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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 use 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 stable 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 similar residential neighborhoods. Future research can operationalize the
methodology on a broader scale or in multiple metropolitan areas. 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 characteristics can be prop-
erly uncovered. Such a survey could also ask respondents 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 adds value to discussions that increasingly 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 households show stability in
their preference for neighborhood type, suggesting less interest in other neighborhood
designs. Alternatively, nearly half the respondents demonstrated willingness to change
neighborhood types. If developers and policymakers can better identify the preferences
of this population, they can develop a stronger idea of the market for different styles of
neighborhood development, especially the ones that encourage the use of active trans-
portation modes.

Satisfying this task through further study will help planners, policymakers 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 so doing it will
also help moderate the demand for travel.

NOTES

The distance of 50km excludes international moves or those from or within Alaska and Hawaii.

2. Regional data would be necessary to include respondents who have former addresses outside Hennepin
County.

Several outlying respondents are not shown for purposes of map clarity.

In general, employing factor then cluster analysis is a useful technique to classify many variables into a
smaller set of meaningful groups.
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Cluster analysis also balances spatial interpretation of the clusters.

Strong associations with some factors may lead to unexpected values in others. For instance, Urban

Commercial Core neighborhoods 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 information 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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