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Table 1: Distribution of Census Tracts with Gentrification Markers Present by 2000 Race and 
Income Status 

 AFRICAN-AMERICAN 
MAJORITY 

NOT AFRICAN-AMERICAN 
MAJORITY 

TOTAL 

LOW INCOME 10 4 14 

NOT LOW INCOME 2 14 16 

TOTAL 12 18 30 
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THE EXTENT OF 
GENTRIFICATION 
IN MILWAUKEE 

Figure 1: Census Tracts Showing 2 or More 
Gentrification Markers 

(Excluding census tract 184 in South Milwaukee 
which is not shown on map) 
Base map by PolicyMap 
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Table 2: Key Measures of Change in Selected Census Tracts 

TRACT MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD 
INCOME (% of citywide 
median) 

PRINCIPAL RACIAL/ 
ETHNIC GROUP 

HOUSE 
VALUE 
CHANGE 

HOUSE 
PRICE 
CHANGE 

POPULATION 
CHANGE 2000-2010 

 2000 2012 2000 2010 2000-2012 2006-2013 TOTAL WHITE 
NON-
LATINO  

80   .78   .89 No majority 61% WNL + 166.8% -  7.0% -222 +213 

106   .81   .79 66% BNL 55% BNL + 165.4% Not available -  99 +171 

107   .82 1.22 No majority 63% WNL + 217.7% +53.8% +150 +333 

114 1.41 2.35 58% WNL 76% WNL +   76.5% +19.2% +585 +546 

141   .35   .52 95% BNL 78% BNL Not available +19.4% +266 +199 

1856   .63   .76 90% BNL 77% BNL Not available Not available - 276 +173 

184 1.11 1.74 81% WNL 84% WNL +   89.5% - 19.5% -  64 -  18 

WNL = White Non-Latino   BNL = Black Non-Latino 

Figure 2: New Housing in 
Tract 114 
Source: Google Earth 
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Table 3: Racial/Ethnic Change by Block Group 
(block groups showing increase/decrease in a racial/ethnic group of 100+ are highlighted) 

 WHITE NON LATINO BLACK NON LATINO LATINO TOTAL 
Δ 

 2000 2010 Δ 2000 2010 Δ 2000 2010 Δ 

80/1 398 536 +138 364 180 -184 307 201 -106 - 143 

80/2 505 615 +110 244 140 -104 319 160 -159 - 123 

106/1 50 85 +35 396 375 - 21 104 77 -27 +    4 

106/2 79 215 +136 462 280 -182 174 90 -84 - 103 

107/1 433 572 +139 333 105 -228 178 131 -47 - 137 

107/2 435 812 +337 400 336 - 64 195 137 -58 +287 

114 319 865 +546 163 137 - 26 63 64 +1 +585 

141     6 205 +199 1224 1215 -   9 35 101 +66 +266 

1856/1 27 21 -    6 748 614 -134 5 28 +23 -   87 

1856/2 67 179 +112 431 337 - 94 16 20 +   4 +  93 

1856/3 67 50 -  13 507 402 -105 20 23 +  3 - 112 

Note: categories do not equal totals because only individuals of single race are included in racial categories in table. 

Figure 3: Census Tract 
141 and Park East 
Enterprise Lofts 
Source: Google Earth
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Figure 4: Block Groups Showing 
Racial/ Ethnic Succession 
Base map by PolicyMap
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Table 4: Distribution of Census Tracts by Change in Median Per Capita Income From 1999 to 
2012 

 INCOME CATEGORY OF TRACT IN 2000 

INCOME CHANGE IN 
CONSTANT DOLLARS 

LOW-MODERATE 
(0-80% CITYWIDE) 

MIDDLE (80-
120%) 

UPPER-MIDDLE 
(120-150%) 

UPPER (150%+) 

Down 40% or more 5 2 2 0 

Down 30 to 39.9% 12 10 5 0 

Down  20 to 29.9% 20 15 6 3 

Down  10 to 19.9% 13 15 17 4 

No change to -9.9% 12 8 8 3 

Increase 0.1 to 9.9% 11 5 8 1 

Increase 10% or more 12 3 2 1 

Number of tracts  85 58 48 12 

MEDIAN (in current $) 1.171 1.128 1.166 1.211 

Median change -15% -18% -15% -12% 

% of tracts with decline greater 
than 20% 

44% 47% 27% 25% 
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Table 5: Distribution of Census Tracts by Change in Median House Sale Price From 2006 to 
2013 

