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Abstract 

Locational measures of accessibility are widely used in urban and transportation planning to 

understand the impact of the transportation system on influencing people’s access to places. 

However, there is a considerable lack of measurement standards and publicly available data. We 

propose a generalized measure of locational accessibility that has a comprehensible form for 

transportation planning analysis. This metric combines the cumulative opportunities approach 

with gravity-based measures and is capable of catering to multiple trip purposes, travel modes, 

cost thresholds, and scales of analysis. Using data from multiple publicly available datasets, this 

metric is computed by trip purpose and travel time threshold for all block groups in the United 

States, and the data is made publicly accessible. Further, case studies of three large metropolitan 

areas reveal substantial inefficiencies in transportation infrastructure, with the most inefficiency 

observed in sprawling and non-core urban areas, especially for bicycling. Subsequently, it is 

shown that targeted investment in facilities can contribute to a more equitable distribution of 

accessibility to essential shopping and service facilities. By assigning greater weights to 

socioeconomically disadvantaged neighborhoods, the proposed metric formally incorporates 

equity considerations into transportation planning, contributing to a more equitable distribution 

of accessibility to essential services and facilities. 

Keywords: accessibility, urban planning, transport equity, built environment, transportation 

network. 



1 Introduction 

Accessibility refers to the ease of reaching desired destinations, services, or activities within a 

given environment [1]. It is a fundamental aspect that influences social inclusion, happiness, and 

overall quality of life. In recent years, the recognition of the negligence of accessibility to low-

income and historically underserved communities has given rise to a shift towards prioritizing 

accessibility over mere mobility [2]. This shift recognizes that a well-connected and efficient 

transportation system does not guarantee that everyone can access essential opportunities like 

jobs, hospitals, schools, and healthy food stores [3]–[5]. Factors like the spatial distribution of 

resources, the affordability of transportation options, and the needs of different demographic 

groups all play a role in determining accessibility [6], which consequently connects it with the 

issue of social equity [7]. The current state of practice of accessibility measurement does not 

inherently consider the relationship between the built environment, which includes the spatial 

distribution of opportunities, land use, and the transportation system, with equity issues of socio-

economically disadvantaged communities [8], [9]. A significant challenge for urban planners is a 

lack of standardization of accessibility measurement [1], [6] to improve decision-making for the 

investment of infrastructure towards higher accessibility for all. This is because accessibility 

studies are often conducted for particular cities or metropolitan areas using specific formulations 

of accessibility, which results in disparate and sometimes incompatible assessments across 

studies [6], [10]–[12]. We identify two major components of this problem – (i) differences in 

approach to measurement and (ii) limited data availability. 

First, issues in measurement stem primarily from differences in the understanding of 

accessibility as a function of the built environment and travel behavior.  For example, the 

traditional contour or cumulative opportunities measure assumes that places are accessible as 

long as they fall within a catchment defined by a specific threshold of travel impedance, usually 

measured by distance, time, or monetary cost [10]. This assumption does not reflect travel 

behavior adequately since it weights faraway places the same as nearby places and thus violates 

the basis of spatial interaction models [13]. This has consequences as urban planners may 

deprioritize investment in rural and suburban regions since this approach overestimates 

accessibility in the periphery of metropolitan areas [14]. Gravity-based measures partially solve 

this problem by considering travel impedance functions, but their continuous nature does not 



provide actionable insights like identifying transportation infrastructure efficiency for policies 

like 15 or 30-minute cities [12]. This is aggravated by the observation that impedance changes 

significantly by travel mode and trip purpose [15]. 

Issues in measurement also stem from differences in prioritization. Traditional accessibility 

measurement is aimed at maximizing utility in terms of reachability to places [16]. However, 

core urban areas dominate reachability maximization for most people, without consideration for 

necessities by all people [17]. A lack of explicit integration of social equity concerns in this 

utility function is another important cause of concern for accessibility measurement for urban 

planners [17]. 

Second, there is a lack of general purpose large-scale publicly available data for accessibility 

analysis. Existing comprehensive datasets of accessibility are limited in important ways. 

WalkScore, for example, is a popular company that provides accessibility scores at the street 

address-level by walking, bicycling, and public transit [18]. However, its scoring methodology is 

not transparent, it only caters to accessibility to arbitrarily defined categories of points of interest 

(POIs), and does not include accessibility to jobs, an important component widely discussed in 

the research literature [19]–[22]. On the other hand, the large-scale granular accessibility dataset 

prepared by Owen et al. [23] pertains to only jobs and does not include accessibility to important 

POIs such as grocery stores, hospitals, and schools, nor is their code openly accessible for peer 

review and improvement. This unavailability of data and reproducible methodological tools 

across different regions limits comprehensive and comparative analyses of accessibility. 

To address these two main challenges, we propose a generalized accessibility metric that 

combines the notions of contour and gravity measures by introducing thresholds to empirically 

fitted impedance functions. This metric is computed for multiple travel modes, trip purposes, and 

travel time thresholds. We make public a dataset that includes accessibility values computed for 

each census block group of the continental United States (US) and the source code associated 

with its computation. We further contribute to the literature on accessibility analysis by 

analyzing the relationship between accessibility and the built environment concerning two 

concepts – transportation infrastructure efficiency measurement and equity-based investment 

prioritization. The proposed generalized accessibility metric and open dataset will assist research 



and practice on standardized measurement. It will also enable a large-scale assessment of the 

transportation system’s role in providing equitable access to opportunities. 

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides a review of the state of practice 

of accessibility measurement. Section 3 shows the methodological framework of this study, 

including the definition of the proposed metric, a brief description of input datasets, and 

assessment of the parameters such as trip purpose, mode, and threshold. Section 4 discusses the 

relationship of this accessibility metric with the built environment considering the notions of 

efficiency and equity. Section 5 summarizes the findings and provides insights into the 

application of this accessibility metric in practice. 

2 State of practice 

In urban and transportation planning, mobility and accessibility are often considered mutually 

exclusive paradigms, particularly for the task of benefits assessment [9], [24]. Mobility studies 

are primarily concerned with the physical movement, speed, and efficiency of transportation 

systems, with a focus on performance metrics like speed, delay, and level of service [25]. 

