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Second, a shorter commute is a desirable goal among movers and movers aim to 
find the ame type of neighborhood when they move nearer to their jobs. Each unit 
(l percent) increase of white neighbor in the current neighborhood improves the odds 
by 1.041. Each l percent increase in homeowners reduces the odds by a factor of 0.98 l. 
The odds also decrease for each $10,000 increase in the estimated market value and 
with each additional 1.6 kilometers moved from downtown , measured as the difference 
between current and former distance from downtown. In addition, household moving 
farther from downtown have greater odds of changing neighborhood types .9 

5. FURTHER RESEARCH AND IMPLICATIONS 

We demonstrated that a detailed taxonomy of neighborhood types reveal nuance in 
neighborhood location and character that an analysis at a more geographically aggre­
gate scale failed to detect. For example , 53.6 percent of respondents moved within 
their neighborhood type compared to 66 percent within their broad geographic area. 
Particularly, the detailed analysis how moves between geographic areas are not all to 
locations with similar design characteristics and moves within geographic area coulcl be 
to neighborhood with differences in neighborhood design . In fact , at least five differ­
ent neighborhood types comprise each geographic area in Hennepin County . For these 
53.6 percent of the respondents , isolating the role of neighborhood factors in influenc­
ing travel behavior from that of self-selection (preferences and habit ) is a complex 
endeavor. The built environment i expected to have a strong and ignificant impact on 
travel behavior for these individuals if regular methods (ignoring elf-selection) are u ed 
in quantifying these impacts. This can, in turn , lead to exaggerating the impacts of built 
environment on travel behavior . 

Being cognizant of the role of self-selection for these individuals is valuable when 
trying to measure the neighborhood impacts , especially among cycli ts. For 46.4 percent 
ofre pondents, the e are the best candidates to conduct studies that measure the impacts 
of built environment on travel behavior. Of course, other control variable such as 
work location, culture , lifecycle, etc. should be included in any tudy, yet the built 
environment impacts among the e individuals would be clo er to reality, if self-selection 
variables are not present, compared to the other group of mover . Many tudies use 
travel behavior data from the Census and link back to neighborhood characteri tics, 
generating cau al relation while ignoring self- election since it i not included in the 
Census data. Such studie tend to leave the reader with overestimated correlation and 
causations. Accordingly, our work caution one to form policies strictly on the basis of 
such studies, especially for cyclists as they show a higher than normal tendency to stay in 
the same type of neighborhood . In other words, if new cycling facilities are built in an 
area , these areas are more likely to attract exi ting cycli ts from similar neighborhoods 
who will move for various reasons. A more in-depth analysi is recommended e pecially 
for cyclists to under tand the impacts of their values and preference on home location 
choice as well as their travel behavior. 

Several factors help further inform some implications and caveats of thi analyses. 
First , we draw our sample from one county within a large metropolitan area; this obvi­
ously limits the options available in terms of neighborhood type . Second, our conclu ions 
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tie closely to both the taxonomy of neighborhoods created and the geographic scale of 
analysis. While the 24 neighborhood design characteristics are relatively comprehen­
sive and adequately capture the overall "feel" of a neighborhood, more nuanced and 
qualitative factors could certainly be introduced. The decision to u e 300-meter grid 
cells involved much discussion and experimenting as few guiding studies were available. 
What unit of analysis is appropriate and how many different types of neighborhoods are 
important to account for? This remains an open question. 

Third, the logit model, admittedly, does not fully account for the variety of possible 
reasons one's preferences may change (e.g., change in job or household composition). 
We are also unable to account for the location and volume of available housing. We only 
know that preferences for neighborhood type are table for· roughly half the population 
and, while this is an important conclusion in its own right, there is ample opportunity for 
more robust analysis. 

The taxonomy of neighborhood types could have great utility in future research. The 
methodology, while somewhat laborious, was able to identify subtle differences among 
relatively imilar residential neighborhoods. Future research can operationalize the 
methodology on a broader scale or in multiple metropolitan area . With a survey instru­
ment designed to fully consider the range of factors that might affect residential loca­
tion for example, housing type and tenure, lifecycle and lifestyle changes, previous 
neighborhood type - the influence of neighborhood design characteri tics can be prop­
erly uncovered. Such a survey could also ask re pondents to identify their neighborhood 
from a range of "types" and examine differences in perceived and actual neighborhood 
type. 

Overall, the results hold a potentially important message for land-use and transporta­
tion policy. This research add value to di cussions that increa ingly focus attention on 
preferences and the possible mitigating extent to which urban design alone can influ­
ence housing choice and/or travel behavior. One-half of hou eholds how stability in 
their preference for neighborhood type, suggesting less intere t in other neighborhood 
designs. Alternatively, nearly half the respondents demonstrated willingness to change 
neighborhood type . If developers and policymakers can better identify the preferences 
of thi population, they can develop a tronger idea of the market for different styles of 
neighborhood development, especially the ones that encourage the u e of active trans­
portation modes. 

Satisfying this ta k through further tudy will help planners, policymaker and devel­
opers in two respects. It will help determine the neighborhood characteristics that house­
holds prize and neighborhoods that better satisfy people's preferences. In o doing it will 
also help moderate the demand for travel. 

NOTES 

I. The di tance of 50km excludes international moves or those from or within Alaska and Hawaii. 
2. Regional data would be necessary to include re pondents who have former addrc ses outside Hennepin 

County. 
3. Several outlying.respondents are not shown for purposes of map clarity. 
4. In general, employing factor then cluster analysis i a useful technique to classify many variable into a 

smaller set of meaningful groups. 

l, 
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5. Cluster analysis also balances spatial interpretation of the clusters. 
6. Strong associations with some factors may lead to unexpected values in others. For instance, Urban 

Commercial Core neighborhood are strongly associated with concentrations of retail and bus service, 
which may help explain the lower than unexpected value of the factor street design and land use (falsely 
suggesting low density and curvilinear streets). 

7. If the 95 percent confidence interval contains the value of one. meaning the independent variable is not 
related with a change in odds of the dependent for a given household , then that variable is not a helpful 
predictor of the binary logistic model. 

8. A cyclist is defined as a person who cycles at least once per week for recreation or maintenance activities. 
This infonnation was gleaned from the survey. 

9. The relationship is linear, though the squared distance from downtown (not included) would be nearly 
significant at the 90 percent level. Had the squared distance been significant, a likely explanation would 
be related to the concentration of cluster values. A respondent moving 3km from downtown is more likely 
to change neighborhood types than one moving 3km farther from Suburban Residential or Low Density 
Home Ownership. 
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