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Introduction and Executive Summary

By the mid-1990s, Miami-Dade’s elected officials were well aware of Racial/Ethnic Composition: All TUASs
the sharp and increasing social and economic disparities between the

county’s various neighborhoods. The County identified 15 5%
. 2 : White Non-Hispanic
neighborhoods and two commercial corridors as Targeted Urban

Areas (TUAs) in 1997. The TUAs would serve as economic Black Non-Hispanic

Other
(Including Multiple)

Hispanic or Latino

development priority areas and the focus of public efforts largely
directed by community input. Economic development policy would be

guided and monitored by a community-based Task Force on Urban

Economic Revitalization. The Task Force was charged with advising the

Board of County Commissioners on economic development funding

allocations and developing strategic plans to guide economic policy in TUA Population
2000 = 255,500

2007-11 average = 361,600

the TUAs. Research on socio-economic conditions in the TUAs to

support the strategic planning effort of a 2003 Urban Summit was
commissioned by the Task Force.

The empirical research prepared for the Task Force revealed socio-economic conditions in the TUAs lagging far behind the rest-of-the-County at
the beginning of the millennium. Although socio-economic indicators continue to show a resident population with less income and a higher
incidence of poverty, information from the latest available Census Bureau surveys reveals measured progress in economic conditions. ! The TUA
population increased by approximately 42 percent since 2000 and the demographic profile also appears to have changed. Hispanics as a share of
the TUA population increased since 2000 from nearly 25 percent to as much as 35 percent, while the share of Blacks or African Americans declined
from nearly 70 percent of the TUA population to just below 60 percent.

! The number of designated TUAs increased over time, the data from 2007-2011 American Community Survey (ACS) are collected differently from the data in the 2000
Decennial Census, and some survey questions in the 2000 census are different from questions on the same topic in the ACS. Strict comparisons cannot be made
between the decennial census data reported in the 2003 Urban Summit report and the more recent data from the latest ACS. The differences in socio-economic
indicators between the TUA’s and the rest-of- the-county should only be considered as illustrating likely changes over time.

Analysis based on data from 2007-11 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates Page | 1



Introduction and Executive Summary

Per capita income of TUA residents in 2000 was approximately 44 percent below the per capita income in the county as a whole. U.S. Census
Bureau surveys taken from 2007 through 2011 indicate the gap in per capita income nearly a decade later had fallen to approximately 39 percent
lower than in the County. When adjusting per capita income for price inflation, per capita income in the TUAs increased while it declined in the
County as a whole. Median household income in the County was 1.5 times higher than in the TUAs in 2000, and the more recent data suggests the
gap in median income between the TUA’s and the remainder of the County remains essentially unchanged. The official unemployment rate in the
TUA neighborhoods and corridors stood at approximately 14.7 percent in 2000, nearly 3 times higher than the county average at that time. The
latest unemployment data from the Census Bureau indicates that average unemployment rate in the TUA’s is nearly twice as high as the county
rate (15.2 vs. 7.9). The poverty rate in the TUAs was 31 percent in 2000, compared to 14.5 percent in the County. The recession that began at the
end of 2007 raised the poverty rate to 16.4 in the-rest-of-the County, while the poverty rate in the TUAs over the 2007-11 period remained
essentially unchanged from 2000.

Educational attainment is an important determinant of labor income and the likelihood of finding employment. Approximately 46 percent of the
TUA population 25 and older did not have a high school diploma or the GED equivalent in 2000, and in the County that indicator was 32 percent.
The Census Bureau’s surveys from 2007-2011 indicate that the share of adult population in the TUAs without high school completion had fallen to
31 percent, but in the rest-of-the-county adults without completing high school represented only 22%. The probability that an adult living in a TUA
did not complete high school is about 40 percent higher than an adult who lives outside the TUA boundaries. While high school graduation rates
among the TUA population improved since 2000, the gap with the rest-of-the-county remains near or only slightly lower than the level estimated
in 2000. College graduation rates in the TUAs (2-year degrees or higher) appear to have risen by almost 70 percent since 2000, narrowing the gap
in graduation rates in the rest-of-the county from 60 percent lower than in the county to 50 percent lower than the rest-of-the county.

