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Abstract
While physical activity is critical to human health, most people do not meet recommended

guidelines1, 2. More walkable built environments have the potential to increase activity across

the population3–8. However, previous studies on the built environment and physical activ-

ity have led to mixed findings, possibly due to methodological limitations such as small co-

horts, few or single locations, over-reliance on self-reported measures, and cross-sectional

designs5, 7, 9–11. Here, we address these limitations by leveraging a large U.S. cohort of smart-

phone users (N=2,112,288) to evaluate within-person longitudinal behavior changes that oc-

curred over 248,266 days of objectively-measured physical activity across 7,447 relocations

among 1,609 U.S. cities. By analyzing the results of this natural experiment, which exposed

individuals to differing built environments, we find that increases in walkability are associ-

ated with significant increases in physical activity after relocation (and vice versa). These

changes hold across subpopulations of different genders, age, and body-mass index (BMI),

and are sustained over three months after moving. The added activity observed after moving

to a more walkable location is predominantly composed of moderate-to-vigorous physical

activity (MVPA), which is linked to an array of associated health benefits across the life

course1. A simulation experiment demonstrates that substantial walkability improvements

(i.e., bringing all US locations to the walkability level of Chicago or Philadelphia) may lead

to 10.3% or 33 million more Americans meeting aerobic physical activity guidelines. Evi-

dence against residential self-selection confounding is reported. Our findings provide robust

evidence supporting the importance of the built environment in directly improving health-

enhancing physical activity, in addition to offering potential guidance for public policy activ-

ities in this area.
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Figure 1: Physical activity levels undergo significant changes following relocation between

U.S. cities of different walkability levels. a, During the observation period, 5,424 subjects relo-

cated 7,447 times between 1,609 U.S. cities. Circle area is proportional to the square root of the

number of relocations to and from the city. b, Subjects’ physical activity levels were tracked

through smartphone accelerometry over several months before and after relocation, creating a

countrywide study of 7,447 quasi-experiments. c,e Physical activity of subjects moving from

less walkable locations to New York City, d,f in comparison to subjects moving in the oppo-

site direction (Methods). Activity levels change significantly immediately after relocation and are

symmetric but inverted for subjects moving in the opposite direction. All error bars throughout

this paper correspond to bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 2: Relocations with changes in walkability are associated with corresponding changes

in physical activity across most demographics. a, Difference in average daily steps aggregated

across all relocations. We find that significantly more walkable locations are associated with in-

creases of about 1100 daily steps, and significantly less walkable locations are associated with

similar decreases (for 49-80 point Walk Score increase/decrease). Moving to locations of similar

walkability is associated with unchanged physical activity levels. b, Higher walkability is associ-

ated with increased daily steps across age, gender, BMI, and baseline activity level groups. Bars

show the steps gained per day for each point increase in walkability score (assuming linear model;

Methods). Positive values across all bars reveal that, with increasing walkability, more steps are

taken by every subgroup, which is significant for all the subgroups except women over age 50

(Student’s t-tests, all P < 0.05; women over 50 P = 0.14).
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Figure 3: Improvements in walkability are associated with increases in moderate-to-vigorous

physical activity (MVPA) and with twice as many subjects meeting aerobic physical activ-

ity guidelines (49+ point increase). a-c, Changes in physical activity stratified by intensity of

physical activity (steps/minute) following relocation to more (a; more than 16 point walkability

increase), less (b; more than 16 point walkability decrease) and similarly walkable environments

(c; 16 point walkability difference or less). a, We find that walkability-induced additional physical

activity (Figure 2a) predominantly consists of MVPA, which has been shown to be beneficial for

many health outcomes.12, 13 b, Moving to less walkable locations is associated with a symmetric

loss of MVPA that is equivalent to the increase in more walkable locations (a). c, Further, mov-

ing to similarly walkable locations is associated with an unchanged distribution of intensity levels.

This suggests that relocation, in and of itself, is not generally associated with increases in physical

activity, for instance due to an individual’s motivation to increase physical activity. d, Change in

MVPA (minutes/week) versus differences in walkability. ∆T (I) is defined as the change in weekly

minutes of activity at intensity level I after relocation, in units of steps per minute. ∆TMV PA is

computed by summing ∆T (I) for I ≥ 100 (inset). Large increases in walkability (i.e., 49-80

points) are associated with an increase of about one hour per week in MVPA. e, The increases

in time spent in MVPA lead to twice as many subjects meeting national and international aerobic

physical activity guidelines of 150 min/week or more in MVPA (before 21.5%, after 42.5%). f, A

simulation based on these estimates predicts that if all U.S. cities had the walkability of Chicago

or Philadelphia (Walkability score 78), subjects would increase their average activity by 443 more

daily steps and 24 more minutes of MVPA per week, and 11.2% or 36 million additional Ameri-

cans would then meet national physical activity guidelines for MVPA (Methods).
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1 Main Text
A substantial number of people worldwide are physically inactive4, 14, 15 and therefore at risk for

common and deadly noncommunicable diseases such as cardiovascular disease, cancer and dia-

betes12, 13, 15. Meanwhile, urban environments worldwide have grown rapidly with current estimates

predicting 6.7 billion people living in cities by 205016. While the evidence base on the impacts

of the design of urban environments on physical activity levels has grown, further information

is needed on the putative causal impacts of diverse urban environments on key health behaviors

such as physical activity5, 7, 10, 11, 17 and interactions between environmental and individual factors18.

