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V1D Putting it all together

Transportation
Justice

Mobility

Challenged
Title Vi/H Lan e (seniors,
As?sigttgangce disabled, zero-
car HH)
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Y!E Title VI and Environmental Justice Analysis

Low-income and racial/ethnic minorities

ntroduction

Basic reporting requirements
Demographic profile

Public opinion survey

Spatial analysis

o Public outreach

o Key recommendations
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Mobility Challenged Analysis

Seniors, disabled, and zero-car households

o Introduction

o Demographic profile

o Spatial analysis

o Public outreach

o ADA implementation

o Key recommendations
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T!E Language Assistance Plan

Limited English proficiency/low literacy

o Introduction

o Demographic Profile

o Spatial analysis

o Public outreach

o Key recommendations
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T!E EJ Areas

Concentrations of low-income and
minority populations

Used in WILMAPCO project
prioritization processes

Points for projects given, or taken

Historically, other spatial analyses ‘ T Misrosot
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Y!E EJ Area Definitions

2012-2016 American Community Survey
Census block group level analysis

ID heaviest concentrations of EJ groups

Affordable housing data to ID other areas




T!E EJ Area Definitions

MODERATE - 4 paths

Poverty greater than the regional average, and

« NH Blacks 3x the regional average, or
 Hispanics 3x the regional average, or

« NH Asians 3x the regional average
Racial/ethnic minorities 2x the regional average

Poverty 2x the regional average

Affordable housing development w/25 -99 units

ILMAPC o

SIGNIFICANT - 4 paths

Poverty 2x greater than the regional average, and
« NH Blacks 3x the regional average, or
 Hispanics 3x the regional average, or

* NH Asians 3x the regional average

Racial/ethnic minorities 90% or more the block
group’s population

Poverty 3x the regional average

Affordable housing development w/> 99 units



) 31:D METHOD - Affordable Housing Data

Delaware’s 2016 Preservation Inventory (DSHA)

Point file to parcels

Total affordable units = Sum of “Subunits,” “Non-
LIHTC_Income Restricted” and “IncRestricted (tax
credits)”

WitraPco

Preservation Inventory

Mame
Address
City

ZIP
County

Management

TotalUnits
POP

SubUnits

Mon_LIHTC
LIHTC_Unit

Unrestrict

@

Maryland Park

6599 Robinson Lane
Wilmington
19,805.00

Westwood Properties,
LP

198.00
Family

72.00

126.00
0.00



Maryland Housing Search

® Built upon old subsidized property file

m |[Ded accepted rental voucher or
income based rent developments

m Created parcel file

m Populated units from development
websites or analysis of external housing
unit files/air photos

) A1) METHOD - Affordable Housing Data

Housing Search: Cecil, MD

WILrMAPES

Basic | | Advanced | | &) Accessible]

Choaose a different area

—|General Search Information|

Do you have a Housing Choice Voucher or other rental
assistance? [
Bedroomls]

Bath

Rent range

L Yas

O

Any T

50 ¥ to|$1,200 r

a month

—|Optional Filters|
Wait Listed Properties
Senior/Disability Housing

ZIP Codels]

Publie Transit

Smoking Palicy [2]

Landlord Speaks

¢ Display Hide

Include in Results

List relevant ZIP codes

Mot Applicable *
Any
English v

T

Show me |10 ¥ |Properties per Page

CLICK HERE TO SEARCH



http://www.socialserve.com/
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E] NEIGH B 0 RHOO D S* * EJ Neighborhoods are concentrations

of low-income and minority populations,
_— - based on data from the 2012-16 American
and SubSldlZEd HOUSng Community Survey. Neighborhoods in the

MODERATE EJ AREA

City of Newark are.c.lisqualiﬁed from being Delaware County Ce n S us d efl n ed O r
WILMAPCO Region EJ areas, per a decision by the WILMAPCO

A
Council. Heavy student presence inflates

i =l Affordable developments
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Chester County (a1) N / >
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Affordable developments
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| Z,

i o\f Wilmington Inset

EJ Areas
Moderate
Significant

Subsidized Housing Clusters

° Moderate (25-99 units)
o Significant (100+ units)
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T!E School Demographic Data

