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SECTION 1
INTRODUCTION

The most recent Analysis of Impediments: Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Choice (Al) was
adopted in May 2019 by the City of Lima and the Allen County Commissioners. The report was
designed to reflect the planning requirements identified by HUD for small urban and rural
communities. The Al document opened with reference to the Civil Rights Act of 1968 and an
overview of the Federal Fair Housing Act (Title VIII) with select references to the Community
Development Act of 1974, which stipulated the national objectives (Title I) of the Community
Development Block Grant Program. An extensive analysis of the housing stock followed a
detailed overview of the community’s demographics and socio-economic status. An analysis of
impediments to fair housing choice focused on regulatory barriers, lending institutions, tax
policies, equity in the real estate industry, administration and enforcement of fair housing, followed
by report summations and recommendations, including an action plan.

The 2019 update offered a clear analysis of the information collected. It worked to identify
challenges and offered strategies to effect change. The Al document included a vision for housing
and a plan complete with policies, strategies and objectives with timelines and specific partners
to support such actions. The Al was funded by Allen County, the City of Lima, the City of Delphos
and the Ohio Department of Transportation.

The Al document is heavily laden with primary and secondary data compiled from: the American
Community Survey, Allen County Auditor’'s land records, Clerk of Courts’ foreclosure records,
Allen County Health Public Health, Allen County Sheriffs Office, Lima Police Department,
Lima/Allen County Building Department, Lima Department of Community Development, Federal
Financial Institutions Examination Council — Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data, the
Western Ohio Community Action Partnership (WOCAP), Lima-Allen County Housing Consortium
— “Blueprint to End Homelessness Report,” Lima-Allen County Regional Planning Commission
(LACRPC) platting and zoning files, National Low Income Housing Coalition, Ohio Department of
Commerce, Ohio Department of Education, Ohio Department of Health, Ohio Department of
Natural Resources, and the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. Such data was analyzed using GIS-
based mapping at the address, census tract and political subdivision levels. Historical data points
were used to establish trend lines when available. The report was supported with maps, tables,
charts and illustrations to facilitate Fair Housing Planning (FHP) efforts. The report remains
available on the Agency website at: http://www.lacrpc.com/.

The Al was bolstered by a broader-based “Community Assessment” prepared for WOCAP by the
LACRPC. The “Assessment” supported many of the same housing and population conclusions
identified within the Al, but examined in greater detail educational attainment levels and
environmental determinants of poverty across the community in both the natural and man-made
environments. The “Assessment” examined air and water quality, drinking water quality,
transportation services, motor vehicle crashes, potential hazards of industrial lands and pipeline
locations, and other health and safety effects of the built environment. The report mapped crime
rates and criminal incidents and the extent of alcohol permits. The report also addressed food
outlets, food deserts and the access households had to healthy foods. The “Assessment” also
looked at the location and proliferation of convenience stores, fast food restaurants and access
to recreational facilities. The “Assessment” concluded with a series of actionable
recommendations, many of which were also identified in the Al.


http://www.lacrpc.com/

Status of the Analysis of Impediments

The Ohio Department of Development (ODOD) notified recipients on January 9, 2024, of the
update/reevaluation required for submission prior to the new fiscal year on July 1, 2024.
Communications between ODOD and LACRPC indicated that the report should be outfitted with
enhanced demographic and housing profiles necessary to assess fair housing issues as part of
planning Community Development Block Grant Programs (CBDG) & HOME Investment
Partnerships Program grants.

In compliance with such direction, the LACRPC and local stakeholders worked to provide: a
comprehensive overview of the population and socioeconomic characteristics of the region by
community/neighborhood; a substantial overview of the housing stock across the region using
various geographies including political subdivision levels, census tract, census block group and
street address; and, an analysis of impediments typically used to establish action items in Fair
Housing Planning. These three sections follow this introduction. The report concludes with an
assessment of the last five years of Fair Housing Planning efforts and the basis from which a new
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice will be developed.

This submission is intended to provide programmatic feedback as to the status of those actions
taken to address the housing challenges being faced across the region and to recommend action
items to be considered in the pending Al. More specifically, this update addresses how CDBG
Program funding was used and how such programmatic funding targeted specific actionable items
identified in the 2019 Al.

Challenges
The Al, submitted to Ohio Development Services Agency (ODSA), is a shared commitment of

some 20 different agencies working to advance housing interests across the 20 different political
subdivisions within Allen County. Section 5 of the Al summarized the recommendations and
Action Plan of the Al. The challenges identified in the Al summation highlighted: (1) a declining
household size, increasing single parent households and increasing single person households;
(2) an aging housing stock, in deteriorating conditions, and increasing maintenance costs; (3) the
blighting influence of vacant and abandoned or boarded-up housing units; (4) the presence of
asbestos, lead-based paint and mold; (5) a lack of code enforcement due to the lack of codes,
lack of funding to enforce such codes, or the dismissal of any such regulations; (6) a large supply
of inadequate housing conditions as established under MOU defining “clean and healthy”
conditions; (7) increasing proportion of households facing housing cost burdens in excess of 30%
of income; (8) declining housing values and diminished stability within neighborhoods; (9)
addressing crime and criminality’s impacts and the reintegration of those previously incarcerated;
(10) providing transitional housing and group homes for special needs populations against local
resistance; and, (11) the assembly of land for large-scale housing development/re-development
projects.

Recommendations

Recommendations identified in the Al are broad attempts to address and stabilize a distressed
housing market while creating safe, clean, healthy and affordable housing to support housing
options and choices for the entire populace. Recommendations contained in the Al are largely
focused on “regulatory controls” and remediation efforts to support fair housing choice. Such
changes take time.

Recommendations targeting local governments identified planning and regulatory controls; and,
focused on examining local zoning regulations, subdivision regulations, building codes, and
exterior maintenance codes to improve neighborhoods and housing affordability. Related
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planning recommendations looked to develop neighborhood and comprehensive plans using
innovative tools including land banks, land trusts, opportunities for tax increment financing (TIF),
the use of federal and state funds (CDBG, OHFA, etc.) to promote physical preservation or rehab;
as well as, regional cooperation to achieve economies of scale in program management.

Several fair housing choice issues were identified and recommended for action by local housing
activists and stakeholders. Specific targets include: (1) Coordination & Implementation of a Fair
Housing Plan using a broad based forum to support regional coordination — this has been done
but requires significant resources to maintain; (2) Fair Housing Compliance (FHC) education,
training, monitoring and enforcement — this has been done but with such limited funding it is
difficult to retain qualified personnel and continue such efforts to the extent necessary; (3)
Coordinated educational efforts to understand and overcome community opposition to affordable
housing — a strategic marketing campaign remains to be developed to clear this hurdle; (4)
Examine possible changes in Section 8 programming to achieve greater landlord participation
outside of the central city and retain existing landlords in the program; (5) Real Estate & Insurance
Industries should reassess their commitment to FHC principles and educational training to better
reflect inclusivity; (8) Rental Housing and landlords should be targeted for fair housing education,
information and technical assistance; and, (8) A reassessment and commitment to identifying the
economic and social impact of poor quality housing and the lack of building codes and rental
registries remains warranted.

Housing Vision

The county seat contracted with Harsany & Associates to better recognize the needs of housing
within the corporation limits. The Harsany Report, as it is known locally, identified a list of goals
for implementation upon which the City of Lima has been working to implement. Major items
include: implementing neighborhood plans, improving existing rental properties and developing
homeowners, to name a few. The plan can be found at www.limahousingtaskforce.org.

The previous Al identified a specific vision and certain goals for addressing housing within Allen
County that hold today. The plan defined neighborhoods as geographic areas where residents
held personal and psychological ownership and shared common values built on strong
relationships. The Housing Vision established “Clean, safe, vibrant, neighborhoods that offered
affordable housing to all socioeconomic groups with accessibility to necessary services and
increasing property valuations” by 2020. While we continue to work on accomplishing this vision,
we have made progress since our last Al update.

The following goal statements were identified in the Al to highlight the community’s approach to
the realization of the identified vision:

o Support the development of clean, safe, affordable housing in neighborhoods.

o Develop county-wide residential housing and maintenance codes to ensure resident
safety and protect property valuations.

o Expand the range of residential opportunities for persons with special housing needs.

o Develop appropriate housing for senior citizens in proximity to shopping, medical facilities,
social services, and public transportation to support their ability to remain independent.

o Develop alternative housing types including apartments, townhouses, condominiums, and
converted commercial, industrial and institutional buildings to support live-work spaces
and a wide variety of housing choice.

e Provide a variety of housing types in neighborhoods throughout the community that
respects its architectural character while maximizing housing choice for residents of all
incomes, ages, ability levels and social circumstances.
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e Support housing rehabilitation programming as a most effective means of making
affordable housing available to the greatest number of residents.

o Develop neighborhood plans to ensure a supportive environment for continued residential
development while allowing for appropriate housing infill and renovation.

e Promote community and housing development through strategic, proactive land
assembly.

o Address homelessness through a multi-faceted strategy that includes emergency shelters,
permanent supportive housing, medical and social services, and job training.

Public Participation

The Al was completed on behalf of the City of Delphos, City of Lima, and Allen County over a
three-month period. The completion of this assessment was made possible only with the support
and cooperation of multiple agencies and offices including Allen Metropolitan Housing Authority,
Coleman Professional Services, West Ohio Community Action Partnership, Family Promise, Allen
County Commissioners, Allen County Auditor’s Office, Allen County Building Department, Allen
County Engineer’s Office, Allen County Sanitary Engineer’s Office, Allen County Tax Map Office,
Allen Water District, City of Lima Public Works Department, City of Lima Building & Zoning Office,
City of Lima Housing and Neighborhoods Department, City of Lima Police Department, and the
City of Delphos Safety Services Office.

The early drafts were submitted through the Al Steering Committee and the internal committee
structure of the Regional Planning Commission, which is comprised of delegates from all 20
political subdivisions in Allen County. The Final Draft was formerly introduced across the political
spectrum after its adoption by the Regional Planning Commission. Immediately after the Final
Draft was adopted by the Regional Planning Commission, the document was distributed to local
governments and stakeholders. In late May, a press release was issued announcing a 37-day
public involvement period for the Al. Electronic copies were also made available to area
governments for use on their websites, including the cities of Lima and Delphos as well as the
Allen County Commissioners. Copies of the Report were made available to the public, including
options to request large-print and electronic versions. The Document was also made available to
the public at key public institutions, including: the Allen County Commissioners’ Office, City of
Lima Administrative Offices, City of Delphos Administration Building the Lima Public Library, as
well as the Regional Planning Commission. Public meetings were held at the Regional Planning
Commission to meet ADA accessibility standards and served by the Regional Transit Authority.
Written comments and associated responses were solicited and contained in the Final Document
submitted to ODSA. Appendix A



SECTION 2
POPULATION & SOCIOECONOMIC DEMOGRAPHICS

In order to assess the needs of the community and address anti-poverty programming, a better
understanding of the local population is warranted. Assessing a community’s population and its
respective demographic measures including age, gender, race, educational attainment,
household structure, and income is important to understanding the related demand and
consumption of education, employment, health, and housing services provided by local
community service providers. Recognizing and understanding how economic factors impact the
population furthers the discussion and assessment of existing services and unmet needs as well
as affording these local service providers the opportunity to develop sound policies and support
the wise expenditure of public funds.

Population & Area

The service area under review in this document spans the entirety of Allen County inclusive of its
cities and villages. The study area encompasses the Cities of Delphos and Lima, the incorporated
villages of Bluffton, Cairo, Elida, Harrod, Lafayette, and Spencerville, and all 12 townships
including: Amanda, American, Auglaize, Bath, Jackson, Marion, Monroe, Perry, Richland,
Shawnee, Spencer and Sugar Creek (Map 2-1).

Major roadways include Interstate 75, and State Routes 65, 115, and 696 which run north and
south, and U.S. Route 30 and State Routes 81, 117, and 309 which cross the county east to west.
The Auglaize and Ottawa Rivers flow through Allen County. The total study area reflects some
407 square miles. Two base maps are provided showing location by roads (Map 2-1) and census
tracts (Map 2-2).

The population of Allen County in 2020 according to the 2020 Decennial Census was 102,206
persons. This population, however, is not uniform in its demographics, distribution, or density. The
remainder of this section attempts to highlight specific characteristics of the community’s
population and provide broad generalizations that will further the planning process.

Population & Population Change
In the context of this report, the term population refers to the number of inhabitants in a given
place and time. The data within this report was gathered from The U.S. Census Bureau for the
2016 — 2020 5-year American Community Survey estimates and the 2020 Decennial Census
Redistricting Data where applicable.

