIZITVYLNAD



56
SAN FRANCISCO - OAKLAND URBANIZED AREA

The San Francisco - Oakland urbanized area is comprised
of four separate centralized areas with major centers
existing in the central cities of San Francisco and
Oakland and minor centers existing in the suburban cities
of Berkeley and Alameda,

In looking at positive centralization in the San
Francisco - Oakland area active centralization developed
rapidly between the 1950's and 1960's in the centralized
portions of Oakland, San Francisco, and Alameda., The
centralized portion of Berkeley, however, remained generally
stable in the active centralization category. Major
areas of active centralization in the San Francisco -
Oakland area included the upper Market Street - Twin
Peaks area and the Pacific Heights area of San Francisco,
the Lake Merritt area of Oakland and the Southcentral
part of Alameda,

Passive centralization in the San Francisco - Oakland
area was almost totally contained in the city of San
Francisco which experienced a substantial gain in passive
centralization due to the city's heavy emphasis on
preservation,

Negative centralization in the San Francisco -

Oakland area was also greatest in the city of San Francisco.
San Francisco did experience a large drop in decentralization
but had a sizable increase in postponed decentralization.

This was probably due to the city's high rent levels
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which resulted in doubling up and overcrowding apart-
ment units. Oakland experienced only a minor amount

of negative centralization almost all in the form of
decentralizing areas and Berkeley experienced a major
increast in both decentralization and postponed decen-
tralization., Berkeley's situation was due to a com-
bination of low income student families replacing
higher income families in the centralized area, a rapid
conversion of residential property to commercial pro-
perty and the inclusion of the North Oakland slums into
lower Berkeley.

In summary, the city of San Francisco seems to
have great potential for continued growth of positive
centralization, but at the same time faces a continued
potential for negative centralization., Oakland, unlike
San Francisco, has not experienced a widespread interest
in preservation and may face a slowdown in positive
centralization once land for low rise development be-
comes scarce, Berkeley will probably continue to main-
tain a large student population in its centralized area
irregardless of its postponed decentralization classi-
fication and Alameda, like Oakland, will probably face
a slowdown in positive centralization as sites for low

rise development become scarce,
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BOSTON URBANIZED AREA

The Boston area experienced considerable gain in
positive centralization from the 1950's to the 1960's as
well as some decline in negative centralization., Negative
centralization, however, continued to be the dominate force
in the centralized portion of the city of Boston through-
out the 1960's.

Positive centralization in the Boston area, both of the
active and positive variety, was heavily concentrated in a
long belt running along the Charles River. This belt origi-
nates at the Central Business District of the City of Boston,
passes through the Beacon Hill, Back Bay, and Boston Univer-
sity areas of Boston, continues through the Northern half
of the suburb of Brookline, and the Brighton Allston sections
of Boston and ends in the suburb of Cambridge.

Negative centralization in the Boston area was not only
prevalent in the city of Boston but was also significant and
far more persistent during the 1960's in the suburbs of
Cambridge and Somerville, Like Boston many of the central
suburbs in the area have old housing stocks which require
extensive maintenance. This housing often falls into
obsolescence resulting in negative centralization.

In summary, the Boston area should have continued
potential for positive centralization with its great
resource of universities,but will also face continued
potential for decentralization because of the general age

of housing in the centralized portion of the area,
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WASHINGTON URBANIZED AREA

The Washington area, during the 1960's, demonstrated
great potential for positive centralization but at the
same time faced a relatively small but persistent po-
tential with negative centralization,

Reflecting the large growth of the Washington area,
positive centralization was dominated by active central-
ization., Such active centralization was the result of
great building activity in the form of high rise develop-
ment scattered throughout the whole Northwest side of the
city of Washington, This was accompanied by high and low rise
development in the Southwest urban renewal area and low
rise development on the city's Southeast side., Even more
intensive development occurred in the form of high rise
development in the Rosslyn-Clarendon and Shirley Highway -
Columbia Pike areas of the suburb of Arlington.

Negative centralization, largely of the decentrali-
zation variety, showed a small increase in the city of
Washington during the 1960's and remained at about the
same level in Arlington.

In summary, the Washington area should continue to
have great potential for positive centralization as long
as the federal government continues to expand. The
biggest question facing the centralized portion of Washington
is how stable the areas now actively developing will be

in the future,
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CLEVELAND URBANIZED AREA

The centralized portion of the Cleveland area exper-
ienced a major movement in the direction of positive
centralization in the 1960's when compared to the almost
total dominance of negative centralization during the
1950's,

Positive centralization in the Cleveland area was
concentrated in areas with easy commuting access to the
central business district, and in areas at the edge of
the centralized area where low rise middle income apart-
ments could be developed. The only area inside the city
limits of Cleveland to experience active centralization
was an outgrowth of the high and medium rise development
in the suburdb of Lakewood which extended somewhat into
the western limits of the city of Cleveland., Cleveland
did experience some passive centralization on its East
slde which tied into a larger pattern of positive central-
ization existing in the suburbs of East Cleveland and
Cleveland Heights,

Negative centralization decreased somewhat, both
inside and outside of the city of Cleveland. This pattern
was especially noticeable in the postponed decentrali-
zation category.

In summary, the city of Cleveland is presently
promoting a number of renewal projects in the central
business district that involve construction of residential
units. Negative centralization, however, should continue

to be a major force for some time to come,
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ST, LOUIS URBANIZED AREA

The centralized portion of the St. Louis area was
dominated overwhelmingly by negative centralization in
both the 1950's and 1960's. Even with a small gain in
positive centralization areas experiencing negative
centralization still accounted for more than 90% of the
centralized portion of the St. Louis area in the 1960's,

The areas in St. Louis experiencing positive central-
ization include two urban renewal projects near the
central business district, a small area near Washington
University, and a small area near the edge of the St.
Louis city limits sheltered from the rest of the city
by Forest Park.

Negative centralization in the St. Louis area showed
few of the signs of decline that were common in most of
the other urbanized areas under study.

In summary, even with the signs of positive central-
ization that did occur in the 1960's there is little
reason to believe that negative centralization will not

continue to dominate the centralized portion of the St.

Louis area for some time to come.,
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PITTSBURGH URBANIZED AREA

The Pittsburgh area is uaique amomg large urbam-
ized areas in that it experienced almost mo growth
during the 1960's. The centralized portiom of the
Pittsburgh area, which represents only a small part
of the total urbanized area, followed this pattern
of limited growth with few changes occurring from the
1950's to the 1960's.

Passive centralization did increase enough in the
Pittsburgh area during the 1960's to result in a modest
increase for positive centralization, The little
active centralization that did occur was concentrated
in the Pittsburgh central business district and the
Oakland district near the University of Pittsburgh and
Carniege Tech,

Negative centralization remained at about the same
level in both the 1950's and 1960's and was the dominate
force in the area.

In summary, although there is little reason to
believe that the situation in the Pittsburgh area will
change much in the near future, there have been some
urban renewal efforts of considerable size around the
central business district of Pittsburgh including Alleéheny
Center on the near north side that should stimulate positive
centralization in the 1970's.,
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MINNEAPOLIS - ST, PAUL URBANIZED AREA

The dual centralized areas in the cities of Minnea-
polis and St, Paul experienced major gains in positive
centralization in the 1960's compared to the almost total
dominance of negative centralization in the 1950's.

The strongest growth in positive centralization
occurred in the centralized portion of Minneapolis which
experienced significant gains in active centralization,
This active centralization was concentrated in the
central business district, University of Minnesota area,
and along the Hennepen Avenue corridor running southwest
from the central business district.

The centralization portion of St. Paul experienced
a small growth in positive centralization near the central
business district and some low rise active centralization
on the northern border of the centralized area.,

The centralized portions of both Minneapolis and
St. Paul experienced general declines in negative cen-
tralization in the 1960's but Minneapolis experienced
a large decline while St. Paul experienced only a minor
decline.

In summary, the centralized portion of the Minn-
eapolis - St, Paul area in Minneapolis seems to be on
the verge of experiencing a dominance of positive cen-
tralization while St,. Paul shows no real signs of attaining
such a position as yet.
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HOUSTON URBANIZED AREA

The centralized portion of the Houston urbanized
area was small in the 1960's but grew rapidly. Like
other young urbanized areas the centralized portion of
the Houston area had numerous available sites for develop-
ment during the 1960's. Because of the available land
in the centralized portion of the Houston area, the 1960's
were dominated by positive centralization of the active
variety. This dominance almost completely reversed an
earlier trend in the 1950's of negativé centralization.

Positive centralization in the Houston area was con-
centrated to the south and west of the central business
district locating close to Houston's finest residential
areas., Negative centralization, on the other hand, re-
mained in the immediate area surrounding the central
business district in both the 1950's and 1960's.

In summary, positive centralization in Houston
should last as long as the nationwide popularity of
apartment living, but may slow down as its centralized

area runs out of sites for low rise apartments,
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BALTIMORE URBANIZED AREA

The centralized portion of the Baltimore area was
comparatively small and dominated by negative centralization
in both the 1950's and 1960's. The small growth in positive
centralization experienced by the centralized area resulted
from urban renewal in the central business district, and
some private high rise development in the Washington
Monument area. This positive centralization was continued
further by high and medium rise development in the tra-
ditionally attractive Guilford area morth of Johns Hopkins
University.

In summary, even though the Baltimore area has
experienced successful residential renewal in the central
business area and Johns Hopkins University remains a
strong attraction for positive centralization, there is
little reason to believe that positive centralization will
pose a serious challenge to negative centralization in

the near future,
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DALLAS URBANIZED AREA

The centralized portion of the Dallas area grew
rapidly in the 1960's experiencing gains in both positive
and negative centralization. Positive centralization,
however, expanded at a much greater rate than the negative.

All of the positive centralization in the Dallas
area was in the form of active centralization, basically
low rise in form, This low rise development concentrated
near the edge of the centralized area to the northeast
and northwest of the central business district.

Along with a small growth in decentralizing areas
the centralized portion of the Dallas area experienced
a gain in the postponed decentralization category due
to the construction of low income housing projects.

In summary, even though the Dallas area has experienced
some growth in negative centralization and will, as other
low density cities, gradually run out of building sites
for low rise development, the immediate future still

should see a predominance of positive centralization.
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MILWAUKEE URBANIZED AREA

The centralized portion of the Milwaukee area
experienced a large gain in positive centralization
during the 1960's along with a significant drop in
negative centralization.

Growth in positive centralization in the Milwaukee
area was totally of the active variety and involved high
rise development along the north lake shore - Prospect
Avenue area just north of the central business district.
This high rise development gradually merged into low
rise development at the edge of the centralized area
on the far north side. Some low rise building also took
place on the far west side of the centralized area.

Negative centralization in the 1960's declined in
those general areas that experienced a growth in active
centralization,

In summary, the Milwaukee area would seem to be
experiencing a major trend of decline in negative
centralization even if the low rise active centralization
is not able to continue at the pace it maintained in
the 1960's.
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SEATTLE URBANIZED AREA

The centralized portion of the Seattle urbanized
area experienced a fairly large gain in positive central-
ization during the 1960's. This gain in positive cen-
tralization was also accompanied by some loss in negative
centralization,

The gain in positive centralization in the Seattle
area involved mixed high rise and low rise development,
This development was largely concentrated between the
central business district and Queen Anne Hill district,
as well as an urban renewal project on First Hill,

In summary, the Seattle area has experienced only
the active variety of positive centralization and has
yet to experience any major stabilization efforts.,

The Seattle centralized area has, however, reversed

a trend of negative centralization that occurred in

the 1950'8-
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MIAMI URBANIZED AREA

The centralized portion of the Miami area is the
most complex of the smaller urbanized areas in the study.
Part of the area's complexity lies in its tremendous
rate of growth in both the 1950's and 1960's. The
situation is further complicated by the large percentage
of retired residents in the area which results in prob-
able misclassification of many developing areas into
the postponed decentralization category.

In the face of its complexity the Miami area did

show a major gain in positive centralization in the
1960's, all of which was of the active variety and most
of which was located im the city of Miami.

Negative centralization in the Miami area also
expanded somewhat during the 1960's and was mostly of
the decentralization variety. This negative centralization
was totally concentrated in the city of Miami while
postponed decentralization existed in both the cities
of Miami and Miami Beach,

In summary, the situation in the Miami area is
made somewhat unpredictable by the boom towan nature of
the area, but in the immediate future, positive central-
ization should continue its rapid growth while negative

centralization may also do so,
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SAN DIEGO URBANIZED AREA

The centralized portion of the San Diego area
showed a large trend to positive centralization in the
1960's, This increase was accompanied by a decline
in negative centralizationm.