Race/ethnicity and income

Grade 3 school feeder zones vs.
IDed EJ areas

Flag feeder zones w/high minority
or low-income NOT covered by |IDed
EJ areas

Consider these zones for EJ
classification
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T!E TJ Analysis: Public Opinion Survey

Public Opinion Survey

low-income and black
residents

more likely to report
transportation difficulties
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LD T Analysis: TIP Project Equity

Action: Generate beneficial transportation projects
within EJ communities

PM: TIP spending within EJ communities

2 O 5 O

REGIONAL

TRANSPORTATION PLAN
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LD T Analysis: TIP Project Equity

TIP Spending Equity Benchmark, since FY 200219

Expected Funding Level

Funding within EJ Areas
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LD T Analysis: TIP Project Equity

Project spending within TJ group concentrations
vs. total population of that concentration

Poverty, blacks, Hispanics, Asians
Whites added for comparison

Concentration = >2x the regional %
For whites, >90%
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LD T Analysis: TIP Project Equity

Only “community TIP projects” counted

Excluded: Expressways, Railways

Grouped bridge projects assumed equal
funding

Wilmington Riverfront projects not R S — p—
counted as “minority” or “low income”

Shares block groups w/distressed
neighborhoods

Versus total TIP funding in equity analysis
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Below Poverty Distribution
WILMAPCO Region

2019 Transportation Justice Report

Chester County

Delaware County
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Non-Hispanic
Black Distribution L |
WILMAPCO Region Chester County

Delaware County
2019 Transportation Justice Report
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Hispanic Distribution
WILMAPCO Region

2019 Transportation Justice Report
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Non-Hispanic
Asian Distribution
WILMAPCO Region
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Non-Hispanic
White Distribution
WILMAPCO Region

2019 Transportation Justice Report
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WILrMAPES

LD T Analysis: TIP Project Equity

TIP Project Funding Equity within

Black Concentrations
Expected Funding Level

“Expected Funding Level” = total
population within the black
concentrations
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TJ Analysis: TIP Project Equity

TIP Project Funding Equity within
Areas of Concentration
2002 - 2018

0% Deviation from “expected” funding levels.
Project funding received compared to the total
population with the concentrations.

-1%

”

0 Summed TIP Spending on “community projects
-3% from years 2002, 2006, 2010, 2014, and 2018.
Compared to total mappable TIP spend.

Considered racial and ethnic and low income
concentrations to be block groups with double or
more the regional average for that population, or
>90% for whites

Hispanic Asian Low Income Census data: 2000 Census, 2006 - 2010 ACS,
2012 - 2016 ACS




Y

*Community projects are projects that benefit the local
PROJECT FUNDING EQUITY

community. Expressway and mainline rail projects are
excluded.

for Black Concentrations

Bridge project costs are averages ($427,100 each) based
on the total FY2018-21 cost of areawide bridge
replacement and rehabilitation.
s **Black concentrations are block groups with double or
WILMAPCO Reglon more the regional average (21%) DE!% Non-Hispanic
Blacks. The total population within these block groups
comprise 16% of the regional population, and projects

within them comprise 5% of FY2018-21 TIP funding.
©)
Chester County
PENRN/S YLVANIA

Delaware County

2019 Transportation Justice Report
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RTP ASPIRATION PROJECTS

within Black Concentrations

WILMAPCO Region
2019 Transportation Justice Report
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Multimodal (15)
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North Claymont
Area Master Plan (14)

quthbridge
Streetscape N E
Improvements (9)
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W
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*Community projects are projects that benefit the local
community. Expressway and mainline rail projects are excluded.
Only projects within Black concentrations are shown.

**Black concentrations are block groups with double or more
the regional average (21%) of Non-Hispanic Blacks.

The median technical score for these unfunded aspiration
projects in Black concentrations is 10. This is equal to the
median technical score for all funded (or constrained) projects
in the 2050 RTP. Several unfunded projects within Black
concentrations had technical scores greater than 10. The
technical scores are shown in parentheses next to the project’s
title on this map.