Specifically, current evidence has not been able to disentangle whether physical activity levels are

directly influenced by the built environment or are mainly a product of personal preferences10, 19.

Understanding these factors is critical for developing optimal public policy8, 20, 21 as well as for

planning cities5, 22 and designing behavior change interventions23, 24.

Previous studies on the effects of the built environment on physical activity have led to mixed

or modest findings and have not been able to reliably distinguish between direct environmental

impacts and individual preferences. Common methodological limitations include small cohorts,

single or only a few locations, over-reliance on self-reported activity, with its attendant biases25,

cross-sectional designs that constrain temporal understanding and causal inference, residential self-

selection, and other confounding factors5, 7, 9, 19, 26, 27. Today’s mobile phones, including the now

globally dominant smartphone, can capture physical activity and geolocation in a continuous fash-

ion and are a powerful tool for studying large-scale population dynamics and health23, revealing

the basic patterns of physical activity3, sleep28, human movement29, and mood rhythms30, along

with the dynamics of the spread of diseases such as malaria31 and COVID-1932, and linkages with

socioeconomic status in developing countries33. In this study, we use a large-scale physical activity

dataset to disentangle built environment influences from personal proclivities through a natural ex-

periment, and quantify the impact of walkability, on changes in individual and population physical

activity levels.

We study 248,266 days of minute-by-minute step recordings from 5,424 users of the Azu-

mio Argus smartphone application, who relocated at least once within a 3-year observation period

(Supplementary Table 1). Overall, these subjects relocated a total of 7,447 times among 1,609

cities within the United States, forming a nationwide natural experiment (Figure 1a). The dataset
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includes smartphone-derived accelerometry recordings of physical activity for free-living individ-

uals that were exposed to different built environments, enabling us to compare their objectively

measured, longitudinal physical activity for up to 90 days pre- and post-relocation (Figure 1b).

The average subject recorded 5574 steps per day (standard deviation σ = 3055) over an average

span of 14.2 hours. Research has demonstrated that smartphones provide accurate step counts34

and reliable activity estimates in both laboratory and free-living settings35. Previous work further

verified that data from the Argus smartphone application reproduced established relationships be-

tween age, gender, weight status, and activity, as well as country-level variations in activity and

obesity levels3.

Our large-scale activity measurements enable us to characterize the impact of built environ-

ments on physical activity. Consider the 178 subjects relocating to New York City (walkability

89/100) coming from various less walkable U.S. locations (Figure 1c; at least one standard devi-

ation or 15.4 points lower Walk Score; mean walkability 48). When exposed to the built environ-

ment of New York City after relocating, these subjects increased their physical activity by 1,400

steps from 5,600 to 7,000 average daily steps (P < 10−10, Figure 1e). Subjects relocating in the

opposite direction, i.e., from New York City to other less walkable U.S. cities (Figure 1d), exhib-

ited an inverted, symmetric effect of decreasing their physical activity by 1,400 steps from 7,000

to 5,600 average daily steps (P < 10−10, Figure 1f; more examples in Figure 4).

To investigate whether moving to more walkable environments generally leads to increased

physical activity, we aggregate changes in physical activity across all relocations in the dataset

(Figure 2a; Methods). We find that relocations to more walkable cities (Walk Score increases of

49 and higher) are associated with increases of about 1100 daily steps, equivalent to 11 minutes of

additional walking activity every day36. While individuals may be more motivated to walk more

immediately after relocation, we observe that these increases are sustained over three months after

moving (Figure 7c and Figure 8).

Of note, individuals moving to environments with walkability scores similar to the envi-

ronment from which they came exhibited unchanged activity levels, while the physical activity

increases observed with moves to more walkable environments mirrored the physical activity de-

creases observed when moving to less walkable environments (Figure 2a; Figure 6). Thus, the

relationship between walkability and daily steps appears to be monotonic and symmetric. We find
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similar, consistent effects of walkability increases and decreases (Methods) between cities in sim-

ilar climates (e.g., Ellicott City, MD to New York, NY in Figure 2a and more generally across

relocations during all seasons (Figure 14), and after relocating to cities of higher, similar, and

lower median household income (Figure 15). These results suggests that physical activity levels

are directly influenced by the built environment and not simply a product of personal preferences

or other types of confounding in the dataset.

We find that higher walkability is associated with significantly more daily steps across all

age, gender, body mass index (BMI), and baseline activity level groups, which is significant for

all the subgroups except women over age 50 (Figure 2b; Student’s t-tests, all P < 0.05; women

over age 50, P = 0.14). Previous research has identified additional barriers to physical activity

relevant to older women including cultural expectations, norms, societal messages discouraging

physical activity, family priorities, and safety37, 38. The relationship between walkability and ac-

tivity is strongest for highly active women (gaining 43.7 steps per walkability point increase).