Accessibility, on the other hand, is the ease and extent to which opportunities (such as jobs, 

education, healthcare, etc.) can be visited within some cost constraints [26]. The research 

literature on accessibility measurement is large and diverse. Broadly speaking, current measures 

of accessibility can be classified as either subjective/objective or normative/positive [10]. 

Subjective measures reflect people’s opinions or perceptions of their environment, while 

objective measures reflect the actual circumstances in which people live and work [27], [28]. 

Similarly, normative measures aim to quantify the potential of accessibility that people ought to 

have as opposed to positive measures which quantify people’s observed access to opportunities, 

usually measured by realized mobility and employment [10]. Subjective measures are usually 

derived from travel surveys and are thus limited by the limitations of scalability, lack of 

longitudinal data, and recall bias [8]. For large-scale analysis, objective measures are more 

advantageous and are more commonly used [10]. 

Among objective measures, there are five broad categories – contour, gravity-based, utility-

based, person-based, and space-time measures [12], [26]. The first two categories are also 

sometimes called locational or spatial measures and are widely used in literature due to their ease 



of computation and scalability. The latter three categories of measures are not easily scalable to 

large areas at high fidelity of spatial units. For example, utility-based measures estimate the 

value of opportunities based on the assumption that the users seek to maximize the utility of their 

behavioral choices, such as for modes and destination types [26]. Their discrete optimization 

formulation greatly limits their scalability [10]. Person or individual-based measures consider the 

distributions of travelers’ travel capabilities and preferences, activity schedules, and space-time 

constraints in computing regional accessibility [29], [30], making them sophisticated but also 

difficult to collect representative data for large regions. Space-time measures, such as space-time 

prisms, limit the opportunities reachable within not only spatial but also temporal constraints, 

such as minimum time spent at a place [31]–[33]. These are also often limited to disparate cities 

and small regions due to a lack of availability of temporal data like operating hours of stores or 

public transit schedules [31]. For these reasons of scalability, we do not consider these classes of 

measures in our analysis. 

Contour and gravity measures are similar in their measurement in that they only require the 

spatial distribution of travel demand generators (usually residences) and attractors (also called 

opportunities), such as workplaces, shops, and facilities. They both involve computing the total 

number (or weight) of opportunities reachable from a given origin place by considering the cost 

or ‘impedance’ between it and the candidate destinations. Thus, the general formulation of 

accessibility, 𝑎𝑖, of a place 𝑖 is: 

 𝑎𝑖 = ∑ 𝑜𝑗 ⋅ 𝑓(𝑥𝑖𝑗)𝑗  (1) 

Here, 𝑜𝑗 is the total number or weight of opportunities in the destination place 𝑗. The cost, 𝑥𝑖𝑗, 

refers to the ‘disutility of travel’ between places 𝑖  and 𝑗 . It is usually measured in terms of 

distance, travel time, fare, energy consumption or discomfort [15], [34], or a combination thereof 

(e.g., [35]). 𝑓 is called the weight or impedance function that maps the change in travel disutility 

to the change in travel likelihood.  

The contour measure, also referred to as reachability or cumulative opportunities, simply 

considers the total number of opportunities reachable within the cost constraints [21], [26]. Its 

impedance is therefore an indicator function, 𝑓(𝑥; 𝜏) = 𝐼{𝑥≤𝜏} , of interzonal cost 𝑥  and cost 

threshold 𝜏. 



Gravity measures, on the other hand, do not consider a cost threshold per se but assume that the 

likelihood of travel decreases asymptotically with increasing cost. This inverse proportionality is 

represented in the literature by ‘decay impedance functions’ that are often approximated by 

fitting on the probability distribution of traveling traditionally based on travel surveys [15], [36] 

or passively determined mobility such as using mobile phone location data [37]. These functions 

often lie in the family of exponential functions, with notable members including the negative 

exponential (𝑓(𝑥) = 𝑒𝜃𝑥)   [15], [19], power exponential (𝑒𝑎𝑥𝑏
) [38], and power function (𝑥𝜃 ≡

𝑒𝜃 ln 𝑥) [5]. 

While gravity measures are more realistic than contour measures since they indicate the number 

of opportunities ‘reasonably’ accessible from a place, they cannot be conveniently interpreted as 

the number of opportunities ‘reasonably reachable within cost constraints’. This notion is 

particularly important in cases where planners need to enforce a design criterion such as a 30-

minute target for specific facilities like schools or crèches [10]. In this study, we combine the 

contour measure approach with the gravity approach by introducing a threshold on decay 

functions. This effectively turns our metric into a ‘catchment’ measure where the destination 

zones in the gravity measure are bounded by the cost threshold considered. The concept of 

catchment is widely used in practice such as in the ‘floating catchment area’ family of metrics 

that include competition effects to workplaces and medical facilities where it is assumed that the 

destination’s attractiveness decreases if other people (competitors) can access it [39]–[42]. 



3 Data and methods 

The framework used to develop the proposed accessibility metric and its analysis with the built 

environment is shown in Figure 1. The metric is defined for multiple kinds of opportunities, 

including jobs and POIs, travel modes, and travel time thresholds. It can be aggregated at a 

regional level by weighting zonal accessibility with the zonal populations. 

 

Figure 1: An overview of the accessibility computation and component analysis performed in this study. 

3.1 Metric definition 

We formulate the following general measure of accessibility based on prevalent research 

literature: 

 𝑎𝑖
𝑘,𝑚,𝜏 = ∑ 𝑤𝑖,𝑗

𝑘,𝑚,𝜏𝑜𝑗
𝑘

𝑗∈ℛ  (2) 

Here, the accessibility 𝑎𝑖 of a zone or neighborhood 𝑖 refers to the total number of opportunities 

of trip purpose or destination kind 𝑘 accessible from zone 𝑖  by travel mode 𝑚  within a cost 

threshold of 𝜏. 𝑜𝑗
𝑘 denotes the supply potential of the destination zone 𝑗 among all zones of the 

region ℛ , given by the total number of opportunities of kind 𝑘  in zone 𝑗 . 𝑤𝑖𝑗  denotes the 

impedance weight between the zones 𝑖 and 𝑗. This impedance weight is given as a thresholded 

decay function of the cost 𝑐𝑖𝑗
𝑚 between 𝑖 and 𝑗 that may depend on the mode 𝑚. It is given by: 

 𝑤𝑖,𝑗
𝑘,𝑚,𝜏(𝑐𝑖,𝑗

𝑚) = {
𝑓𝑘,𝑚(𝑐𝑖,𝑗

𝑚) 𝑐𝑖,𝑗
𝑚 ≤ 𝜏

0 𝑐𝑖,𝑗
𝑚 > 𝜏

 ∀𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ ℛ (3) 



The metric in Eq. (2) represents the total number of opportunities accessible from origin zones. 