[llustration 2-1: Total Population
Table 2-1 provides population data for Allen 1970-2020
County and its political subdivisions by
decennial census periods and the most 115,000
recent ACS estimate. 110,000

The population of Allen County has changed 105,000
over time with an extended period of 100,000 I
relatively slow growth — up through 1980, 95,000

followed by a gradual decline. As identified in 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020
Table 2-1 and demonstrated in lllustration 2-

1, the County’s population reached a peak of 112,241 persons in 1980. Since then, it has
decreased by 10,035 persons or 8.9 percent. For purposes of comparison, the State of Ohio
experienced a population growth of 10.7% over the same 40-year period. Population projections
for 2045-2050 vary, but each source has Allen County‘s population diminishing significantly.
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Map 2-1: Allen County Road Base Map 2022
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Map 2-2: Allen County Census Tract Base Map 2022
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TABLE 21
TOTAL POPULATION BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION (1960-2020)
Political PCT
somgucal | 1960 | 1970 | 1980 | 1990 | 2000 | 2010 | 2020* | Change
1960-2020
Allen County 103,691 111,144 112,241 109,755 108,473 106,331 102,206 -1.45%
Beaverdam 514 525 492 467 356 382 319 | -37.94%
Bluffton 2591 | 20935| 3237| 3206| 3719| 3952| 3.763| 48.90%
Cairo 566 587 596 473 499 524 517 |  -8.66%
Delphos 3716 | 4301| 3984| 3901| 3901| 3938| 3935 3.98%
Elida 1215] 1211| 1349| 1486| 1.917| 1905| 1,923| 5827%
Harrod 563 533 506 537 491 417 423 | 24.87%
Lafayette 476 486 488 449 304 445 406 | 14.71%
Lima 51,037 | 53,734 | 47,827 | 45549 | 40,081 | 38.771| 35579 | -30.29%
Spencerville 2061 | 2241 2184 2288| 2235| 2223| 2198 6.65%
Amanda Twp | 1217 | 1498 | 1,769 | 1,773| 1.913| 2071| 2.061| 69.35%
American Twp | 9,184 | 8,766 | 11,476 | 10,921 | 13,599 | 12476 | 12,615| 37.36%
Auglaize Twp | 1,740 | 2,245 | 2,042 | 2241| 2.359| 2.366| 2.334| 34.14%
Bath Twp 8307 | 9.323| 9,997] 10,105| 9819| 9.725| 9,399| 13.15%
Jackson Twp | 1,623 | 1,761 2214 | 2288 | 2.632| 2611| 2.737| 78.59%
Marion Twp 2222 | 2644 | 2734 2775| 2872| 2.777| 2694|  25.20%
Monroe Twp 1386 | 1490 | 1621| 1622| 1.720]| 1,702| 1550| 11.83%
Perry Twp 5045 | 3,751| 3586| 3577| 3620| 3531| 3382| -32.96%
Richland Twp | 1,530 | 1515| 1628 | 1821| 2015| 1955| 1,789| 10.72%
Shawnee Twp | 9,658 | 9,734 | 12,344 | 12,133 | 12,220 | 12,433 | 12,482 |  29.24%
Spencer Twp 863 960 925 832 871 844 869 0.70%
%‘,‘v%ar Creek 1166 | 1209 | 1242| 1311| 1330 1283| 1231 5.57%
*Data gathered from 2020 DEC

Population change is the net result of the relationship between the number of births and the
number of deaths in a population (sometimes referred to as natural change) coupled with the net
migration within the community. Comparing 2000 DEC Redistricting Data with the 2020 Census
tabulations, Allen County lost 6,267 residents, a loss in population of 6 percent in twenty years.
Data indicates that outmigration is the principal component of population decline as people leave
the community to fulfill opportunities elsewhere. For comparison purposes, the State of Ohio grew
by 2.8 percent during the 20-year period. lllustration 2-2 provides additional insights into the
components of population change over the 2010 through 2019 period.




lllustration 2-2: In/Out Migration
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Population change, whether related to growth or decline is not static nor is it uniform. Allen County
experienced an overall population decrease of 1.5 percent when examining the full period
spanning the 1960 to 2020 period while, as depicted in Table 2-1, many political subdivisions
within Allen County have experienced an extended period of continued growth.

Data suggests that the older urban centers of Allen County witnessed a general population decline
since 1970, while younger suburban and exurban townships have increased in overall population.
For example, Lima, the county seat witnessed a 5.3 percent increase in population between 1960
and 1970 before beginning a 30-year decline and dropping 30 percent in size by 2020. The
Villages of Beaverdam, Harrod, and Lafayette also experienced precipitous declines between
1960 and 2020. However, Amanda Township, a township without an incorporated area,
experienced a sizeable percentage growth over the 60-year period withessing population growth
of 69.35 percent. Of some concern is the effect of annexation on the unincorporated areas over
the 60-year period. However, the actual annexation of population is considered negligible as most
annexation initiatives target undeveloped/unpopulated land.

Households & Household Size

Another population-related factor to recognize is the change in the number and size of local
households. This measure is important since each household requires a dwelling unit, and in most
cases the size of the household will determine specific housing components such as number of
bedrooms, bathrooms, square footage, play area, etc. Therefore, as the number of households
change in number or character, housing consumption changes. As the characteristics of the
household change, new residency patterns are established. From a public policy perspective, it
is important to balance the available housing supply with the housing demand, otherwise, voids
develop whereby housing remains unoccupied/vacant and housing needs go unmet.

ACS data reveals the total number of

households and the rate of change in total lllustration 2-3: Total Households
households reported between 1990 and 1990-2020

2020. lllustration 2-3 shows the trend over

time in total households in Allen County. In 42,000 21025
2020 there were 41,025 households, an 41 000 40,646 40,719 i
increase of 0.8 percent from the 2010

figure of 40,719 households. The increase #9090 39,408

in number of households was not uniform 39,000

across the county. Jackson, Perry, and 28000

Sugar Creek townships all saw significant 1990 5000 5010 5020

decreases in the number of households.
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Household size is an interesting factor. Table 2-2 presents information relative to the changing
size of households. The average household size in Allen County has decreased slightly to 2.4
persons per household between 2010 and 2020, a decline of 4 percent. In comparison, in 2010,
the State average size of 2.46 persons per household saw a decline of 2.0 percent in 2020. Notice
also that household size varies by political subdivision across Allen County.

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS & AVERAGE HOUT:;EBI-II-CI)ELf)zsIZE BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION (2010-
2020)
Political Total Avg. 2020 Total A\fgrzaoge c:fnTge PCT
Subdivision | Households | Household | ;. oholds | Household | Total | Shange
2010 Size 2010 Size HH HH Size
Allen County 40,719 2.5 41,025 24 0.8% -4.0%
Beaverdam 186 23 177 25 -4.8% 8.2%
Bluffton 1,330 2.6 1,450 24 9.0% -6.2%
Cairo 144 24 236 29 63.9% 22.9%
Delphos 1,603 24 1,655 2.3 3.2% -4.6%
Elida 797 2.7 796 25 -0.1% -7.0%
Harrod 197 29 138 29 -29.9% -1.0%
Lafayette 101 2.8 153 2.5 51.5% | -10.6%
Lima 14,618 2.5 14,426 24 -1.3% -3.7%
Spencerville 859 2.6 850 2.5 -1.0% -1.2%
Amanda Twp 709 2.8 697 2.6 -1.7% -8.2%
American Twp 5,052 2.7 5,529 2.3 9.4% -13.7%
Auglaize Twp 838 2.7 832 2.7 -0.7% 1.5%
Bath Twp 3,833 2.5 3,761 25 -1.9% -2.4%
Jackson Twp 1,018 2.7 912 2.7 -10.4% 0.7%
Marion Twp 1,039 2.6 1,129 24 8.7% -5.5%
Monroe Twp 638 2.8 661 2.7 3.6% -6.0%
Perry Twp 1,565 23 1,318 25 -15.8% 11.9%
Richland Twp 706 24 741 24 5.0% 1.7%
Shawnee Twp 4,665 2.6 4,813 25 3.2% -4.9%
Spencer Twp 316 26 314 26 -0.6% -0.4%
Sugar Creek Twp 505 2.7 437 2.8 -13.5% 6.4%




Table 2-3 examines household composition. In 2020, approximately two-thirds of households
(29,718) or 72.4 percent of all households were identified without the presence of children. This
data may very well indicate that a historical trend of families with children is changing to more two
person households, single-parent households with children under the age of 18 years, and
households comprised of retirees. As the average household size declines the trend of smaller
households becomes evident. As of 2020 there were 27,692 (67.5%) households comprised of
one or two individuals within Allen County. The implications of smaller sized households should
be monitored by local policy experts and reflected in local housing policies, building codes and
zoning regulations.

TABLE 2- 3
HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN BY TYPE (2020)
PCT . . Single

Political 2020 Total | Totalws | of | Married | PCT | single | pcT [ S0OE | pcT
Subdivision Households | Children | Total _w/ Married Me}Ie w/ Male w/ Female

HH Children HH Children HH Children HH
Allen County 41,025 11,307 | 27.6% | 6,290 | 55.6% | 1,288 | 11.4% | 3,729 | 33.0%
Beaverdam 177 46 | 26.0%| 32 | 69.6% 1 2.2% 13 | 28.3%
Bluffton 1,450 446 | 30.8% | 350 | 78.5% 11 25% | 85 | 19.1%
Cairo 236 73 | 30.9% | 46 | 63.0% 6 82% | 21 | 28.8%
Delphos 1,655 496 | 30.0% | 331 | 66.7% | 78 [15.7%]| 87 | 17.5%
Elida 796 229 | 28.8% | 153 | 66.8% | 22 | 96% | 54 | 23.6%
Harrod 138 41 |297%| 40 | 97.6% 0 0.0% 1 2.4%
Lafayette 153 64 | 418%| 23 | 359% 14 | 21.9% | 27 | 42.2%
Lima 14,426 4316 | 29.9% | 1,501 | 34.8% | 583 | 13.5% | 2,232 | 51.7%
Spencerville 850 320 |37.6%| 188 | 588% | 57 |17.8%| 75 | 23.4%
Amanda Twp 697 178 | 255% | 151 | 84.8% 0 00% | 27 | 15.2%
American Twp 5,529 1,084 ] 19.6% 715 66.0% 74 6.8% 295 27.2%
Auglaize Twp 832 209 | 251% | 155 | 742% | 54 |258%| 0 0.0%
Bath Twp 3,761 1,085 | 288% | 607 | 55.9% | 163 | 15.0% | 315 | 29.0%
Jackson Twp 912 229 | 251% | 159 | 69.4% | 64 |279%| 6 2.6%
Marion Twp 1,129 2904 | 26.0% | 217 | 73.8% | 51 | 17.3%| 26 8.8%
Monroe Twp 661 142 | 215% | 129 | 90.8% 13 | 9.2% 0 0.0%
Perry Twp 1,318 265 | 20.1% | 172 | 64.9% 0 00% | 93 | 35.1%
Richland Twp 741 133 | 17.9% | 109 | 82.0% | 24 |18.0%| 0 0.0%
Shawnee Twp 4,813 1,458 | 30.3% | 1,013 | 695% | 73 | 50% | 372 | 255%
Spencer Twp 314 105 | 33.4% | 105 |100.0%| 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Sugizv%reek 437 94 |[215%| 94 |1000%| o 0.0% 0 0.0%




Large households (6 or more persons) usually have more difficulty finding housing particularly
affordable rental housing due to a lack of supply. Such households are also at greater risk of
experiencing housing discrimination based on familial status. Table 2-4 suggests that 37.4
percent of large households in Allen County reside in the City of Lima.

TABLE 24
LARGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION (2020)

PCT of
Political Household | Household | Household EET HH w/ County
Subdivision Size 6 Size 7+ Size 6 & 7+ 6+

Occupants H hold
ouseholds

Allen County 719 286 1005 2.4% 100.0%
Beaverdam 11 0 11 6.2% 1.1%
Bluffton 24 31 55 3.8% 5.5%
Cairo 2 9 11 4.7% 1.1%
Delphos 6 0 6 0.4% 0.6%
Elida 25 4 29 3.6% 2.9%
Harrod 0 2 2 1.4% 0.2%
Lafayette 0 2 2 1.3% 0.2%
Lima 247 129 376 2.6% 37.4%
Spencerville 47 4 51 6.0% 5.1%
Amanda Twp 8 0 8 1.1% 0.8%
American Twp 31 0 31 0.5% 3.1%
Auglaize Twp 0 8 8 1.0% 0.8%
Bath Twp 85 0 85 2.3% 8.5%
Jackson Twp 49 8 57 6.3% 5.7%
Marion Twp 47 9 56 5.0% 5.6%
Monroe Twp 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
Perry Twp 13 45 58 4.4% 5.8%
Richland Twp 18 10 28 3.8% 2.8%
Shawnee Twp 84 8 92 1.9% 9.2%
Spencer Twp 9 0 9 2.9% 0.9%
Sugar Creek Twp | 13 15 28 6.4% 2.8%




Single-parent households, especially female heads of household are also at risk of experiencing
fair housing discrimination based on familial status. Table 2-5 reveals the distribution of single
female-headed households, excluding those living alone, across the County. This data suggests
the highest concentration of single female heads of households in Allen County is located in the
City of Lima at 22.9%.

