The City After Abandonment;
Urban Policy After Neoliberalism
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Depopulation and the Collapse of Demanc

19502010 Changes

City Name¢% population chang% land area chan¢National rank c

Baltimore -34.6 2.8 -15
Buffalc -55.0 2.5 -55
Cincinnat -41.1 3.7 -44
Clevelan -56.6 3.6 -38
Detroit -61.4 -0.6 -13
Milwaukee -6.7 92.2 -15
New Orlean -39.7 -15.0 -37
Pittsburgr -54.8 2.2 -47
Rocheste -36.7 -0.6 -66

St Loui -62.7 1.5 -50

Toledc 5.4 110.7 -30




Measuring Neighborhood Distress

Threshold of Distress

Low Sales Cost <%$50,000 for census tract foi
given year

Low Sales Volume <3 percent for censusact
for given year

Investor Dominated <25 percent for censusact
Activity for given year

Housing vacancy >25 percent for a censusact
for a given year
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1:90,000 Data from US Census TIGER Shapefiles, 2010

Flint 2007 B scverely Distressed | | Moderately Distressed | | Not Distressed | | No Data
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1:90,000

Data from US Census TIGER Shapefiles, 2010

Flint 2010 I severely Distressed | | Moderately Distressed || Not Distressed | | No Data



Lake Michigan

Indiana

I-65

1:110,000

Data from US Census TIGER Shapefiles, 2010

G ary 2007 I severely Distressed || Moderately Distressed || Not Distressed | | No Data



Lake Michigan

Indiana

1:110,000 Drata from US Census TIGER Shapefiles, 2010

Ga ry 2010 B scverely Distressed || Moderately Distressed || Not Distressed | | No Data
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1:150.000

Data from US Census TIGER Shapefiles, 2010

Detroit 2007 B severely Distressed | | Moderately Distressed | | Not Distressed | | No Data
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1:190,000

Detroit 2010 B scverely Distressed | | Moderately Distressed | | Not Distressed | | No Data
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1:170,000

Data from US Census TIGER Shapefiles, 2010

Cleveland 2007 - Severely Distressed |:| Moderately Distressed |:| Mot Distressed |:| Mo Data
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1:170,000 Drata from US Census TIGER Shapefiles, 2010

Cleveland 2010 B scverely Distressed | | Moderately Distressed || Not Distressed | | No Data



Missouri

1:170,000 Drata from US Census TIGER Shapefiles, 2010

St LOUIS 2007 - Severely Distressed |:| Moderately Distressed |:| Mot Distressed |:| Mo Data



Missouri

1:170,000 Drata from US Census TIGER Shapefiles, 2010

St. Louis 2010 B scverely Distressed [ | Moderately Distressed || Not Distressed | | No Data
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1:100,000 pefiles,

Buffalo 2007 B severely Distressed || Moderately Distressed || Not Distressed | | No Data
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1:100,000 Drata from US Census TIGER Shapefiles, 2010

BUﬁaIO 201 0 - Severely Distressed I:I Moderately Distressed I:I Mot Distressed I:I Mo Data



Lake Ontario A

New York

1:120,000 Data from US Census TIGER Shapefiles, 2010

Rochester 2007 B scverely Distressed | | Moderately Distressed || Not Distressed [ | No Data



Lake Ontario A

New York

1:120,000 Data from US Census TIGER Shapefiles, 2010

Rochester 2010 B scverely Distressed | | Moderately Distressed | | Not Distressed | | No Data