Importantly, we find that regardless of BMI status, individuals record more steps after moving to

more walkable cities, and that these increases are also shared by individuals who were less active

prior to moving (Figure 2b). These findings suggest that compared to interventions targeting in-

dividuals and reaching small numbers of people, changes to the built environment can influence

large populations. However, the relatively smaller effect for older women suggests that, for this

group in particular, built environment changes may need to be accompanied by additional age- and

gender-specific interventions aimed at their specific constraints.

Next, we investigated whether the walkability-induced increase in steps reflected an increase

in moderate-to-vigorous physical activity (MVPA), which has been shown to be beneficial for

many health outcomes, including lower all-cause-mortality risk12, 13. Using minute-by-minute step

data, we find that additional steps taken after moving to a more walkable location are predom-

inantly composed of MVPA corresponding to brisk walks (Figure 3a). We estimate that large

increases in walkability (i.e., 49-80 points) are associated with an increase in MVPA of about one

hour per week (Figure 3d) Further emphasizing the consistency and symmetry of built environment

effects, we find that similar amounts of MVPA are lost when relocating to a less walkable loca-

tion (Figure 3b), and that the activity intensity distribution remains effectively unchanged when

relocating to a similarly walkable location (Figure 3c). U.S. national physical activity guidelines
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recommend, similar to international guidelines, 150 or more minutes per week of MVPA in order

to obtain optimal health benefits39. For a walkability increase between 48 and 80 points increase,

we find that the associated increases in MVPA would support 42.5% of subjects meeting guide-

lines for MVPA versus 21.5% before relocation, a 98% relative increase (Methods). Our findings

substantively expand previous literature indicating that improving the walkability of built environ-

ments can lead to better health outcomes across large populations.

We performed a simulation study to predict how improving walkability would support in-

creasing the fraction of the U.S. population that meets aerobic physical activity guidelines (Meth-

ods). Our dataset covers 1,609 U.S. cities, which are home to more than 41% of the country’s pop-

ulation (137 million), and we adjust for age-differences between the smartphone user population

and the U.S. adult population (Methods). According to our smartphone-based objective measure-

ments, about 18% or 58 million Americans met the guidelines for MVPA between 2013–2016.

Our estimate of 18% meeting aerobic guidelines is within expectations, given well-established

differences between accelerometer-derived and self-reported physical activity (Methods).40, 41 Our

simulation (Figure 3f) predicts that bringing all U.S. locations to the level of Chicago or Philadel-

phia (walkability score 78) may lead to 11.2% or 36 million more Americans meeting aerobic

physical activity guidelines. Bringing all U.S. locations to the level of New York City (walkability

score 89) may lead to 14.5% or 47 million more Americans meeting these guidelines.

There are limitations to the device-based instrument (i.e., people’s personal smartphones) we

used to collect physical activity data in their natural environments. For example, our sample may

be biased towards individuals of higher socioeconomic status and people interested in their activ-

ity and health. However, we find that walkability improvements led to increased physical activity

after relocating to cities of higher, similar, and lower median household income (Figure 15). We

further acknowledge that other city characteristics may affect walking and be correlated with the

city’s walkability (e.g., length of work days). However, we find that walkability differences are

associated with physical activity differences in cities of similar climate (Figure 13) and across all

seasons (Figure 14). While relocation uniquely enables the quasi-experimental study of behavioral

changes in different environments, there may be selection effects driving relocation referred to as

residential self-selection19. However, since we observe no change in activity levels for individuals

who moved to a similarly walkable city, and symmetric activity losses in individuals who moved
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to less walkable cities, this suggests that the changes we observe are not simply due to individuals

who move being more motivated to be more active (Figure 2a, Figure 3c-e, Figure 6). Further,

we find that subjects relocating to locations of higher, similar, and lower walkability are similar

in age, weight status, and baseline activity levels, limiting our concerns for potential selection

effects based on relocation preferences (Figure 12). In addition, the population of relocating sub-

jects closely matched U.S. Census estimates in terms of age and gender distribution (Figure 10;

Methods).

Over 90% of adults in the United States already own a smartphone42 and the number of mo-

bile connections worldwide has risen to 8.5 billion43, exhibiting significant year-to-year increases.

Therefore, we expect any biases related to smartphone ownership and usage to continue to dimin-

ish in the future. This study is restricted to a single country and results may not generalize to

other countries. However, previous studies have found, in general, similar types of built environ-

ment relationships across countries diverse in climate, demographics, income, culture, and activity

supportiveness5, 44–46. Since these studies employed walkability indices that were based on ele-

ments shared with the measure used here (Methods), this suggests that our findings may generalize

to other countries. We chose a simple, highly used, and extensively validated measure of walkabil-

ity at a city level47–51. However, this type of aggregated, non-divisible walkability score precludes

the ability to identify which elements of walkability may confer the largest benefits. Further re-

search is indicated to identify key environmental features on a neighborhood level and disentangle

their individual contributions, building on past cross-sectional research and smaller-scale studies

using self-report physical activity measures which currently constitute the majority of research in

the field52. While walking is the most popular aerobic physical activity53, our dataset may fail

to capture time spent in activities where it is impractical to carry a phone (e.g., soccer) or steps

are not a major component of the activity (e.g., bicycling), and there may exist systematic differ-

ences in wear time, because subjects in the current dataset had to carry their phone for steps to

be recorded. The increasing prevalence of wearable activity trackers in the form of smartwatches

and similar devices will continue to enable more convenient methods of capturing daily move-

ment and steps. However, our smartphone dataset reproduces previously established relationships

between activity across geographic locations, gender and age3. Further, we find that the span of

time over which steps were recorded is uncorrelated with relocating to higher or lower walkability
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areas (Figure 17), and thus systematic wear time differences are unlikely to affect our analyses.