These opportunities can only be realized by people (presumably residents) of that zone. To make 

sure this metric adequately represents the overall accessibility, it would be reasonable to weight 

the values of this metric by the total number of people or employees of the zones when 

aggregating over larger geographies [23]. For a subregion, 𝒮, say a county of MSA, of the region 

ℛ , the aggregate accessibility, 𝜒𝒮, can be computed as: 

 𝜒𝒮
𝑘,𝑚,𝜏 =

∑ 𝑎𝑖
𝑘,𝑚,𝜏𝑛𝑖𝑖∈𝒮

∑ 𝑛𝑖𝑖∈𝒮
 (4) 

Here, 𝑛𝑖 is the total population or number of workers of zone 𝑖. By defining a population weight 

vector 𝐩𝒮 = {𝑝𝑖 =
𝑛𝑖

∑ 𝑛𝑗𝑗∈𝒮
}

𝑖∈𝒮

 for region 𝒮 , the equations (2) through (4) can be combined 

succinctly as: 

 𝜒𝒮
𝑘,𝑚,𝜏 = 𝐩𝒮

𝑇𝐚𝒮,𝑘,𝑚,𝜏 = 𝐩𝒮
𝑇𝐖𝒮,𝑘,𝑚,𝜏𝐨𝑘 (5) 

Here, 𝐚𝒮 is the vector of accessibility of all zones in the target region 𝒮, 𝐖 is the impedance 

weights matrix of size |𝒮| × |ℛ|, and 𝐨 is the opportunities vector for the larger region ℛ. Note 

that the accessibility of a region depends on all its surrounding zones, which is a theoretically 

unbounded set. For practical reasons of computation, the environment set ℛ  is limited to a 

province, state, or MSA, since the weights matrix with a maximum size is |ℛ|2  can be 

computationally expensive. 

In this paper, we discuss one specific form of accessibility that uses only travel time as the cost 

measure and the power exponential impedance function, 𝑓(𝑥) = exp (−𝛼𝑥𝛽) . Using this 

information and combining Eq. (2) and (3), we get: 

  𝑎𝑖
𝑘,𝑚,𝜏 = ∑ 𝑜𝑗

𝑘 ⋅ exp (−𝛼𝑘,𝑚(𝑡𝑖,𝑗
𝑚)

𝛽𝑘,𝑚
)𝑗∈ℛ: 𝑡𝑖,𝑗

𝑚≤𝜏  (6) 

The parameters 𝛼 and 𝛽 are fitted empirically for different modes and trip purposes. The values 

of opportunities count, 𝑜, and interzonal travel time, 𝑡, are obtained from data sources explained 

in the next section. 



3.2 Data description 

For the accessibility dataset prepared in this study, we use the following publicly available 

datasets as briefly described below, with further details provided in Suppl. Section 1. 

Impedance functions: Impedance decay functions for travel time of the power exponential form 

are fitted using the National Household Travel Survey (NHTS) 2017 trips dataset for the US. The 

data processing details and the fitted parameters computed for five trip purposes for driving, 

walking, and bicycling are provided in Suppl. Section 1.2. 

Jobs: Total job counts by census block group (BG) are obtained from the Longitudinal Employer 

Household Dynamics dataset. In addition to total jobs, counts of jobs of high and low earnings 

are also collected (see Suppl. Section 1.3). 

Points of interest (POIs): The POI dataset is obtained from SafeGraph Inc. as part of its public 

release of data during 2020–21 to aid research related to COVID-19. Its US dataset contains 

locations of 5.5 million POIs across 92 categories, which are further categorized into three 

special classes for this study – ‘essential stores’, ‘primary services’, and ‘leisure’ places. The 

details are provided in Suppl. Section 1.4. 

Interzonal costs: The distances and travel times between each pair of zones are computed using 

the Open-Source Routing Machine project [43]. The processing details and the distributions of 

the distances, travel times, and speeds are provided in Suppl. Section 1.5. 

Socio-economic disadvantage: Demographic data are obtained from the American Community 

Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates dataset for 2021. The description of the obtained ACS fields and 

their processing is described in Suppl. Section 1.6. 

3.3 Trip purpose and mode 

Travel mode and trip purpose can particularly influence the odds of choosing a destination 

opportunity which is reflected in its accessibility. For example, most places are much less 

accessible by walking than driving, primarily due to impedance factors like low speed, 

inconvenience, and safety concerns [44]. Similarly, the impedance of visiting a place also 

depends on the purpose of the trip [37]. For instance, the likelihood of travel might be much 

more sensitive to leisure trips by public transit fare price (a measure of impedance) compared to 

commute trips [45]. We observe substantial differences in the impedance of travel by mode and 



purpose in the NHTS travel survey data (see Figure 2a), which prompted us to develop different 

decay functions by mode and purpose. The fitted parameters for these curves are provided in 

Suppl. Table 2. 

 

Figure 2: Distributions of trip purpose and the corresponding accessibility. (a) Cumulative probability distribution of 

trips in the NHTS dataset by mode and purpose (5-minute-smoothened curves). The trip counts by mode are shown 

in parentheses. (b) Distribution of 60-minute driving accessibility by opportunity kind, across BGs, with arrows 

showing their mapping to the NHTS trip purposes. The dashed vertical lines denote the quartiles of the distributions 

and the numbers in parentheses denote the total number of OD pairs in the US dataset. 