Most of the positive centralization in the San
Diego area during the 1960's involved mixed high and low
rise development west and north of Balboa Park., Negative
centralization in the San Diego area, however, remained
centered around the central business district im both
the 1950's and 1960's,

In summary, the San Diego area has experienced some
growth in positive centralization during the 1960's
but the centralized area remained a small part of the
total urbanized area. Future development in San Diego,
however, may find additional centralized areas developing
in the Crow Point and La Jolla areas of the city along
with the existing centralized area surrounding the

central business district.
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ATLANTA URBANIZED AREA

The rapidly growing Atlanta centralized area ex-
perienced an increase in both positive and negative
centralization in the 1960's. Although positive
centralization increased at a greater rate during this
time, negative centralization remained dominate,

Positive centralization in the Atlanta area was
of the active variety during the 1960's and took the form
of low and medium rise apartment development. This
apartment development was heavily concentrated on the
north side of the city of Atlanta just south of the
high income single family residential areas of North
Atlanta,

Negative centralization in the Atlanta area was
concentrated in an expanding area around the central
business district.

In summary, the Atlanta area seems to have great
potential for continued growth in positive centralization
but also shows no signs of experiencing a decline in

negative centralization.
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CINCINNATI URBANIZED AREA

The centralized portion of the Cincinnati area
is still another example of an area experiencing a large

growth in positive centralization but still being dom-

g

inated by negative centralization during the 1960's.
The growth in positive centralization in the
Cincinnati area during the 1960's occurred in the form

T&::?“

of low, medium, and high rise development. This develop-
ment concentrated on the northwest and northern edge

of the urbanized area., An area of mixed high rise and
low rise development running in a belt along the Ohio
River from the Walnut Hills area east to the Hyde Park
area also experienced positive centralization,

Negative centralization in the Cincinnati area was
centered in the areas surrounding the central business
district on the north where the oldest housing in
Cincinnati now exists.

In summary, the Cincinnati area seems to be pro-
gressing rapidly toward positive centralization but the
very old housing stock in the area will retain a po-
tential for negative centralization for some time to

come,
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KANSAS CITY URBANIZED AREA

The centralized portion of the Kansas City area
was totally dominated by negative centralization in the
1960's and became the only area to experience a decline
in positive centralization between the 1950's and 1960's.
The size of the negatively centralizing area in Kansas
City did not expand from the 1950's to the 1960's but
no sizeable rebuilding efforts took place in the central-
ized area either,

In summary, the Kansas City area should continue
to be dominated by negative centralization for some
time to come, but rebuilding activities that were started
in the 1960's should produce at least a small amount of

positive centralization in the near future,
BUFFALO URBANIZED AREA

The centralized portion of the Buffalo area was
almost completely dominated by negative centralization
in both the 1950's and 1960's, The only exception to
this was a small area of passive centralization on the
north side of the centralized area.

In summary, even though the city of Buffalo is
presently sponsoring some rebuilding effort in the
central business district the general slow growth of
the Buffalo area does not present much potential for

rebuilding in the centralized area.
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DENVER URBANIZED AREA

The centralized portion of the Denver area exper-
ienced a very large growth in positive centralization
during the 1960's along with a large decline in nega-
tive centralization,

Positive centralization dominated the Denver area
in the 1960's and involved both high and low rise building
stretching outward from the central business districts
in a southeasterly direction, This positive centralization
was especially concentrated in the Capital Hill area and
around the Colorado Boulevard corridor,

Negative centralization during this time remained
concentrated around the central business district of
the city of Denver.

In summary, Denver should continue to experience
a dominance of positive centralization in the near fu-
ture as additional residential building efforts were
in the planning stages in the late 1960's,
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SAN JOSE URBANIZED AREA

The centralized portion of the San Jose area is
unique among the areas under study in that it developed
during the 1960's in the midst of sprawling suburban
development similar to that of Southern California,

The development of a centralized area in the San Jose
area 1s a direct outgrowth of the nationwide trend
toward apartment living that occurred im both the cen-
tral city and suburbs during the 1960's.

Centralization in the San Jose area was dominated
by positive centralization of the active variety. This
development took the form of low rise development scattered
throughout the centralized area in both the cities of
San Jose and Santa Clara.

In summary, the future of centralization in the San
Jose area will be closely tied to the gemneral popularity
of apartment living., This is because no real dominate
centralized business area has yet developed in the San
Jose urbanized area capable of attracting centralized

development when development sites became scarce.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

By using a detailed method of analysis the study
has demonstrated a widespread treand towards positive
centralization in large United States urbanized areas
when the 1960's are compared to the 1950's. Positive
centralization in this case was defined as location of
population in a manner that would indicate either pop-
ulation stability or growth has occurred and will prob-
ably continue to occur in the near future. Negative
centralization on the other hand was defined as location
of population in a manner that would indicate either
population loss has occurred or probably will occur in
the near future.

With few exceptions the amount of positive central-
ization in both the 1950's and 1960's has been small in
comparison to the more dominate force of negative cen-
tralization. The percentage of centralized areas ex-
periencing positive centralization, however, has risen
from 18.12% to 36.19% between the 1950's and 1960's,
while its reciprocal negative centralization has de-
clined from 81.88% to 63.81%.

By referring to Table 3, Page 33, it can be seen

98
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that the increase in positive centralization was due

to rapid growth in both the 1A, Initial Building-Open
Variation, and the 2A, Stability, stages in the growth
cycle., The decrease in negative centralization, however,
is totally the result of a decline in the 4A, Obsolescence
Stage.

At this point a question may be asked as to the
relation of the decline in the obsolescence stage to
the increase in the initial building stages. Unfor-
tunately the study cannot answer this question directly,
as it was not designed as a test of the stage theory
of growth, However, in spot checking individual census
tracts from the 1950's to the 1960's one can see that
numerous areas experiencing obsolescence in the 1950's
reverted back to the stability stage in the 1960's,

This, of course, is in direct contradiction to the stage
theory.

A number of explanations can be offered for the
apparent inconsistency resulting from using a stage theory
of growth. These include the use of imperfect test
measures such as census tracts and arbitrary classifi-
cation 1limits., Perhaps a better explanation of the stage
theory is that it is a general explanation of urban
growth, Such a general explanation can in turn be greatly
affected by factors such as transportation systems, court

ordered school busing programs, land scarcity, mortgage
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markets, taxatiomn policies, and the rate of local ecom-
omic expamnsion to memtion only a few.

Because of the large numbers of factors affecting
a growth cycle each urbanized area in the study was
somewhat unique. By generalizimg somewhat, however,
it is possible to talk about major categories of cen-
tralized areas.

The first such major category included areas lo-
cated in rapidly developing urbanized areas sometimes
referred to as "young" cities or areas, The first major
characteristic of a young urbanized area is that the
central city in the area is still considered a safe place
by developers to market new housing. This means a cen-
tralized area located in that central city can attract
new development without having to contend too heavily
with the city's bad reputation.

A second characteristic of a young city is a rapid
growth rate which provides a large market demand for new
housing construction. In these cases centralized areas
can usually capture at least a share of that market
demand.

The last major characteristic of a young city is
that it has generally developed at low densities. This
results in low cost land so new higher density develop-
ment usually has an easy time finding suitable construc-
tion sites,

Centralized areas in the study that generally fall
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into the "young" area category include Houston, Atlanta,
Seattle, San Diego, Dallas, Denver, San Jose and possibly
Los Angeles and Oakland, although these final two are
presently moving out of the category.

A second major category of centralized area in-
cludes those located in urbanized areas with strong
central business districts. In these cases the central !1
business districts generally are attractive enough to !
overcome the serious problems the centralized areas may

face in the form of o0ld housing, bad schools, poverty, S

[
crime, and congestion. Ej
Urbanized areas in the strong cemters category
usually have centralized areas that are not popular with
middle class family-oriented persons. They can, however,
attract the more adventurous urban types, as well as
families who will make some sacrifices to live near large
business and institutional centers.
Residential development in a cemntralized area with a
strong central business district is generally difficult.
This is because building site costs are high and usually
require clearance which means development must generally
be very high density in nature,
Centralized areas in the study that generally fall
into the category of strong central business districts
include New York, Chicago, Philadelphia, San Francisco,
Boston, Washington, and Minneapolis.

The final major category of centralized areaincludes
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those located in am urbanized areas with strong
business districts, All of the areas in this category
are presently struggling with their urban problems but
as yet have not clearly demonstrated the ability to
attract positive cemtralization.

Areas in the study that gemerally fall into the
category of weak central business districts include
Detroit, St. Louis, Cleveland, Pittsburgh, Baltimore,
Buffalo, Kansas City, and Cincinnati.

These three major categories of centralized areas
included all of the major areas in the study with the
exception of Miami, St., Paul and Milwaukee., Miami is
truly unique among United States urbanized areas, while
St. Paul and Milwaukee have not yet begun to face the
serious urban problems that characterized other older
urban centers,

In conclusion, due to the large mumbers of variables
effecting a growth cycle, its present use is best limited
to descriptive studies. There exists, however, great
potential for using a stage theory of growth im popu-
lation projection if additional research along the line
of David Birch's work12 can be conducted., Such research
would involve tracing the path of particular neighbor-
hoods through a growth cycle in order to measure time

durations betweem stages. From this poimnt research

lzDavid L. Birch, "Toward a Stage Theory of Urbaam
Growth".
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would have to be dome into the factors affecting the
time duration of particular stages in the cycle. Re-
search on growth cycles could also involve comsidera-
tion of variations betweem urbamized areas or types
of urbanized areas all of which would involve a com-
siderable research effort. There is, however, great
potential for reward from such research in understanding r]
L .

and projecting intra-urbam migration patterms.
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CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM FOR CENSUS TRACTS

1A, A ten year loss in population of 5% was chosen as

a lower limit for stable or actively ceatralizing areas
because it corresponds closely to the situatiom that

would occur in a stable residential area due to the
nationwide decline in population per residential umit

that occurred in urban areas in both the 1950's and 1960's,

2A. An area with 15% of its housing stock comstructed

in the previous ten years was chosem as a lower limit

for classification as am actively cemtralizing area
because such an area roughly approximates one with a
level of new residential construction that would normally
result in a significant population gain, An exception

to this 15% limit for new construction was made for areas
without signs of overcrowding that gained 10% or more
population in the previous ten years but did not have
15% of its units listed as new., The reason for this
exception is based on the fact that some forms of resi-
dential construction such as college boarding houses and
other group housing structures are not counted as housing
units by the Census Bureau,

3A, An area with 10% or more of its housing units occu-
pied by 1.01 or more persons per room was chosen as a
limit for classification as experiencing significant
overcrowding because it was felt, based on past trends,
that such a percentage of units with 1,01 or more persons
per room has great potential for population loss due to
uncrowding of residential units.,

o An area with a median family income of 30% or more
elow the national median income for urban areas was
chosen for a rough approximation of an area in which a
large proportion of the population would not have suffi-
iientiincome to afford a reasonable choice in residential
ocation,
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN NEW YORK URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.
Bronx 78 LA 197 LA 257
Borough-50's 79 LA 198 LA 261 gﬁ
83 LA 199 LA 263 3A
b bA 85 4o 201 4o 26l 34
5 LA 87 4A 202 LA 265 LA
11 4A 89 34 204 BA 266 N
1> 4a 91 34 205 1A 267 LA
17 34 92 LA 206.1 4A 269 1A
20 14 97 LA 207 4bA 271 1A
23 3A 98 4A 208 LA 273 LA
25 LA 99 yA 210 4A 277 1A
27.0 LA 115.0 44 211 4A 279 1A
27.1 LA 115.1 4A 212 LA 281 1A
28 A 119 3A 213,00 4A 253 1A
31 LA 121 LA 213.1 4A 285 34
33 LA 123 LA 214 LA 287 LA
35 LA 125 3A 215 4A 289 LA
37 3A 127 LA 216 4A 291 1A
39 LA 129 3A 217.0 4A 293 1A
40.1 2A 131 3A Zlg.l 4A 295 1A
41 LA 133 LA 21 LA 297 1A
42 1B 135 4A 219 LA 299 1A
L3 3A 137 LA 220 LA 300 3A
bl 1B 139 3a 221 A 301 1A
46 1B 141 A 223 A 307 1A
47 1B 143 3A 224 LA 321 1A
43 LA 144 1B 225 LA 323 1A
49 3A 145 LA 227.0 4A 3R 3A
20 LA 147 LA 227.1 4A 228 1A
2e 3A 149 34 22 LA 329 1A
54 4A 151 LA 229,00 4A 330 1A
56 A 153 34 229,1 4a 332 14
57 2h 155 LA 230 4LA 336 1A
59 2A 157 LA 231 3A 338 LA
LA 159 4o 233 LA 340 LA
62 1A 161 4o 235 [V N T 1A
64 1A 165 3A 236 4A 347 1A
65 1B 167 3A 237 LA 351 1A
66 4A 169 LA 239 4A 357 3A
6 1A 173 A 240 4bA 359 bA
6 1A 175 LA 241 LA 361 LA
69 LA 177 LA 243 LA 363 LA
70 LA 179 LA 245 LA 365 LA
71 LA 181 LA 24 1A 367 LA
72 LA 183 24 2 1A 369.0 4A
75 4a 189 3A 251 LA 369.1 4A
75 3A 193 1A 253 LA 371 LA
7 3A 195 LA 255 A 32 3A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN NEW YORK URBANIZED AREA (CONT.)