TABLE 2-5
SINGLE FEMALE HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION (2020)
Political Subdivision Total Female Head of | PCT Female Head of
Households | Household Household

Allen County 41,025 5,817 14.2%
Beaverdam 177 18 10.2%
Bluffton 1,450 134 9.2%
Cairo 236 35 14.8%
Delphos 1,655 146 8.8%

Elida 796 126 15.8%
Harrod 138 4 2.9%
Lafayette 153 32 20.9%
Lima 14,426 3,301 22.9%
Spencerville 850 116 13.6%
Amanda Twp 697 39 5.6%
American Twp 5,529 634 11.5%
Auglaize Twp 832 7 0.8%

Bath Twp 3,761 425 11.3%
Jackson Twp 912 48 5.3%
Marion Twp 1,129 28 2.5%
Monroe Twp 661 18 2.7%
Perry Twp 1,318 353 26.8%
Richland Twp 741 17 2.3%
Shawnee Twp 4,813 530 11.0%
Spencer Twp 314 0 0.0%
Sugar Creek Twp 437 7 1.6%




Age & Age

Cohorts

Age is a critical characteristic of a community’s population. Age reflects certain attitudes and
beliefs. Age also reflects demands for education, employment, housing, and related services.
Age cohorts attempt to identify a specific population within a certain particular age grouping and
are important in attempts to identify specific needs or the degree to which specific services will be
required by that particular population segment. The construction of a population pyramid furthers
an analysis of age and age cohorts by gender differences. As sex is a protected class under the
Fair Housing Act this construct provides valuable insights not only into fertility and morbidity
issues but also workforce availability and housing consumption by age and gender. Table 2-6
provides a breakdown of the County’s population by age cohorts and gender based on 2020 ACS

estimates.

TABLE 2-6

ALLEN COUNTY POPULATION BY AGE COHORT & GENDER (2020)
Age Male PCT of Male Female PCT of Total PCT of
Cohort Pop Female Pop Total Pop
<5 3338 6.40% 2924 5.70% 6262 6.1%
5-9 3354 6.50% 2887 5.70% 6241 6.1%
10 - 14 3560 6.90% 3476 6.80% 7036 6.8%
15-19 3838 7.40% 3378 6.60% 7216 7.0%
20 - 24 3779 7.30% 3109 6.10% 6888 6.7%
25-29 3793 7.30% 3027 6% 6820 6.6%
30 - 34 3011 5.80% 2851 5.60% 5862 5.7%
35 -39 2871 5.50% 3004 5.90% 5875 5.7%
40 - 44 3343 6.40% 3048 6% 6391 6.2%
45 - 49 3023 5.80% 2776 5.50% 5799 5.6%
50 - 54 3187 6.10% 3135 6.20% 6322 6.1%
55 - 59 3301 6.40% 3829 7.50% 7130 6.9%
60 - 64 3534 6.80% 3273 6.40% 6807 6.6%
65 - 69 2941 5.70% 2605 5.10% 5546 5.4%
70-74 2016 3.90% 2774 5.50% 4790 4.7%
75-79 1364 2.60% 1758 3.50% 3122 3.0%
80 - 84 960 1.80% 1224 2.40% 2184 21%
85= 737 1.40% 1780 3.50% 2517 2.4%




TABLE 2-7
AGE OF POPULATION BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION (2020)
g°"t'9a.' . Median Age PCT Under 18 PCT Over 65
ubdivision
Ohio 39.5 22.2% 24.2%
Allen County 39.4 23.1% 17.7%
Beaverdam 35.9 20.8% 13.3%
Bluffton 39.3 23.3% 22.7%
Cairo 29.9 23.2% 22.5%
Delphos 36.6 22.0% 22.5%
Elida 42 22.8% 30.2%
Harrod 34.6 25.4% 20.1%
Lafayette 32.4 32.0% 15.2%
Lima 33.5 24.9% 19.6%
Spencerville 33.6 35.5% 21.8%
Amanda Twp 50.7 19.6% 23.1%
American Twp 45.2 17.8% 36.2%
Auglaize Twp 43.1 18.7% 22.8%
Bath Twp 38.1 23.1% 21.2%
Jackson Twp 41.5 25.1% 25.8%
Marion Twp 39.2 22.4% 46.4%
Monroe Twp 40.3 20.9% 20.7%
Perry Twp 43.6 24.2% 30.0%
Richland Twp 43.3 18.2% 58.8%
Shawnee Twp 42.9 22.8% 26.5%
Spencer Twp 35.6 25.2% 34.8%
Sugar Creek Twp | 40.6 20.6% 22.7%

Consistent with national trends, the County’s population is aging. The median age of the County
population is 39.4 years. That compares with a median of 39.5 and 38.2 years with the State of
Ohio and the United States respectively. Table 2-7 indicates the variance in median age between
the various political subdivisions. Within the County there is considerable variance. The City of
Lima had a median age of 33.5 years, compared to Amanda Township with a median age of 50.7
years, more than 10 years older than the median of Allen County. Appendix A provides further
defining characteristics related to age by geography and race.

Age data reveals that 6.1 percent of the County’s population is less than 5 years of age (Table 2-
6) and nearly a quarter (23.1%) is below the age of 18 (Table 2-7). Data suggests that simply
due to age of the population (Under 16 and over 65), over a third of the population (40.8%) is not
able to fully contribute to the economic growth and earning power of the community. Data shows
that an additional 19.7 percent of the population is categorized in the pre-retirement age group
(50-64) and may be readying for retirement. An examination of the community’s population
reveals an increasing senior population, totaling 17.7 percent of the population, up from 14.8
percent in 2010. Concerns center on the availability of a younger workforce and the need for
appropriate senior housing services and public transportation to accommodate pre-retirement and
post-retirement households.
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Race & Ethnic Diversity

One of the key components of the assessment is an examination of the community’s racial and
ethnic make-up and its associated concentration. Federal policies have defined minority
populations in a number of ways. Included are persons of all non-white races, Hispanics of any
race, and persons of multiple races. The Census identifies seven major minority racial/ethnic
classifications, including: American Indian and Alaska Natives; Black or African-American; Asian;
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islanders; persons of other races; persons of two or more
races; and, persons of Hispanic or Latino origin. 2020 Decennial Census data revealed that
representatives of all minority classifications lived within Allen County. Ethnicity is a term
somewhat harder to identify when considering race and/or minority relationships. Ethnicity
typically refers to a person’s country of origin and his or her cultural ties. It should be understood
that this demographic measure is distinctly different from one’s racial stock. The Census indicates
ethnicity in terms of Ancestry and Hispanic Origin. lllustration 2-4 reveals the extent to which
Allen County compares to the State of Ohio by racial breakdown.

lllustration 2-4: 2020 Racial Comparisons of Allen County/Ohio
%Allen County

[ | White alone

%0hio

[ | Black or African
American alone

American Indian
and Alaska Native
alone

| Asian alone

| Native Hawaiian
and Other Pacific
Islander alone
Some Other Race
alone

B Two Or More Races

Following the national trend, Allen County’s population has grown more racially and ethnically
diverse during the past decade (Table 2-8). Racially, Whites comprise the largest percentage of
the population at 78.5 percent. The largest minority group within Allen County is the Black/African-
American population, which comprises 12.2 percent of the total population. Those minority groups
that identify as two or more races comprise 5.7% of Allen County’s population. All other minority
groups together comprise approximately 2.6 percent of the total County population (lllustration 2-
6). Although dispersed across the County, the County’s largest minority, the African-American
population, is primarily concentrated in the City of Lima where it constitutes 27.6 percent of the
City’s population. Table 2-8 reveals the extent of racial diversity across the local political
subdivisions of Allen County and the pace of the changing complexion in each by census/ACS
period.



Table 2-8 Minority Population

Political Minority | PCT Minority Minority e g:ity Change | PCT Change

Subdivision | Pop. 2010 2010 Pop. 2020 on "10-'20 "10-'20
Allen County 18.623 17.51% 22,515 22.03% 3,892 20.90%
Beaverdam 14 3.66% 42 13.17% 28 200.00%
Bluffton 222 5.62% 382 10.15% 160 72.07%
Cairo 20 3.82% 52 10.06% 32 160.00%
Delphos 147 3.73% 408 10.37% 261 177.55%
Elida 128 6.72% 190 9.88% 62 48.44%
Harrod 9 2.16% 29 6.86% 20 222.22%
Lafayette 14 3.15% 24 5.91% 10 71.43%
Lima 13,489 34.79% 14,515 40.80% 1,026 7.61%
Spencenville 93 4.18% 177 8.05% 84 90.32%
Amanda Twp 52 2.51% 157 7.62% 105 201.92%
American Twp 1,780 14.27% 2,682 21.26% 902 50.67%
Auglaize Twp 73 3.09% 140 6.00% 67 91.78%
Bath Twp 777 7.99% 1,095 11.65% 318 40.93%
Jackson Twp 57 2.18% 122 4.46% 65 114.04%
Marion Twp 51 1.84% 87 3.23% 36 70.59%
Monroe Twp 38 2.23% 88 5.68% 50 131.58%
Perry Twp 340 9.63% 455 13.45% 115 33.82%
Richland Twp 50 2.56% 99 5.53% 49 98.00%
Shawnee Twp 1,218 9.80% 1,627 13.03% 409 33.58%
Spencer Twp 19 2.25% 59 6.79% 40 210.53%
%’V%ar Creek 32 2.49% 85 6.90% 53 165.63%




TABLE 2-9
TOTAL MINORITY (RACE & ETHNICITY) POPULATION BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION (2020)
" Black & . Two or | Hispanic
Sui?;;:;?:ilon Afric:an - Asian A:‘:‘Z?ac:n g;::ee; More | or LF;t_ino Total Percent
American Races Origin

Allen County 12,475 835 233 583 5117 3272 22,515 | 22.03%
Beaverdam 1 0 0 0 28 13 42 13.17%
Bluffton 98 34 4 29 132 85 382 5.57%
Cairo 3 3 1 0 31 14 52 10.06%
Delphos 29 7 8 9 128 227 408 6.26%
Elida 56 7 0 11 73 43 190 9.88%
Harrod 4 1 0 0 16 8 29 6.86%
Lafayette 5 0 0 0 7 12 24 5.91%
Lima 9,833 203 116 272 2606 1485 14,515 | 40.80%
Spencerville 14 2 15 34 72 40 177 8.05%
Amanda Twp 22 9 6 15 69 36 157 7.62%
American Twp 1,409 165 24 74 557 453 2,682 | 21.25%
Auglaize Twp 9 3 1 3 84 40 140 6.00%
Bath Twp 256 134 19 43 357 286 1095 11.65%
Jackson Twp 8 3 1 6 76 28 122 4.49%
Marion Twp 9 7 2 0 41 28 87 4.71%
Monroe Twp 4 3 0 3 61 17 88 5.68%
Perry Twp 187 2 5 17 176 68 455 13.45%
Richland Twp 4 2 2 6 42 43 99 1.53%
Shawnee Twp 512 245 27 56 479 308 1627 13.03%
Spencer Twp 6 3 1 2 33 14 59 6.79%
Sugar Creek 6 2 1 3 49 24 85 | 6.90%
Twp

The 2020 Census data suggests that the minority populations in Allen County have continued to
grow. While the Black/African-American population experienced a small decline of < 1 percent,
the Hispanic population saw steady growth with 23.2 percent growth between 2010 and 2020.
(Table 2-10).

TABLE 2-10
ALLEN COUNTY POPULATION CHANGE BY RACE/ETHNICITY (2010-2020)
Race 2P(?1po ;ﬁ-{) ;:;0 ;0021(; Change PCT Change
White 87,708 | 82.49% | 79,691 | 77.97% -8,017 -10.06%
Black 12,508 | 11.76% | 12,475 | 12.21% -33 -0.26%
Hispanic 2,513 | 2.36% 3,272 | 3.20% 759 23.20%
Rmerican Indian/Alaskan 162 | 0.15% | 233 | 0.23% 71 30.47%
ative
Asian 725 0.68% 835 0.82% 110 13.17%
Some Other Race 284 0.27% 583 0.57% 299 51.29%
Two or More Races 2,431 229% | 5,117 | 5.01% 2686 52.49%

The growth of the minority populations coupled with the movement of populations amongst the
townships changed the distribution of white and minority populations between 2010 and 2020.
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Maps 2-2 and 2-3 depict the re-distribution of White and minority residents between 2010 and
2020 by census tract.

Map 2-3 suggests that the White populations in the townships stayed fairly stable while areas
closer to Lima experienced varying levels of growth and decline. However, this pattern is not
exclusive to the White population, segments of the Black/African American population also left
the central City area (Map 2-4). Migrations are predicated on a number of factors including the
availability of housing, the cost of housing, the quality of housing and community services, and
the proximity of housing to employment opportunities.