The distributions of the 60-minute accessibility in the BGs of the US by opportunity kind are 

shown in Figure 2b. First, it should be noted that comparison of accessibility figures should be 

focused on differences by zone or region rather than purpose. This is more important in the case 

of job and POI accessibility, which have very different scales, primarily due to the differences in 

the underlying datasets. Particularly, access to jobs with high earnings (>$40k per year) is 

usually much higher than to jobs with low earnings (≤$20k per year), mainly because of more 

jobs falling in the high-earnings category than the low-earnings category in the LEHD dataset 

[46]. Also, accessibility to essential stores and services is not only in general lesser than that to 

leisure places, but their distributions are also skewed more towards the left, indicating a 

substantial number of BGs not having substantial accessibility to these essential places. This 

topic is revisited in Section 4.2 where this disparity is shown to be highly correlated with socio-

economic disadvantage. 

3.4 Travel time threshold 

Other than the impedance function parameters, the main parameter of the proposed accessibility 

metric is the cost threshold, 𝜏, particularly the travel time threshold. To test the sensitivity of the 



results with this threshold, we compute accessibility for five values of this parameter: 15, 30, 45, 

60, and 90 min. Referring to the observed distribution of trip duration in the NHTS dataset 

(Suppl. Figure 1), it appears that the 90-minute threshold may be considered enough to be 

practically infinite, making the resultant accessibility values equivalent to an unbounded gravity 

measure. 

It should be noted that the cumulative opportunities approach always overestimates the 

accessibility of a region because it involves assigning equal importance to near and far 

destinations. For example, at a threshold of 60 minutes, the accessibility by driving in the 

Chicago MSA is overestimated by as much as 800% when measured using the constant unit 

weight in the contour measure instead of decaying impedance weights, as seen in Figure 3b. This 

overestimation is observed to be the highest in remote areas because of the compounding 

network effect of including already overestimated neighbors in remote areas. This effect is the 

least in core urban areas but is more spatially smoothened than the base decaying weights 

accessibility (Figure 3a). Further, this overestimation of accessibility also increases rapidly with 

increasing travel time threshold (Figure 3c). This is because with increasing threshold, the 

difference between the observed travel behavior (as in Figure 2a) and the analyst’s assumption 

about accessibility (contour measure with constant, unit impedance weight) increases. This 

suggests that studies that rely on the contour measure of accessibility should not choose higher 

thresholds as the deviation from realistic accessibility increases sharply. 

 

Figure 3: Overestimation of accessibility in the BGs of Chicago MSA by using the contour measure compared to 

gravity-based decaying impedance. (a) Map of job accessibility using the base decaying impedance function 𝑓(𝑡) =



𝑒−0.008𝑡1.467
 within 60 minutes; (b) Percent accessibility overestimation by using the contour measure with 𝑓(𝑡) =

1; (c) Accessibility overestimation for different duration thresholds. The dashed curve connects the mean values. 

4 Accessibility, equity, and built environment 

4.1 Transportation efficiency 

Accessibility is directly a function of the transportation system by the inclusion of routed travel 

times by different travel modes. In this section, we assess the impact of the efficiency of the 

transportation system of a region on its accessibility while other investments of the built 

environment (namely the opportunities of interest) are assumed to be constant. 

Referring to Eq. (5), the weight matrix 𝐖 is influenced only by the transportation infrastructure 

of the study region, which in turn depends on its land use distribution. Both the population 

weights vector, 𝐩, and the opportunities vector, 𝐨, depend on land use as well. The role of the 

transportation infrastructure in accessibility can be better understood by assuming a hypothetical 

ideal case and introducing the notion of efficiency. Suppose the best case for mobility is a 

completely flat, unhindered land where travelers can move at up to a given maximum speed that 

depends on the travel mode. Assuming the same distribution of population and opportunities in 

the region, the maximum possible accessibility of the region 𝒮 can be computed as: 

 �̂�𝒮,𝑘,𝑚,𝜏 = 𝐩𝒮
𝑇�̂�𝒮,𝑘,𝑚,𝜏𝐨𝑘 (7) 

The maximal weights matrix is independent of the transportation infrastructure. The minimum 

travel time between a zone pair (𝑖, 𝑗) is given by the Haversine distance between the centroids of 

the zones divided by a presumed maximum modal speed, �̂�𝑚 . Using the same impedance 

function, 𝑓𝑘,𝑚 , as used for computing 𝐖, the maximal weight for zone pair (𝑖, 𝑗) is given by: 

 �̂�𝑖𝑗
𝑘,𝑚,𝜏(𝑑𝑖𝑗) = {

𝑓𝑘,𝑚 (
𝑑𝑖𝑗

�̂�𝑚
) 𝑑𝑖𝑗 ≤ 𝜏 ⋅ �̂�𝑚

0 else
 (8) 

We now define ‘accessibility efficiency’, 𝜂, as the ratio of observed potential accessibility to the 

maximum possible value when there is no impedance to travel other than the modal speed limit. 

Theoretically, it represents how well the current transportation infrastructure utilizes the land use 

distribution that defines the distances between the zones, similar to the work of Dong et al. 

(2016) [47]. Dividing equations (7) and (8) and simplifying the notation for a selected tuple of 

(𝒮, 𝑘, 𝑚, 𝜏), we get: 



 𝜂 ≔
𝜒

�̂�
=

𝐩𝑇𝐖𝐨

𝐩𝑇�̂�𝐨
 (9) 

This efficiency factor can be used to compare the transportation component of accessibility 

across different regions (e.g., cities, counties, states), travel modes, and trip purposes. Assuming 

constant distribution vectors 𝐮 and 𝐬, an efficiency factor can similarly be computed for each 

zone 𝑖 as 𝜂𝑖 = 𝑎𝑖 �̂�𝑖⁄ , whose visualization can be useful in inspecting subregional differences in 

the utilization of transportation infrastructure. We illustrate this concept by comparing three 

large metropolises of the US – Houston, New York City (NYC), and Chicago. NYC and 

downtown Chicago are known to be highly compact cities whereas Houston is known for its 

sprawling infrastructure [48]. 

The differences in these cities’ accessibility efficiency are shown in Figure 4, computed with 

maximum modal speeds of 60, 4, and 16 mi/h for driving, walking, and bicycling respectively. 