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class., No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.
373 3A 13 1A 70 1
34 1A 20 3A 71 ﬁﬁ 128 ﬁﬁ
375.0 3A 21 1B 72 LA 141 LA
375.1  3A 22 LA 74 LA 142 LA
376 LA 23 1B 75 LA 143 LA
277 4o 25 LA 76 WA 145 LA
378 La 27 1A 7 LA 147 LA
379 34 29.0 4A 9 4A 149 LA
330 LA 29,1 LA 80 LA 151 LA
381 A 30 2A 8 4o 153 4A
383 LA 31 1A 84 LA 155 3A
385 LA 32 1A 85 LA 156 1A
387 LA 33 34 88 LA 123 LA
389 LA LA 90 LA 1 LA
290 ha 35 30 92 bA 159 3A
391 LA 36 1A 93 LA 160 LA
392 3A 37 LA 94 LA 161 3A
393 LA 1A 96 LA 162 1A
394 1A 39 3A 98 LA 163 3A
396 LA 40 2A 100 LA 165 2A
397 LA 41 3A 101 LA 167 4A
399 LA 42 2A 102 LA 169 LA
401 LA 43 3A 10 LA 171 LA
403 LA L4 2A 10 LA 173 LA
405 LA 45 3A 110 LA 176 1A
4o7 2A 46 2A 112 LA 178 LA
408 LA 47 4A 113 LA 1@9 34
411 3A 49 LA 114 LA 181 3A
413 LA 50 LA 11 LA 182 LA
415 2A 51 LA 11 A 183 3A
419 LA 52.0 1A 120 LA 185.0 LA
421 LA 52.1 1A 121 LA 185.1 4A
423 LA 54 LA 122 3A 187 LA
425 LA 55 LA 123 LA 189 LA
429.0 4A 56.0 1A 124 LA 190 LA
429.1 3A 56.1 1A 125 La 191 LA
431 LA 57 LA 127 3A 193 LA
538 LA 128.0 LA 194 LA
Brooklyn 59 LA 128,1 44 195 LA
Borough-50's 60 LA 129.0 3A 196 LA
62 LA 129.1 3A 197 LA
1 LA 63 LA 130 LA 199 3A
2 4A 64 LA 131 LA 201 34
3.0 2A 65 LA 133 4A 203 LA
5 2A 66 4A 135 LA 205 LA
7 LA 67 LA 136 LA 207 3A
9 4A 68 LA 137 LA 210 LA
11 4A 69 4A 138 A 212 4A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN NEW YORK URBANIZED AREA (CONT.,)

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class, No, Class., No, Class. No, Class.
213 LA 271,0 4A 335 2A 411 3A
214 LA 271.1 44 337 LA 412 LA
215 LA 272 LA 339 34 413 3A
217 4A 273 4A 3] 34 414,0 1A
219 2A 275 LA 343 1B 414,11  L4A
220 LA 276 4A 35 LA 415 4A
221 LA 277 LA 37 LA 41 LA
222 LA 273 3A 349 LA 41 2A
223 LA Zg9 3A 351 LA 419 LA
224 LA 280 34 353 LA 42l LA
225 44 281 34 35y LA 422 44
226 ha 282 1A 355 A 423 3A
227 ba 283 1B 356 LA 42l LA
228 LA 28] LA 357 LA 425 4A
229 A 285.0 1B 359 LA 426 LA
230 LA 285.1 1B 361 LA 42 LA
231 LA 286 LA 362 A 42 LA
232 4A 28 3A 363 4A 429 4A
233 4a 28 LA 3gY LA 430 4A
23l LA 289 34 365,0 LA 431 LA
235 LA 290 LA 365,1 34 43 LA
236 LA 291 LA 366 LA 433 LA
237 A 292 LA 367 YA L34 LA
233 A 293 A 369 A 435 4A
239 3A 294 1A 371 LA 436 LA
240 4A 295 L 33 3A u;g LA
241 LA 296 LA 374 1A 4 LA
243 LA 297 LA 35 34 439 LA
245 LA 298 LA 377 38 440 LA
247 3A 299 1B 379 LA 44l LA
248 LA 300 3A 281 1B 443 LA
249 LA 301 4a 382 1A 44k LA
251 LA 303 34 383 LA 445 LA
252 LA 307 34 385 4A 446 LA
253 34 309 LA 386 1A 447 4A
255 LA 311 1B 387 3A 448 1A
agg LA 313 LA 389 34 453 LA
2 LA 315 34 39] LA 455 4A
259,0 LA 317.0 3A 392 1A 456 LA
259.1 44  317,1 24 393 LA 458 14
261 34 319 LA 395 A 460 2A
263 34 321 LA 397 3A 462.0 1A
264 LA 323 LA 399 2A 465 1B
265 LA 325 LA 401 3A 469 LA
267 LA 327 LA 403 34 472

%9 s 31 o L Mo owroom

40
270 La 333 2A 309 LA 477 LA
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN NEW YORK URBANIZED AREA (CONT,)

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract
No, Class. No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.

478 LA 529 LA 606 1A 890 LA
Ago LA 530 LA 608 1A 892 LA
481 LA 531 3A 610 LA 894 LA
482 1A 532 LA 632 14 896 LA
483 LA 533 LA 642 LA 898 LA
L8l LA 534 4A 760 LA 900 LA
6 LA 535 LA 962 LA 902 3A
487 3B 536 LA 764 1A 904 1B
3 LA 537 LA 766 1A 906 1B
4,89 1A 5 LA 770 2A 908 3B
490 LA 539 LA 772 LA 910 1B
491 1A 540 LA 77 1A 912 1B
492 LA 542 LA 7g 1A 91 1B
493 LA Shh LA 782 1A 91 LA
494 LA 545 3A 786 4A 918 3A
495 LA 546 LA 790 LA 920 3A
496 LA 547 3A 792 LA 922 1A
497 LA 549 LA 794 LA 938 LA
498 1A 550 LA 7296 A 972 1A
500 14 551 3A 798 LA 974 1A
501 LA 552 LA 800 2A 1078 1A
502.0 4A 553 LA 802 LA 1102 1A
502.1 L4A 554 LA 80y LA 1106 1A
503 LA 555 LA 806 LA 1110 1A
204 2A 556 1A 810 1A 1112 1A
505 LA 557 LA 81 LA 111 1A
506 LA 5959 LA 81 LA 112 LA
507 LA 560 LA 820 LA 1128 LA
508 LA 563 LA 822 LA 1130 LA
509 LA 565 LA 824 LA 1132 LA
210 LA 567 LA 826 LA 1134 3A
511 4A 569 LA 828 LA 1136 LA
212 2A 570 1A 830 1A 1138 LA
513 LA 571 LA 856 1A 1140 LA
514 1A 572 1A 860 LA 1152 LA
515 LA 573 LA 862 LA 1154 LA
516 2A 575 4A 866 LA 1156 3A
517 LA 577 LA 868 LA 1160 4A
518 1A 579 LA 870 LA 1190 1B
519 LA 580 LA 872 1A 1194 LA
520 LA 582 LA 872 1A 1196 1B
See LA 588 1A 87 1A 1200 1B
%3 4A 589 LA 878 LA 1208 1B
224 2A 591 LA 880 1A 1210 1B
222 LA 592 LA 882 1A 1214 1B
526 LA 593 4LA 88 4A 1220 1B
227 3A 596 1A 88 LA
528 4A 600 1A 888 LA

ERTI ) mamar ey A e T

L
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN NEW YORK URBANIZED AREA (CONT,)

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class. No, Class. No, Class,
Manhattan 59 1A 109 LA 1
Borough-50's 60 LA 110 LA 1?3 Qﬁ
61 2A 111 LA 160 LA
2 LA 62 4A 112 LA 161 4A
6 A 63 1A 113 A 162 3
8 4A 6l LA 114 LA 163 ZA
10.0 1A 65 A 115 A 164 1B
10.1 LA 66 LA 116 LA 165 3A
12 LA 67 LA 117 4A 166 LA
13 LA 68 LA 118 4A 167 LA
14 LA 70 LA 119 LA 168 LA
15 1B 71 LA 120 LA 169 3A
16 LA 72 4A 121 LA 170 LA
18 3A 73 LA 122 LA 171 3A
20 LA 4 24 123 LA 172 LA
21 4o 75 34 124 4A 173 3A
22 A 76 WA 125 LA 197G LA
24 34 77 4A 126 YA 175 4A
25 1B 78 LA 127 4A 177 3B
26 4A 79 2A 128 4A 178 LA
27 1B 80 LA 129 LA 179 LA
28 4o 81 YA 130  2A 180 44
29 3A 82 1A 131 LA 181 4A
20 4a 83 LA 132 4A 182 3A
31 1B 84 4o 133 YA 183 34
32 LA 85 LA 134 LA 184 LA
34 LA 86 1A 135 LA 185 LA
36 LA 8 LA 136 1B 186 1B
38 LA 8 LA 137 LA 187 A
39 LA 89 3A 138 LA 190 LA
4o LA 90 LA 139 LA 191 3A
41 LA 91 4A 140 LA 192 1B
42 1B 92 LA 141 2A 193 34
43 LA 93 LA 142 24 19} 1B
Ly LA 9y LA 144 LA 195 2A
45 4o 95 bA 145 YA 195 3A
47 ba 96 LA 146 LA 197,0 4A
48 BA 97 YA 1y bA  197.,1 3A
49 LA 98 LA 1 LA 19 3A
50 LA 99 LA 149 LA 199 3A
51 4A 100 LA 150 1A 200 LA
52 LA 101 LA 151 3A 201 2A
33 3A 102 LA 152 1A 201.1 L4A
54 LA 103 LA 153 LA 202 LA
55 1A 104 LA 154 LA 203 3A
56 4A 106.0 1A 155 LA 204 LA
27 1A 106.1 1A 156 LA 205 3A
58 LA 108 LA 157 LA 206 LA
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN NEW YORK URBANIZED AREA (CONT.)

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract
No, Class. No, Class. No, Class., No, Class,

207.0 4A 255 LA 65 LA 259 LA
207.1 4A 261 LA 69 4A 260 1B
20 3A 263 LA 71 LA 261 LA
209.0 1B 265 LA 73 LA 263 LA
209.1 3A 267 3A 75 LA 267 1A
210 3A 269 LA 77 LA 269 1A
211 3A 271 LA 9 LA 271 1A
212 3A 273 2A 1 LA 273 1A
213.0 LA 275 LA 83 LA 275 1A
213.,1 4A 277 LA 87 1A 277 1A
214 3A 279 3A 103 1A 2g9 1A
215 3A 281 2A 105 3A 281 1A
216 LA 283 3A 113 LA 283 1A
217.0 44 285 LA 115 LA 285 2A
217.1 4A 287 LA 134 1A 287 1A
2l LA 289 1A 136 1A 289 1A
219 3A 291 LA 138 1A 291 2A
220 LA 293 LA 140 1A 295 LA
221.0 4A 295 LA 147 LA 339 1A
221.1 LA 297 LA 149 LA 351 1A
222 LA 303 LA 151 LA 375 LA
223 LA 307 3A 153 3A 405 LA
224 LA 309 1A 155 LA 407 LA
225 3A 157 LA 409 3A
226 LA 159 LA 446 4A
227 4A Queens 161 LA LL46-I 1A
227-1I  3A Borough-50's 163 3A 45 1A
228 LA 169 1A 453 1A
229 LA 7 LA 1g9 LA 460 1A
230 LA 19 4A 131 LA 463 LA
231.0 LA 25 LA 183 LA 465 LA
231-1 3A 27 LA 185 LA 466 1A
232 LA 29 LA 189 1A 467 1A
233 A 31 LA 197 LA 469 1A
234 4A 35 LA 21 1A 471 1A
235 LA 39 LA 21 1A 47 1A
235-1 4A 41 LA 220 1A 47 1A
236 3A 43 1A 220-1 1A 481 1A
237 LA 45 1A 232 1A 485 1A
239 LA L7 1A 235 LA 500 1A
241 4A 49 LA 238 1A 545 2A
243.0 1A 5] LA 240 4o 547 LA
243,1 1A 53 1A 247 LA 549 LA
245 LA 55 LA 249 2A 551 LA
247 LA 57 LA 251 2A 553 LA
249 LA 59 LA 252 1A 555 LA
251 4La 61 La 253 LA 557 LA
253 LA 63 LA 257 LA 559 LA
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN NEW YORK URBANIZED AREA (CONT.)