Nﬁfty of Wilmington Inbe
) g

ASPIRATION (UNFUNDED)
PROJECTS W/IN
BLACK AREAS

17 total projects

10 Median tech score for

these projects & all RTP
constrained list projects

5 unfunded projects in black
concentrations score >10
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LD T Analysis: UPWP Planning Equity

Equitable distribution of Unified Planning Work
Program (UPWP) plans

List of plans undertaken by WILMAPCO
Considered years 1999 to 2019 PERRYS"_ILF;GEFENWAYPLAN
Excluded regional level projects o et

Tag census block groups with UPWP projects

Calculate racial/ethnic and poverty makeup of
those places vs. regional average




WitraPco

T!E TJ Analysis: UPWP Plans Equity

Transportation Planning Equity
1999 - 2019

Deviation from “expected” planning levels.
The total racial/ethnic and low income
populations within block groups with UPWP
projects compared to the regional averages for
those populations.

Census data: 2000 Census, 2006 - 2010
ACS, 2012 - 2016 ACS

Black White Hispanic Asian Low Income
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T!E TJ Analysis: UPWP Plans Equity

15 plans within black concentrations
1999 - 2019

9 plans (60%) in 2013 or after PORT OF WILMINGTON
TRUCK PARKING STUDY




T!E TJ Analysis: Crash Equity

Crashes in TJ group concentration vs. total
population within those concentrations

Expressway crashes excluded
Year 2016 data
Total crashes, pedestrian, and bicycle

WitraPco

Photo: Denis Hehman



TJ Analysis: Crash Equity

2% 0% 2%

-2% 3%

Black White Hispanic Asian Low Income

WitraPco

All Crash Equity within
Areas of Concentration in
2016

Deviation from “expected” crash levels. Total
crashes compared to the total population
within the concentrations.

Expressway crashes excluded

Considered racial and ethnic and low income
concentrations to be block groups with double
or more the regional average for that
population, or >90% for whites

2016 data from DelDOT and MDOT; 2012 -
2016 ACS



WILrMAPES

TJ Analysis: Pedestrian Crash Equity

Pedestrian Crash Equity within
Areas of Concentration in
2016

Deviation from “expected” crash levels. Total
crashes compared to the total population
6% 6% within the concentrations.

Considered racial and ethnic and low income
-9% -8% concentrations to be block groups with double
or more the regional average for that
population, or >90% for whites

. . : : 2016 data from DelDOT and MDOT; 2012 -
White Hispanic Asian Low Income 2016 ACS
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TJ Analysis: Bicycle Crash Equity

Bicycle Crash Equity within
Areas of Concentration in
2016

Deviation from “expected” crash levels. Total
crashes compared to the total population
within the concentrations.

Expressway crashes excluded

_B0
-5% oY% Considered racial and ethnic and low income

concentrations to be block groups with double
or more the regional average for that
population, or >90% for whites

Black Hispanic Asian Low Income 2016 data from DelDOT and MDOT; 2012 -
2016 ACS
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Y!E TJ Analysis: Crash Equity

Pedestrian/Bike Crashes within in Black Concentrations in 2016

142 pedestrian crashes - 51% of all NCC ped crashes

19 bicycle crashes - 41% of all NCC bike crashes

16% - NCC’s population within black concentrations

Photo: Delaware Free News



PEDESTRIAN CRASHES

within Black Concentrations, 2016

WILMAPCO Region

2019 Transportation Justice Report
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BICYCLE CRASHES
52
within Black Concentrations, 2016
WILMAPCO Region
2019 Transportation Justice Report
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WitraPco

Y!E TJ Analysis: EV Station Location Equity

Equitable distribution of public electric
vehicle (EV) charging stations

21 regionally as of 2019

Tag census block groups with EV
stations

Calculate racial/ethnic and poverty
makeup of those places vs. regional
average




WitraPco

Y!E TJ Analysis: EV Station Location Equity

EV Station Location Equity in
2019

Deviation from “expected” levels. The total
racial/ethnic and low income populations with
block groups with EV charging stations
compared to the regional averages for those
populations.