The lack of homeownership opportunities and the cost of housing were also important concerns expressed during the Urban Summit of 2003.
Nearly 10 percent of the housing units in the TUAs were vacant in 2000 or approximately 10 percent higher than the County’s vacancy rate. The
collapse of the local housing bubble from 2004 to 2007 adversely affected vacancy rates throughout Miami-Dade. The residential vacancy rate in
the TUAs more recently has risen to nearly 17%, only slightly higher than the vacancy rate in the County during the same period. The housing cost
burden in the TUA’s was not reported in the research from 2003, but the Census surveys taken between 2007 and 2011 show that over two-thirds
of TUA households spend 30 percent or more of their income on housing.

Analysis based on data from 2007-11 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates Page | 2



Poverty in the TUAs

The incidence of poverty among the 361,590 residents of Targeted
Urban Areas (TUAs) is very high compared to the rest of Miami-Dade
County. Twenty-nine percent (29%) of the population in the TUAs live
in households with incomes below the federal poverty threshold
versus 16.4% in the rest of the County.2 In the targeted urban areas
12.7% of the population lived in households with incomes less than
one-half the poverty level compared to 5.8% in the rest of the
County. The likelihood a resident of a TUA lives in deep poverty is,
therefore, nearly twice as high as that of a resident of the rest of
Miami-Dade. Forty-six percent (46%) of the TUA population are
considered poor or near poor3 compared to 29 percent of the

’ The federal poverty threshold for a family of four was $23,000 in 2011.
% “Deep poverty” refers to cash income less than one-half the poverty threshold.
The “near poor” are identified 1.5 times the poverty threshold.

Analysis based on data from 2007-11 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

residents in the rest of Miami-Dade.

The lack of income results in a heavy housing cost burden for the TUA
population. Households spending more than 30 percent of their
income on housing are considered housing cost burdened. Over 67
percent of renters in the TUAs spend at least 30 percent of their
incomes on housing, and 65 percent of homeowners with a mortgage
spend 30 percent or more of income on housing. Although the
percent of housing cost burdened households is very high, it is not
much higher than in the county as a whole.
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Household and Per Capita Income

Income levels in the TUA’s are far below those in the rest of the
county. Per capita income per year within the TUAs during 2007-2011
was estimated by the Census Bureau at $14,561. Per capita income in
the TUAs was 39 percent lower than per capita income in the rest-of-
Miami-Dade ($23,923). Residents of the TUAs, regardless of race or
ethnicity, tend to have significantly lower income than residents in
the rest of the county. Per capita income for the white non-Hispanic
population living in the TUAs was $24,190, about 41 percent lower
than the corresponding rest-of-the-county level for the same group.
Per capita income for the black or African American TUA population
was $12,218, 22 percent lower than their counterparts living outside
the TUAs, and approximately half as much as the income of white
Non-Hispanics in the TUAs. The per capita income of Hispanic
residents of the TUAs was estimated at $14,250, 32 percent less than
the per capita income of Hispanics in the rest of the county.

TUAs are characterized by high incidence of low-income households,
although not officially considered poor. The median income of the
113,880 households living in the TUAs was $29,900 compared to the
median of $45,600 in the rest of Miami-Dade. Within the TUAs 43
percent of households earned less than $25,000 per year versus 28
percent in the rest-of-Miami-Dade. Approximately 70 percent of
households in the TUA earned less than the median household
income in the rest-of-the-county. Less than 7 percent of TUA
households earned income above $100,000, compared to nearly 18
percent of households in the rest-of-the-County.

Analysis based on data from 2007-11 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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Sources of Income and Home Values

The average household income in the TUAs estimated at $29,900, and
wages and salaries or self-employment income represents nearly 83
percent of household income, on average. Social security income and
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) combined represents 9.2 percent of
household income on average. Retirement income, excluding federal
social security payments and SSI, represents 4.4 percent of income for
the average household. Interest income, stock dividends, and net
income from rental property represent just 1.4 percent of the typical
TUA household’s income, and few households receive cash public
assistance. Public assistance as a percentage of total household income
is 0.2 percent in the TUAs

The median value of a home in the TUAs was $175,300 compared to
$279,400 in the rest of the county. Nearly 39% of all owner occupied
homes inside TUAs were valued at less than $150,000 compared to less
than 15% in the rest of Miami-Dade. At the high end, 25% of homes in
TUAs were valued at $250,000 or more. In the rest of the county 57%
were valued at $250,000 and above. Data from the Case-Shiller tiered
housing price index for South Florida indicates that homes in the lowest
price tier (currently houses priced less than $162,000) were battered
more than most during the collapse of recent housing bubble. After
gaining over 240% in value between 2000 and 2007, prices dropped 67%
to nearly the level from 2000. The median in this tier of homes remains
20% below the long-term trend in home prices. In comparison, homes in
the high tier (above $280,000) are 10% above the trend and in the
middle tier, 3% above the long-term trend.