Together, these results increase confidence that our dataset is able to identify activity differences

between built environments and groups based on gender, age, and weight status.

This countrywide natural experiment presents prospective evidence of built environments

affecting physical activity across 7,447 relocations among 1,609 U.S. cities over a 3-year timespan.

It reveals the direct behavioral impacts of differing built environments on individuals’ physical

activity levels and demonstrates the utility of such massive digitally-enabled real-world datasets

for evidence-based policy. Our findings suggest that designing built environments to be more

activity-friendly could have significant effects on the physical activity of large populations, and

serve as a powerful complement to interventions that focus on changing behavior at the individual-

level. However, changes in built environments may need to be accompanied by additional age-

and gender-specific interventions aimed at specific subgroups who could particularly benefit from

physical activity increases (i.e., women over 50 years old). The quality of the prospective device-

collected evidence and consistency of findings across numerous cities, demographic groups, and

relocation-related walkability differentials highlight the fundamental importance of the urban built

environment in improving physical activity and health.
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2 Methods
2.1 Study Design

We conducted a countrywide, prospective, longitudinal physical activity study of United States

residents that evaluated their physical activity levels within the context of the walkability of their

built environments before and after relocation (”subjects”). We leveraged the naturally occurring

physical activity data that was captured by a health app on subjects’ phones to compare each

person’s physical activity levels before and after they relocated to a different U.S. area. While

similar relocation-based study designs have been used previously to estimate effects of place and

built environments26, 54, 55, the vast majority have been limited by relatively small sample sizes, use

only self-report physical activity measurement, and the limited diversity with respect to the areas

to which they relocated. Objective measures of both urban walkability and physical activity were

used and are discussed in more detail below. We analyzed anonymized, prospectively collected

data from 2,112,288 U.S. smartphone users employing the Azumio Argus health app over three

years (March 2013 to February 2016) to identify 5,424 subjects that relocated 7,447 times among

1,609 U.S. cities. These 1,609 cities are home to 137 million Americans, or more than 42% of

the United States population. We note that relocation is neither purely exogenous nor random and

discuss important implications below. We follow established best-practices for analyzing large-

scale health data from wearables and smartphone apps56.

The Azumio Argus app is a free smartphone application for tracking physical activity and

other health behaviors. subjects were excluded from a particular analysis if necessary information

was unreported (for example, subjects with no reported age were excluded from the analysis of

Figure 2b). Table 1 includes basic statistics on study population demographics and weight sta-

tus (Body Mass Index; BMI). Data handling and analysis was conducted in accordance with the

guidelines of the Stanford University Institutional Review Board.

2.2 Identifying Subject Relocation

We defined subject relocation as the action of moving to a new place for a substantial amount of

time. We identified subject relocation as follows. Subject location on a given day was assigned

to a city based on the weather update in the subject’s app activity feed. Weather updates are

automatically added to the feed of each subject according to the nearest cell phone tower. We
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searched for subjects that stayed in one location within a 100 km radius for at least 14 days, and

then moved to a different location that was at least 100 km away. Subjects were required to stay

within a 100 km radius of this new location for at least another 14 days. The 14 day threshold was

chosen to filter out short trips that may be related to business or leisure travel. Using this threshold,

we find that most subjects do not relocate again and spend a median of 81 days in the new location,

effectively excluding the impact of short-term travel on our analyses. Most subjects stopped to

track their activity at this time, rather than relocating again. In addition, we repeated our analyses

with thresholds of 21 and 30 days and found highly consistent results (Figure 16). We required

a substantial move distance (100 km or more) to ensure that relocating subjects were exposed to

a new built environment. We allowed for up to 5 days of intermediate travel between these two

locations and ignored these days during analyses. We applied this method to 2,112,288 users of

the Argus smartphone app and identified 31,034 relocations. Among these, we required subjects to

have used the app to track their physical activity for at least 10 days within 30 days before and after

their relocation (as in previous work3). We further required at least one day of tracked physical

activity pre- and post-relocation to ensure that whenever we compare two subject populations,

that these populations are identical and therefore comparable (i.e., we seek to identify within-

subject changes in physical activity). We repeated our statistical analyses with alternative data

inclusion criteria, such as the number of days with tracked physical activity, and found similar

results.

2.3 Physical Activity Measure

Our device-based (historically often called ”objective”) measure of physical activity was the num-

ber of steps over time recorded by the subject’s smartphone. Steps were determined based on the

smartphone accelerometers and the manufacturer’s proprietary algorithms for step counting. The

Azumio Argus app records step measurements on a minute-by-minute basis. Table 2 includes basic

statistics on physical activity and tracking in the study population.