Map 2-3 — Change in White Population
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The Disabled Population

Persons with disabilities face some of the greatest barriers to fair housing choice due to needed
accessibility features, as well as access to public transit, support services, and/or affordability.
Advocacy groups, through various Federal legislative initiatives, have established the civil rights
of the disabled, especially as it relates to areas of housing, employment, education, and
transportation. Each of these Acts also utilizes different terms and definitions to address specific
criteria of eligibility and/or services. 2020 ACS 5-year estimates on the disabled population within
Allen County have reported that 16,773 persons suffer from a disability, representing 16.7 percent
of all non-institutionalized persons (Table 2-11). Map 2-5 depicts the disability rate by census
tract. For purposes of this report, it is important to mention that of persons under the age of 5
years, residing in Allen County, 60, or 1 percent have a disability.

Within the four primary conditions which define the disabled population, the Census further
identifies persons whose disability restricted employment and those whose disability affected their
ability to “go-outside-the-home” without assistance. The U.S. Census Bureau identifies those with
a go-outside-the-home disability as “mobility-impaired”. This mobility-impaired component of the
larger disabled population is that group of individuals most likely in need of specialized paratransit
consideration, as they would most likely not be able to drive, walk independently, or utilize public
fixed-route transportation services. Map 2-6 reveals the proportion of Allen County's mobility-
limited population by census tract. ACS tabulations suggested that 7,891 persons were
considered ambulatory-impaired or 7.9 percent of all non-institutionalized individuals. Among
those non-institutionalized persons, identified as 65 or older, 3,629 were considered mobility-
impaired or 20.8 percent of the total elderly population.

TABLE 2-11
DISABILITY STATUS OF RESIDENTS OF ALLEN COUNTY (2020)
siytical | NI POP | #DIS | %DIS | Hearing | Vision | Cognitive | Ambulatory | S°' L:Ci‘:;g_
Allen County | 100,261 [ 16,773 | 16.73% | 4,504 | 3229 | 6,237 7,891 |2,327 | 4,731
Beaverdam | 443 70 [15.80% | 6 31 31 24 2 4
Bluffton 3761 | 425 [11.30% | 100 51 105 243 47 | 147
Cairo 684 91 [13.30% | 32 21 43 44 7 49
Delphos 3,770 | 639 [16.95% | 217 | 188 177 460 114 | 204
Elida 1,995 | 309 [15.49% | 109 24 95 150 50 | 55
Harrod 402 59 [14.68% | 23 17 20 32 11 12
Lafayette 387 66 17.05% 15 10 31 35 10 29
Lima 34,987 | 6,835 [ 19.54% | 1,349 [ 1,247 [ 2,914 3540 1,029 [ 2,132
Spencervile | 2,149 | 483 [22.48% | 50 132 252 189 19 | 128
Amanda Twp | 1,797 191 10.63% 68 68 53 76 47 64
American | 11,782 | 1,976 [16.77% | 705 | 365 647 805 261 | 704
Auglaize | 2,259 | 398 |17.62% | 138 8 157 152 27 | 123
Bath Twp | 9,473 | 1,335 [ 14.09% | 540 | 313 474 351 153 | 201
Jackson Twp | 2,533 | 408 [16.11% | 161 | 160 119 137 21 [ of
Marion Twp | 2,955 | 435 [14.72% | 127 17 54 291 32 | 89
Monroe Twp 1,707 163 9.55% 55 23 25 89 14 29
Perry Twp | 3,350 | 672 [20.06% | 136 58 290 351 127 | 142
Richland 1,759 | 160 [ 9.10% | 68 21 36 77 17 [ 72
Shawnee 12,050 | 1,695 | 14.07% | 491 367 643 717 315 399
Spencer Twp | 785 194 [2471% | 24 87 28 71 17 | 38
Sugar Creek | 1,233 | 169 [13.71% | 90 21 43 57 7 19




Map 2-5 Disabled Population
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Map 2-6 Mobility Population
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Educational Attainment

Many factors affect income and employment rates among adults. None, however, may be as
important as educational attainment levels. Higher levels of educational attainment have
repeatedly demonstrated higher income earnings regardless of gender. In addition, positions that
require higher educational attainment levels tend to offer more job satisfaction. Moreover,
individuals with lower educational attainment levels, those with no high school diploma or GED,
experience higher rates of unemployment (nearly 3 times the rate for those who have completed
a bachelor's degree) and less income when they are employed.! Therefore, it is extremely
important to support local school initiatives, post-secondary advancement, and continuing
educational programs to strengthen the skill sets of the local population and labor force.

Table 2-12 presents data summarizing the educational attainment levels of the Allen County
population aged 25 years or more. This data shows that there are 6,522 individuals or 9.43
percent of all individuals 25 years of age or older that have not completed a high school education.
This statistic compares favorably against national attainment levels where high school diplomas
fail to be earned by 11.5 percent of the population. However, given that there are a number of
very respectable post-secondary schools locally accessible, it is somewhat disappointing that only
12,902 adult residents or 18.65 percent have completed a 4-year and/or graduate degree
program, especially when compared to State (28.9%) and National (32.9%) benchmarks.

TABLE 2-12
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT FOR THE POPULATION 25 YEARS & OVER (2020)
. . Minorit .
Educational Attainment White Population Populatixn Total Population
Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Less than High School
Diploma 4,583 7.80% 1,939 18.65% 6,522 9.43%
High School Graduate or
GED 23,557 | 40.08% 3,562 34.26% | 27,119 | 39.21%
Some College or
Associates Degree 19,115 | 32.53% 3,507 33.73% | 22,622 | 32.71%
Bachelor’s Degree or
Higher 11,513 | 19.59% 1,389 13.36% | 12,902 | 18.65%

https://www.bls.gov/emp/tables/unemployment-earnings-education.htm
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Income: Household, Family & Per Capita

Data for the three most widely used indices of personal income, including per capita income,
household income and family income are displayed in Table 2-13. The data suggests Allen
County income has continued to lag behind that of State and national income trend lines. The
median household income within Allen County has lagged behind that of Ohio and the United
States since before the 2000 decennial census period. The income gap with the State has
increased from -7.9 percent in 2010 to -10.7 percent in 2020 for median household incomes.
Results are more drastic when compared to the United States; the deficit increased from -15.9
percent in 2010 to -20.2 percent in 2020.

TABLE 2-13
COMPARATIVE INCOME MEASURES (2010-2020)
Allen Allen
Income Measure C‘?)Itlﬁirtly Ohio us gg‘.’rn;)f' g?;}":,’f'
OH us
2020
Median Household $51,892 | $58,116 | $64,994 | 89.29% | 79.84%
Median Family $64,913 | $74,391 | $80,069 | 87.26% | 81.07%
Median Non-Family | $29 974 | $34,626 | $39,027 | 86.57% | 76.80%
Per Capita $27,231 | $32,465 | $35,384 | 83.88% | 76.96%
2010
Median Household $40,719 | $47,358 | $51,914 | 86.00% | 78.40%
Median Family $55,549 | $59,680 | $62,982 | 93.10% | 88.20%
Median Non-Family | $23,701 | $27,366 | $31,305 | 86.60% | 75.70%
Per Capita $21,713 | $25,113 | $27,334 | 86.50% | 79.40%

Examining family median income, a similar pattern exists. Median family incomes across the
County slipped over the last decennial period when comparing them to State and national trend
lines. Median family income in Allen County is 81.07 percent of the nation’s median family income
in 2020, a decrease of 7.1 percent when compared to the 2010 level (88.2%). When comparing
Allen County’s median family income against the State the data shows the gap continued to grow,
adding an additional 5.8 percent difference between the two.

In 2020, the median non-family income remained steady from 2010 at 86.6 percent of the State’s
median value and 76.8 percent of the entire nation. Per capita income for Allen County in 2020
jumped of 20.3 percent from 2010 figures. This compares with the increases of the State and
national per capita figures, 22.6 and 22.8 percent respectively. national figures over the ten-year
period. In 2020 Allen County per capita income was 83.9 percent of that of the State and 76.9
percent of the national figure.

Table 2-14 provides a detailed breakdown of household income by type and income levels for
2020. Households with incomes less than $15,000 in 2020 totaled 11.9 percent of all households
in Allen County. An examination of family and non-family households provides greater detail. Data
suggests that 6.7 percent of all families and 20.6 percent of all non-family households earned less
than $15,000 in 2020. Examination of income by household type reveals that the largest
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concentration of household incomes is in the $60,000 to $99,999 income bracket. About a quarter,
(24 percent) of households, are concentrated below $25,000.

TABLE 2-14
INCOME IN ALLEN COUNTY BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE (2020)
Total Households Family Non-Family
Income Range

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Less than $10,000 2,816 6.9% 1,189 4.6% 1,725 11.2%

$10,000 - $14,999 1,949 4.8% 535 2.1% 1,450 9.4%

$15,000 - $24,999 4,667 11.4% 1,567 6.1% 3,293 21.3%

$25,000 - $34,999 4,574 11.1% 2,197 8.6% 2,432 15.7%

$35,000 - $44,999 4,245 10.3% 2,595 10.1% 1,967 12.7%

$45,000 - $59,999 4,903 12.0% 3,452 13.5% 1,541 10.0%

$60,000 - $99,999 10,520 25.6% 7,887 30.8% 2,145 13.9%

$100,000 - $149,999 4,854 11.8% 4,048 15.8% 628 4.1%

$150,000 - $199,000 1,454 3.5% 1,191 4.7% 140 0.9%

$200,000 or more 1,043 2.5% 919 3.6% 124 0.8%
Totals: 41,025 100.00% 25,580 100.00% 15,445 100.00%

Median household income levels in the political subdivisions ranged from $34,586 to $82,560 in

2020.

lllustration 2-5 highlights the income disparities across the community. The median

household income in Lima was 33.3 percent lower than the County median ($51,892) and
significantly lower than the median in a number of other local political subdivisions.

ILLUSTRATION 2-5: MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD
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Between 2010 and 2020 the proportion of households with low and very low incomes, $25,000
and $15,000 respectively, decreased in Allen County. In 2020, 23.1 percent of households had
incomes of less than $25,000. A decrease of 5.6 percent. 11.4 percent had incomes less than
$15,000 a decrease of 3.6 percent.




Poverty Status: Persons & Families Below Poverty Level

Another way to examine the income disparity across the County is to identify the distribution of
persons with low incomes throughout the County. Table 2-15 depicts those households earning
less than $25,000 annually.

Lima stands out for having the largest proportion of low-income residents in the County. This is
particularly true when examining the lowest income households. 18.9 percent of Lima’s
households earned less than $15,000 which is 61.5 percent higher than the percentage for the
entire county (11.7%).

TABLE 2-15
LOW HOUSEHOLD INCOMES BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION (2020) new
PCT PCT
Pol!ti.ca.l Households PCT < | $10,000 | $15,000 | HH < PCT <
Subdivision $10,000 - - $25,000 | $25,000
$14,999 | $24,999
Allen County 41,025 6.9% 4.8% 11.4% 9,432 23.0%
Beaverdam 177 2.3% 2.3% 10.2% 26 14.7%
Bluffton 1,450 3.7% 4.6% 13.0% 310 21.4%
Cairo 236 3.8% 2.1% 8.1% 33 14.0%
Delphos 1,655 6.2% 3.3% 10.8% 336 20.3%
Elida 796 2.3% 2.1% 8.2% 100 12.6%
Harrod 138 0.7% 4.3% 2.9% 11 8.0%
Lafayette 153 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 17 11.1%
Lima 14,426 12.9% | 6.0% | 15.6% | 4,991 [ 34.6%
Spencerville 850 7.2% 4.2% 25.8% 316 37.2%
Amanda Twp 697 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1 0.14%
American Twp 5,529 5.9% 8.3% 9.6% 1318 23.8%
Auglaize Twp 832 0.0% 1.1% 7.4% 71 8.5%
Bath Twp 3,761 3.5% 1.3% 9.1% 523 13.9%
Jackson Twp 912 4.9% 0.5% 6.8% 112 12.3%
Marion Twp 1,129 2.5% 0.6% 11.8% 168 14.9%
Monroe Twp 661 0.0% 7.1% 6.1% 87 13.2%
Perry Twp 1,318 5.9% 10.9% 7.7% 324 24.6%
Richland Twp 741 1.2% 0.0% 17.0% 135 18.2%
Shawnee Twp 4,813 1.5% 3.4% 4.9% 474 9.8%
Spencer Twp 314 2.5% 0.0% 12.7% 48 15.3%
Sugar Creek Twp 437 0.0% 0.9% 6.2% 31 7.1%
ACS 2016-2020 S1901

The 2020 ACS provides information for the number of individuals and families within Allen County
whose incomes fall below the established poverty level. ACS 2020 5-year estimates revealed,
12,702 individuals or 12.9 percent of all individuals, and 2,418 families or 9.5 percent of all families
were below the established poverty level based on income and household size.
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Families with children were more likely to encounter poverty status than those families without
children. In fact, of all families suffering poverty conditions, 50.6 percent had children and 19
percent had children under 5-years of age. For purposes of comparison, data indicates that 36
percent of all households and 16.1 percent of all families within the State of Ohio were below the
established poverty level. Map 2-7 reveals the extent of household poverty by political subdivision
while Map 2-8 identifies the proportion of elderly existing below the poverty level by political

subdivision.