Panel row (a) shows the zonal efficiency (as a percentage) by driving under 30 minutes. The 

downtown areas make the most efficient transportation use across all the cities, highlighted by 

the regions shaded blue. NYC and Chicago have much higher efficiency than Houston, which 

directly corresponds to compactness and sprawl. In Chicago, the zonal efficiency is also high 

along the highway corridors of I-90 and I-290, as previously observed in Figure 3. Further, this 

efficiency is also significantly higher for work-related trips by driving compared to other 

purposes such as trips to essential services (like schools, hospitals, and grocery stores) (panel 

row (c)). It may be argued that the transportation infrastructure in these cities is more targeted for 

commuting by driving than by other modes and for other purposes, especially essential services. 



 

Figure 4: Accessibility efficiency, 𝜂, by (a) driving and (b) bicycling within 30 minutes at the BG level in three 

urban areas (columns): (1) Harris County of Houston MSA, (2) New York City, NY, and (3) Cook and DuPage 

counties of Chicago MSA. (c) Aggregate 30-minute accessibility efficiency in these cities by mode and trip purpose. 

Panel row (b) shows the spatial distribution of efficiency by bicycling. Houston appears to have 

the most inefficient bicycle infrastructure, with even the most well-connected regions of 

downtown Houston utilizing only up to about 25% of their maximum accessibility. NYC fares 

better in central Manhattan and southern Brooklyn but has patches of inefficiency in northern 

Brooklyn, southern parts of the Bronx, and most of Staten Island. Chicago has a prominently 

contoured core of high bike accessibility efficiency downtown, with higher peak efficiency than 

in New York and Houston. This core declines rapidly in prominence in a ring outside downtown, 

indicating a sudden degradation of the bicycle infrastructure in this ring. In the next section, we 

show that there are equity issues surrounding this ring of efficiency decline. 



4.2 Equitable investment placement 

The optimal placement of new businesses and facilities for utility maximization is a key task of 

urban planning [49], [50]. For transportation planners, a core component of this utility is 

accessibility [26]. For specific facilities considered essential, such as schools, grocery stores, and 

hospitals and clinics, careful consideration must be given to historically underserved and 

overburdened communities, which are often located in socio-economically disadvantaged 

neighborhoods [51]. The conventional approach to address equity concerns related to business or 

facility investments involves looking at the impact of investment on local communities’ post-

location decisions rather than deciding the investment placement beforehand [52]. This oversight 

often stems from an inadequate understanding of the network effects associated with 

investments. 

Our proposed aggregate accessibility measure can assist this planning decision by understanding 

the marginal contribution of investment of opportunities in a zone to the overall region’s 

accessibility. Referring to Eq. (5) where the aggregate accessibility of a region 𝒮 is expressed as 

𝜒𝒮 = 𝐩𝒮
𝑇𝐖𝒮𝐨, it can be deduced that the overall increase in regional accessibility, resulting from 

an increase in zonal opportunity counts by Δ𝐬 is computed as: 

 Δ𝜒𝒮 = ∇𝐨𝜒𝒮 ∘ Δ𝐨 = (𝐖𝒮
𝑇𝐩𝒮)𝑇Δ𝐨 (10) 

Assuming that a planning authority of the region 𝒮 can only intervene within its jurisdiction, it 

follows that elements of Δ𝐨 are zero by definition outside the region, i.e., Δ𝑜𝑖 = 0 ∀𝑖 ∉ 𝒮. Thus, 

the gradient vector in Eq. 10 can be rewritten as ∇𝐨𝒮
𝜒𝒮 = �̅�𝒮

𝑇𝐩𝒮 where �̅�𝒮 is the square sub-

matrix of 𝐖𝒮  corresponding to the zones of 𝒮. ∇𝐨𝒮
𝜒𝒮  is a vector of size |𝒮|  that denotes the 

marginal impact of a zone’s change in opportunities to the overall regional accessibility. We 

refer to this vector as the ‘opportunity improvement potential’ of the region 𝒮. 

Notably, while this improvement potential is computed by using the regional population 

distribution, 𝐩𝒮, we posit that its computation can be modified. This modification would involve 

giving larger weights to socio-economically disadvantaged neighborhoods compared to more 

affluent areas. This aims to address equity concerns typically encountered in utility maximization 

approaches for solving the investment placement problem. 



We demonstrate this effect for Cook County, the principal county of the Chicago MSA. Within 

this county, the region of southern Chicago has a long history of racial segregation, 

gentrification, low upward mobility, and heavy dependence on public transit [53]. It also suffers 

from high poverty, a high rate of single-parent households, and fewer high-earnings job 

opportunities (see Suppl. Figure 3). To locate the zones of this region, we compute a Socio-

Economic Disadvantage Index (SEDI) of each BG as the regional quantile of measures of six 

socio-economic factors – poverty, racial minorities, unemployment, low education, vehicle 

ownership, and single-parent households. The computational details of this index are provided in 

Suppl. Section 1.6. 

The distribution of the SEDI values across BGs of Cook County is shown in Figure 5a. We 

define the South Chicago region as the region shown in a thick black boundary based on visual 

inspection of the high SEDI zones in Figure 5a. SEDI is a rank measure, therefore the same zone 

can have different values depending on the region of choice (see Figure 5a1 for illustration). The 

modification of the regional population distribution, 𝐩𝒮, is guided by the weights derived from 

the SEDI emphasizing areas with greater socio-economic challenges. 



 

Figure 5: Relationship between socioeconomic disadvantage and opportunity improvement potential. (a) SEDI  

values at BG level in Cook County, IL, highlighting the selected South Chicago region; (b) Improvement potential 

of BGs in Cook County for 30-minute accessibility to essential shopping stores; (c) Difference in the improvement 

potential when measured with respect to unweighted population. The corresponding rank values computed 

separately for the South Chicago region are shown in the insets. 

The spatial distribution of each BG’s marginal impact on the overall accessibility of Cook 

County and the South Chicago region (in the inset) is shown in Figure 5b. This improvement 

potential corresponds to accessibility by driving within 30 minutes to POIs classified as 

‘essential shopping’ stores (mainly grocery stores). Notably, despite applying higher weights to 

neighborhoods with high SEDI scores, the core areas near downtown Chicago show a higher 

improvement potential than the South Chicago neighborhoods. However, the prioritization of 

high SEDI block groups certainly leads to a difference in the ranks of the accessibility values. 