Data from the Azumio Argus app have been used previously to study physical activity in

large populations3, 57, 58, where the authors showed that this form of data follows well-established

trends.3 For example, they demonstrated that activity decreased with increasing age14, 18, 59, 60 and

BMI18, 60, 61, and is lower in females than in males14, 18, 59, 60, 62, trends which are consistent with

national surveillance data in this area. Physical activity estimates were also reasonably well corre-
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lated with self-report-based population estimates on a country level3.

Several studies have established significant differences between accelerometer-derived and

self-reported physical activity.41, 63 Self-reports typically overestimate moderate and vigorous ac-

tivity and underestimate sedentary activity.63. In a U.S. study using NHANES 2005–2006 data,

59.6% of adults self-reported meeting MVPA guidelines for aerobic physical activity, while es-

timates using accelerometry were much lower at 9.6%.41 For our observation period between

2013-2016, the U.S. National Health Interview Survey reported 49.6-52.6% meeting MVPA guide-

lines. Nationally representative accelerometer-based estimates for this time are not available. Our

smartphone-accelerometry-based estimate of 18% is within expectations, given the differences in

measurement and prior data.41 In addition, unlike many prior studies mailing accelerometers to

study participants to wear for a week, our study focuses on real-world physical activity by free-

living individuals that may not be equally affected by their awareness of being observed (i.e., the

Hawthorne effect).

Our estimate of 18% meeting aerobic guidelines is within expectations, given well-established

differences between accelerometer-derived and self-reported physical activity (Methods).41, 64

We filtered out days as invalid when less than 500 or more than 50,000 steps had been

recorded. We further ignored days immediately preceding and following the relocation itself (5

days before/after relocation), because the process of relocating, rather than the new built environ-

ment itself, could impact physical activity during these days. Physical activity was relatively stable

outside this period (Figure 9). We considered physical activity within a window of 30 days before

and 30 days after relocation (with the exception of Figure 7 and Figure 8 that use 90 day windows to

illustrate long-term changes). In total, our dataset included 248,266 days of objectively-measured

minute-by-minute physical activity surrounding 7,447 relocations (595,803 days for the 180 day

period).

We used the following measures as primary outcomes in this study: (1) Change in average

daily steps following relocation (Figure 1e-f and Figure 2a-b). (2) Change in average weekly min-

utes spent in moderate-to-vigorous physical activity (MVPA) following relocation, where we con-

sidered all minutes spent at intensities greater or equal to 100 steps/minute as MVPA36: ∆TMV PA =∑∞
I=100∆T (I), where ∆T (I) is defined as the change in weekly minutes of activity at intensity

level I , in units of steps per minute, after moving. Figures 3a-c shows changes in average weekly
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minutes spent at different intensity levels. (3) Change in the fraction of the population that met

aerobic physical activity guidelines following relocation, defined as spending at least 150 minutes

per week in MVPA20 (Figure 3e-f). All error bars correspond to bootstrapped 95% confidence

intervals65.

2.4 Walkability Measure

We considered relocations among 1,609 cities in the United States. Walkability scores for these

cities were based on the publicly available and systematically developed Walk Score66. Scores

are on a scale of 1 to 100 (100 = most walkable) and are based on amenities (e.g., grocery stores,

schools, parks, restaurants, and retail) within a 0.25 to 1.5 mile radius (a decay function penalizes

more distant amenities) and measures of friendliness to pedestrians, such as city block length and

intersection density. Table 3 includes basic statistics on the cities included in our study and their

walkability scores.

The Walk Score measure is a frequently employed measure of walkability that is freely and

widely available across the United States and other countries including Canada and Australia66.

It is highly correlated50 with other walkability measures67–69, and was found to offer the best fit

to walking trips in a study conducted in Montréal50. It is widely used in the literature and has

been extensively validated47–51, 70. While other measures of walkability exist67–69, the Walk Score

measure was chosen in light of the pragmatic focus of the investigation and its ease of use and

accessibility. More comprehensive walkability indices could provide further granular information

related to specific aspects of walkability that might be of prime importance.

Among the 7,447 relocations, 2.4% (2.4%) were associated with 49+ walkability point in-

creases (decreases), 20.7% (21.3%) were associated with 16-48 walkability point increases (de-

creases), and 53.1% of relocations were to similarly walkability locations (-16 to 16 point differ-

ence).

2.5 Aggregating Relocation-based Quasi-experiments Across United States

We aggregated changes in physical activity following relocation based on the difference in walk-

ability scores between the origin and destination city, ∆. In Figure 2a, each circle corresponds to

a pair of cities sized by the number of subjects moving between those cities. We fit a linear model

m ·∆+ b to these data with slope m = 16.6 (Student’s t-test; P < 10−10) and intercept b = 25.0
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(Student’s t-test; P = 0.462).

We considered potential confounders such as differences in climate and median income be-

tween the origin and destination city. We found that the relationship between walkability and

walking behavior still holds within pairs of cities with similar climate, for instance moving from

Miami, Florida to Jacksonville, Florida, or from Amarillo, Texas to Euless, Texas (see annotations

in Figure 2a as well as more generally in Figure 13). Further, we found similar effects across relo-

cations in all seasons (Figure 14), and relocations to cities with higher, lower, and similar median

household income levels (Figure 15).