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, = Class. No,  (Class. No, _ (Class. No,  (Class.
585 LA 1227 1A 64 1B 155 3A
587 LA 1127-1 1A 65 LA 157 3A
589 bA 1347  2A 66 3A 161 3A
591 24 1367 1A 67 LA 165 LA
679 1A 1463 1A 68 1A 167 LA
6383 1A 1467 1A 69 1B 169 LA
687 LA 70 3A 173 3A
693 1A Richmond 71 LA 175 A
697 1A Borough-50's 72 3A 177 3A
711 1A 73 LA 179 3A
713 1A 3 LA 74 1A 181 3A
713-1 1A 7 LA 75 LA 183 1A
717 1A 77 LA 189 LA
719 1A Bronx 78 1A 193 3A
721 1A Borough-60's 79 1B 195 LA
725 LA 83 3A 197 LA
737 LA 11 3A 85 LA 198 LA
739 1A 17 LA 86 1A 199 LA
7241 1A 20 1A 87 LA 201 3A
743 1A 23 1B 88 1A 202 LA
745 1A 25 LA 89 3A 204 3A
757 1A 27.1 3A 92 LA 205 3A
769 LA 27.2 LA 97 2A 206.2 L4A
769-1 LA 28 1A 99 3A 208 1A
773 LA 31 3A 115.1 1A 210 LA
773-1 4A 33 3A 115,2 3A 211 3A
775 2A 35 1B 119 3A 212 LA
779 1A 36 1A 121.1 3A 213.1 44
779-2 24 37 LA 121.2 3A 213.2 3A
797 14 39 34 123 LA 214 3A
851 1A 40.1 1A 125 LA 215.1 3A
853 1A 41 1B 127.1 3A 215.2 3A
855 1A 43 LA 127.2 LA 216.1 4A
857 1A 42 LA 129.1 4A 216.2 4A
859 1A 4 1A 129.2 4A 217.1 3A
861 1A 47 LA 131 LA 217.2 4A
863 1A 48 3A 133 1B 218 3A
865 LA 49 LA 135 LA 219 2A
871 1B 50 2A 137 3A 220 LA
889 1A 52 3A 139 LA 221 4A
991 1A Sl 3A 141 3A 223 LA
997-1 1A 56 1A 143 LA 224.,1 4A
1047 1A 57 2A 144 3A 224.,2 LA
1147 1A 59.1 LA 145 1B 225 LA
1159 14 59.2 LA 147 1B 227.1 2A
1161 1A 60 LA 149 LA 227.2 LA
1163 1A 61 1A 151 LA 227.3 LA
1175 1A 62 1A 153 LA 228 2A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN NEW YORK URBANIZED AREA (CONT,)

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract
No, Class. No, Class, No, Class. No, Class.

229.1 1A 324 LA 399.2 4A 27 A
229.2 LA 328 1A 401 LA 29,01 LA
230 20 329 LA  403,1 4A 29,02 4A
231 4A 330 1A 403.2 4A 3P 2A

233,1 2A 332 1A 405 2A 21 LA
233.,2 2A 333 LA 406 1A 32
235.1 2A 336 1A 407.1
235.2 2A 338 LA uog.z 2A 3l
236 2A 339 1A 40

237.1 LA 340 LA 409 1A 36
237.2 4A 341 1A 411 2A 37
239 LA 42 2A 413 1A 38
240 LA 343 1A 415 LA 39
241 3A 345 1A 418 2A 40 2A

3
w
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243 1A 41 LA 419 LA 41 LA
245 3A 351 1A 420 2A 4e LA
247 1A 359 3A 421 2A 43 LA
243 1A 361 LA Le2 2A 45 LA
251 3A 363 3A 423 LA 46 2A
253 2A 365.1 3A 425 LA ﬁg LA
255 LA 365.2 3A 429.1 4A 2A
256 1A 367 3A 429.2 4A 49 LA
257 LA 369.1 3A 432 4A 50 LA
261 LA 369.2 1B 4yg.1 1A 51.1 LA
263 2A 371 LA 449.2 2A 52,1 1A
265 LA 372 1A 451.1 4A 52.2 2A
266.1 1A 373 35 451.,2 2A 5S4 LA
266.2 1A 374 LA 458 1A 55 4A
267 LA 375.1 3A 462.1 1A 56.1 1A
269 2A 275.2 3A 462.2 1A 56.2 1A
271.1 LA 37%.3 3A 57 LA
273 1A 376 2A Brooklyn 53 LA
277 2A 27 3A Borough-60's 59 LA
279 1A 37 1A 60 LA
281 LA 379 LA 1 1A 62 4A
283 LA 380 1A 2 4A 63 LA
285 1A 381 LA 3.01 2A 64 LA
286 LA 383 4A 5 LA 65 LA
287 1A 385 3A 7 4A 66 1A
289 1A 386 2A 9 1A 67 LA
293 1A 387 3A 11 LA 68 2A
295 1A 389 LA 13 LA 69 LA
296 1A 291 3A 18 3A 70 LA
297 1A 392 LA 20 LA 71 LA
300 1A 393 3A 21 LA 72 LA
301 2A 294 LA 22 3A 74 2A
307 1A 397 LA 23 LA 75 3A
323 1A 399.1 2A 25 LA 76 A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN NEW YORK URBANIZED AREA (CONT,)

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.
7 4A 151 LA 223 3A 284 LA
7 3A 153 3A 22l 2A 285.1 4A
80 3A 155 LA 225 LA 285.,2 3A
82 3A 156 2A 226 34 286 2A
84 LA 157 2A 227 LA 287 1B
85 LA 158 2A 228 ZA 288 4A
88 4A 159 4A 229 LA 289 LA
90 3A 160 LA 230 LA 290 1A
92 2A 161 LA 231 4A 291 LA
94 LA 162 LA 232 LA 292 LA
96 2A 163 2A 233 1B 293 4A
98 3A 164 4A 234, 2A 294 1A
100 LA 165 24 235 3A 295 2A
101 LA 167 LA 236 2A 296 LA
102 2A 169 3A 2§g LA 297 ZA
104 2A 171 2A 2 1A 298 LA
108 2A 173 4A 239 4A 299 4A
110 2A 176 LA 240 2A 300 1A
112 LA 178 LA 241 3A 201 LA
114 LA 179 LA 243 3A 302 1A
117 4A 181 LA 245 3A 303 LA
118 LA 182 2A 247 LA 204 1A
120 LA 183 ZA 248 2A 306 1A
121 LA 185.1 3A 249 3A 307 4A
122 LA 185.2 3A 251 LA 308 1A
123 3A 187 LA 252 LA 309 LA
124 4A 190 LA 253 LA 311 LA
125 4A 191 LA 255 4A 313 3A
127 LA 193 1A 257 1B 314 1A
128.1 1A 194 LA 258 2A 315 3A
128.2 44 195 LA 259.1 4A 317.1  3A
129.1 4A 196 LA 259.2 1B 317.2 3A
129.2 4A 197 LA 261 3A 319 3A
130 LA 199 LA 263 LA 320 LA
131 LA 201 3A 264 LA 321 LA
133 LA 203 4A 265 LA 323 3A
135 LA 205 ZA 271.2 LA 325 1A
136 LA 207 3A 272 LA 326 4A
13 3A 210 LA 273 4A 327 3A
1 4A 212 4A 275 3A 328 LA
139 2A 213 3A 276 LA 329 LA
140 4A 214 4A 277 3A 330 LA
141 LA 215 3A 278 1A 331 LA
142 4A 217 3A 2%9 LA 333 3A
143 LA 219 3A 280 LA 335 3A
145 LA 220 LA 281 LA 336 LA
147 4A 221 3A 282 1A 337 ZA
149 3A 222 LA 283 3A 339 3A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN NEW YORK URBANIZED AREA (CONT.)

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract
No, Class. No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.

340 LA 401 3A 456 LA 18 2A
41 3A 403 3A 458 LA 219 LA
342 LA 405 3A 460.1 1A 520 1A
343 3A 406 LA 460.2 LA 522 LA
34> A 409 3A 462.1 1A 523 LA
347 4A 411 3A 465 LA 521, 14
348.1 LA 412 LA 472 2A 525 1B
348.2 4A 413 34 473 LA 526 1A
49 3A 414,1 2A 477 LA 527 34
350 1A 4Llh.2 LA 478 LA 528 LA
351 3A 415 3A 480 LA 529 LA
352 1B 416 2A 481 LA 530 2A
353 3A 417 3A 482 1A 531 3A
35k 1A 418 LA 483 LA 532 LA
355 3A 419 3A 484 1A 533 3A
326 A 420 LA 486 44 53R 24
357 3A 421 3A 487 LA 535 34
359 3A y22 LA 488 1A 536 LA
360.1 1B 423 4A 489 1B 537 4A
360.2 LA 24 2A 490 1A 538 1A
361 3A 425 LA 1491 LA 539 LA
362 LA 426 4A 492 1A 54,0 LA
363 A 27 34 493 WA 52 2A
364 1A 428 LA 4ol 1A Suy 2A
365.1 1A h29 LA 495 LA 45 14
365.2 LA 430 LA 496 LA 546 LA
366 1A 431 A 497 4a 547 4A
367 A 432 2A 498 2A 549 LA
369 3A 433 JA 499 2A 550 LA
371 LA L34 2A 500 LA 551 LA
373 3A 435 3A 501 LA 552 LA
574 1A 436 LA 502,1 2A 553 3A
372 A 437 LA 502,2 1A 554 1A
377 3A 438 LA 203 LA 559 LA
379 3A 439 2A 504 1A 556 1A
381 LA 440 2A 505 1B 557 3A
382 A 441 3A 506 34 558 2A
385 A w2 2h 3507 kA 560 4
385 A 443 2A 508 2A 563 LA
38 1A 445 2h 510 2A 565 1A
389 LA 4u6 LA 511 1B 547 LA
391 LA 447 2A 512 569 LA
392 1A 48 1A 513 3A 570 YA
393 3A 450 1A 514 1A 571 LA
395 A 452 LA 515 LA 572 LA
397 3A 453 LA 516 2A 573 LA
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN NEW YORK URBANIZED AREA (CONT.)

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class. No, Class, No, Class.,
578 2A 820 1A 1110 LA 25 LA
579 LA 822 LA 1118 3A 26.1 1A
580 1A 824 LA 1120 3A 26.2 LA
582 LA 826 2A 1122 3A 27 1A
584 1A 828 2A 1124 34 28 1B
586 1A 830 LA 1126 2A 29 3A

588 1A 856 24 1128 3A 30,1 LA
589 2A 858 LA 1130 3A
590 2A 860 LA 1132 34 32 1A

¥
g
n

591 LA 862 2A 1134 LA 3 1A
592 2A 864 2A 1136 LA 36.1 LA
593 2A 866 LA 1138 LA 36.2 LA
59%4.1  4A 868 2A 1140 LA LA
596 LA 870 LA 1148 LA 40 LA
600 1A 872 2A 1150 LA 41 3A
606 1A 874.1 1A 1152 2A 42 14
608 1A 874.2 4A 1154 LA 43 4A
610.1 4A 876 LA 1156 LA 44 LA
610.2 1A 878 LA 1158 3A 45 3A
622 1A 880 LA 1160 LA 47 3A
632 1A 882 1A 1162 34 48 1A
642 2A 884 3A 1164 3A 49 2A
736 LA 886 3A 1166 2A 50 1A
738 LA 888 2A 1168 3A 51 1A
760 LA 890 3A 1194 2A 52 1A
762 2A 892 LA 1196 3A 53 LA
764 LA 894 3A 1210 4A 54 1A
766 2A 896 3A 1214 LA 55.1 1A
770 LA 898 2A 55.2 LA
772 2A 900 3A Manhattan 56 LA
74 3A 902 LA Borough-60's 57 1A
776 1A 904 4A 58 LA
782 LA 906 LA 2,01 LA 59 1A
786 1A 908 1B 2.02 1A 60 LA
788 2A 910 LA 6 1B 61 1A
790 2A 912 1B 8 3A 63 2A
792 3A 914 LA 10.1 LA 64 1A
794 3A 916 4A 10.2 3A 65 LA
796 2A 918 LA 12 4A 66 4A
98 2A 920 LA 13 4A 67 4A
00 3A 922 1A 14,1 1A 68 1A
802 2A 928 1A 14.2 LA 69 1A
804 LA 933 LA 16 3A 70 1A
806 LA 982 LA 18 LA 71 1A
810 2A 103, 44 20 ba 72 1A
814 2A 1078 1A 22.1 1A 73 4A
816 LA 1102 1A 22,2 LA 74 2A
818 1A 1106 44 24 4o 75 2A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN NEW YORK URBANIZED AREA (CONT.)