This is observed in Figure 5c which shows that southern Chicago is ranked much higher for 

investment opportunities compared to northern Chicago if the zonal populations are weighted by 

SEDI. Interestingly, areas close to downtown Chicago remain largely uninfluenced by this 

weighting of population. This could point to the dominant effect of current infrastructure and 

land use over any population weighting for equity purposes. These observations point to the 

profound influence of existing service disparities and land use patterns, which are substantially 

different from the distribution of communities along socio-economic lines. This pattern 

highlights the complex interplay between urban infrastructure, service availability, and socio-

economic factors in shaping regional accessibility. This analysis serves as a tool for planners to 



visualize and prioritize investments in areas that would benefit most from an equity-focused 

approach. 

5 Summary and discussion 

Accessibility measurement is an important task in urban and transportation planning that lacks 

standardization and availability of granular data at large scales. In this study, we have developed 

a generalized locational accessibility metric building on past research that counts the number of 

opportunities of a specific kind feasibly accessible within a given time threshold, depending on 

the mode of travel and trip purpose. With the help of publicly available datasets, we have 

prepared accessibility data at a granular level for the United States and made it publicly 

accessible. 

The proposed metric presents several advantages over conventional locational accessibility 

metrics. First, it combines the decay impedance functions of gravity measures with the idea of 

the cost threshold in the cumulative opportunities approach which makes it more realistic and 

intelligible. It is shown that using a constant impedance weight as used in contour measures can 

significantly overestimate accessibility compared to a probabilistic decaying impedance function. 

This overestimation is observed to be the highest in the densest areas of cities when measured in 

terms of total accessibility. However, this overestimation is the highest in the remote, sparsely 

populated areas of metropolitan areas when measured in relative terms. Since urban planning 

agencies operate within their jurisdictions and would thus be interested in relative measurement, 

the lowest drop in accessibility in the core urban areas would encourage planners to focus on 

land use compactness for accessibility maximization over improving travel speeds. 

Second, this metric is generalized to include different types of destination kinds and trip 

purposes, including jobs (overall and segmented by income, industry, etc.) and non-workplaces, 

especially those considered essential, such as grocery stores, hospitals, and schools. We have 

shown that, unlike prevalent accessibility studies, it is important to consider different impedance 

functions for different trip purposes since different purposes warrant different importance given 

by travelers to the trip duration. 

Third, the simple functional form of the proposed metric and its aggregation over larger areas 

lends it two useful properties – being able to measure transportation efficiency and consider 



equity effects. We introduce an accessibility-based measure of transportation efficiency and 

compare it between Houston, New York City, and Chicago metropolitan areas as a case study. 

The analysis shows that the high utilization of the transportation network in downtown areas 

reaffirms the importance of compact cities, while also showing a very high capacity of bicycle 

infrastructure to improve compared to walking and driving. Also, the current infrastructure 

seems to be primarily targeted towards commuting by driving, leaving a significant scope for 

improvement of essential service facilities. Secondly, the proposed metric makes it easy to assess 

the marginal contribution of the supply potential of the smaller zones or neighborhoods of a city 

or county to its overall accessibility. Planners can weight socioeconomically disadvantaged 

neighborhoods more to modify this marginal contribution and therefore help update investment 

decisions to prioritize overburdened and underserved communities. 

Along with these advantages, we also recognize the limitations of this metric and the possible 

extensions that can greatly help standardize accessibility measurement in practice. First, it should 

be noted that it is a locational measure of accessibility, meaning it does not natively support 

including idiosyncratic travel preferences and situations. Second, the current form does not 

include competition effects which are commonly assumed to be true for facilities with much 

higher demand than supply. Further, data limitations prohibited us from computing this metric 

for  public transit and variable times of day and/or days of the week. Finally, we hope further 

research provides more support on its ability to be integrated with existing transportation project 

economic analysis frameworks. 
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Code and data availability 

All analysis for this study is done in Python along with additional tools like osmium-tool. The 

code used to collect and process all the data is available on https://github.com/rvanxer/spr_4711. 

This repository includes a data file that includes the values of processed accessibility at the block 

group level in the contiguous United States by three modes, along with a brief description 

document.  

https://github.com/rvanxer/spr_4711


References 

[1] M. Batty, “Accessibility: In search of a unified theory,” Environment and Planning B: Planning and Design, 

vol. 36, no. 2. Pion Limited, pp. 191–194, 2009. doi: 10.1068/b3602ed. 

[2] V. D. Pyrialakou, K. Gkritza, and J. D. Fricker, “Accessibility, mobility, and realized travel behavior: 

Assessing transport disadvantage from a policy perspective,” J Transp Geogr, vol. 51, pp. 252–269, 2016. 

[3] L. L. Losada-Rojas, Y. Ke, V. D. Pyrialakou, and K. Gkritza, “Access to healthy food in urban and rural 

areas: An empirical analysis,” J Transp Health, vol. 23, p. 101245, 2021. 

[4] A. I. Moreno-Monroy, R. Lovelace, and F. R. Ramos, “Public transport and school location impacts on 

educational inequalities: Insights from São Paulo,” J Transp Geogr, vol. 67, pp. 110–118, Feb. 2018, doi: 

10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2017.08.012. 

[5] X. Pan, M. P. Kwan, L. Yang, S. Zhou, Z. Zuo, and B. Wan, “Evaluating the accessibility of healthcare 

facilities using an integrated catchment area approach,” Int J Environ Res Public Health, vol. 15, no. 9, Sep. 

2018, doi: 10.3390/ijerph15092051. 

[6] S. L. Handy and D. A. Niemeier, “Measuring accessibility: An exploration of issues and alternatives,” 

Environ Plan A, vol. 29, no. 7, pp. 1175–1194, 1997, doi: 10.1068/a291175. 

[7] B. van Wee, “Accessibility and equity: A conceptual framework and research agenda,” J Transp Geogr, vol. 

104, no. 103421, Oct. 2022, doi: 10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2022.103421. 

[8] A. Karner and R. A. Marcantonio, “Achieving Transportation Equity: Meaningful Public Involvement to 

Meet the Needs of Underserved Communities,” Public Works Management and Policy, vol. 23, no. 2, pp. 

105–126, 2018, doi: 10.1177/1087724X17738792. 

[9] J. Levine, J. Grengs, and L. A. Merlin, From Mobility to Accessibility. Transforming Urban Transportation 

and Land-Use Planning. Cornell University Press, 2019. 