2.6 Impact Of Walkability Across Demographics, Weight Status, And Ac-

tivity Level

We considered the effect of walkability differences on change in physical activity across subgroups

based on demographics, weight status, previous activity level, and gender (ages 18-29, age 30-49,

and age 50+ years; normal, overweight, and obese levels of BMI; below 5000, 5000-8500, and

above 8500 average daily steps before relocation; males and females). Due to the approximately

linear nature of the relationship between walkability changes and physical activity changes (Fig-

ure 2a), we used a linear model for estimation. For each subgroup, we ran independent linear

regressions of the difference in daily steps on differences in walkability between cities at the level

of individual relocations. The models included an intercept coefficient: m · ∆ + b. We deter-

mined the estimated coefficient of walkability (m; that is, the increase in daily steps for each one-

point increase in walkability of a city) along with 95% confidence intervals (based on Student’s

t-distribution) for each subgroup (Figure 2b). We performed Student’s t-tests on the regression

model coefficients, which establish that relocation to a city of higher walkability is associated with

significantly more daily steps across all age, gender, BMI, and activity level groups (Student’s t-

test; all P < 0.05), with the exception of women over 50 years for which the positive difference

was not statistically significant (Student’s t-test, P = 0.14). We found that the effect was dimin-

ished in overweight and obese women relative to normal-weight women. Thus, the non-significant

effect on women over 50 years of age may be explained in part by the larger average BMI of this

group (27.4) compared to other women (25.3; P < 10−10). In comparison, men over 50 years of

age also had a larger BMI compared to other men, but the difference was smaller than in women
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(28.2 vs. 27.0; P < 10−7)).

2.7 Adjusting For Seasonality

Physical activity is influenced by climate and weather71 and relocations are not equally distributed

across seasons (Figure 7a). We found that differences in physical activity levels following relo-

cations may be influenced by seasonal variation, especially when considering comparatively long

observation periods of about six months (Figure 7bc). For analyses of variation in activity over

time (Figure 1e-f, Figure 4, Figure 7, Figure 8), we adjusted for these seasonal effects by weight-

ing relocations in each calendar months equally. This was achieved by first estimating physical

activity levels separately for each calendar month and then taking the average. This process is

repeated 1000 times in our bootstrap estimates.

2.8 Selection Effects In Relocation And Mobile App Usage

While relocation uniquely enabled the quasi-experimental study of behavioral changes in differ-

ent environments, there may be selection effects driving relocation, often referred to as residential

self-selection. According to a 2013 U.S. Census Bureau report, 97% of people moved primarily for

reasons of housing, family, and employment72. Less than 1% of people moved primarily for health

reasons. In addition, neighborhood selection may be influenced by personal preferences such as

exercise and walking activities19. With respect to this possibility, note that we found no indication

of increases in physical activity after moving to a location of similar walkability (Figure 2a and Fig-

ure 3c). This suggests that those relocating subjects are not simply more motivated to exercise, on

average, but that changes in physical activity may be explained by the changing built environment.

We further acknowledge that other city characteristics may affect walking and be correlated with

the city’s walkability (e.g., length of work days). We investigated potential selection effects further

by comparing the population of relocating mobile app users, first, to the overall U.S. population,

and second, to the overall mobile app user population, including non-relocating app users. We

found that the relocating subject population is similar in age (36 vs 37.7 median age) and gender

(49.8 vs 51.0% female, P = 0.132) to the U.S. population. We adjusted for differences in age for

the simulation estimates in Figure 3f and Figure 5. Within the app user population, we found that

movers and non-movers (i.e., relocating and non-relocating subjects) tend to be close in age (43.8

vs 37.9 and 38.5 vs 33.7 average age for men and women, respectively; Figures 11a and 11b), and
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weight status (68.1 vs 59.8 and 45.6 vs 44.3 percent overweight and obese for men and women,

respectively; Figures 11c and 11d). However, movers were generally more physically active than

non-movers (6,284 vs 5,825 and 5,279 vs 4,635 average daily steps for men and women, respec-

tively; Figures 11e and 11f). Further, we found that within movers, those that relocate to higher,

similar, and lower walkability locations were similar in age, weight status, and previous physical

activity levels (Figure 12).

2.9 Simulating The Impact Of Walkability Improvements Across The U.S.

Population

We simulated the impact of U.S. nationwide walkability improvements on U.S. population physi-

cal activity levels. Concretely, we simulated the impact of increasing U.S. city walkability scores

to a constant target walkability score between 1 and 100. We additionally highlight the walkability

scores of Chicago and Philadelphia (78) as well as New York City (89) to aid interpretation. Since

the relocation population was not explicitly drawn to be representative of the U.S. population, we

adjusted our estimates through ratio-based post-stratification weights across age-based strata73. We

used civilian population estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau for 2016 as the target population

distribution. While there were no significant differences in the gender distribution (49.8% female

vs 51.0% female, P = 0.132), we found slight differences in age (36.0 vs 37.7 median age) that we

corrected for through sampling weights. We acknowledge that other selection effects and hetero-

geneous treatment effects may exist. Using a bootstrap with 1000 replications, we estimated the

difference in the overall U.S. population that would meet U.S. national aerobic physical activity

guidelines for MVPA1 after relocating based on the relocation-induced difference in walkability.