2019 data from Alternative Fuels Data Center;
2012 - 2016 ACS

Hispanic Low Income




WitraPco

Y!E TJ Analysis: EV Station Location Equity

Count of EV Station Locations EV Station Location Equity within
Areas of Concentration
2019

Tally of EV station locations within areas of
racial/ethnic and low income population
concentrations.

Considered racial and ethnic and low income
concentrations to be block groups with double
0 or more the regional average for that
population, or >90% for whites

Black White Hispanic Asian Low Income

2019 data from Alternative Fuels Data Center;
2012 - 2016 ACS
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T!E TJ Analysis: Travel Times to Work

Workers who commute >30 minutes

Areas of racial/ethnic and
poverty concentration

Compared to regional average




Driving Alone to Work >30 minutes

White

Hispanic

Asian

T!é TJ Analysis: Travel Time to Work

Regional
Average

Low Income

WILrMAPES

Travel Time Equity within
Areas of Concentration

2012-2016

Travel times greater than 30 minutes within
areas of racial/ethnic and low income
population concentrations.

Considered racial and ethnic and low income
concentrations to be block groups with double
or more the regional average for that
population, or >90% for whites

2012 - 2016 ACS




T!é TJ Analysis: Travel Time to Work

Taking Transit to Work >30 minutes

White

Hispanic

Regional
Average

Low Income

WILrMAPES

Travel Time Equity within
Areas of Concentration

2012-2016

Travel times greater than 30 minutes within
areas of racial/ethnic and low income
population concentrations.

Considered racial and ethnic and low income
concentrations to be block groups with double
or more the regional average for that
population, or >90% for whites

2012 - 2016 ACS
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T!E TJ Analysis: Location Efficiency

Transportation and Housing Costs Affordability

Center for Neighborhood Technology data

Transportation/housing costs for lower-income
household (80% of median income)

Affordability of neighborhoods within
racial/ethnic and poverty concentrations for a
lower-income household




Affordable neighborhoods by concentration

Hispanic

Regional
Average:

WILrMAPES

Y!ﬁ TJ Analysis: Location Efficiency

T+H Affordability within
Areas of Concentration

2012-2016

Percentage of affordable neighborhoods
(block groups) within areas of concentration.

Affordable is defined as having combined

transportation and housing costs less than 48%
of household expenses for a household earning
80% of median regional income.

Considered racial and ethnic and low income
concentrations to be block groups with double
or more the regional average for that
population, or >90% for whites

2012 - 2016 ACS




TRANSPORTATION AND
HOUSING COSTS

for Lower Income Households
versus Poverty Concentrations

WILMAPCO Region

2019 Transportation Justice Report

PENNSYLVANIA

I

Combined Transportation
and Housing Costs

Affordable* z
meE

. =3

Poverty Concentrations o

I @)

In Affordable Areas =a K

—d =] "
: In Unaffordable Areas o=
| ']
0 3 — |0
I__ J ) g

. o ls

miles o B

*Block groups are considered affordable Q

for low income households if combined

transportation and housing costs do not

exceed 48% (18% for transportation and

30% for housing) of 80% of area median

income.

Sources: Center for Neighborhood 24%
Technology, 2012-16 ACS

Label Key ;I

Transportation Costs%
Housing Costs%
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Nl

19% 26%

T+H COST AFFORDABILITY
FOR LOWER INCOME HH
WITHIN
POVERTY CONCENTRATIONS

6% of high poverty

neighborhoods have affordable
transportation costs

58% of high poverty

neighborhoods have affordable
housing costs

1/ 4 of high poverty

neighborhoods have equal or
higher transportation costs
than housing costs




WitraPco

D Next Steps/Timeline

Title VI/EJ - Outreach Recommendations
Connectivity analysis (CADSR data)

Mobility-Challenged Chapter (technical
analysis/outreach recommendations)

®m Projected Council endorsement in Nov. 2019
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