An examination of income data from the 2020 census report reveals positive trend in the
proportion of individuals in poverty. In fact, 7,015 individuals rose from poverty status between
2010 and 2020 tabulations, representing a drop of 35.6 percent.

TABLE 2-16
RATIO OF INCOME TO POVERTY LEVEL AMONG INDIVIDUALS (2020)
Poverty Level Number Percent
Below 50% of Poverty Level 5,846 5.9%
50% to 99% of Poverty Level 6,856 7.0%
100% to 149% of Poverty Level 9,481 9.6%
150% to 199% of Poverty Level 10,202 10.3%
200% of Poverty Level or More 66,207 67.2%
C17002 2020 ACS Allen County
TABLE 2-17
POVERTY BY FAMILY STATUS (2020)
Family Type Total | Percent of Total Number in Poverty | Percent of Type
Married w/children 6685 26.13% 268 4.01%
Male alone w/children 1384 5.41% 139 10.04%
Female Alone w/children 4152 16.23% 1519 36.58%
Family - No children 13359 52.22% 492 3.68%
Total 25580 100.00% 2418 9.45%
ACS 2016-2020 B17010 Allen County
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Map 2-8 Elderly Poverty Rate

Map 2-8: Poverty Rate of Population 65 and Over (2020)
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Labor Force Profile

The total labor force in Allen County, reflecting those 16 years of age and over, numbered 81,851
persons according to the ACS 2020 5-year estimates; those not participating in the labor force
reflected 31,300 or 38.2 percent of the total available labor force. The civilian labor force in Allen
County, as documented by the ACS 2020 5-year estimates, was 50,516 of which 47,687 (94.4%)
were employed.

A perspective on the labor force can be gained by examining the number of employed persons
by type of occupation. Table 2-18 uses ACS 2020 5-year estimates to identify the dominant
occupations in the region: Educational services, health care and social assistance (11,325),
Manufacturing (10,259), followed Retail Trade (5,513). In Allen County, the employment-
population ratio, the proportion of the population 16 years of age and over in the workforce, has
ticked up over the last ten years from 57.0 percent in 2010 to 61.8 percent in 2020.

TABLE 2-18
LABOR FORCE BY OCCUPATION (2020)

Industry NAICS | Employees Percent
Agriculture, forestry, 0
fishing and hunting 1 547 1.15%
Construction 23 2472 5.19%
Manufacturing 31-33 10259 21.52%
Wholesale trade 42 1237 2.60%
Retail trade 44-45 5513 11.00%
Transportgtlon, 22, 48- ,
warehousing and 49 2743 5.75%
utilities
Information 51 645 1.35%
Finance and
insurance, real estate 52-53 1947 4.08%
renting and leasing
Professional,
scientific, and
management, and o
administrative and 54,55,56 3190 6.69%
waste management
services
Educational services,
and health care and 61-62 11,325 23.76%
social assistance
Arts, entertainment, 71-72 4132 8.67%
and recreation
Other services, except o
public administration 81 2076 8.67%
Public Administration 92 1582 3.32%

Total Labor Force 47,668 100%




The unemployment rates over the past 10 years reflect the impact of major employers relocating
or instituting major cutbacks in response to market events or economic trends. lllustration 2-8
suggests that Allen County typically experiences higher unemployment rates than that
experienced by the State of Ohio or the nation as a whole. After a significant and steady rise from
2012 to 2014, the County witnessed some relief, and unemployment in Allen County dropped
below 2010 levels and began to show an equilibrium with those rates of Ohio and The United
States through 2019. A significant impact on the unemployment levels came with the shutdown
of businesses across the nation in 2020 due to the COVID-19 Pandemic. The impact of the
shutdowns continues to have an effect on the unemployment rates even as we begin to see
business open back up.

Illustration 2-6: Unemployment Rate 2010-2020
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Two of the major barriers to employment for those living in poverty are education and
transportation. While lack of education keeps a person from available jobs they do not qualify for,
a lack of transportation is a barrier from available potential employment. Currently close to 40
percent of Allen County households are limited to one or no vehicles available, making juggling
family and work transportation needs a challenge.

Table 2-19: Vehicle Availability
Number of Vehicles by Allen PCT PCT PCT
Household County Owner | owner | Renter | renter
No vehicle available 3,439 | 8.4% 942 3.4% | 2,497 | 18.3%
1 vehicle available 12,866 | 31.4% | 6,699 | 24.5% | 6,167 [ 45.2%
2 vehicles available 15,212 | 37.1% | 11,674 [ 42.6% | 3,538 [ 25.9%
3 or more vehicles available 9,508 |23.2% | 8,058 [29.4% | 1,450 | 10.6%




Summary
The population of Allen County has experienced a general decline since 1980 when it reached a

population plateau of 112,241 persons. Comparison to the 1980 population reveals the current
population has decreased by 10,035 persons or 8.9 percent. Examining more recent 2010-2020
data, Allen County has lost only 4,125 residents, a loss in population of 3.9 percent. However,
population change is not static nor is it uniform. Many of the political subdivisions within Allen
County have experienced an extended period of continued growth while others have experienced
overall growth in cyclical spurts since 1960. Summary Tables 2-1 and 2-2 provide an overview
of key demographic groups by census tract and political subdivisions that need to be considered
during this assessment.

An important demographic factor to consider is change in the total number and size of local
households. Census data reveals the composition, size and number of households is changing.
The total number of Allen County households in 2020 was 41,025, an increase of 0.8 percent
from the 2010 figure. In 2020, there were 27,298 (66.5%) households comprised of only one or
two individuals. The implications of smaller size households are important and should be
monitored by local policy experts and reflected in the local housing policies, building codes and
zoning regulations.

Consistent with national trends the County’s population is aging. The median age of the
population is 38.6 years. That compares with a median age of 39.5 and 38.2 years with the State
of Ohio and the United States respectively. By 2020, the elderly population within Allen County
grew to 18,159 persons or approximately 17.8 percent of the population. To compound matters
more, the elderly made up 17.3 percent of all individuals existing below the poverty level and while
the largest concentration of the impoverished were residents of the City of Lima, 65.0 percent of
all outlying areas were found to have concentrations of the elderly poor. The housing stock will
need to reflect this influx and be designed or retrofitted to accommodate the lifestyle of senior
citizens. Data suggests that simply due to age of the population more than a third of the population
is not able to fully contribute to the economic growth and earning power of the community. The
desire of the elderly to age in place, the design and inclusion of appropriate housing designs and
the need for assisted living arrangements need to be reflected in local fair housing planning
efforts.

ACS 2020 5-Year estimates on the disabled within Allen County have reported that 16,773
persons suffer from a disability, representing 16.7 percent of all non-institutionalized persons. For
persons under the age of 5 years 60, or 1 percent have a disability within the County. Persons
with disabilities face some of the greatest barriers to fair housing due to needed accessibility
features, as well as access to public transit, support services and/or affordability. ACS tabulations
suggested that 7,891 persons were considered mobility-impaired or 7.8 percent of all non-
institutionalized individuals. Among those non-institutionalized persons, identified as 65 or older,
3,629 were considered mobility-impaired or 20.8 percent of the total elderly population.

The County’s population has grown more racially and ethnically diverse during the past decade.
Racially, the white population comprises the largest percentage of the population at 77.9 percent.
The largest minority group within Allen County is African-American, which comprises 12.2 percent
of the total population. All other minority groups comprise approximately 9.8 percent of the total
County population. Although dispersed across the County, the County’s largest minority, the
African-American population, is primarily concentrated in the City of Lima where it constitutes 27.8
percent of the City’s population.

Many factors affect employment rates among adults. None, however, may be as important as
educational attainment levels. Data shows that there are over 6,522 individuals or 9.43 percent
of all individuals 25 years of age or older that have not completed a high school education.
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However, given that there are a number of very reputable post-secondary schools readily
accessible, it is disappointing that only 18.6% of adult residents have completed a 4-year and/or
master’s college degree program.

Allen County income has continued to lag behind that of State and national income trend lines.
The gap increased when comparing the median household income to the State in the 2020 ACS
(-10.7%). The gap nationally was -20.2 percent. Median family income in Allen County was only
87.3 percent of Ohio’s median family income in 2020 and only 81.1 percent of the national median
income. The median non-family income was 86.6 percent of the State’s median value and about
76.8 percent of the entire nation. In 2020 Allen County's per capita income was only 83.9 percent
of that of the State and 76.9 percent of the national figure.

ACS 2020 5-year estimates revealed 12,702 individuals or 12.9 percent of all individuals, and
2,418 families or 9.5 percent of all families were below the established poverty level based on
income and household size.

Families with children were more likely to encounter poverty status than those families without
children. In fact, of all families suffering poverty conditions, 80.9 percent had children and 37.1
percent had children under 5 years of age. For purposes of comparison, data indicates that 14.4
percent of all households and 10.8 percent of all families within the State of Ohio were below the
established poverty level.



SUMMARY TABLE 2-1
POPULATION & SOCIOECONOMIC DEMOGRAPHICS
ALLEN COUNTY - CENSUS TRACTS 2020

101 4,405 4126 | 6.33% 1524 1720 | 12.86% 230 3.0% 4.9% 408 22% 24.6% 10.0% | 727% 11.8% 142% | 30.0% | $65132 | 449 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 2.0%
102 4,110 3812 | 7-25% 1.480 1545 4.39% 268 3.0% 29% 433 24% 18.4% 6.6% 137.7% | 9.9% 9.5% 39.2% | $71,194 | 4059 5.9% 2.1% 69.7% 1.4% 1.4%
103 1676 1600 | 4.53% 625 604 -3.36% 266 46% 3.0% 43 18% 21.1% 5.9% 143.6% | 15.3% 8.4% 455% | $76,630 | goo, 2.0% 0.5% 100.0% | 0.3% 0.5%
106 5138 5128 | -0.19% 1884 1861 -1.22% 254 3.7% 5.5% 423 26% 16.3% 7.7% 139.6% | 18.3% 16.3% | 41.8% | $56,174 | 4969 7.2% 4.0% 100.0% | 0.4% 1.6%
108 7,004 8,055 0.76% 3,311 3257 | -1.66% 72.7%

108.01 4.453 1894 237 25% 4.3% 46 21% 26.6% 10.8% 16.5% 14.7% | 43.4% | $64,167 | 439, 4.3% 3.0% 29.8% 1.2% 1.7%

108.02 3,602 1363 263 28% 16.7% 408 28% 17.9% 14.7% 14.8% 151% | 243% | $67,455 | 4549, 5.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 1.0%
109 4,515 4,545 0.66% 1755 1958 | 11.57% 186 0.0% 5.5% 35.2 10% 226% | 259% | 43.9% 17.8% 212% | 336% | $53239 | 1569 9.2% 1.0% 100.0% 1.3% 4.2%
110 5,445 5437 | 015% | 2331 2,535 8.75% 200 0.0% 11.2% 36.4 21% 15.9% 332% | 55.2% 13.6% 14.9% | 402% | $37,526 | 3900, | 24.8% 1.2% | 90.5% 0.9% 6.0%
112 4218 2843 | -32.60% 484 598 23.55% 264 6.2% 7.5% 44.8 11% 11.7% | 298% | -375% | 16.7% 12.0% | 44.9% | $60,000 | 9379, 8.3% 9.5% 57.9% 1.5% 0.9%
113 7,559 7309 | -331% | o248 2,942 3.20% 69.0%

113.01 4,538 2,043 207 1.6% 6.8% 45 20% 20.6% 13.0% 14.3% 9.7% 38.6% | $46,130 | 15.1% 11.6% 4.0% 53.1% 0.2% 299