We used a linear regression model and data from relocations associated with both walkability in-

creases and decreases. We estimated the total fraction of U.S. population meeting aerobic physical

activity guidelines as the sum between the fraction of people already meeting these guidelines be-

fore relocating plus the estimated addition based on the regression model. Confidence intervals

represent bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals. Final estimates are depicted in Figure 3f and

Figure 5.
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(c) Moving from San Jose, CA.
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(d) Moving to San Jose, CA.
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(e) Moving from Albuquerque, NM.
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(f) Moving to Albuquerque, NM.
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Figure 4: Subjects’ physical activity levels undergo significant changes following relocation

to and from specific locations of different walkability. Examples show physical activity levels

for subjects moving from/to New York, NY, San Jose, CA, and Albuquerque, NM (differences in

walkscore of more than one standard deviation of 15.4 points). Physical activity levels change

significantly by about 1,200 - 1,400 daily steps depending on the location. Note the symmetry

between moving from (left) and to (right) specific locations.
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Figure 5: Simulating the impact of walkability improvements on United States physical ac-

tivity levels. a, Estimated fraction of population with 150 minutes or MVPA or more per week

following an increase in walkability across all represented U.S. locations. b, Average amount of

MVPA added across population following an increase in walkability across all represented U.S.

locations. c, Average amount of daily steps added across population following an increase in walk-

ability across all represented U.S. locations.
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Figure 6: Changes in average daily steps following relocation between specific walkability
score quintiles. Changes in physical activity levels are approximately symmetric and close to zero

for relocations to the same walkability score quintile.
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Figure 7: Relocations are not uniformly distributed across the year and activity levels need to

be adjusted to exclude seasonal effects (Methods). a, Histogram of number of days with tracked

physical activity is non-uniform with more relocations in December and January. b, Changes

in physical activity when relocating from highly walkable to less walkable built environments,

without adjusting for the number of relocations across seasons. We observe clearly changing

physical activity levels before and after relocation that may be explained by the more moderate

weather in fall and spring versus winter. c, After adjusting for seasonal effects by weighting all

months equally, physical activity levels before and after relocation are more stable.
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(a) Moving from San Diego, CA.
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(b) Moving to San Diego, CA.
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(c) Moving from San Francisco, CA.
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(d) Moving to San Francisco, CA.
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(e) Moving from Baltimore, MD.
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(f) Moving to Baltimore, MD.
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Figure 8: Changes in physical activity levels following relocation are still observed after three

months. Examples show physical activity levels for subjects moving from/to San Diego, CA, San

Francisco, CA, and Baltimore, MD. The observation period is extended from 30 days to 90 days

pre- and post-relocation. Observed changes in physical activity levels suggest that built environ-

ment influences persist over at least three months and may lead to sustained long-term behavior

change.
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Figure 9: Five days immediately before and after relocation are filtered out to exclude effects
from the relocation process itself. Outside this interval, subjects’ physical activity levels were

relatively stable. Figure depicts relocations to similarly walkable locations (walkability score dif-

ference between -16 and 16).
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Figure 10: Demographics of relocating subjects (Movers) in our dataset compared to U.S.

Census estimates for movers. While there are no significant differences in the gender distribution

(49.8% female vs. 50.4% female, P = 0.423, Z-test), we find a slightly lower age in our data for

movers compared to the US Census reported movers (36.0 vs 37.7 median age), that we corrected

for in the simulation experiment (Figure 3f, Figure 5).
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Figure 11: Comparison of relocating subjects (movers) to all subjects in our dataset to un-

derstand potential selection effects. Within the study population, we find that movers and non-

movers (i.e., relocating and non-relocating subjects) tend to be a-b, close in age (43.8 vs 37.9 and

38.5 vs 33.7 average age for men and women, respectively), c-d, and weight status (68.1 vs 59.8

and 45.6 vs 44.3 percent overweight and obese for men and women, respectively). e-f, However,

movers were generally more physically active than non-movers (6,284 vs 5,825 and 5,279 vs 4,635

average daily steps for men and women, respectively).
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Figure 12: Comparison of different groups of relocating subjects (movers) to understand po-

tential selection effects. Within the study population, we find that movers to higher (greater than

16 walkability points), similar (within 16 walkability points), and lower (less than -16 walkability

points) walkability locations tend to be a-b, close in age (44.4 vs 43.7 vs 45.0 and 39.0 vs 38.3 vs

38.3 average age for men and women moving to higher, similar, and lower walkability locations,

respectively), c-d, weight status (69.3 vs 67.3 vs 66.5 and 46.6 vs 44.9 vs 46.1 percent overweight

and obese for men and women moving to higher, similar, and lower walkability locations, respec-

tively), e-f, and baseline physical activity levels (6,257 vs 6,229 vs 6,301 and 5,422 vs 5,239 vs

5,405 average daily steps for men and women moving to higher, similar, and lower walkability

locations, respectively).
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Figure 13: Relationship between city walkability and physical activity holds for relocations

to the same Köppen climate type. We find that that relocations to more walkable cities are

associated with significant increases in physical activity across moves to the same Köppen climate

type. These results suggest that our main result—city walkability impacts physical activity—is

independent of any potential climate bias in our sample (i.e., moves to a more favorable climate

for physical activity are not driving the differences we observe).
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Figure 14: Relationship between city walkability and physical activity holds for relocations

within any given season. We find that that relocations to more walkable cities are associated

with significant increases in physical activity across moves that occur within any given season