Analysis based on data from 2007-11 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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Population & Enrollment in Education

The age distribution of residents in the TUAs shows a relatively young
population compared to the rest-of-the county. The TUA population
exceeds the rest of Miami-Dade in the share of the residents under 5-
year old (7.3% vs. 6%), 5 to 17 years (18.5% vs. 15.8%), and 18 to 24
years (11.9% v 9.7%). There are relatively fewer seniors (65 and older)
in the TUAs compared to the rest-of-the-County, as is also the case
for the primary working age population (25 to 64). The retirement
age population in the TUAs represents 11 percent of the total,
compared to 14% in the remainder of the County. The TUA working
age population accounted for 51% of the total compared to 55% in
the rest of the County which may be a reflection of the lack of
employment opportunities available within the TUAs or the lack of
adequate transportation access to employment centers found
elsewhere in the County.

The TUA population lags behind the rest-of-Miami-Dade when it
comes to school enrollment. For the population under 30 years of
age, 63% were enrolled in school during the survey period. This is a
full five percentage points below the percent enrolled in the rest-of-
the-county. In the TUAs 63.6% of 3 and 4 year olds are enrolled in
nursery school or pre-kindergarten compared 69.4% in the rest-of-
the-county. Empirical studies have shown the important role of early
education in reducing poverty and other social benefits. Much fewer
18 to 29 year olds in the TUAs continue their education beyond high
school. TUA residents in this age group are nearly 30% less likely to
be enrolled in college, graduate or professional schools compared to
the rest-of-the-county. This is a crucial shortfall when the life-time
earnings and employment deficits for non-college residents are
considered.

Analysis based on data from 2007-11 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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Population & Educational Attainment

Educational attainment or the lack thereof is a key determinant of the
likelihood of finding employment, the level of labor earnings for those
employed and therefore important factors determining the poverty
status of individuals and households. Labor market information from
the Bureau of Labor Statistics in 2012 illustrates the importance of
education in determining economic security. The unemployment rate
for those with only a high school diploma stood at 8.3% at the
national level, while the rate for those with a bachelor’s degree was
4.5%. Median weekly earnings for the same high school grad in 2012
were $652, while they were $1,066 for someone with a bachelor’s
degree (a 63% wage premium for a 4-year college degree). While first
and foremost this is a tremendous loss for the individuals to the tune
of hundreds of thousands of dollars of lost income over their working
careers, it is also a significant loss to a community left to deal with the
social cost of higher unemployment and lost consumer spending in
the local economy.

Collectively, the TUA population lags behind the rest of the county
significantly in terms of maximum educational attainment Thirty-one
percent (31%) of TUA residents over 25 years of age have not
completed high school or earned a GED, and nearly two-thirds (65%)
of the TUA population 25 or older have no education beyond a high
school diploma or GED. The percent of residents living outside the
TUAs that have not completed high school or obtained a GED is just
22%, while approximately half the population outside the TUAs have
some college education if not an associate’s degree or higher. Only
19% of TUA residents 25 or older have attained an associate’s degree

Analysis based on data from 2007-11 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

or higher compared to 37 percent within the same age group living
outside the TUAs.
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Employment / Unemployment Status

The average unemployment rate in the TUAs from 2007-2011 was
estimated by U.S. Census Bureau at 15.2% compared to 7.9% in the
rest-of-Miami-Dade.” In addition to the higher unemployment rate in
the TUAs, the labor force participation rate was comparatively lower
in the TUAs. Thirty-nine percent of the TUA population 16 or older
was not seeking employment. Several factors could potentially affect
labor force participation rates, including enrollment in higher
educational institutions, health issues and disabilities, and the share
of population above retirement age. A more likely factor largely
responsible for the lower participation rates, however, may be
greater incidence of discouraged workers in the TUAs. Lower levels of
educational attainment not only leads to higher unemployment rates
but also a greater likelihood of long-term unemployment that
discourages workers from actively seeking employment.

Among TUA residents that were employed, approximately 81%
worked in the private sector. This is approximately the same share
observed in rest-of-Miami-Dade. Comparatively large shares of
residents in the TUAs are employed in the public sector — 16% vs. 11%
in the rest-of-the-County — and the significant decline in public sector
jobs during the recession led to disproportionately adverse impact
within the TUA neighborhoods. Only 3% of TUA workers are self-
employed compared to 7% outside the TUA's.