113.02 2,771 899 3.07 1.8% 9.9% 32.2 24% 9.6% 6.5% 10.3% 3.7% 24.0% | $93625 | 5.2% 1.7% 2.2% 0.0% 0.7% 53%
114 3,056 3143 2.85% 1,119 1065 | -4-83% 274 5.5% 3.1% 415 24% 16.5% 4.6% 105.6% | 16.2% 13.2% | 555% | $66,979 | 12.1% 4.9% 1.7% 22.2% 1.0% 0.5%
115 2,783 2757 | -0.93% 1035 970 -6.28% 274 1.2% 0.1% 431 19% 17.1% 6.1% 106.1% | 17.2% 15.0% | 51.0% | $67,283 | 8.4% 4.7% 3.0% 89.7% 0.2% 28%
116 2,693 2579 | 4.23% 1,238 1121 -9.45% 243 3.0% 8.3% 44.6 22% 24.9% 9.5% 541% | 21.2% 214% | 46.6% | $56,328 | 24.8% 11.3% 0.7% 0.0% 4.8% 26%
118 2,346 2208 | -2.05% 936 946 1.07% 248 23% 3.5% 423 25% 21.9% 15.4% | 322% | 20.4% 16.0% | 31.0% | $72,981 [ 11.9% 4.5% 1.5% 78.6% 0.8% 29%
119 3.208 3089 | -371% 1,261 1214 | 373% 215 0.6% 6.0% 473 15% 19.1% 104% | 56.1% 18.5% 18.2% | 44.0% | $61,900 | 16.5% 4.7% 2.4% 55.2% 1.2% 3.99%
120 2,410 2593 7.59% 880 940 6.82% 258 1.8% 3.4% 453 21% 22.1% 11.8% | 33.2% 8.4% 9.0% 17.8% | $98625 | 5.7% 1.7% 0.3% 100.0% | 0.3% 1.2%
121 3,455 3438 | -049% 1,223 1207 | 131% 275 1.7% 6.8% 423 22% 15.5% 14.0% | 34.1% 8.8% 10.0% | 21.9% | $92,734 | 46% 2.2% 0.7% 100.0% | 0.3% 1.8%
122 3,291 3.338 1.43% 1,404 1578 | 12.39% 221 1.3% 15.6% 31.2 26% 183% | 407% | 29.3% 16.8% 21.7% | 36.3% | $38,086 | 36.0% | 23.4% 12.9% | 97.5% 1.6% 11%
123 4,052 3803 | -3.92% 1,570 1802 | 14.78% 219 1.5% 7.4% 406 26% 14.9% 343% | 587% | 21.7% 29.8% | 47.1% | $34.904 | 34.4% 12.3% 47% 56.0% 1.1% 2.8%
124 2,710 2466 | -900% 1,094 1016 | 713% 203 41% 15.9% 37.6 21% 10.8% 30.3% -0.7% 18.1% 19.0% | 547% | $31,558 | 30.8% 19.9% 141% | 96.5% 1.9% 0.9%
126 1834 1742 | -5.02% 852 668 -21.60% 279 3.6% 16.2% 31.6 35% 14.4% | 263% | 297% | 22.0% 19.7% | 44.41% | $37,237 | 15.5% 31.3% 12.9% | 93.0% 2.3% 6.8%
127 1648 1481 | -10.13% 602 613 1.83% 241 0.3% 26.9% 30 33% 10.9% | 47.3% -4.0% 20.4% 23.0% | 423% | $28,799 | 43.9% 31.2% 16.2% | 82.8% 2.4% 10.2%
129 1741 1668 | 419% 689 702 1.89% 260 27% 25.8% 27 43% 12.8% 51.6% 16.7% | 20.6% 266% | 40.2% | $20,643 | 56.6% 513% | 301% | 84.4% 2.8% 5.8%
130 3.093 4,005 0.30% 1,970 1745 | -1142% 231 0.6% 8.1% 32.7 20% 18.2% 31.8% | 29.3% 19.3% 23.0% | 41.6% | $38,162 | 24.3% 17.5% 7.0% 58.5% 2.7% 3.4%
131 2313 2343 1.30% 1075 1067 | 074% 239 26% 3.7% 34.8 27% 133% | 243% | 559% 14.7% 16.6% | 40.7% | $57,721 | 15.9% 3.5% 0.8% 100.0% | 0.5% 31%
132 1774 1827 2.99% 726 705 -2.89% 3.02 8.2% 16.0% 32.7 37% 12.2% 37.2% 14.3% 11.3% 11.9% | 289% | $54,680 | 11.3% 8.5% 3.0% 61.9% 0.6% 42%
133 1.290 1352 4.81% 421 344 -18.29% 3.35 26% 28.5% 37.3 25% 20.2% 52.9% 5.5% 29.6% 19.7% | 41.9% | $55667 | 21.3% 19.0% 11.3% | 84.6% 0.0% 4.9%
134 2,549 2124 | -1667% | 1,044 921 -11.78% 270 5.0% 16.1% 32.4 38% 12.6% | 446% | -11.3% | 23.8% 222% | 443% | $25011 | 49.9% | 47.5% 153% | 80.9% 37% 9.8%
136 1375 1182 | -14.04% 464 423 -8.84% 276 1.9% 18.9% 33.5 27% 8.6% 48.8% | -115% | 18.2% 206% | 36.1% | $26,985 | 46.8% 332% | 23.2% 78.6% 1.4% 13.2%
137 1156 1005 | -5:28% 420 409 2.62% 249 46% 17.1% 36.7 25% 10.0% 64.6% -6.7% 36.0% 408% | 424% | $24,550 | 51.1% 385% | 208% | 85.9% 0.9% 41%
138 2,728 2614 | -418% 1019 1103 8.24% 268 6.5% 26.4% 30.9 37% 15.8% 64.2% 0.5% 18.0% 18.2% | 39.8% | $30,173 | 362% | 22.8% 16.6% | 82.0% 1.9% 17.1%
139 3,406 3313 | 273% 1293 1,501 16.09% 230 3.6% 3.1% 39.9 22% 20.5% 8.5% 166.0% | 17.7% 18.6% | 48.6% | $44,893 | 21.7% 9.1% 41% 86.9% 1.4% 26%
140 3,300 3.316 0.21% 1349 1283 | 4.80% 255 0.6% 5.1% 38.6 24% 23.4% 6.4% 131.5% | 14.2% 216% | 352% | $68,445 | 14.0% 5.3% 3.0% 76.9% 1.3% 46%
141 2,151 1605 | 21.20% 793 662 16.52% 173 23% 12.1% 46.5 10% 12.8% 376% | -17.8% | 32.8% 329% | 36.0% | $21,250 | 56.0% | 222% 8.0% 73.6% 1.5% 28%
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SECTION 3
COMMUNITY HOUSING STOCK

Traditionally, housing development has grown outward from village and city centers capitalizing
upon easy access to employment opportunities, public utilities and transportation infrastructure.
Since the 1960’s however, the automobile and unbridled utility extensions coupled with cheap
land fueled urban sprawl and the resultant white flight and economic segregation currently visible
in urban centers around the nation, including Allen County.

In an effort to understand Allen County’s housing issues and address topics ranging from
homelessness, dilapidated housing, an aging infrastructure and suburban competition, local
agencies have worked with stakeholders to explore specific issues related to the community
housing stock. More specifically, the housing issues facing the low-income, disabled, minority and
elderly populations that include:

= current housing choices that fail to fully meet the needs of individuals of all ages, incomes
and ability levels;

adapting housing incentives to changing market conditions;

homelessness and the associated needs for supportive services;

excessive numbers of dilapidated and abandoned residential buildings;

weak private sector market for housing rehabilitation; and,

obstacles to assembling sites for new large-scale housing developments.

Data Limitations in Section Ill — Data in this section primarily comes from the American Community Survey 5-
year estimate which is based on sampling over the 2016-2020 time period. In smaller communities, like Allen
County, the sample can easily misrepresent actual totals and changes over time. In this section, an over
estimation of housing units and change in housing unit totals over the 2016-2020 period has potentially skewed
the figures related to housing unit totals including tenure, vacancy, etc. It is the only current data available at
this level so it is presented as is but the reader is cautioned as to its accuracy. Tables with ** following the title
fall into this category.

Historical Overview

Allen County, and more specifically its municipalities especially the City of Lima, the county seat,
are overly represented by older homes many of which were built before WWII. Many of the homes
were built in close proximity to railroad lines and/or factories giving residents access to available
jobs. As advancements in transportation grew, the more affluent residents began to move further
out, abandoning the housing in the central city neighborhoods for newer more modern housing in
neighborhoods with larger lots. As families moved from the older neighborhoods to the outskirts
of the communities, the quality and condition of the older housing began to decline — albeit slowly
over time and from various influences including age, weathering and occupancy status. Many
houses were converted to two-family and multi-family homes to accommodate new populations
with lower socio-economic status that were migrating to the area.

As a result of migration patterns, the number of homes that were either rented or abandoned in
the older municipalities continued unabated until a pattern of disinvestment was readily apparent.
Some residents found it difficult to obtain loans from banks for home improvements or for the
purchase of a home either because of the condition of the home, the character of the
neighborhood or their economic/credit status. As a result, the quality and value of housing began
to decline and people moved out of the City of Lima and some of the smaller municipalities at
rates which resulted in a glut of older houses on the market further eroding home values and
decreasing the community’s tax base and its ability to provide government services at the level of
service desired/needed by remaining residents.

3-1



Housing Stock

An overview of the housing stock is presented using various indices at varying levels of
geography. Data at the county and political subdivision level is presented with census tract and
street address level data introduced when required/available. The heart of the assessment relies
upon 2020 ACS 5-year estimate data. County Auditor data is offered when available to provide a
deeper and more current perspective. A study of the data provides a broad picture of the housing
challenges faced by Allen County and its political subdivisions. Summary Tables 3-1 and 3-2, and
Appendix B provide additional insights into the housing stock in terms of historical patterns and
distribution of housing stock characteristics, including: tenure, vacancy status, size, age and
valuation.

Housing Units

The total number of housing units available in Allen County decreased between 2010 and 2020
by 436 units or just under 1 percent. The City of Lima witnessed a decrease of 756 housing units
or 4.5 percent over the same 10-year period. Map 3-1 depicts the location of recent housing
demolitions conducted by the City of Lima. Table 3-1 identifies the change over time in number
of units.

TABLE 3-1
TOTAL HOUSING UNITS BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION (2010-2020)
Political Subdivision Units 2010 Units 2020 PCT Change
Allen County 44,999 44,563 -0.97%
Beaverdam 153 151 -1.31%
Bluffton 1,435 1,445 0.70%
Cairo 214 216 0.93%
Delphos 1,742 1,781 2.24%
Elida 741 750 1.21%
Harrod 161 173 7.45%
Lafayette 172 175 1.74%
Lima 16,784 16,028 -4.50%
Spencerville 886 897 1.24%
Amanda Twp 789 802 1.65%
American Twp 5,727 5,898 2.99%
Auglaize Twp 948 963 1.58%
Bath Twp 4,111 4081 -0.73%
Jackson Twp 1,069 1111 3.93%
Marion Twp 1,049 1,056 0.67%
Monroe Twp 669 646 -3.44%
Perry Twp 1,561 1,546 -0.96%
Richland Twp 715 691 -3.36%
Shawnee Twp 5,194 5,300 2.04%
Spencer Twp 344 338 -1.74%
Sugar Creek Twp 535 515 -3.74%
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Tenure

In the 2016-2020 period, Allen County experienced an increase in the number of renters occupied
housing units (16%) and a corresponding decrease in owner-occupied housing units (-5.6%).
However, tenure varied across the community. Owner occupancy rates for Allen County fell to 66.7
percent in 2020 . The percentage of owner-occupied units increased in 8 of the 21 political
subdivisions with the most significant increase in home ownership occurring in the village of Cairo
m(43.4%). The percent of renter units increased in more than half of the 21 political subdivisions
within Allen County. Tables 3-2 and 3-3 provide more detailed information at the political

subdivision level.

TABLE 3-2
OWNER OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS (2010-2020)

Poli_ti.cz—fl Owner PCT Owner PCT Change PCT
Subdivision 2010 2010 2020 2020 Change
Allen County | 28,986 71.2% 27,373 66.7% -1,613 -5.6%

Beaverdam 143 76.9% 134 75.7% -9 -6.3%
Bluffton | 976 73.4% 1,014 69.9% 38 3.9%
Cairo | 143 99.3% 205 86.9% 62 43.4%
Delphos 996 62.1% 1,133 68.5% 137 13.8%
Elida | 708 87.9% 617 77.5% -91 -12.9%
Harrod 167 84.8% 100 72.5% -67 -40.1%
Lafayette 86 74.5% 87 56.9% 1 1.2%
Lima | 8,003 54.7% 6,696 | 46.4% -1,307 -16.3%
Spencerville | 665 77.4% 493 58.0% -172 -25.9%
Amanda Twp | 699 98.6% 648 93.0% -51 -7.3%
American Twp | 3,517 60.1% 3.606 57.0% 89 2.5%
Auglaize Twp 725 70.0% 755 77.8% 30 4.1%
Bath Twp | 3,001 78.3% 3216 | 85.5% 215 7.2%
Jackson Twp 903 80.7% 879 82.5% -24 -2.7%
Marion Twp | 1021 38.6% 1,010 36.3% -1 -1.1%
Monroe Twp 524 67.0% 600 66.9% 76 14.5%
Perry Twp | 1,156 73.9% 1,024 77.7% -132 -11.4%
Richland Twp | 661 29.7% 695 29.4% 34 5.1%
Shawnee Twp | 4,140 88.7% 3.806 79.1% -334 -8.1%
Spencer Twp | 299 25.4% 297 25 5% -2 -0.7%
Sugar C;_ewe'; 453 89.7% sss | 8100 -95 -21.0%
$2501 Census 2020




TABLE 3-3
RENTER OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS (2010-2020)

sundivieon | 2010 | 2010 | 3020 |PCT2020 [ Change C::n-l;]e
Allen County | 11,733 28.8% 13,652 33.3% 1,919 16.4%
Beaverdam 43 23.1% 43 24.3% 0 0.0%
Bluffton 354 26.6% 436 30.2% 82 23.2%

