Socio-Demographic Data of Opportunity and Non-Opportunity

Tracts and Their Relation To LIHTC in Florida
Finn Johnson and Chao Wang ESU

Fsu FLORIDA STATE UNDERGRADUATE RESEARCH
UNIVERSITY I | OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM
Department Of Urban and RegIOnaI Plannlng CENTER FOR UNDERGRADUATE RESEARCH & ACADEMIC ENGAGEMENT
Background: Data Visualization: Preliminary Results:
The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program The preliminary results indicate that there are significant socio-
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ocations . .
. . L Name of County # of LIHTC Projects % of Total Projects blocks groups beyond employment, education, and income.
It is the largest federal subsidy that is directed towards Large Countles BIOYPS BEY PIOY ’ ’
. . . . N Miami-Dade 191 21.5% . . . .
increasing the supply of low-income rental housing, A Broward 65 7.3% ‘The percentage of black residents is twice as much in non-
. . . ey Duval 54 6.1% . .
using dollar for dollar deduction of tax liability. All other large counties 234 26.4% opportunity tracts compared to opportunity
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Currently, there is a debate among researchers Osceola 31 3.5% ‘The percentage of white residents is twice as much in opportunity
whether it is more beneficial to place LIHTC projects in 52012-2022 LIHTC Locations B Jouse > e tracts compared to non-opportunity
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and income. Beyond this criteria, however, the socio- Variables Mean Mean t-statistic p-value
demographic data of opportunity tracts vs non- Race/Ethnicily
_ _ . _ _ _ % Hispanic 31.51 26.48 5.02 *
opportunity tracts has not been thoroughly LIHTC Locations: 2016 Non-Opportunity Tracts LIHTC Locations: 2016 Opportunity Tracts o, NH White 2799 50 46 9754 .
h d % NH Black 34.98 15.09 19.89 ek
researcned. % NH Asian 1.53 3.14 _1.61 ok
Housing
% Owner-occupied Units 37.82 51.66 -13.84 ek
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Median Year Built 1,983 1,991 -8.55 Rlalo
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The Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse database to vy Age 65 93 o e s
identify the 888 LIHTC projects in the State of Florida % Children living w/ single parents 57.7 41.1 16.65 ok
% Renters without vehicle 20.3 15.1 5.16 ek K
frOm the yea 'S 2012_2022- Note: Significance levels: * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p < 0.001. The sample includes 652 block groups containing LIHTC projects, of
which 473 are non-opportunity block groups and 179 are opportunity block groups.
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Conclusion:

from the Shimberg Center to identify opportunity

versus non-opportunity tracts in Florida.
Although opportunity tracts are legally designated according to

The American Community Survey 2024 five-year employment, income, and education, these criteria inherently

estimates at block-group level data to identify the create socio-demographic differences. These socio-demographic

socio-demographic characteristics of neighborhoods differences have big implications for the LIHTC program as

that contains LIHTC projects. stakeholders can make more informed decisions on the placement

Analysis: @ LIHTC Locations in Non-Opportunity Tracts @ LIHTC Locations in Opportunity Tracts of LIHTC projects and which groups receive these projects. Ideally,
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	Data Visualization:
	·The percentage of black residents is twice as much in non-opportunity tracts compared to opportunity
	·The percentage of white residents is twice as much in opportunity tracts compared to non-opportunity
	·Units are more likely to be owned in opportunity tracts and rented in non-opportunity tracts.
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