* The unemployment rates estimate by the Census Bureau are different from the
unemployment rates estimated by the Bureau of Labor Statistics due to differences
in methodology.

Analysis based on data from 2007-11 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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Employment by Industry and Occupation

TUA residents tend to be employed in broad industry categories such
as retail trade, private educational and healthcare services,
accommodations and food services, and public administration.
Approximately 52% of workers living within the TUAs are employed in
those four broad industry categories, while 45% of workers living
outside the TUAs are employed in the same industries. The average
salary in those four industry sectors is approximately 16% below the
average salary in the county as a whole. Average salaries in
wholesale trade, information, financial, and professional business
services are 33% higher than the countywide average salary. Workers
living in a TUA tend to be underrepresented in these higher paying
industries. Only 20% of TUA workers are employed in higher wage
industries, while nearly 28% of workers residing outside the TUAs are
employed in those industry sectors.

The occupational distribution of the working-age population in TUAs
shows a similar pattern. The occupational distribution within TUAs is
relatively skewed toward occupations requiring less training and
education than higher paying occupations that generally require more
technical skills and higher educational attainment. Nearly 29% of TUA
residents 16 and older are working in service occupations compared
to 19% in areas outside of TUAs. Approximately 15% of residents
were represented in production, transportation and material moving
occupations versus 10% in the rest-of-the-County. A comparatively
small 19% share of TUA workers belonged to occupations in
management, business, science and the arts, while 29% of residents
outside of TUAs were working in those occupations.

Analysis based on data from 2007-11 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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Transportation to Work

The working age TUA population is far more dependent on public
transportation than the population elsewhere. TUA residents are over 2
times more likely to use public transit than residents of the rest-of-the-
county, 11.6% compared to 4.8%. Private transportation, cars, trucks,
vans or taxis, was the mode of choice for 82% of the working age TUA
population compared to over 87% in the rest of Miami-Dade and
approximately the same number 2.7% walked or rode a bicycle to work.
Half as many TUA residents (2% versus 4%) worked at home.

While these journey-to-work patterns could be due to TUAs being
primarily concentrated in older parts of the county with better public
transit options, the lack of vehicle ownership is likely to be a more
significant factor. Estimates of vehicle ownership within the TUAs are not
available from the U.S. Census Bureau, but it is estimated that 92,500

2007-11 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

households in the County do not possess a vehicle and 80% of those
households have incomes below $30,000. Just over half of TUA
households have income below the $30,000 threshold, suggesting that
many TUA households do not own private vehicles. There are few
transportation options for that group beyond public transit.

Many academic studies have identified the lack of access to a reliable
personal vehicle as a significant barrier to improving their economic
status and critical impediment to the transition from cash assistance to
work. Researchers have found that access to a reliable car significantly
increases the likelihood of being employed and greater earned income.”
Limited transportation opportunities restrict access to the broader labor
market leading often to lower wages and presenting a barrier to upward
social mobility.°

The academic research also suggests that more can be done to meet the
transportation needs of low-income population. For example, greater
focus in evaluating proposed transportation projects on labor market
accessibility rather than reducing average travel time will more directly
benefit the poor.” Small scale vehicle donation-and-sales programs in
early studies showed significant effects on increasing earned income.?

3 “Transitioning to Work: The Role of Private Transportation for Low Income
Households.” Steven Garasky, Cynthia Needles Fletcher, and Helen H. Jensen, The
Journal of Consumer Affairs, Summer 2006.

® ”State Roles in Providing Affordable Mass Transport Services for Low Income
Residents,” Robert Cervero, International Transport Forum Discussion Papers, 2011-
17, May 2011.

" Ibid.

® “Subsidized Vehicle Acquisition and Earned Income in the Transition from Welfare
to Work.” Marilyn Lucas and Charles Nicholson, Transportation Jrnl., 2003.
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Business Establishments

Detailed establishment data at the small geographic level underscores
the importance of intra-urban transportation and access. Fourteen
percent (14%) of the county population resides in Targeted Urban
Areas, but approximately 7% of the county’s business establishments
are located in TUAs. Affordable and efficient transit options are,
therefore, critical to TUA residents in finding employment
opportunities, increasing household earnings and attaining economic
security.

The vast majority of business establishments located within TUAs are
small businesses. Nearly 97% have fewer than 50 employees and,
82% of all businesses inside TUAs have fewer than 10 employees.
This pattern, however, is not dissimilar to the rest-of-the-county.