Cairo 1 0.7% 31 13.1% 30 3000.0%

Delphos 607 37.9% 522 33.1% -85 -14.0%

Elida 89 11.2% 179 22.5% 90 101.1%

Harrod 30 15.2% 38 27.5% 8 26.7%

Lafayette 15 14.9% 66 43.1% 51 340.0%
Lima | 6,615 45.3% 7,730 53.6% 1,115 16.9%
Spencerville 194 22.6% 357 42.0% 163 84.0%

Amanda Twp 10 1.4% 49 7.0% 39 390.0%
American Twp 1,535 34.8% 1,923 34.8% 388 25.3%
Auglaize Twp 113 13.5% 77 9.3% -36 -31.9%
Bath Twp 832 21.7% 545 14.5% -287 -34.5%
Jackson Twp 115 11.3% 33 3.6% -82 -71.3%

Marion Twp 18 1.7% 119 10.5% 101 561.1%
Monroe Twp 114 17.9% 61 9.2% -53 -46.5%
Perry Twp 409 26.1% 294 22.3% -115 -28.1%
Richland Twp 45 6.4% 46 6.2% 1 2.2%
Shawnee Twp 525 11.3% 1007 20.9% 482 91.8%
Spencer Twp 17 5.4% 17 5.4% 0 0.0%
SugarCiest| 52 10.3% 79 18.1% 27 51.9%

S2501 Census 2020

Vacancy Rate

The 2020 vacancy rate in Allen County increased to 9.1% percent from 6.0 percent in 2010. The
Villages of Elida, Lafayette and Spencerville also saw significant increases. 9 of the 21 political
subdivisions experienced a decline in vacancies with Jackson Township seeing the biggest decline
of almost 8 percent. Table 3-4 reveals the extent of change by political subdivision. Map 3-2
depicts the location and density of vacant residential units in Lima at the block group level identified
in the 2020 ACS.



TABLE 3-4

RESIDENTIAL VACANT UNITS BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION (2010-2020)

Poli.ti.ca_l Vacant PCT Vacant PCT Change PCT
Subdivision 2010 2010 2020 2020 Change
Allen County 4,380 6.00% 4146 9.3% -234 -5.34%
Beaverdam 9 5.90% 33 15.70% 24 | 266.67%
Bluffton 91 6.00% 53 3.30% -38 | -41.76%
Cairo 16 | 7.50% 13|  520% B3| -18.75%
Delphos 130 7.50% 205 6.30% 75 57.69%
Elida 33 4.50% 12 1.50% 21| -63.64%
Harrod 18 | 11.20% 10 6.80% B 4444%
Lafayette 11 6.40% 31 16.80% 20 | 181.82%
Lima 2,563 |  15.30% 2218 |  13.30% 345 | -1sden
Spencerville 69 7.80% 97 10.20% 28 40.58%
Amanda Twp 30 3.80% 25| 3.50% 5| -16.67%
American Twp 383 6.70% 195 | 3.41% -188 |  -49.09%
Auglaize Twp 55 5.80% 47 | 5.35% 8| -14.55%
Bath Twp 284 6.90% 316 | 7.80% 32| 11.27%
Jackson Twp 66 6.20% 60| 6.17% -6 -9.09%
Marion Twp 33 3.10% 19 1.66% 14| -42.42%
Monroe Twp 35 5.20% 7 2.81% 28 | -80.00%
Perry Twp 108 6.90% 222 | 14.40% 114 | 105.56%
Richland Twp 27 4.30% 24 3.14% B3 11.11%
Shawnee Twp 361 7.00% 493 9.30% 132 36.57%
Spencer Twp 18 5.20% 46 12.78% 28 | 155.56%
Suger CEI'eweg 40 7.50% 20 4.40% 20 o000

Census ACS DP04 & B25002 2020




Map 3-2: Vacant Housing Units (2020)
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Size of Housing Units

The size of housing units can be evaluated by looking at both the number of rooms in a unit as
well as the total square footage. The ACS provides tabulations on the number of rooms and
bedrooms per unit. Table 3-5 suggests that the median number of rooms in a house including
kitchen, dining room, family room, bedrooms, utility rooms, and bathrooms ranged from a high of
7.1 rooms in Sugar Creek Township to a low of 5.4 rooms in the Village of Spencerville. The
median number of rooms per dwelling unit in Allen County was 6 rooms. 20 percent of the housing
units in Allen County contain 3 or more bedrooms. Data on the square footage of residential units
within Allen County was acquired from the County Auditor. The most recent data shows the
average size of a housing unit in Allen County at 1,636sq ft. Broken down by political subdivision
the average sizes range from 1,438sqft (Lima) to 1,935sq ft (Shawnee Township).

TABLE 3-5
HOUSING UNITS BY NUMBER OF ROOMS, BEDROOMS AND SIZE (2020)
Political Median | PcT |pcTBR | PCT PCcT | PCT 4 P%Tofe”
Subdivision Rooms No BR 1 2 BRs 3 BRs BRs BRs
Allen County | g 450% |26.50% |19.80% |20.00% |12.80% | 16.30%

Beaverdam | 58 0.50% | 5.70% [17.10% |[67.60% | 8.10% | 1.00%
Bluffton | 6.4 3.50% | 6.90% [19.70% |48.20% | 17.00% | 4.80%

Cairo | 6.1 0.00% | 5.60% [21.70% [55.80% | 12.00% | 4.80%

Delphos | 6.2 250% | 9.20% |[24.40% |41.80% |16.70% | 5.40%
Elida| 6.3 0.20% | 0.70% | 11.00% |67.70% | 19.40% | 0.90%

Harrod | 6.5 0.00% | 3.40% [14.90% [62.80% | 10.80% | 8.10%
Lafayette | 6.1 0.00% | 15.20% |[26.60% |34.80% | 19.60% | 3.80%
Lima| 56 270% |12.10% |27.40% |45.70% | 10.60% | 1.50%
Spencerville | 54 0.00% | 3.90% [40.70% |40.00% |[11.50% | 3.90%
Amanda Twp 7 0.00% | 0.00% [12.70% |53.70% [ 19.70% | 13.90%
American Twp | 59 1.90% | 6.50% |26.50% |49.60% |[13.00% | 2.40%
Auglaize Twp | 6.3 0.00% | 1.20% |[18.30% [66.00% | 13.30% | 1.20%
Bath Twp | 6.2 0.40% | 2.40% |19.40% |54.00% | 16.80% | 7.00%
Jackson Twp | 6.4 0.00% | 3.30% [13.60% |59.90% |15.80% | 7.40%
Marion Twp | 6.7 2.40% | 8.70% |[17.80% |47.20% |16.90% | 7.00%
Monroe Twp | 65 0.00% | 7.20% [12.50% [59.90% | 14.90% | 5.50%
Perry Twp | 538 0.00% |12.80% [27.40% [39.00% | 18.60% | 2.20%
Richland Twp | 6.5 2.30% | 4.40% |15.30% |50.60% |22.40% | 5.00%
Shawnee Twp | 6.4 1.10% | 2.30% |21.10% |48.50% [22.30% | 4.80%
Spencer Twp | 59 0.70% | 2.80% [33.90% |47.10% | 11.30% | 4.10%
Sugar Creek Twp | 7 1 0.00% | 2.00% [18.20% [59.30% | 17.30% | 3.30%

|ICensus ACS DP04 2020




Age of Housing Stock
The villages of Lafayette and Beaverdam have the distinction of having the oldest housing stock
in Allen County with a median year built of 1939 and 1949, respectively. According to the 2020
ACS, the median year in which residential structures date in Lima is 1951, as compared to the
County median of 1963. The oldest housing in the City of Lima is found in the neighborhoods
immediately adjacent to the central business district, while the newest is located in the Jerry Lewis
and Westgate neighborhoods that lie closer to the city’s western and northern borders with
American Township. Table 3-6 identifies the number of housing units and median age by political

subdivision.
TABLE 3-6
HOUSING UNITS BY AGE & VALUE POLITICAL SUBDIVISION

Subdivision | Tta! | Prior [1940 to [1960 to [1980 to [1990 to [2000 to | After Mfg;?" Median

Units [to 1940 | 1959 | 1979 | 1989 | 1999 [ 2009 | 2010 | p°%L | Value
Allen County | 45,005 |23.80% [22.10% |29.00% | 7.70% | 9.20% | 7.50% | 0.70% | 1963 |$110,900
Beaverdam 194 |43.30% [16.00% |30.40% | 5.70% | 2.10% | 2.60% | 0.00% | 1949 | $74,300
Bluffton 1.747 |32.30% [19.90% |19.30% | 5.80% |12.20% | 9.30% | 1.10% | 1958 |$147,200
Cairo 213 |39.40% |23.00% |20.70% | 4.20% | 2.80% | 9.90% | 0.00% | 1952 | $91,400
Delphos 3,211 |32.70% |22.20% |22.90% | 4.90% |10.00% | 5.90% | 1.40% | 1956 | $90,200
Elida 732 [17.20% |21.40% |10.80% |12.80% |31.80% | 5.90% | 0.00% | 1980 |$143.200
Harrod 154 |51.90% [11.70% |20.10% | 8.40% | 3.90% | 2.60% | 1.30% | 1939 | $76,300
Lafayette 183 |53.00% [26.80% | 1.10% | 9.30% | 6.00% | 3.80% | 0.00% | 1939 | $81,600
Lima 17,019 |34.70% |29.30% |23.70% | 4.30% | 4.60% | 3.30% | 0.10% | 1951 | $66,000
Spencerville 889 [33.90% [23.70% [21.00% | 7.50% | 6.70% | 5.30% | 1.80% | 1954 | $83,100
?;nv?rr]]sdfip 700 |14.00% |11.60% |28.60% [13.30% [13.30% [14.10% | 5.10% | 1978 |$168.900
fr\?vféfﬁg 5,369 | 5.80% |13.60% [47.90% |12.00% | 9.80% [10.90% | 0.00% | 1974 |$127,800
ﬁg\?v'izh?p 907 |31.10% |12.90% |28.80% | 4.60% [16.20% | 2.60% | 3.70% | 1962 |$123,000
.Er*f)‘wnship 4,254 | 7.60% [17.70% |33.80% [10.00% [16.60% [13.90% | 0.30% | 1975 |[$125,700
%iﬁb‘f;:‘lp 985 |12.10% | 6.80% |28.50% [10.20% [21.80% [17.10% | 3.60% | 1977 |$152.900
R
#";Cﬁghm 1,150 |23.10% [14.00% [23.70% [12.90% [14.50% |11.80% | 0.00% | 1959 |$112,800
1
#"&‘;‘;ﬁm 639 |20.70% |12.50% |22.40% [15.60% | 5.90% [12.40% [10.50% | 1969 |$126.800
'l?ce)\r/\%ship 1,502 [21.30% [24.00% [21.30% [13.40% | 9.70% [10.30% | 0.00% | 1968 | $88,100
.'?c')cva‘r';?]‘fp 601 |42.40% [13.50% |16.00% | 1.50% [19.60% | 7.00% | 0.00% | 1955 |$148.000
?2@";’2&‘; 5,215 | 7.20% |22.50% [42.30% | 9.80% | 8.40% | 8.90% | 1.00% | 1969 |$143,900
?g@ﬂgﬁfp 365 [48.50% | 7.70% [11.00% | 8.80% | 1.90% [22.20% | 0.00% | 1953 | $95,700
%\?vi"sﬁifek 482 |34.20% [14.10% [25.50% | 7.50% [14.70% | 3.90% | 0.00% | 1961 |$133,700




Residential Housing Quality

The quality of housing varies across the County. The quality of construction largely reflects the
architectural detail, the quality of the materials used and age of the housing stock. Table 3-7
identifies the quality of the housing with a general grading of the single-family residential housing
in Allen County. The grading reflects the extent of architectural detail, quality of materials and
workmanship as reflected in appraisals conducted for the Allen County Auditor in 2020. The
grading scale works from A thru E with multiple levels within each letter grade e.g., AAA to EE.
Variations within each letter grade reflect the extent and type of material used on such components
as: the exterior roofs (heavy slate, shake/wood shingles, copper flashing, ornamental wood
cornices versus asbestos shingles, roll or metal roofing); exterior walls (stucco, brick, stone granite
versus aluminum siding, vinyl siding); interior finish (hardwood trim throughout, excellent built-in
kitchen China, broom, linen cabinetry; high grade decorating, ornamental woodwork in all major
rooms, tiled bathrooms with high quality shower doors and large vanities versus pine/fir doors,
plywood or composite cabinetry, drywall/plaster/plywood walls); and, flooring (marble, slate,
hickory, cherry, oak, versus other hard/soft wood flooring, carpeting, vinyl, asbestos tile flooring).
Within the grading system:

Grade A residences reflect the highest quality materials and workmanship exhibiting unique and elaborate
architectural styling and treatments and having all the features typical characteristics of mansion-type
homes.