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.
76 3A 124 1A 167 LA 210 1A
77 2A 125 LA 168 LA 211 LA
73 1A 126 1A 169 4A 212 1A
79 1A 12 LA 170 1A 213,1 44
80 2A 12 1A 171 LA 213.,2 4A
81 LA 129 LA 172.1 44 214 1A
82 LA 130 LA i72.2 LA 216 4A
33 LA 131 LA 173 4A 217 4A
84 3A 132 1A 74,1 1B 217.1 4A
86 1A 133 LA 174.,2 4A 217.2 44
87 LA 134 1A 175 4A 2l LA
88 1A 135 LA 177 LA 219 1A
89 LA 136 1A 178 LA 220 LA
90 1A 137 LA 179 LA 221,1 4A
91 LA 138 1A 180 LA 221.2 4A
92 LA 139 1A 181 LA 222 LA
93 1A 140 2A 182 LA 223 LA
94 LA 142 2A 183 LA 224 LA
95 LA 44,1 1A 184 1B 225 3A
96 LA 144.2 1A 185 1A 226 LA
97 1A 145 4A 186 4A 227.1 4A
98 1A 146.1 4A 187 LA 227.2 LA
99 LA 146.2 1A 188 LA 228 LA
100 LA 147 LA 189 4A 229 LA
101 LA 148.1 1A 190 LA 230 LA
102 LA 148.2 4A 191 LA 231.1 4A
103 4A 149 A 192 4o  231.2 4A
104 4A 150.1 4A 193 LA 232 4A
106.1 2A 150.2 1A 194 LA 233 LA
106.2 1A 151 LA 195 LA 234 LA
108 1A 152 1A 196 LA 235.1 4A
109 2A 153 LA 197.1 1B 235.,2 3A
110 1A 154 LA 197.2 L4A 236 1A
111 LA 155 1A 198 LA 237 3A
112,144 156.1 4A 199 LA 239 3A
112.2 1A 156.2 L4A 200 LA 241 2A
112.3 1A 157 LA 201.1 4A 243,1 LA
113 LA 158.1 4A 201.,2 4A 243.,2 1B
114.1 4A 158.2 4A 202 LA 245 4A
114.2 1A 159 LA 203 LA 247 2A
115 LA 160.,1 2A 204 LA 249 LA
116 LA 160.2 4A 205 LA 251 LA
11 LA 161 LA 206 LA 253 LA
11 1A 162 1B 207.1 LA 255 LA
119 LA 163 LA 207.2 L4A 261 3A
120 1A 164 LA 208 LA 263 1A
121 LA 165 LA 209.1 4A 265 4A
122 LA 166 LA 209.2 LA 267 2A



CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN NEW YORK URBANIZED AREA (CONT.)

Tract Tract

No,

269
271
273
275
277
279
281

Queens

Borough-60's

7
19
22

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract
Class. No,

Class. No,
LA 79
LA 81
LA 83
2A 87
34 95
LA 103
2A 105
1A 111
LA 113
LA 115
LA 119
3A 132
LA 134
LA 136
LA 138
2ﬁ 140

141
LA 143
145
147
149
151
LA 153
LA 155
1A 157
LA 159
LA 161
LA 163
LA 169
LA 179
LA 181
3A 183
2A 185
LA 189
LA 197
LA 214
3A 216
2A 220,1
2A 220,2
1A 232
LA 235
LA 236
1A 238
2A 240
2A 245
1A 247
1A 249
4A 251
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252
253
257
259
260
261
263
265
267
269
271
273
275
277
278
279
281
283
285
287
289
291
295
309.2
334.2
339
351
375
381
401
407
409
437
Ly
Lyu6.1
L446,2
454
455
457
458
459
460
462
463
L64
466
467
469

2A
2A
1A
1A
34
LA
1A
1A
1A
3A
2A
34

Class., No,

Class,
471 1A
72 1A
473 1A
478 SA
481 1A
483 1A
485 24
492 LA
500 2A
535 LA
539 LA
o545 LA
547 2A
549 2A
551 2A
253 2A
555 LA
557 LA
%8 i
531 3A
%2 i
587 2A
589 LA
591 2A
993 2A
641.1 4A
679 3A
683 1A
687 2A
693 2A
695 LA
697.1 1A
711 1A
713.,1 1A
713.2 1A
717 1A
719 2A
721 LA
737 24
739 1A
741 2A
743 LA
745 1A
47 1A
757 1A
769.1 4A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN NEW YORK URBANIZED AREA (CONT,)

Tract Tract

No, Classg.
769.2 4A
773 LA
775 1A
779.1 4A
s59.% 1A
779.5 3A -
797 1A :"!
845 1A i
851 1A
853 1A
855 1A
857 1A -
859 4A j
861 2A .
863 1A
857
1
889 1A
991 2A
997.2 1A
1157 1A
1159 1A
1161 1A
1163 1A
1175 2A
1227.1 4A
1227.2 3A
1283 1A
1291.1 4A
1347 2A
1463 2A
1467 2A
Richmond
Borough-60's
3 LA
7 1A
29 1A
33 1A
39 1A

40 1A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN LOS ANGELES URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract
No, Class. No, Class. No, Clags. No, Class.

Los Angeles

City-1950's

1882 4A 2079 LA 2202 1A 6013 1A
1891 1A 2081 LA 2211 3A

1892 1A 2082 LA 2212 2A Pasadena
1895 1A 2083 2A 2213 2A City-1950's
1899 1A 2084 1A 2215 3A

1901 1A 2085 1A 221 3A 4619 1A
1902 4A 2086 2A 221 2A 4622 1A
1903 1A 2087 LA 2219 2A 4636 1A
1904 1A 2088 LA 2241 [\

1905 1A 2089 La 2242 4A West Hollywood
1906 1A 2091 LA 2243 3A Unincorporated
1907 1A 2092 4A 2244 4A 1950's

1908 1A 2093 4A 2245 LA

1909 1A 2094 LA 2246 LA 7001 1A
1911 1A 2095 4A 2247 LA 7002 1A
1912 1A 2096 4Ao 22 LA 7003 1A
1914 LA 2097 LA 2361 1A 7005 1A
1915 4A 2098 LA 2362 1A

1916 1A 2111 1A 2652 1A S, Pasadena
1917 4A 2112 2A 2653 1A City-1950's
1918 1A 2113 2A 2655 1A

1923 4A 2114 1A 2656 1A 4806 1A
1924 1A 2115 2A 2657 1A

1925 1A 211 1A 2673 4A Los Angeles
1926 LA 211 1A 267 1A City-1960's
1927 4A 2119 1A 269 1A

1959 2A 2121 1A 2699 1A 1232 1A
1975 2A 2122 4A 1241.,1 1A
1976 3A 2123 4A Beverly Hills 1242.2 1A
2034 LA 212L, 2A  City-1950's 1249.1 1A
2044 YA 2125 1A 1251 1A
2045 LA 2126 1A 7008 44 1254 1A
2051 3A 2129 2A 7009 1A 1255 1A
2061 LA 2132 2A 7010 2A 1431 2A
2062 4A 2133 3A 1432 1A
2063 LA 2134 LA Glendale 1436.1 1A
2064 LA 2144 4A City-1950's 1436.2 1A
2065 4A 2145 1A 18382.2 2A
2072 LA 2148 1A 3020 1A 1891 1A
2073 LA 2149 1A 3022 2A 1892 2A
2074  4A 2151 4A 1895 14
2075 LA 216 1A Inglewood 189g.2 1A
2076 4A 216 1A City-1950's 189 1A
2077 LA 2181 4A 1899 1A
2078 4A 2201 1A 6006 1A 1901 1A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN LOS ANGELES URBANIZED AREA (CONT,)

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract
No, Class. No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.

1902 1A 207 LA 2164 1A 26 1A
1903,1 1A 207 3A 2166 LA 26?3 1A

1903.2 4A 2079 LA 2167 1A 2671 1A
1904 LA 2081 4a 2181 1A 2672 1A
1905 1A 2082 A 2182 1A 2673 1A
1906 LA 2083 3A 2188 1A 2674.1 1A
190 3A 2084 1B 2189 2A 2674.2 1A
190 LA 2085 1A 2202 2A 2675.1 1A
1909 1A 2086 1A 2211 3A 2675.2 1A
1911 1A 208 1A 2212 A 2679 1A
1912,1 1A 208 LA 2213 1A 2691 1A
1912.2 44 2089 3A 2214.1 1A 2696 1A
1913 1A 2091 3A 2214.,2 1B 2698 LA
1914 1A 2092 3A 2215.1 1A 2699.1 1A
1915 1A 2093 3A 2215.2 1B 2699.2 1A
1916.1 1A 2094 3A 2216.1 4A 2701 1A
1916.2 2A 2095 1B 2216.2 4A 2702 1A
191 1A 2096 LA 2217.1 3A 2717.1 1A
191 1A 209 LA 2217.2 3A 2717.2 1A
1919.1 1A 209 2A 221 1B 2718 1A
1921 2A 2111 1A 2219 1B 2722 1A
1923 2A 2112 2A 2221 3A 2723.2 1A
1924 2A 2113 1A 2222 2B 2761 1A
1925 1A 2114 1A 2241 3A 2772 1A
1926 1A 2115 1A 2242 1B

1927 1A 2117 1A 2243 3A West Hollywood
1944 1A 2118 1A 2244 2B Unincorporated
1945 1A 2119 1A 2245 3A 1960's
1953 1A 2121 1A 2246 3A

1957 3A 2122 3A 2247 1B 7001 1A
1959 1A 2123 2A 2261 3A 7002 1A
1975 3A 2124 1A 2262 3A 7003 1A

1976 {ﬁ 2125 1A 2311 3A 7004 1A

1977 2126 1A 2312 2B 7005 1A
2044 3A 2129 1A 2317 2B

2045.1 3A 2131 1A 2343 2A Alhombra
2051 3A 2132 3A 2349 1A City-1960's
2061 3A 2133 1A 2352.2 1A

2062 LA 213y 1A 2361 3A 4803 1A
2063 LA 2144 LA  2362.1 1A

2064 LA 2145 LA  2362.2 1A Beverly Hills
2065 A 2146 1A 2364 1A City-1960's
2071 LA 2147 2A 2641.1 1A

2072 3A 2148 2A 2643,1 1A 7008 1A
2073 LA 2149 1A 2651 1A 7009.1 2A
2074 LA 2151 LA 2652 1A 7009.2 1A
2075 LA 2162 1A 2653.2 1A 7010 2A
2076 LA 2163 LA 2655 1A




CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN LOS ANGELES URBANIZED AREA (CONT.)

Tract Tract

Tract Tract

No, Class., No, Class.

Burbank
City-1960's

3107 1A
3116 1A
3118 1A

Culver City
1960's

7030 1A

Glendale
City-1960*s

3012.,1 1A
3018 LA
3019 LA
3020 1A
3021.1 1A
3022 1A
3023 1A
3024 1A
3025 1A

Hawthorne
City-1960's

6021.1 L4A
6021.2 LA
6024.1 1A

Hunting Park
City-1960's

5326 1A
5331 1A

Inglewood
City-1960's

6006 2A
6007.1 1A
6009.2 1A
6010 1A
6011 1A
6012,1 1A
6013 1A
6014.1 1A

6019 1A

Pasadena
City-1960's

4619 LA
4620 1B
4622 1A
4623 1A
4635 1A
4636 1A

Santa Monica
City-1960's

7018.1 4A

S, Pasadena
City-1960's

4806 1A

G
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN CHICAGO URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class, No, Class. No, Class.
Chicago

City-1950's

1 LA 58 2A 103 LA 187 2A
2 2A 59 LA 104 3A 188 LA
3 LA 60 4A 105 LA 189 LA
oA LA 61 LA 106 LA 190 LA
5B LA 62 2A 107 LA 192 LA
9 2A 63 LA 108 LA 227 LA
10 1A 64 2A 109 LA 228 LA
11 1A 65 LA 110 LA 229 4A
18 LA 66 2A 111 LA 231 4A
19 LA 67 LA 112 LA 232 LA
20 LA 68 LA 113 LA 233 LA
21-2 1A 69 LA 114 LA 23 LA
22 44 70 A 115 4A 235 4A
23 LA 71 LA 116 LA 23 LA
24 LA 72 LA 117 LA 2 LA
26 LA 73 LA 118 3A 239 LA
2 LA 74 LA 119 LA 240 2A
2 LA 72 4A 121 LA 241 4A
29 LA 76 LA 122 LA 22 LA
30 WA 7 24 123 A 243 4A
31 WA 7 A 124 A 24k 4A
32 LA 79 1A 125 1A 245 2A
33 2A 80 LA 126 LA 246 LA
34 4A 81 LA 127 1B 247 LA
35 LA 82 LA 128 LA 243 LA
36 4A 83 1A 129 LA 250 LA
37 2A 84 2A 130 LA 252 4A
38 4A 85 LA 131 LA 253 LA
39 1A 86 LA 132 1A 254 2A
Lo LA 8 LA 133 3A 255 LA
41 LA 8 LA 134 ba 256 LA
42 LA 89 LA 135 4A 25 3A
L3 LA 90 LA 136 LA 2 LA
Ly LA 91 LA 137 4A 259 3A
L5 LA 92 LA 162 4A 260 LA
L6 4A 93 LA 163 LA 261 LA
47 1A 94 LA 164 LA 262 LA
49-2 2A 92 LA 165 2A 263 A
51 LA 96 LA 166 2A 264 LA
52 2A 9 4A 167 4o 265 2A
23 LA 9 LA 182 2A 266 LA
o LA 99 1A 183 LA 267 34
25 2A 100 LA 184 LA 272 YA
56 2A 101 LA 185 LA 273 LA
57 LA 102 LA 186 4A 274 2A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN CHICAGO URBANIZED AREA (CONT.)