 INCOME CATEGORY OF TRACT IN 2000 

CHANGE IN MEDIAN HOUSE SALE 
PRICE 

LOW  MODERATE MIDDLE UPPER-
MIDDLE 

UPPER TOTAL 

Loss 70% or more 3 23 8 0 0 34 

Loss 60-69.9% 3 9 19 0 0 31 

Loss 50-59.9% 0 7 7 3 0 17 

Loss 40-49.9% 1 2 8 4 0 15 

Loss 20-39.9% 0 1 11 27 6 45 

Loss 0-19.9% 0 2 2 9 3 16 

Gain 0 2 3 2 2 9 

no sales market (note 2) 7 12 0 0 1 20 

total 14 58 58 45 12 187 

       

Average loss 2013/2006 (note 1) -67.8% -60.6 -50.5 -27.2 -14.2  

>50% value loss 6 39 34 3 0 82 

>50% loss + no market 13 51 34 3 1 102 

% >50% loss + no market 92.9% 87.9% 58.6% 6.7% 8.3% 54.5% 

NOTES (1) This figure is the average of the individual tract medians. (2) This term is used for census tracts in which the 
number of sales transactions was too small to enable the median to be computed. 
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Figure 5: Change in Sales Prices in 
Milwaukee 2007 to 2012 
Map by PolicyMap 
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APPENDIX: CENSUS TRACTS 
SHOWING AT LEAST ONE 
GENTRIFICATION VARIABLE 

 CENSUS TRACT PRICE 
CHANGE 

INCOME 
CHANGE 

RACIAL 
CHANGE 

2000 INCOME 
CLUSTER 

50%+ 
BLACK 

NUMBER OF 
VARIABLES 

55079000302, WI     3 YES  

55079002900, WI     3 YES  

55079005800, WI     4 NO  

55079007100, WI     3 NO  

55079007900, WI     3 NO  

55079008000, WI      2 NO 2 

55079008500, WI     1 YES  

55079008700, WI     1 YES  

55079009400, WI     4 NO  

55079009500, WI     4 NO  

55079009600, WI     1 YES  

55079010000, WI     1 YES  

55079010400, WI      2 YES 2 

55079010600, WI      2 YES 2 

55079010700, WI       2 NO 3 

55079010800, WI     4 NO  

55079010900, WI     5 NO  

55079011000, WI     4 NO  

55079011200, WI     4 NO  

55079011300, WI     3 NO  

55079011400, WI       5 NO 3 

55079011500, WI     1 YES  

55079012300, WI     2 YES  

55079013400, WI     2 YES  

55079014100, WI      1 YES 2 

55079014800, WI     2 NO  

55079016600, WI     2 NO  

55079018200, WI     5 NO  

55079018300, WI     3 NO  

55079018400, WI      3 NO 2 
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ENDNOTES 

1 Hwang and Sampson criticize the use of administrative data to detect 
the presence of gentrification in their recent paper (Hwang and Sampson 
2014). “While their point, that administrative data “neglect the distinctly 
visible changes to the urban landscape…inherent to gentrification”, I 
would argue that administrative data can provide the threshold data that 
can help narrow both the location and the extent of gentrification within a 
larger city or region. 

2 Racial and ethnic categories are notoriously variable and subject to 
conflicting definitions. For purposes of this brief, I have used Census 
terminology and limited the analysis to those individuals that identified 
themselves by a single race and by ethnic (Latino or non-Latino) in the 
2010 census, recognizing that in many respects these definitions are 
statistical artifacts.  

3 In a recent study of legacy cities published by the Lincoln Institute of 
Land Policy, Milwaukee ranked 5th among the 18 cities investigated 
(Mallach and Brachman 2013).  

