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Presentation Overview

A Methodology
A Diversity at the Census tract level

A Diversity at the municipal level

A Diversity within municipalities
A Implications for minorities living in the suburbs



Methodology

A Data on population size and composition, income and poverty levels, housing
tenure, and property values in Pennsylvania County Subdivisions and Census trac
came from the Neighborhood Change Database, the 2000 Census, and the 2005
2009 American Community SurveyYear Estimates.

A Definition of oODiver seo6 f-BispanR®hita.sy | v

Townships| SuburbarCensus

(1,547 Tracts (1,488)
Less than 65% NaoHlispanic White 1% (16) 3% (45)
Less than 81% NoHlispanic White 4% (58) 11% (158)
Less than 90% Non-Hispanic White 11% (178) 26% (393)

A Characterized and compared 0Diversebo
Census tracts
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Pennsylvania Census Tracts
Percent Non-Hispanic White, 1990
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I:I FA Boroughs and Cities
Pennsylvania Census Tracts
Percent Non-Hispanic White, 2000
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I:I FA Boroughs and Cities
Pennsylvania Census Tracts
Percent Non-Hispanic White, 2009
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I:I Boroughs and Cities

County Population Change, 2000 to 2009

Pennsylvania Census Tract Type (/| Population Growth

Suburban, Mot Diverse

Suburban, Diverse

- Urban, Diverse

I:I Population Decline

=l
Urban, Mot Diverse
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Regional Population Trends, 1990 to 2009
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Pennsylvania Census Tract Type

Suburban, Not Diverse

Suburban, Diverse =

- Urban, Diverse

Urban, Not Diverse
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Who Lives Where Iin Pennsylvania

Portion of Pennsylvania Pepulation in Different Tract Types, by Race/Ethnicity, | 990 to 2009
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A For minorities:  a growing percentage living in suburban Census tracts but the
vast majority remaining in urban tracts.

A For whites: ongoing flight from urban Census tracts with a growing percentage
living in nordiverse suburban tracts.



Diversity in Pennsylvania Township

A Divided Pennsylvania townships into four categories:
1. Not Diverse

2. Diversifying o Not diverse but with at least one
diverse Census tract

3.Newly Diverse d Not diverse in 2000 but
diverse in 2009

4.Long-time Diverse 0 Diverse in 2000 and 2009



m Cities and Boroughs
PA Townships

Scale of Diversity

I:I Township not Diverse in 2009 but with Diverse Tract(s)
- Township Diverse in 2009 but not in 2000

Karen Beck Pooley - Township Diverse in 2000 and 2009
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m Cities and Boroughs PA Counties

PA Townships Population Change, 2000 to 2009
Scale of Diversity Population Loss
|:| Township not Diverse in 2009 but with Diverse Tract(s) Population Gain

- Township Diverse in 2009 but not in 2000
- Township Diverse in 2000 and 2009
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Diverse Suburbs and Countyide
Population Trends

Percent of Townships in Counties with Growing
Populations (from 2000 to 2009), by Degree of Diversity

ot Diverse in 2000 Diverse in 2000 and
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40% -
63%

20% - 36%

0% T
Not Div Not Diverse but with Not D
at least one Diverse but Diverse in 2009

Tract

thirds (63%) of

2009

Most diverse townships
(roughly 80%) and two
diversifying
townships were located in
growing counties.

Nearly all townships (94%
In shrinking counties were
not diverse.

7

100%
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40% -

20% -

0%

Breakdown of Townships by Degree of Diversity, by

County Population Trends (2000 to 20

In Shrinking Counties  In Growing Counties

09)

_:_T M Diverse in 2000 and 2009
— — — M Not Diverse in 2000 but
94% Diverse in 2009
N 73% o Not Diverse but with at least
one Diverse Tract

Not Diverse




Cities and Boroughs
B2 philadelphia
County Subdivisions (Diverse Townships Only)
Scale of Diversity

I:l Township not Diverse in 2009 but with Diverse Tract(s)
- Township Diverse in 2009 but not in 2000
- Township Diverse in 2000 and 2009
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Case Study Delaware Count
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Cities and Boroughs
[253] Philadelphia

County Subdivisions (Diverse Townships Only)
% Non-Hispanic White
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Cities and Boroughs

[253] Philadelphia

Census Tracts in Diverse Townships
% Non-Hispanic White
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Quanti fying the ¢

A Roughly 100 diverse townships in Pennsylvania included
more than one Census tractWWere minorities
distributed throughout these communities or
concentrated in one or more tract?

rﬁe of Dlver5|ty Among Census Tracts
within l@feW'ﬂm& | P O

ACal cul ated ea
orangeo irﬁd':zy_e
the difference in percent st -

. . . W 20% or More
non-Hispanic white between «x | 0% o 1995
each communi t* 0S IO S et

and |eaSt d |Ve rse traCt- ” Diverse Townships with Multiple |

Census Tracts
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Townshi ps with a | ongc

Average Range of Percent Non-Hispanic White Among
Census Tracts within Diverse Townships, by Township

Type
35%

0% é a Vv e r favigeead large a
| range in percent notiispanic
ol — white between their most and
o | least diverse Census tracts.

Nature of Township's Diversity

Range of Percent Non-Hispanic White Among Census
Tracts within Diverse Townships, by Township Type
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Most versus Least Diverse Tract
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Aln communities with a small
Ol eastd® diverse tracts tren:
20009.

A The larger the range, the greater the spread (over time) of
communitiesd omosto and ol ec
Increasing concentrations of minority residents  in
these townships.



Income Trends

Median Househeld Income in the Most and Median Household Income in the Most and Median Househeld Income in the Most and
Least Diverse Tracts where Place Range in Least Diverse Tracts where where Place Range Least Diverse Tracts where where Place Range
Diversity is <10%, 1990 to 2009 in Diversity is 10% to 19.9%, 1990 to 2009 in Diversity is 20% or More, 1990 to 2009
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A Again, in communities with a small range of diversity, the
omost o and ol easto diverse t
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of communities omosto and ol



Value Trends

Median

Trac
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A In communities with a small range of diversity, median values were
|l dent i

A In communities with moderate ranges of diversity, median values in
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Homeownership Rates

A In 2009, homeownership rates were roughly the same in
communities with a small range of diversity, 10 percentage
points different iIn communities with a moderate range of
diversity, and more than 20 percentage points different in
communities with a large range of diversity.