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract
No, Class. No, Class. No, Clags. No, Class,

275 4A 343 2A 408 LA 472 3A
276 LA 345 2A 410-2 LA 473 3A
277 A 346 BA 412 LA 32 24
280 A By YA 413 24 487 34
281 38 382  4A 41} LA 488 LA
282 3A 349-2  L4A 415 LA 4,89 LA
283 2h 350 A 416 LA 495 3A
284 3A 351 4A 417 LA 496 3A
285 2A 352 34 418 A 497 hA
286 A 3537 LA 419 A 499 3
287 LA 354 3A 420 3A 500 3
288 LA 355 LA 421-2 LA 501 A
289 LA 357 34 y22 LA 502 KA
290 LA 358 3A 423-2 LA 505 LA
291 LA 359 LA 42 3A 508 kA
292 4A 360 LA 429 LA 509 LA
293 LA 361 LA 431-Z LA 510 LA
29k LA 362 4a 432 4A 511 LA
295 La 363-2 3A 434-2 1B o1y LA
296 LA 364 3A 435 LA 515 LA
298 3A 365 A 436 T 2A
299 LA 366 3A 438-Z LA 517 LA
300 LA 367 3A 440 LA 519-Z LA
301 LA 368 S | LA 520 LA
302 LA 369 LA Lh2-7z LA 521 1B
303 LA 370 3A 445 3A 522 LA
304 LA 371 3A L46 ZA 523 LA
305-2 LA 372 A 49 34 B2l 4A
306 LA 373 LA 448 LA S527-Z LA
207 bA  375-Z  3A 449 36 532-2 LA
308 LA 376=Z2 LA 4504 3A 539-Z 4A
309 3A 377-2 4A 450B ZA 541-2 L4A
310 LA 378-2 1B 451 2A 542 1B
311 LA 379 LA 452 3A 543 LA
312 LA 380 3A 453 3A Shy LA
313 4o 383 LA 54, 36 545 LA
314 LA 382 1B 455 3A 546 LA
315 LA 383 3A 457 3A Sy LA
316 LA 384-2 LA 459 LA LA
317 4A  389-Z 4A 460 3A 59 4A
318-Z2 4A 390-Z L4A 461 3A 550 LA
320 LA 391 3A 463 3A 551 LA
334 LA 392 4A 466 3A 552 LA
232 La 395 3A 46g 34 553 LA
338 LA 399-2 LA 46 3A 554-4 YA
339 LA 401-Z2 4A  469-2Z2 34 55 4A
340 4A 403 4A 470 34 557 LA
341 LA 407 LA 471 LA 558 LA
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN CHICAGO URBANIZED AREA (CONT,)

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.
559 LA 616 3A Chicago 408 2A
560 LA 617 LA City-1960's 409 2A
561 LA 619 LA 410 2A
562 LA 620-Z 4A 101 LA 501 24
569-2 4A 621-Z LA 102 2A 502 2A
573 LA 623 LA 103 1A 503 2A
574 4a 62 4A 104 1A 504 LA
575 LA 625 LA 105 1A 505 LA
576 LA 626 3A 106 1A 506 4A
5?77 LA 627 3A 1 1A 507 4A
578 LA 628 3A 10 2A 508 LA
579 LA 629 3A 109 2A 509 LA
580 LA 630 3A 201 1A 510 LA
581 LA 631 3A 203 1A 511 LA
582 4A 632 3A 204 1A 512 LA
583 LA 633 3A 205 2A 513 LA
584 LA 634 LA 206 LA 514 LA
585 LA 635 LA 20 2A 515 LA
586 LA 636 LA 20 2A 601 LA
587 LA 637 LA 209 LA 602 LA
588 LA 638 LA 301 1A 603 LA
589 LA 639 LA 302 LA 604 2A
590 LA 782 LA 203 1A 605 1A
591 LA 783 LA 304 2A 606 LA
592 LA 785-2 LA 305 2A 68% 4A
593 3A 787 LA 206 1A 6 1A
594 3A 790 4A 307 1A 609 1A
595 3A 791 LA 308 LA 610 3A
596 3A 792 LA 209 2A 611 LA
597 3A 798 LA 310 LA 612 2A
598 3A 876 3A 311 2A 613 4A
599 1A 87 3A 312 LA 614 LA
600 LA 87 LA 313 1A 615 4A
601 LA 879 LA 314 1A 616 4A
602 LA 880 2A 315 1B 61 3A
603 LA 885 3A 316 4A 61 LA
604 LA 886 LA 31 LA 619 1A
605 LA 895 LA 31 2A 620 LA
606 4A 898 3A 319 2A 621 4A
eog LA 220 LA 622 LA
60 2A Oak Park 321 3A 623 LA
609 3A City-1950's 401 2A 624 LA
610 3A 402 2A 625 LA
611 4A OPV133 2A 403 24 626 4A
612 LA OPV135 2A LOL, 2A 62 LA
613-Z 4A OPV136 4A 405 LA 62 LA
614 LA OPV137 1A 4,06 2A 629 LA
615 3A OPV138 4A 40?7 2A 630 LA
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN CHICAGO URBANIZED AREA (CONT.)
Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract
No, Class. No, Class. No, Clags. No, Class.
631 LA 1,08 2A 2305 4A 2520 24

632 1A 1603 1A 2306 1A 2521 3A
633 1A 1604 LA 2309 3A 2522 ETN
634 LA 1605 LA 2310 3A 2601 1B
701 LA 1606 2A 2315 3A 2602 34
702 LA 160 LA 2316 3A 2603 zA
703 LA 160 LA 231 3A 2604 34
704 LA 1609 LA 231 LA 2605 A
705 LA 1610 LA 2401 LA 2606 34
706 LA 1611 2A 2402 3A 260 34
707 LA 1613 LA 2403 LA 260 3A
708 LA 2101 24 2404 4A 2701 LA
709 3A 2102 LA 2405 LA 2702 LA
710 LA 2103 2A 2406 3A 2703 LA
711 LA 2105 LA 240 3A 2704 LA
712 LA 2106 4a 240 34 2709  4A
713 LA 2107 LA 2409 2A 2706 3A
714 LA 2108 LA 2410 3A 270 LA
715 bA 2109 44 2011 3A 270 LA
716 4A 2201 LA 2412 4A 2709 LA
717 LA 2202 LA 2413 LA 2710 LA
718 LA 2203 34 2414 LA 2711 LA
719 LA 2204 LA 2415 LA 2712 LA
20 3A 2205 2A 2416 LA 2713 LA

01 1A 2206 LA 241 LA 2714  4A

802 14 2207 44 241 LA 2715  4A
803 LA 2210 38 2419 4A 2716 LA
804 34 2211 LA 2420 44 aglg 3A
803 1B 2212 3A 2421 LA 271 A
808 LA 2213 2A 2422 LA 2719 LA
809 LA 2214 LA 2423 LA 2801 LA
810 LA 2215 LA 224 LA 2802 LA
811 LA 2216 LA 2425 LA 2803 LA
812 LA 221 LA 2426 34 2804 LA
813 1A 221 LA 242 LA 2805 1B
814 1A 2219 LA 242 A 2806 LA
815 A 2220 LA 2429 LA 280 LA
816 LA 2221 LA 2430 LA 280 LA
81 4a 2222 LA 2431 4A 2809  4A
81 LA 2223 24 2432 4a 2810 LA
819 4A 2224 3A 2433 4A 2811 LA
1303 4A 2225 LA 243 Lo 2812 LA
1305 2A 2226 34 2435 LA 2813 LA
1401 2A 222 LA 2436 LA 281y LA
iﬁgg 22 222 2A ggiA 2ﬁ gglz LA
2301 3A 1 LA

1406 LA 2302 34 251 3A 2817 LA
1407 LA 2303 3A 2519 3A 2818 LA
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN CHICAGO URBANIZED AREA (CONT,)

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract
No, Class. No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.

2819 A 3003 34 3512 LA 4104 LA
2822 LA 3005 3A 3513 LA 4105 LA
2823 LA 3007 3A 2514 LA 4106 LA
2824 LA 3008 3A 3515 3A 410 LA
2825 1A 3009 A 3601 LA 410 LA
2826 1B 3010 34 3602 1B 4109 24
2827 LA 3011 34 3603 4A 4110 LA
2828 34 3012 3A 3604 1B 4111 1A
2829 4A 3101 LA 3605 LA 4112 LA
2830  4A 3102 44 3701 4A 4114 LA
2831 LA 3103  3A 0L 4A 4201 4A
2832 LA 3104 3A 3802 LA 4202 LA
2833 LA 3105 34 3803 4A 4203 44
2834 LA 3106 3A 3804 LA 4204 LA
2835 4A 310 3A 3805 1B 4205 LA
2836 4A 310 LA 3806 1B 4,206 LA
2837 LA 3109 LA 330 LA 420 LA
2838 1B 3110 44 380 LA 420 LA
2839 LA 3112 3A 3809 LA 4209 LA
2840 LA 3113 4A 3810 1B 4210 4A
2841 4A 3114 LA 3811 LA 4211 LA
2842 LA 3201 1A 3812 LA 4212 LA
2843 LA 3202 KA 3813 LA 4301 1A
2902  4A 3204 LA 381L  4A 4302 24
2903  4A 3205 44 3815  4A 4303  4A
2904k  4A 3206 LA 3816 1B 4305 1A
2905 LA 3301 LA 381 1B 4306 2A
2906 LA 3302 1B 381 LA 4307 1A
2907 4A 3303 LA 3819  4A 4308  2A
2908 LA 3304 LA 3820 LA 4309 2A
2909 LA 3305 LA 3901 LA 4311 1A
2910 4A 3401 LA 3902 LA 4313 2A
2911 LA 3402 LA 3903 LA 4314 1A
2912 LA 3403 LA 3904 4A 4401 1A
2913 44 3404  4A 3905  L4A 4402 4A
mon o o4 o® o4& U
340 4A
2916 LA 3501 1A 4001 A 6002 LA
2917 4A 3502 LA 4002 1B 6003 LA
2918 4A 3503  4A 4003  4A 6004 LA
2919 LA 3504 LA L4004 LA 6005 LA
2920 4A 3505  3A 4005 LA 6006 LA
2921 4A 3506 LA 4006 LA 600 LA
2922 4A 350 LA 400 4A 600 LA
2923 LA 350 LA 400 1B 6009 LA
2924 4A 3509 3A 4101 LA 6010 2A
3001 32 3510 L4a 4102 LA 6011 4A
3002 LA 3511  4A 4103 4A 6012 LA
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN CHICAGO URBANIZED AREA (CONT,)

Tract Tract Tract Tract
No, Class. No, Class,

6013 Benwyn
6014

City-1960's
6102 2A
6103 3A 8149 3A

6104 2A
6105 Elmwood Park
City-1960's

6111
8107 1A

By

6112
6113
6114
6119
6808
6809
6812
6813
6901
6502
6903
6904
6905
6906
6909
6911
6912
7105
7106

EEREEEEEEREVELEEEEEEE

Evanston
City-1960's

8102 2A

Oak Park
City-1960's

8123 1A
8125 2A
8126 2A
812 1A
812 1A

Cicero
City-1960's

8133 2A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN PHILADELPHIA URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract
No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.

