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The Concept

‘ Equity in Planning
‘ Places versus People

‘ Urban and Suburban Places

‘ Nature of Change in Suburbs

‘ Technical Resources
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Questions for LUAC

* Does this analysis resonate with your experiences? Do
the general results ring true in your communities and in
your experience?

— What consistencies/inconsistencies can you find for your
communities?

* How do you feel it might be helpful to your
communities?

* \What types of information do you think would be most
helpful for planners at the neighborhood level?
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The Project

* Focuses on multiple ways suburban
neighborhoods changed from 2000 to 2015

— Changes In specific neighborhoods

— Types of change across the region

* The Basics
— Definition of neighborhood

— Study area
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Nelighborhood Change Analysis

* Group neighborhoods by their traits to analyze
their similarities and differences in each yeatr.

* Examine the change from 2000 to 2015.

* Classify the types of change.
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Traits that capture change
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Income

Clustering neighborhoods

Higher Income

Younger

Lower Income
Yyounger

Higher Income
Older

L ower Income
Older

Maximize
similarities within
clusters

Maximize
differences
across clusters
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Type B Characteristics of Change
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New development
characteristics of Type B
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Next Steps

mam LOcal focus groups

mm ldentify needed resources

mam Gather best practice examples

mmm Report and share




Questions for LUAC

* Does this analysis resonate with your experiences? Do
the general results ring true in your communities and in
your experience?

— What consistencies/inconsistencies can you find for your
communities?

* How do you feel it might be helpful to your
communities?

* \What types of information do you think would be most
helpful for planners at the neighborhood level?
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More Information

Baris Gumus-Dawes, Ph.D.
Senior Researcher
Baris.Dawes@metc.state.mn.us

(651) 602-1331

Angela R. Torres, AICP

Planning Analyst
Angela.Torres@metc.state.mn.us

(651) 602-1566
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