4 An analysis accompanying a recent report in the February 2105 issue of 
Governing magazine on the extent of gentrification in American cities 
finds evidence of gentrification in some other parts of Milwaukee, 
although relatively few. A comparison of their methodology with that 
used here would be beyond the scope of this short paper, but suffice it 
to say that I consider their definition of what constitutes gentrification to 
be overbroad. The analysis can be accessed at 
http://www.governing.com/gov-data/census/gentrification-in-cities-
governing-report.html - citieslist 

5 These were tracts where two tracts had been consolidated into a single 
tract between 2000 and 2010.  

6 The 2000 census measured income for the 1999 calendar year, while 
the income figures for the five-year 2008-2012 American Consumer 
Survey are a composite of data collected between 2008 and 2012, the 
Census Bureau inflates the income figures to 2012 levels. Thus, when 
describing the income trend, it is most appropriate to characterize it as 
the increase from 1999 to 2012.  

7 This can be shown clearly by comparing the annual ACS data with 
actual real estate transactions in Milwaukee by year from 2006 through 
2012. As the table shows, prices declined by over 40% from 2006 to 
2012; during the same period, however, owners’ estimates of their 
home’s value declined by only 12%. Because of the questionable nature 
of the ACS data, the recent much-heralded study by Daniel Hartley of the 
Cleveland Federal Reserve Bank (Hartley 2013), which attempts to 
compare city-by-city gentrification using this single metric, draws, in my 
opinion, unwarranted conclusions, and needs to be taken with many 
grains of salt. 

 

8 Sales transaction data was provided by Boxwood Means accessed on 
PolicyMap.  

9 Areas were considered to have significant price increases where they 
demonstrated both (1) 2000-2012 price increases in excess of the 
citywide median; and (2) 2006-2013 gains, or losses less than 50% of the 
citywide median; in other words, since the citywide median loss was 
approximately 40%, only areas with a gain or that had retained at least 
80% of their value over that period were included.  

10 Constant dollars are dollars adjusted for inflation. The inflation 
adjustment is based on change in the Consumer Price Index, which rose 
by 37.8% between 1999 and 2012.  

11 The possibility exists that some of these tracts may be in the advanced 
stages of a gentrification process that may have begun earlier, say in the 
1980s or 1990s. Whether this may be the case is beyond the scope of 
this paper, which looks specifically at changes taking place since 2000.  

12 The correlations between the three variables fall well below even 
minimal significance; interestingly, the correlation between house price 
change and income change, although modest, has a negative sign.  

13 Specifically, the number of Black homeowner households dropped by 
16 (5%) and the number of Black renter households by 204 (20%) 
between 2000 and 2010.  

14 The citywide data is for the 1 year ACS, from which it is possible to 
calculate short-term turnover rates, but census tract data is only 
available for the 5 year ACS, from which one can calculate long-term, but 
not short-term turnover. The table below shows the percentage of renters 
who have moved into their present unit since 2000.  

TRACT %   TRACT % 

80 91.3%  114 97.4 

107 87.5  1856 82.5 

141 82.4    

106 88.1%  CITYWIDE 88.5 

 

15 During that period the number of city jobs held by commuters 
increased by over 14,000. Between 2002 and 2011, the share of city jobs 
held by commuters from outside the city increased from 53% to 58%. 
This data is from the Census Bureau On-The-Map web site 
http://onthemap.ces.census.gov/.  

16 During the same period, median per capita incomes in the United 
States also dropped, but by far less, by 6%.  

17 These tracts are concentrated in the area west of I-43 and north of I-
94. As Table 5 shows, one upper income census tract also falls into this 
category. This is downtown census tract 111, in which only 10% of the 
dwelling units, or roughly 100 units, are owner-occupied.  

18 The correlation between the racial and sales price variables is -.65011, 
significant at the .999 confidence level.  

19 The evidence of numerical decline in Black or Latino populations in the 
census tracts showing markers of gentrification, while suggestive, is far 
from conclusive evidence of the actual effects of gentrification (Freeman 
2005). The actual impact of gentrification on the prior lower-income 
residents of these tracts cannot be identified except through 
considerable further on-the-ground investigation.  

20 Black middle-class out-migration has been substantial in Milwaukee. 
Between 2000 and 2012, the number of Black households in Milwaukee 
earning $50,000 or over (in constant 2000 dollars) declined by 24% or 
roughly 3,500 households; during the same period the number of Black 
households earning under $50,000 increased by 13,500, or roughly 22%.  

http://www.governing.com/gov-data/census/gentrification-in-cities-governing-report.html#citieslist
http://www.governing.com/gov-data/census/gentrification-in-cities-governing-report.html#citieslist
http://onthemap.ces.census.gov/