Business establishments in the TUAs, however, are more
concentrated in retail trade (18%) and other services (16%). The
latter primarily includes personal services such as auto repair,
appliance repair, hair and nail shops and laundromats. These types of
establishments tend to pay lower-than-average wages and benefits.
Far fewer of the establishments relative to the rest-of-the-county
belong to higher wage industries such as finance (6% versus 11%),
professional services (10% versus 18%) and education and health care
(9% versus 13%).

Analysis based on data from InfoUSA.
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Socio-economic Scorecards and Boundary Maps of TUA
Neighborhoods, Empowerment Zones and TUA
Corridors
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All Neighborhood* Targeted Urban Areas
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* Due to overlapping regions, corridors and empowerment zones are not shown on the map but included in the data.

Data Source: 2011 Amercian Community Survey 5-Year Estimates;

Department of Regulatory & Economic Resources Economic Policy and Analysis Unit.
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Coconut Grove Targeted Urban Area
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Goulds Targeted Urban Area
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Homestead Targeted Urban Area
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Leisure City Targeted Urban Area

z o &
R - ;_t SW 279TH ST © 5 Lur
R 17 & SW_280TH ST =2
SW 280TH ST I & s =
= -
g 23 ° |a Z
= |z SV 281ST ST - _ | | X
= PR 7 D
B o
& 9 2 de T d | o3 < L_
o S 5 45 -
o 3 % |z ] Huw =
x 483RD ST Ju ok
N~ m ;
& JSW 2 =
- 284TH ST >
Ul 1 — = z
2 w
3 z 2 T Tract 109 JT9] |E : SW _285TH ST
= Qu T | FlO gl 3w T SW 285T
g B = 5 BG 3 @\g 4 2 -z E 7 6 TER
n
N - F - = < A & x|z SW 286TH ST
% % % x % < % ~ =
© ANG & w Z x L [% 3 5
S SW 287TH ST 5% g2 0 i S,
) =
@ o £Q 4w 28§THST Z 3
SW 288TH ST \E = ? ‘:_I
3 2 289TH ST
y SW|288TH |y 3 \ 2. 3 2 i Ssw
S ot - W= e
= w 7 297, 3 2 Ao/ w | YTSWZmOTHE
5 5 O <_GRANT LN k_é Z TER |9
2 %z -l 2 o o =
= s, 8 SeNF2 x g I \ 5 g[ & 1= §‘svv 201ST ST|S
% 0 3 Q\+$* =z = I 2ND 2 = Gl
) 55 ReDR| S W © & SW 292ND ST
SW 292N ST __ 13 22| Tract -109 -~y 50 Ta b 2 & 3
7 I Rss, HARDING V1 S W) pp i DR g SW 293RD ST U<>i
Sy _293RD S SM/ pVE ~ BG 2 Ay é I2 z
o 292N 5 U % 5 Z SW P93RD TER|T
S,
QOO | [ = 2 z & [ :
SW 294TH ST R 2ottt & o g = O 3 3 SW 204TH ST -
TER a8 po5TH T D 3
% ErR__ & Sfunconor |2 o
SW 295[H ST & 3 \rxg‘
~ SW 206TH ST
I W SW 297TH ST \
SwW 197T % 5 >0 % &Z i
3 2 15 g w SW po7THTER
6] TER_\® |= —  JT = % Z
N | "“ Sw 298T|—l TER _J z
= = = ~
D Block Groups 0 0.2 0.4 0.8 ES roorh SA 2 0 e S, [sw 209THTER
— == a
o 0
: B U T Js g s z TV Pornsy
Target Urban Area Miles = 3 3 —
4 SW 300TH TER z
b |3 s0istst [ | | 2 %

Data Source: 2011 Amercian Community Survey 5-Year Estimates; Department of Regulatory & Economic Resources Economic Policy and Analysis Unit.



Liberty City Targeted Urban Area
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Model City - Brownsville Targeted Urban Area
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Naranja Targeted Urban Area
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Overtown Targeted Urban Area
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Perrine Targeted Urban Area
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Princeton Targeted Urban Area
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Richmond Heights Targeted Urban Area
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West Little River Targeted Urban Area
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N. Miami Biscayne Blvd Corridor TUA
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N. Miami 7th Avenue TUA Corridor
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NW 27th Avenue Corridor TUA
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Central Empowerment Zone
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North-Dade Empowerment Zone (Opa Locka Airport)
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