[10] A. Páez, D. M. Scott, and C. Morency, “Measuring accessibility: Positive and normative implementations of 

various accessibility indicators,” J Transp Geogr, vol. 25, pp. 141–153, Nov. 2012, doi: 

10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2012.03.016. 

[11] T. Litman, “Evaluating Accessibility for Transportation Planning,” Victoria Transport Policy Institute, no. 

January 2008, p. 49, 2016. 

[12] K. T. Geurs and J. R. R. van Eck, “Accessibility measures: Review and applications,” Universiteit Utrecht-

URU, 2001. [Online]. Available: 

https://rivm.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/10029/259808/408505006.pdf?sequence=3&isAllowed=y 

[13] K. E. Haynes and A. S. Fotheringham, “Gravity and spatial interaction models,” 2020. 

[14] B. Klar, J. Lee, J. A. Long, and E. Diab, “The impacts of accessibility measure choice on public transit 

project evaluation: A comparative study of cumulative, gravity-based, and hybrid approaches,” J Transp 

Geogr, vol. 106, p. 103508, Jan. 2023, doi: 10.1016/J.JTRANGEO.2022.103508. 



[15] M. Iacono, K. Krizek, and A. El-Geneidy, “Access to Destinations: How Close is Close Enough? Estimating 

Accurate Distance Decay Functions for Multiple Modes and Different Purposes,” 2008. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.lrrb.org/PDF/200811.pdf%0Ahttps://www.lrrb.org/pdf/200811.pdf 

[16] J. De Vos, P. L. Mokhtarian, T. Schwanen, V. Van Acker, and F. Witlox, “Travel mode choice and travel 

satisfaction: bridging the gap between decision utility and experienced utility,” Transportation (Amst), vol. 

43, no. 5, pp. 771–796, Sep. 2016, doi: 10.1007/s11116-015-9619-9. 

[17] T. Litman, “Evaluating transportation inequity,” Victoria Transport Policy Institute, Victoria, British …, vol. 

8, no. 2, pp. 50–65, 2010. 

[18] W. Score, “Walk Score Methodology Walk Score,” pp. 253–256, 2011, [Online]. Available: 

http://www.walkscore.com/methodology.shtml%0Ahttp://www.walkscore.com/methodology.shtml%0Ahttp

://pubs.cedeus.cl/omeka/files/original/b6fa690993d59007784a7a26804d42be.pdf 

[19] J. Cheng and L. Bertolini, “Measuring urban job accessibility with distance decay, competition and 

diversity,” J Transp Geogr, vol. 30, pp. 100–109, Jun. 2013, doi: 10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2013.03.005. 

[20] A. J. Yeganeh, R. P. Hall, A. R. Pearce, and S. Hankey, “A social equity analysis of the U.S. public 

transportation system based on job accessibility,” J Transp Land Use, vol. 11, no. 1, pp. 1039–1056, 2018, 

doi: 10.5198/jtlu.2018.1370. 

[21] G. Boisjoly and A. El-Geneidy, “Daily fluctuations in transit and job availability: A comparative assessment 

of time-sensitive accessibility measures,” J Transp Geogr, vol. 52, pp. 73–81, Apr. 2016, doi: 

10.1016/J.JTRANGEO.2016.03.004. 

[22] A. D. Slovic, D. B. Tomasiello, M. Giannotti, M. de F. Andrade, and A. C. Nardocci, “The long road to 

achieving equity: Job accessibility restrictions and overlapping inequalities in the city of São Paulo,” 

Journal of Transport Geography, vol. 78. Elsevier Ltd, pp. 181–193, Jun. 01, 2019. doi: 

10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2019.06.003. 

[23] A. Owen and B. Murphy, “Access Across America: Transit 2019 Methodology,” 2019. [Online]. Available: 

http://ao.umn.edu/publications/ 

[24] T. A. Litman, “Evaluating transportation equity,” World Transport Policy & Practice, vol. 8, no. 2, pp. 50–

65, 2002, [Online]. Available: 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Todd_Litman/publication/284050013_Evaluating_transportation_equit

y/links/5c4f42bba6fdccd6b5d00a9d/Evaluating-transportation-equity.pdf 

[25] V. D. Pyrialakou, K. Gkritza, and J. D. Fricker, “Accessibility, mobility, and realized travel behavior: 

Assessing transport disadvantage from a policy perspective,” J Transp Geogr, vol. 51, pp. 252–269, Feb. 

2016, doi: 10.1016/J.JTRANGEO.2016.02.001. 

[26] K. T. Geurs and B. van Wee, “Accessibility evaluation of land-use and transport strategies: Review and 

research directions,” J Transp Geogr, vol. 12, no. 2, pp. 127–140, 2004, doi: 

10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2003.10.005. 

[27] M. Pacione, “The Use of Objective and Subjective Measures of Life Quality in Human Geography,” Prog 

Hum Geogr, vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 495–514, 1982, doi: 10.1177/030913258200600402. 



[28] V. van Acker, B. van Wee, and F. Witlox, “When transport geography meets social psychology: Toward a 

conceptual model of travel behaviour,” Transp Rev, vol. 30, no. 2, pp. 219–240, Mar. 2010, doi: 

10.1080/01441640902943453. 

[29] M. P. Kwan, “Gender and individual access to urban opportunities: A study using space–time measures,” 

Professional Geographer, vol. 51, no. 2, pp. 210–227, May 1999, doi: 10.1111/0033-0124.00158. 

[30] K. Fransen and S. Farber, “Using person-based accessibility measures to assess the equity of transport 

systems,” Measuring Transport Equity, pp. 57–72, Jan. 2019, doi: 10.1016/B978-0-12-814818-1.00004-4. 

[31] J. Lee and H. J. Miller, “Analyzing collective accessibility using average space-time prisms,” Transp Res D 

Transp Environ, vol. 69, no. February, pp. 250–264, 2019, doi: 10.1016/j.trd.2019.02.004. 

[32] H. J. Miller, “Modelling accessibility using space-time prism concepts within geographical information 

systems,” International Journal of Geographical Information Systems, vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 287–301, Jan. 1991, 

doi: 10.1080/02693799108927856. 