(all P < 10−3). These results suggest that our main result—city walkability impacts physical

activity—is independent of any potential temporal bias in our sample (i.e., moves during a time

that is more favorable for physical activity are not driving the differences we observe).
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Figure 15: Relationship between city walkability and physical activity holds within U.S. cities

of similar income. We find that that relocations to more walkable cities are associated with sig-

nificant increases in physical activity across all three groups (increasing, similar, and decreasing

median county household income in USD). These results suggest that our main result—city walk-

ability impacts physical activity—is robust to potential socioeconomic bias in our sample.
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Figure 16: Different definitions of relocation lead to highly consistent results. After relocation,

subjects are required to stay in the new location for at least 14, 21, or 30 days. We find that all of

these definitions lead to highly consistent results as most relocating subjects stay for substantially

longer periods of time (median 81 days). In the rest of the paper, we use the 14 day definition

(purple).
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Figure 17: Higher physical activity in more walkability cities is not explained by differences in

estimated wear time. Subjects have an average span of 14.2h between the first and last recorded

step, our proxy for daily wear time (Methods). a, Wear time estimates before and after relocation

are 14.16 hours and 14.18 hours, respectively, with no significant difference (P = 0.807). b, We

find no significant association between relocation-induced difference in walkability and wear time.

The line shows the best linear fit using data from all relocations. Its slope is not significantly differ-

ent from zero (slope 0.0014; P = 0.371). These results suggest that differences in recorded steps

after relocation are due to actual differences in physical activity behavior and are not explained by

differences in wear time.
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Table 1: Summary of demographic statistics for the study subjects (Methods). Study observation

period ranged from March 2013 to February 2016. Percentages are in parentheses. NA refers to

missingness in data.

Quantity All subjects Movers Non-movers

Total subjects 2,112,288 (100.0) 5,424 (100.0) 2,106,864 (100.0)

Median Age 32 36 32

Moves per subject - Min: 1.0, Max: 9.0, Avg: 1.37 -

# Female 413,373 (48.1) 1,732 (49.8) 411,641 (48.1)

# Male 446,406 (51.9) 1,748 (50.2) 444,658 (51.9)

# gender NA 1,252,509 (59.3) 1,944 (35.8) 1,250,565 (59.4)

# Overweight 347,964 (30.4) 1,549 (33.2) 346,415 (30.4)

# Obese 241,842 (21.2) 1,073 (23.0) 240,769 (21.2)

# BMI NA 969,538 (45.9) 760 (14.0) 968,778 (46.0)
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Table 2: Summary of physical activity statistics for the study subjects (Methods). Statistics are

averages unless otherwise noted with standard deviations in parentheses.

Quantity Value

# Daily Steps

Overall 5574 (3055)

Before Move 5559 (3059)

After Move 5588 (3051)

# Minutes MVPA

Overall 103 (104)

Before Move 102 (101)

After Move 104 (106)

% Population Meeting PA Guidelines

Overall 23.9

Before Move 23.4

After Move 24.4

# Days Tracked per Relocation (30 days)

Total 248,266

Min 2

Max 51

Mean 33.3 (12.7)

# Days Tracked per Relocation (90 days)

Total 595,803

Min 1

Max 153

Mean 80.0 (39.4)
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Table 3: Location and walkability statistics for all locations included in our study with at least 70

moving subjects (sorted alphabetically). Percentages are in parentheses.

City Walkability # Moving subjects # Female # Overweight

Atlanta, GA 48 140 46 (53.5) 37 (30.6)

Austin, TX 39 123 38 (49.4) 37 (35.6)

Boston, MA 81 106 34 (53.1) 27 (32.1)

Charlotte, NC 26 71 20 (51.3) 20 (37.0)

Chicago, IL 78 222 60 (48.4) 61 (32.8)

Dallas, TX 45 121 27 (34.2) 46 (43.4)

Denver, CO 60 72 28 (58.3) 24 (36.9)

Honolulu, HI 63 74 19 (37.3) 27 (39.7)

Houston, TX 48 167 48 (43.2) 54 (38.6)

Las Vegas, NV 40 179 43 (38.7) 57 (38.8)

Los Angeles, CA 66 224 77 (48.7) 62 (31.3)

Miami, FL 78 98 21 (39.6) 32 (37.6)

New Orleans, LA 57 70 26 (56.5) 13 (20.6)

New York, NY 89 257 90 (55.2) 74 (32.0)

Orlando, FL 41 195 57 (44.9) 72 (42.1)

Philadelphia, PA 78 75 26 (54.2) 20 (32.3)

Phoenix, AZ 40 97 32 (43.2) 38 (42.2)

Portland, OR 64 72 30 (55.6) 19 (31.1)

San Antonio, TX 36 102 25 (36.8) 32 (35.6)

San Diego, CA 50 196 57 (47.5) 54 (32.1)

San Francisco, CA 86 205 57 (42.5) 61 (33.3)

San Jose, CA 50 95 31 (51.7) 21 (24.7)

Seattle, WA 73 103 29 (50.0) 24 (26.4)
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