Philadelphia Philadelphia
City-1950's City-1960's

7A LA 2 LA 239 1A
7C LA 3 1A 240 2A
8A 1A L 1A 241 LA
8B LA 6 1B 268 1A
8C 1A Vi LA
8D LA 3 1A
9A 4A 9 1A
9B LA 10 1A
10A LA 11 LA
10B LA 12 LA
13A LA 14 LA
13B LA 77 4A
14A LA 78 2A
14B 4A 79 24
15A LA 386 2A
15B 1A 87 2A
15E 4A 88 4A
20B LA 89 LA
20D LA 90 LA
21A 24 91 LA
24A 1A 92 LA
24F LA 110 IV
241 4A 120 1A
2uJ LA 121 1A
27A LA 122 1A
27B LA 125 2A
27¢C LA 126 4A
27D LA 127 LA
32A LA 131 LA
32C 4A 132 LA
32D 3A 133 LA
37C 3A 134 LA
38C 1A 139 LA
L6A LA 140 LA
461 LA 141 LA
47A LA 145 4A
47B LA 147 LA
47D LA 152 4A
59D 1A 153 4A
S59E LA 154 LA
S59F 2A 201 LA
59G 1A 20 LA
20 1A
23 2A
zsg 2A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN DETROIT URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.
Detroit

City-1950's

1 LA 545 LA 163 3A
2 LA 546 4A 165 2A
18 LA 551 LA 167 3A
22 LA 7;@ LA 17 3A
23 LA Vi 1A 17 1A
24 LA 774 LA 181 2A
25 LA 779 LA 182 2A
27 LA 183 2A
28 1B Highland Park 184 2A
29 4A City-1950's 187 LA
30 LA 189 3A
31 LA 904 LA 502 LA
32 LA 905 LA 503 LA
23 LA 909 LA 505 LA
34 LA 912 LA 506 2A
35 LA 507 1A
67 4A Detroit 508 LA
151 LA City-1960's 509 1A
152 LA 527 LA
153 3A 1 LA 529 LA
154 2A 2 LA 530 LA
163 LA I LA 531 LA
165 LA 7 LA 533 LA
178 LA 16 LA 542 4A
180 3A 1 LA Shy LA
181 4a 1 LA 545 4A
183 2A 22 LA 546 LA
184 LA 23 4A 547 4A
187 4a 2y LA 551 LA
189 LA 25 4A 757 4A
504 LA 27 LA 758 1A
505 4A 28 LA 759 LA
506 LA 29 LA

507 LA 20 LA Highland Park
508 LA 31 LA City-1960's
509 LA 32 LA

528 4o 33 LA 904 2A
229 1B 35 4A 905 LA
230 LA 40 LA 909 3A
231 LA 43 LA 911 LA
532 LA 67 LA 912 LA
533 LA 151 LA 913 LA
535 LA 152 LA

543 LA 153 LA

544 LA 154 LA
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN SAN FRANCISCO URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class. No, Class, No, Class,
San Francisco Berkley 152 LA
City-1950's City-1950's 153 LA
154 LA
Al 1A J15 LA BE3B 1A 155 LA
A2 LA J16 LA BE3C LA 157 1A
A3 2A J17 LA BESA LA 158 LA
AL 2A J18 2A BESBA 1A 159 1A
A5 LA J20 2A BESBB 1A 160 1A
A6 34 K2 LA BESBC 1A 161 LA
A7 3A K3 LA 162 LA
A8 LA K LA San Francisco 163 LA
A9 LA K LA City-1960's 164 LA
Al0 2A L5A LA 165 LA
All LA N1 LA 101 1A 166 3A
Al2 LA N2 LA 102 2A 167 4A
Al3 LA N3 2A 103 2A 168 4A
Aly LA N 2A 10 2A 169 LA
Al5 LA N LA 10 3A 171 LA
Al6 LA N9 LA 107 3A 176 4A
Al17 LA N10 2A 108 3A 17 4A
A18 LA 109 2A 17 LA
Al9 LA Oakland 110 3A 180 3A
A20 LA City-1950's 111 2A 201 LA
A21 LA 112 1A 202 3A
A22 2A 0K12 [N\ 113 3A 203 2A
A23 LA 0K13 LA 114 3A 20 1A
Bl LA OK17B  4A 115 LA 20 2A
B2 LA OK18A 44 116 1A 20 2A
B3 LA 0K18B 4A 11 3A 20 3A
By LA 0K19 LA 11 La 209 2A
B5 LA 0K20 4A 119 2A 210 2A
B6 LA 0K23 LA 120 2A 231 LA
B? LA oK24 LA 121 4A 301 1A
B9 LA 0K26 1A 122 2A 202 1A
B10 LA 0K27 LA 123 LA 401 2A
Jl LA 0K28 Y\ 124 1A 402 1A
J2 LA 0K29 LA 125 LA
J3 LA 0K 30 1A 126 4A Oakland
Ji 1A 0K31 1A 127 2A City-1960's
Jé LA 0K32 1A 128 2A
J7 LA OK33A 1A 129 LA 4011 LA
Jg LA 0K33B 1A 130 LA 4013 LA
J9 LA 131 1A 402 LA
J10 LA Alameda 132 3A 402 4A
J11 LA City-1950's 133 3A 4027 LA
Jl2 LA 134 3A 4028 LA
J13 LA AL1Y 2A 135 1A 4029 LA
J1l4 LA 151 LA 4030 2A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN SAN FRANCISCO URBANIZED AREA (CONT.)

Tract Tract

No, Class.
4031 LA
4033 LA
4034 1A
L4035 1A
4036 1A
402@ 1A
40 2A
4039 1A
LOoyo 1A
4041 1A
4052 1A
4053 1A
LOS4 1A
4055 1A
4056 LA
LO57 LA
4060 LA
4062 1B
4072 1A
Alameda
City-1960's
4279 1A
4280 1A
L4284 1A
2285 1A
Berkley
City-1960's
yeay 1A
4225 LA
4227 1A
4228 LA
4229 1B
4235 1B
4236 1A
4237 2A

4239 LA
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN BOSTON URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.,
Boston Brookline
City-1950's City-1950's
Al 1A K2 2A T1 1B NC1 LA
A2 LA K3 2A T2 LA NC2 LA
A3 4A KLA 1A T3A LA NC3 LA
AL LA K4B LA T3B LA NC4 LA
A5 LA K5 LA T4A LA NC5 LA
A6 LA Ll LA T4B 2A NC6 LA
Bl LA L2 LA TSA LA NC8 LA
B2 LA L3 LA TSB LA NC9 LA
B3 LA Ly LA T6 LA NC10 1A
B 4o L5 4o T7A LA

B5A LA L6 LA B LA Cambridge
B5B LA M1 LA TSA 1A City-1950's
Cl LA M2 LA T8B LA

c2 LA M3 LA T9 2A MC1 LA
C3 LA MY LA T10 2A Mc2 LA
D1 LA N1 LA Ul LA MC3 LA
D2 LA N2 LA U2 LA MC4 LA
D3 LA N3 LA U3 LA MC5 LA
DYy LA Ny LA U4 LA MC6 LA
El LA 01 LA us LA MC? 1A
E2 LA Q2 4A  UGA LA  MC8 LA
Fl LA 03 LA UGB LA MC9 LA
Fe LA oL LA V1l LA MC10 4A
F3 LA P1A LA V2 3A MC11 LA
Fl LA p1B 4o V3 Lo MCl2 LA
F5 LA pic 4o ViA 2A  MC13 44
Fé LA P2 LA viB LA MC14 LA
G1 Lo p3 4a V5 La  MCl5>  4A
G2 LA Py LA V6 LA MC16 2A
G3 LA P5 LA w2 LA MC17 LA
Gy LA P6 LA W3A 1A MC18 LA
Hl LA Q1 LA X1 LA MC19 LA
He LA QR LA X4A LA MC20 2A
H3 LA Q3 LA  X4B 2A  Mc21 LA
Hy LA LA X5A 1A MC25 2a
11 LA Q5 LA X5B LA

I2 LA R1 LA  X5C LA Somerville
13 LA R2 LA X6A LA City-1950's
Iy 1B R3 LA Y2 LA

Jl LA 51 1B Y3A LA  MC39 LA
Ja LA S2 LA Y3B 1A MC4l 3A
J3 LA S3 LA YSB LA MCy2 LA
J4 LA Sh LA Y5C LA MCL3 LA
J5 LA S5 LA MC45 LA
K1 LA S6 LA
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN BOSTON URBANIZED AREA (CONT,)

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract
No,  Clsss. No,  Clegs. No, = Class. No, = Class.

Chelsea 505 LA 815 Brookline :
City-1950's 506 LA 816 ﬁ City-1960's
558% LA 81 LA
SC LA LA 81 LA 4001 2A
sSC LA 509 LA 819 LA 4002 2A
sc? A 510 1A 820 LA 4003 2A
Revere gi% t: 821 Ery Zggg iﬁ
City-1950's gg% iﬁ 382 iﬁ 4006 %ﬁ

90

sc2 4 605 44 0h A 4ok 1
Boston 23? iﬁ 902 Py 10 31
City-1960's 606 4A % 2: v -
LA 38§ 2A Camrbridge
b 24 LA 909 LA  City-1960's

2 4A 609 LA 910 LA
6 1A 610 LA 911 cA 3521 LA
g 2A 611 LA 912 2A 3522 LA
1A 612 1A 913 LA 3523 LA
101 1A 613 LA 914 LA 3524 LA
102 4A 614 4A 915 1A 3525 2A
103 1B 701 1A 916 4A 3526 LA
104 1A 702 LA 91 A 3 4A
105 LA 703 LA 91 LA 352 4A
106 LA 704 LA 919 3A 3529 2A
10 1A 705 LA 920 2A 3530 1A
10 LA 706 LA 921 LA 3531 1A
201 2A 7 LA 922 2A 3532 LA
202 2A 7 LA 923 4A 3533 LA
203 1A 709 LA 924 LA 3534 LA
301 LA 710 LA 1001 3A 3535 LA
302 LA 711 LA 1002 1A 3536 LA
303 4A g%z LA 1003 3A 35%3 LA
204 LA 1 LA 1004 LA 35 4A
305 LA 802 LA 1005 2A 3539 1A
401 LA 803 LA 1006 2A 3540 LA
4o2 4A 8oy 4A 1011 2A 3541 1A
403 4A 805 LA 1101 LA 3545 LA
404 LA 806 4A 1102 1A 3;2% 4A
405 LA 80 4A 1202 2A 3 1A
406 LA 8 LA 1203 LA 3549 1A

zgg LA 809 LA 1204 LA

4o 810 LA 1205 LA Chelsea

501 LA 811 LA 1206 24 City-1960's

502 LA 812 4A 1207 1A
203 LA 813 1B 1601 LA
504 LA 814 LA 1602 1A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN BOSTON URBANIZED AREA (CONT,)

Tract Tract
No,  Class.
1604 4A
1605 LA
1606 2A
Revere
City-1960's
1707 LA
Somerville
City-1960's
3501 LA
3502 LA
3509 2A
3511 LA
3512 LA
3513 2A
3514 LA
LA
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN WASHINGTON D, C, URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, _ Class. No,  Clags. No,  (Class. No, = Class.
Washington
City-1950's
5 1A 94,2 1A 35 1A 94, 1B
6 2A 74,3 1A 36 LA 74.§ 1A
7 1A 75 1A 37 4A 75.1 1A
10 1A 76.2 1A 38 3A 75.2 14
12 1A 76.3 LA 39 1A 76.1 1A
13 1A 77.1 2A Lo 2h 96,2 1A
27 1A 7g.3 1A 41 LA 76.3 2A
28 2A 78.1 1B 42,1 LA 77.1 3A
30 4A 88.1 3A 42,2 2A 77.3 1A
36 3A 89 3A 43 LA 775 1A
gg 3A L 3A 77.6 1A
LA Arlington 45 3A .1 1B
39 LA County-1950's Zg 4A g8.1 3A
40 LA .2 LA 89.1 LA
41 LA 16 1A 49.1 LA 89.2 3A
42 LA 1g 1A 49.2 LA 91.2 3A
43 LA 1 LA 50 4A 92 2A
49 LA 20 4a 51 LA 95,01 1a
50 4A 29 1A 52.1 LA
51.1 4A 30 2A 52.2 LA Arlington
52.1 LA 32 1A 53.1 4A County-1960's
52.2 LA 38 LA 53.2 LA
53.1 LA S4.1 LA 1014 LA
53.2 LA Washington 54.2 LA 1015 1A
54.1 LA City-1960's 55 LA 1016 LA
54.2 LA 56 1A 101 1A
55 LA 1 4A 57.1 1A 101 4A
56 4A 2 2A %.2 LA 1020 LA
57.1 LA 3 LA LA 1022 1A
gg.a LA 4 4A 59 LA 1025 1A
LA 5 2A 60.1 1A 1026 1A
59 4A 6 LA 61 1A 1027 1A
60 LA g 1A 62 1A 1028 1A
61 LA 1A 63.1 1A 1029 1A
62 LA 10.2 4A 65 LA 1030 2A
63 LA 12 2A 66 4A 1031 1A
65 4A 13 1A 71 1B 1032 1A
66 4A 22,2 LA 72 4A 1035 1A
72 4A 25,2 LA 73.2 A 1036 1A
73.2 2A 27.1 1A 73.3 1A 1038 LA
73.3 1A ag.z LA 73.4 1A
73.4 1A 2 2A 73. 1A
73.5 1A 29 LA 737 1A
73.6 1A 30 LA 4.1 4A
73.7 2A 34 LA 4.2 1A



CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN CLEVELAND URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract

No, Class. No,  Class.
Cleveland E, Cleveland
City-1950's City-1950's
A3 LA EC8 LA
ce2 LA EC10 4A
C3 LA
Boof
-1 's
a1 iA y-1950
g% zﬁ LW-68 1A
Lw-1
G6 LA o
g 22 ghaker Hts,
ity-1950's
a9 LA Y
H6 4A SH-1 1A
H? 4A
H8 LA Cleveland
H9 LA City-1960's
I5 LA
16 LA 1011 1A
I7 LA 1012 LA
I9 4A 1013 1A
J3 4A 1032 LA
L3 3A 1033 LA
Ly 3A 1036 LA
L5 3A 1037 1B
L? LA 1042 LA
18 3A 1043 3A
L9 LA 1076 LA
M1 LA 1078 LA
M2 LA 1079 4A
M7 YA 1085  L4A
M8 LA 1086 4A
Ny LA 108 LA
N5 LA 108 LA
P6 3A 1089 LA
R6 3A 1093 LA
R8 4A 109 4A
R9 LA 109 4A
S1 LA 1099 LA
S5 1A 1112 LA
1113 2A
Cleveland Hts.1114 LA
City-1950's 1123  4A
1124 LA
CH11 LA 1125 LA