[33] J. Wu, Q. Zou, C. Claramunt, P. Cheng, and H. Gu, “A POI-Constrained Space-Time Accessibility Model,” 

Geogr Anal, vol. 54, no. 1, pp. 104–123, Jan. 2022, doi: 10.1111/gean.12277. 

[34] L. M. Martínez and J. M. Viegas, “A new approach to modelling distance-decay functions for accessibility 

assessment in transport studies,” J Transp Geogr, vol. 26, pp. 87–96, Jan. 2013, doi: 

10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2012.08.018. 

[35] A. M. Wilson, R. Kavikondala, S. Young, and A. Duvall, “Equitable Employment Access Assessed Through 

the Mobility Energy Productivity (MEP) Metric,” National Renewable Energy Lab.(NREL), Golden, CO 

(United States), 2023. 

[36] P. L. Mokhtarian, F. Papon, M. Goulard, and M. Diana, “What makes travel pleasant and/or tiring? An 

investigation based on the French National Travel Survey,” Transportation (Amst), vol. 42, no. 6, pp. 1103–

1128, Nov. 2015, doi: 10.1007/s11116-014-9557-y. 

[37] M. Šveda and M. S. Madajová, “Estimating distance decay of intra-urban trips using mobile phone data: The 

case of Bratislava, Slovakia,” J Transp Geogr, vol. 107, no. July 2022, Feb. 2023, doi: 

10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2023.103552. 

[38] M. Halás, P. Klapka, and P. Kladivo, “Distance-decay functions for daily travel-to-work flows,” J Transp 

Geogr, vol. 35, pp. 107–119, Feb. 2014, doi: 10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2014.02.001. 

[39] M. Demitiry, C. D. Higgins, A. Páez, and E. J. Miller, “Accessibility to primary care physicians: Comparing 

floating catchments with a utility-based approach,” J Transp Geogr, vol. 101, p. 103356, May 2022, doi: 

10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2022.103356. 

[40] N. Wan, B. Zou, and T. Sternberg, “A three-step floating catchment area method for analyzing spatial access 

to health services,” International Journal of Geographical Information Science, vol. 26, no. 6, pp. 1073–

1089, 2012, doi: 10.1080/13658816.2011.624987. 

[41] X. Chen and P. Jia, “A comparative analysis of accessibility measures by the two-step floating catchment 

area (2SFCA) method,” International Journal of Geographical Information Science, vol. 33, no. 9, pp. 

1739–1758, Sep. 2019, doi: 10.1080/13658816.2019.1591415. 



[42] W. Luo and Y. Qi, “An enhanced two-step floating catchment area (E2SFCA) method for measuring spatial 

accessibility to primary care physicians,” Health Place, vol. 15, no. 4, pp. 1100–1107, 2009, doi: 

10.1016/j.healthplace.2009.06.002. 

[43] D. Luxen and C. Vetter, “Real-time routing with OpenStreetMap data,” in GIS: Proceedings of the ACM 

International Symposium on Advances in Geographic Information Systems, in GIS ’11. New York, NY, 

USA: ACM, 2011, pp. 513–516. doi: 10.1145/2093973.2094062. 

[44] Z. Liang, K. F. Ng, Y. Huai, H. K. Lo, and K. W. Axhausen, “A stated preference approach for measuring 

walking accessibility,” Transp Res D Transp Environ, vol. 122, p. 103876, Sep. 2023, doi: 

10.1016/j.trd.2023.103876. 

[45] K. L. Norman, “Attributes in bus transportation: Importance depends on trip purpose,” Journal of Applied 

Psychology, vol. 62, no. 2, pp. 164–170, 1977, doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.62.2.164. 

[46] A. Antipova, “Analysis of Commuting Distances of Low-Income Workers in Memphis Metropolitan Area, 

TN,” Sustainability 2020, Vol. 12, Page 1209, vol. 12, no. 3, p. 1209, Feb. 2020, doi: 10.3390/SU12031209. 

[47] L. Dong, R. Li, J. Zhang, and Z. Di, “Population-weighted efficiency in transportation networks,” Sci Rep, 

vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 1–10, May 2016, doi: 10.1038/srep26377. 

[48] R. Lopez, “Cities and the Environment ( CATE ) Urban Sprawl in the United States : 1970-2010 Urban 

Sprawl in the United States : 1970-2010,” Cities and the Environment (CATE), vol. 7, no. 1, 2014, [Online]. 

Available: https://digitalcommons.lmu.edu/cate/vol7/iss1/7 

[49] S. Mittal, T. Yabe, I. Kumar, and S. V. Ukkusuri, “Spatial and cross-sectoral relationships in business entry 

dynamics around a highway corridor,” Transportmetrica A: Transport Science, Nov. 2022, doi: 

10.1080/23249935.2022.2138627. 

[50] P. Guimarães, O. Figueirdo, and D. Woodward, “A tractable approach to the firm location decision 

problem,” Review of Economics and Statistics, vol. 85, no. 1, pp. 201–204, Feb. 2003, doi: 

10.1162/003465303762687811. 

[51] K. Kelobonye, H. Zhou, G. McCarney, and J. (Cecilia) Xia, “Measuring the accessibility and spatial equity 

of urban services under competition using the cumulative opportunities measure,” J Transp Geogr, vol. 85, 

May 2020, doi: 10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2020.102706. 

[52] F. Savini, S. Majoor, and W. Salet, “Dilemmas of planning: Intervention, regulation, and investment,” 

Planning Theory, vol. 14, no. 3, pp. 296–315, 2015. 

[53] A. Ermagun and N. Tilahun, “Equity of transit accessibility across Chicago,” Transp Res D Transp Environ, 

vol. 86, p. 102461, Sep. 2020, doi: 10.1016/j.trd.2020.102461. 

  

 


	Towards a generalized accessibility measure for transportation equity and efficiency
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 State of practice
	3 Data and methods
	3.1 Metric definition
	3.2 Data description
	3.3 Trip purpose and mode
	3.4 Travel time threshold

	4 Accessibility, equity, and built environment
	4.1 Transportation efficiency
	4.2 Equitable investment placement

	5 Summary and discussion
	Declarations
	Declaration of interest
	Declaration of generative AI
	Acknowledgments
	Code and data availability

	References