Tract Tract

137

Tract Tract

NO. ClaBSo

1126
112
112
1129
1131
1132
1134
11
11
1143
1144
1127
1161
1165
1166
1169
1186
118
118
1189
1191
1195

PEEELERREEREREEEEEEEEE

Cleveland Hts,

City-1960's

1411 2A
E., Cleveland
City-1960's
1505 4A
1506 2A
1508 1A
1509 2A
1510 2A
Lakewood
City-1960's
1606 1A
1618 4A
Shaker Hts,
City-1960's
1831 LA




Tract Tract

No,

City-1950's

SE
12A
12B
12D
174
17B
17C
17D
194
19B
19C
21A
21C
21D
22B
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN ST, LOULS URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract

Tract Tract

Tract Tract

Clags. No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.
St. Louis

CEREEEEEEEEEEEY

22C
23B
254
25B
25C
25D
26A
26B
26C

EEEEEEVEL

St. Louis

City-1960's

1051
1052

2A
34

1053
1054
1055
1121
1122
1124
1171
1172
1173
1184
1191
1192
1193
1211
1212

EEEEELEELEREEEL

&
EELEEREEEEE

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN PITTSBURGH URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract
No, Class. No, Class., No, Class. No, Class.
Pittsburgh

City-1950's

3G 4ba  8H bAoA 401 4o 805 LA
3H LA 11C 2A 403 1A 806 LA
LA LA 11F LA LOL LA 80 LA
4D 1A 11L LA 405 2h 80 LA
LE LA 14B 1A 406 4A 1101 LA
SF LA 22A LA 503 LA 1103 2A
56 LA 22B LA S04 LA 1104 4A
5 4a  22H LA 505 LA 1105 4A
74 1A 221 LA 507 2A 110 LA
7B 4A 23B LA 701 1A 11 LA
7C LA 702 4A 1402 LA
7D LA Pittsburgh 703 LA 1407 LA
7E LA City-1960's 704 LA 2201 LA
7F LA 705 LA 2202 LA
7G 1A 101 1B 706 2A 2204 LA
7H b 102 4A 707 BA 2205 44
8C LA 201 LA 08 LA 2302 LA
8F WA 302 1A 01 LA

86 LA 304 LA 803 4A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN MINNEAPOLIS-ST., PAUL URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class, No, Class.
Minneapolis
City-1950's
M316, LA SPS55 LA 91 1A
M3 LA SP56 LA 92 1A
M37 LA SP58 LA
M38 LA  SP59 LA  St, Paul
M39 LA City-1960's
My2 LA Minneapolis
My3 LA City-1960's 304 1A
My, LA BOg 1A
My5 bA 36 e 3R 4A
M46A LA 37 1A 336 LA
M46B LA 38 1A 337 LA
My? LA 39 LA 339 4A
M49 1A 43 LA 40 4A
M52 LA Ll LA 342 1A
M53 LA 45 LA 352 LA
M54 4A 46.1 4A 356 LA
M55 LA 46.2 LA 358 LA
M56 LA 2% LA 359 LA
Mgg LA 4A 361 LA
M 4A 49 3A
M59 LA 52 LA
M60 LA 53 LA
M66 LA 5l LA
Mgg 4A 55 1A
M LA 56 LA
M69 4A gg LA
M70 LA LA
M?71 LA 29 LA
M? LA 60 LA
M7 LA 61 LA
M80 LA 62 LA
M81 LA 6 1A
M83 4A 6 2A
M92 1A 6 1A

6 1A
St, Paul 69 LA
City-1950's 70 1A

71 4A
SP37 LA 77 LA
SP39 LA 8 4A
SPLO LA 0 LA
SPyl 4A 81 2A
SPy2 4a 82 LA
SP43 LA 83 LA
SPS4 4A 85 2A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN HOUSTON URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract
No, Class. No, Class.

Houston

City-1950's

25 LA 405 1A
26 4A 407 1A
31 LA 420 1A
32 LA

39 LA

41 LA

67A 1A

Houston

City-1960's

121 LA

124 LA

125 4A

316 1A

403 1A

LO4 2A

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN BALTIMORE URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract
No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.

Baltimore Baltimore
City-1950's City-1960's

4=1
4-2

5-2

11-1
11-2
11-3
12-1
12-2
12-4
12-5
12-6
13-1
13-2
14-1
14-2
16-1

302
401
402
501
605
1101
1102
1201
1202
1205
1206
1301
1302
1401
1402
1601

1703 4A
2711 1A

FEERREEEREEEERES
PEEEREEREEEEEEERY
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN DALLAS URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.,
Dallas Dallas
City-1950's City-1960's
6A 1A 4.2 1A 28 LA
7A 1A 5 1A 29 - 1B
13B LA 6.1 1A 31.1 1A
14 1A 6.2 1A 3.1 LA
15A 1A 7.1 LA 32,2 LA
15B 1A 7,2 1A 33 LA
18 4A 9 1A 3y 1B
20 LA 13,2 1B 35 1B
21 LA 14 1A A 1A
22A LA 15.1 LA 1B
22B LA 15.2 LA 1A
31A LA 16 4A 69 1A
31B LA 18 1A 71.1 LA
32 4A 20 1A 78.3 1A
Zg 3A 21 LA 79.1 1A
LA 22.1 LA
71A 1A 22,2 LA

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN MILWAUKEE URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class. No, Class,
Milwaukee
City-1950's
1 LA 25 LA 114 4A
2 4A L2 LA 116 LA
3 LA 43 4A 132 4A
4 LA o LA 135 1A
5 LA 72 4A 136 1A
6 LA 137 4A
7 4A Milwaukee 139 4A
9 LA City-1960's 141 LA
11 LA 142 LA
16 4aA 42 1A 143 LA
1 LA 4 1A 144 LA
1 LA 77 1A 147 LA
19 LA 108 1A 148 LA
20 4A 109 1A 149 LA
21 LA 110 1A 150 LA
23 LA 111 4A 151 4A
LA LA 4A

113
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN SEATTLE URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class. No, Class, No, Class.
Seattle

City-1950's

D6 4A M5 LA 71 LA 92 LA
G6 1A 01 LA 72 4A

H2 1A 02 4A 73 4A

H3 44 74 14

K1 LA Seattle 75 4A

K2 4A City-1960's 76 LA

K3 LA gg LA

Ll LA 47 LA LA

L2 LA 49 1A 81 LA

L3 4A gg 1B 82 4A

Ly LA 1A 83 4A

L5 4A 61 1A 84 LA

Ml LA 65 LA 85 LA

M2 4A 66 4A 86 LA

M3 4A 67 1A 90 LA

My LA 70 1A 91 LA

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN MIAMI URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.
Miami
City-1950's
2 1B 45 LA 1B
Zg 1B g% 1B
31 1B Miami 54,2 1B
32 1B City-1960's 62 1A
3 1B 67.1 1A
37A 3A 13 1A 67.2 1A
37B 3A 27.1 1A
52 2A ag.a 1A Miami Beach
53 1B 2 LA City-1960's
67 1A 30.1 1A
31 LA 41.1 1A
Miami Beach 34 LA 41,2 1A
City-1960's 36,1 3A [V} 1B
36.2 3A 43 1B
(V-] 1B 37.1 LA Ly 1B
43 1B 37.2 LA 45 1B
44 1B 45 1A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN SAN DIEGO URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract
No, Class. No, Class, No, Class.

San Diego San Diego
City-1950's City-1960's

B3 bAoA 3 1A 59 34
Kt 1A & 14 &0 1A
K4y6 4A 7 1A 66 LA
K51 LA 9 1B 68 1A
K52 4A 13 1A
L53  3A 45 1B
L5 A 46 34
M bA 47 LA
M57 A 52 LA
M59  4A 53 LA
M60 2A 52 LA
N6  4A 5 LA
N6 4o 57 LA
N6 yA B9 3A

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN ATLANTA URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.

Atlanta

City-1950's

D2 2A F87 1B 22 LA 83.2 1B

Fy LA 1 1A 25 LA 84 1A

Fl11 LA 2 LA 87.1 1B

F12 LA Atlanta 2 LA 91 1A

F13 LA City-1960's 29 LA 9 1A

F14 4A 30 4A 9 1A

F15 LA g 4A 33 4A 202 LA

F18 LA 4A 35 LA

g%g ﬁﬁ ig zﬁ gg ﬁﬁ DeKaldb 6
County-1 '

F21 LA 12 bA L2 Y y-1960's

Fa LA 13 LA 43 4A 224,02 1A

F2 LA 14 LA Ly LA

F30 4A 15 4A 45 4A

F33 LA 16 LA 46 LA

F35 LA 1 LA 48 LA

F45 LA 1 LA 55.2 LA

Fu6 3A 19 LA 56 4A

F48 LA 20 LA 67 4A

F55B 1B 21 LA 76.1 1A
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN CINCINNATI URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract
No, Class. No, Class. No, Class,

Cincinnati Cincinnati
City-1950's City-1960's

1 yA 1 yA 35 LA
2 LA 2 1A 36 LA
3 WA 3.001 4A 4A
A WA 3.02 LA 39 LA
5 A i yao B2 1A
6 WA 5 o 50 1A
7 WA 6 yA 66 4A
8 b7 b 6 YA
9 LA 4A LA
10 WA 9 LA 69 LA
11 4A 10 LA 71 2A
12 4A 11 LA gZ 1A
14 4o 12 4o 85 14
15 4o 13 4o 86.1  4A
16 3 14 BA 90 LA
17 WA 15 4o 91 4A
19 T bA 93 1A
20 LA 1 4A 100 1A
22 2A 1 4A
23 3w 19 LA
24 3A 20 2A
25 3A 21 LA
28 4A 22 3A
31 4o 23 LA
33 bA 24 4h
35 A 25 LA
35 yo 26 4A
36 Ao 2 LA
37 A 2 LA
22 4A 29 1A

6 34 30 LA
67 3w 3 4A
68 38 33 3A
91 WA 3% )

BT SE————
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN KANSAS CITY URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.
Kansas City Kansas City

City-1950's City-1960's

3 1B 47 LA 3 LA 41 LA
11 LA 48 LA 10 LA L2 LA
12 LA 49 LA 11 LA 43 LA
13 LA 20 LA 12 LA L4 4A
14 LA 51 LA 13 LA L7 LA
15 LA 52 LA 14 LA 43 4A
16 LA 23 LA 15 LA 49 LA
17 LA 65 LA 16 4A 50 4A
18 LA 66 4A 1?7 LA 51 LA
25 LA 6 LA 18 LA 22 LA
2 LA 6 LA 25 LA 53 LA
28A LA 69 LA 26 LA 65 LA
28B LA 73 1A 28.1 4A 66 LA
31 LA 28.2 LA gg LA
32 LA 29 LA LA
38 LA 31 3A 69 LA
L2 4A 32 LA 71 LA
43 LA 38 LA 73 LA
Ly LA 40 LA 4 LA

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN BUFFALO URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class, No, Class.
Buffalo Buffalo
City-1950's City-1960's
13 LA 13.1 LA 67.1 LA
12 LA 13.2 LA 67.2 LA
66A 4A 14,1 4A LA
66B 4A 14,2 LA 71.1 LA
gg LA 25.1 LA 71.2 LA
LA 65.2 2A 72.1 LA
71 LA 66.1 4A 72.2 LA
72 1B 66.2 LA
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CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN DENVER URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract

Tract Tract Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class. No, Class.
Denver Denver

City-1950's City-1960's

16 LA 17.1 LA 32.1 1A
17A LA 17.2 LA 32,2 1A
17B L4A 20 LA 37.1 1A
20 LA 24.1 4A 3.2 1A
24A LA 24,2 LA 373 1A
25 LA 25 LA 43.1 1A
26A LA 26.1 LA

26B 4A 26.2 4A

27A 4A 27.1 2A

27B YA 27.2 1A

27C LA 25.3 1A

31A 4A 28.1 1A

31B LA 28.2 1A

22A 2A 28.3 1A

32B 2A 31.2 LA

CENTRALIZED TRACTS IN SAN JOSE URBANIZED AREA

Tract Tract

Tract Tract

No, Class. No, Class.

San Jose
City-1950's

None

San Jose

City-1960's
5007 2A
5008 LA
5009 1B
5010 1B
5016 1A
5019 1A
5021.2 1A
5022 1A
5037.1 1A

Santa Clara
City-1960's

5052.2 1A
5053.3 1A
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