Grade B units reflect good quality materials and workmanship exhibiting pronounced architectural styling
and treatments and having an ample number of built-in features. Custom-built tract homes typically fall into
this category.

Grade C homes are constructed of average-quality materials and workmanship, exhibiting moderate
architectural styling and treatment and having a minimal number of built-in features. Typical tract-built
housing normally falls into this classification.

Grade D dwellings are constructed of fair quality material and workmanship, generally lacking architectural
styling and treatment and having only a scant number of built-in features. Economy mass-built homes
normally fall into this classification.

Grade E residences are constructed of cheap quality material and poor workmanship void of any
architectural treatment and built-in features. Such units are typically self-built with mechanical contractor
assistance.



TABLE 3-7
ASSESSED QUALITY OF RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION
(2020)
Political # of % %
Subdivision Homes A B A/B c % C D E D/E

Allen County 36,383 487 | 2,875 9.2 (21,922 | 60.3 | 10,938 | 161 | 30.5
Beaverdam 128 1 0 0.8 25 [19.5 102 0]79.7
Bluffton 1,155 6 136 [ 12.3 702 | 60.8 309 2126.9
Cairo 211 0 0 0.0 90 [ 42.7 121 0]57.3
Delphos 1,390 6 100 7.6 501 | 36.0 777 6 | 56.3
Elida 726 1 157 | 21.8 463 | 63.8 105 01145
Harrod 155 0 0 0.0 38 (245 113 41755
Lafayette 145 0 1 0.7 92 [ 634 51 1135.9
Lima 12,232 53 256 25| 7,390 | 60.4 | 4505 | 28] 37.1
Spencerville 783 0 3 0.4 349 | 44.6 427 4155.0
Amanda Twp 779 8 50 7.4 533 | 68.4 181 71241
American Twp 4,651 81 405 | 104 | 3,685 79.2 476 4110.3
Auglaize Twp 844 1 25 3.1 385 | 45.6 424 91513
Bath Twp 3,281 18 458 | 14.5] 2,077 [ 63.3 691 | 37222
Jackson Twp 992 1 41 4.2 514 | 51.8 425 | 11 [44.0
[Marion Twp 1,021 1 69 6.9 627 | 61.4 318 6|31.7
[Monroe Twp 604 1 22 3.8 353 | 58.4 222 6 |37.7
Perry Twp 1,137 1 15 1.4 453 | 39.8 645 | 23 |58.8
Richland Twp 676 1 32 4.9 422 | 62.4 220 11327
Shawnee Twp 4,668 305) 1,083 | 29.7| 2,769 | 59.3 503 8110.9
Spencer Twp 323 1 10 3.4 186 | 57.6 124 2139.0
Sugar Creek Twp 482 1 12 2.7 268 | 55.6 199 21417
Source: Allen County Auditor’s Database

Map 3-3 illustrates the quality of residential properties. For mapping purposes all letter grades were
collapsed to a simple A thru E. As depicted in the map, housing located closer to the central and
southeast side of Lima was found in the lowest grades. The housing in neighborhoods along the
border of the City of Lima are rated above average quality; but 37.1 percent of the units in Lima
are rated below average quality (D & E) by the County Auditor's Office—as compared to 30.5
percent of the housing in the County as a whole.
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Housing Value

As housing quality varies across Allen County so does the value of such housing. According to
the ACS 2020 5-Year Estimates, the median housing value of owner-occupied units in the City of
Lima was $68,900 as compared to $120,300 for Allen County. Table 3-8 indicates homes with
the highest median value were located in Amanda Township ($190,100) and the City of Lima had
the lowest median values ($68,900) which is a decline of almost 6 percent in the median home
value. Lima was the only political subdivision to see a decline between 2010 and 2020. The largest
increases were seen in Amanda Township (32.29%) and the Village of Bluffton (28.81%).

TABLE 3-8
MEDIAN VALUE OF OWNER-OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS (2010-2020)

Political Subdivision Medlza(;11:)lalue Medlza(;;:)lalue Change C::nTge_
Allen County $104,800 $120,300 | $15,500 | 14.79%
IBeaverdam $75,300 $83,800 [ $8,500 | 11.29%
[Bluffton $126,000 $162,300 | $36,300 | 28.81%
Cairo $86,900 $88,200 | $1,300 | 1.50%
|Delphos $85,000 $96,800 | $11,800 | 13.88%
[Elida $139,900 $157,000 | $17,100 | 12.22%
[Harrod $93,000 $93,000 $0 | 0.00%
|Lafayette $84,400 $89,800 | $5,400 | 6.40%
|Lima $73,200 $68,900 | ($4,300) | -5.87%
Spencerville $84,500 $98,600 | $14,100 | 16.69%
Amanda Twp $143,700 $190,100 | $46,400 | 32.29%
American Twp $119,000 $133,000 | $14,000 | 11.76%
Auglaize Twp $139,700 $142,300 | $2,600 [ 1.86%
IBath Twp $125,900 $130,900 | $5,000 [ 3.97%
Jackson Twp $141,400 $148,300 | $6,900 | 4.88%
[Marion Twp $109,400 $120,200 | $10,800 | 9.87%
[Monroe Twp $117,600 $121,000 | $3,400 [ 2.89%
[Perry Twp $96,200 $131,000 | $34,800 | 36.17%
[Richland Twp $130,300 $157,900 | $27,600 | 21.18%
Shawnee Twp $141,800 $159,700 | $17,900 | 12.62%
Spencer Twp $89,000 $114,100 | $25,100 [ 28.20%
Sugar Creek Twp $133,000 $157,000 | $24,000 | 18.05%
ICensus B25077 ACS 2020




Manufactured/Mobile Homes

The ACS documented 1,575 manufactured/mobile homes within Allen County in 2020, that
number is up from 1,452 in 2017. ACS data suggests that manufactured/mobile homes
represented roughly 3.5 percent of the total housing stock in Allen County in 2020.

The largest concentration of mobile homes was found in Bath Township (641 units), and when
coupled with those in the City if Delphos (193 units) they reflect over half of all units (53%) in Allen
County. When considering occupancy, 82.3 percent of all occupied units were owner occupied
and 17.6 percent were renter occupied. These owner occupancy rates are higher than the rates
established for all housing units documented at 66.7 percent. In 2020 the average occupants per
unit for owner occupied manufactured mobile homes across Allen County was 1.63 persons,
lower than rental units at 3.04 persons. Owner occupancy ranged in size from 0.00 persons per
unit, to almost 6 persons (5.92). Table 3-9 examines tenure and occupancy of manufactured
homes.

TABLE 3-9
MOBILE HOME OCCUPANCY (2020)

Political Rent-
Subdivision Mobile Homes | Owner Occ Owner -Occ./Unit Renter Occ. | Occ/Unit
Allen County 1575 1297 1.63 278 3.04
Beaverdam 23 9 1.78 14 4.07
Bluffton 19 19 2.05 0 0.00
Cairo 15 8 1.50 7 6.71
Delphos 193 49 2.08 144 1.74
Elida 3 0 0.00 3 3.33
Harrod 5 5 1.20 0 0.00
Lafayette 0 0 0.00 0 0.00
Lima 152 144 1.80 4 5.50
Spencerville 115 111 1.00 8 1.00
Amanda Twp 14 14 1.57 0 0.00
American Twp 103 100 1.54 3 3.33
Auglaize Twp 43 5 1.20 38 3.61
Bath Twp 641 548 1.55 93 2.67
Jackson Twp 68 56 1.77 12 3.83
Marion Twp 57 39 1.82 18 1.00
Monroe Twp 33 26 5.92 7 6.71
Perry Twp 116 95 1.34 21 5.05
Richland Twp 23 9 1.78 14 4.07
Shawnee Twp 185 137 1.62 48 2.77
Spencer Twp 128 124 1.15 4 2.00
Sugar Creek Twp 12 0 0.00 12 1.00

Census S2504 & B25033 ACS 2016-2020

Manufactured/Mobile Home Parks

Manufactured/Mobile Home Parks are licensed and controlled by the Ohio Manufactured Home
Commission. Such parks are required to be annually inspected and licensed when 3 or more such
homes are used for habitation on any tract of land. In 2020 the Allen County Auditor identified 24
licensed and approved manufactured/mobile home parks. Table 3-10 identifies the mobile parks
by political subdivision, number of units, size of park, and density. Notice the disparity in the density
of such parks between political subdivisions. Mobile home parks are identified in Map 3-4.



TABLE 3-10

MOBILE HOME PARKS IN ALLEN COUNTY (2020)

Political . Units
Subdivision Park Units | Ares | per
Acre

Holland Court 62 7.4 8.3

Southside Community 56 10.7 5.2

Delphos Ulm's Mobile Home Court 91 14.2 6.4
Ulm's Mobile Home Court I 65 8.4 7.7

Park Court (Park Trailer Park) 7 0.4 17.5

. Crestwood Estates 199 34.7 5.7
Lima Maplewood MHC 9 | 175 57
Westwood Park 16 1.3 12.1

Spencerville | Village Court | 21 2.8 7.4
Village Court Il 13 1.0 12.4

Hunter Chase 135 31.6 4.3

American Woodlawn Trailer Park 63 4.7 13.3
Twp Woodlawn Trailer Park | 40 3.3 12.2
Woodlawn Trailer Park Il 4 1.1 3.7

Country Estates 225 | 39.7 5.7

Marilee Estates 22 2.9 7.6

Bath Twp Oakhaven Park 43 6.5 6.6
Offenbacher 42 3.7 11.4

Plaza Mobile Home Park 119 13.6 8.7

The Colony Park 139 | 40.0 3.5

Perry Twp Eastwood Estates 168 55.7 3.0
Indian Village 204 65.6 3.1

?\"‘V;"""ee Mobile Living Estates 72 | 144 | 50
Shawnee Park 67 10.3 6.5

Allen County | 1972 | 391.5| 5.0

Allen County Auditor
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Group Quarters

The Census Bureau identifies two general types of group quarters: institutional (e.g., nursing
homes, hospital wards, hospices and prisons) and non-institutional (e.g., college dormitories
military barracks, group homes, shelters, missions, etc.). Many group quarters house persons with
disabilities — both physical and cognitive as well as people with severe mental illnesses. Group
quarters should be equally distributed so that persons with disabilities are not segregated into
certain areas within the community. However, persons occupying group quarters often require
services that are most readily available in an urban/suburban setting. Map 3-5 depicts the
distribution of group quarters across the study area. Data reveals a concentration of such group
quarters in and immediately adjacent to, the City of Lima. In 2020, the U. S Census identified 3,522
individuals residing in Group Quarters. The institutionalized population, 2,479 individuals, resided
in correctional facilities (1,513) and nursing homes (966). The non-institutionalized population
resided in college dormitories (788) and other facilities (255) (Table 3-11). Since 2010 the group
quarter population has decline by 40.6 percent to a 2020 value of 3,522. Table 3-11 depicts the
population breakdown of group quarters by type in 2020.

Table 3-11
GROUP QUARTER POPULATION IN ALLEN COUNTY (2020)
Type of Group Quarter [Population
Correctional Facility 1,513
Institutionalized Nursing Home 966
Other Institutions 0
. . College Dormitory 788
Non-Institutionalized Other Non-Institutionalized 255
Allen County 3522
|P5 2020 Census




Map 3-5 Group Quarter Locations

Map 3-5: Group Quarter Locations (2020)
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Housing Rehabilitation Needs

Data that identifies the condition of housing or the extent to which housing rehabilitation needs
exist do not exist at the County or political subdivision level of analysis. The lack of a countywide
building code and the absence of any specific conditional assessment in the appraisal and re-
appraisal process short of demolitions, prevent any such systematic assessment. However, for
purposes of this report proxy indicators have been considered in establishing rehabilitation needs
of the existing housing stock.

Essential Amenities

To provide additional insights into the condition and need for improved housing conditions, the
extent of absent housing amenities is presented. The total number of units lacking complete
kitchen facilities in 2020 totaled 501 units. The total number of units lacking complete plumbing
facilities in 2020 totaled 162 units. Table 3-12 indicates the number of units lacking kitchen and
plumbing facilities by political subdivision coupled with the number of those units built prior to 1940
which are presumed to need extensive rehabilitation as well as the number of vacant units to

summarize the extent of rehabilitation needs in Allen County.

TABLE 3-12
HOUSING STOCK PRESUMED TO NEED REHABILITATION (2020)
Political Subdivision Housing Units Lack of Complete Lack of Complete Vacant Units
Built Pre-1940 Kitchen Facilities Plumbing Facilities

Allen County 10,852 501 162 4,101
Beaverdam 100 0 0 33
Bluffton 423 24 0 53
Cairo 108 0 0 13
|Delphos 1,052 35 0 205
Elida 165 4 4 12
Harrod 58 0 0 10
Lafayette 88 0 2 31
Lima 5,893 268 93 2,218
Spencerville 287 0 0 97
Amanda Twp 186 14 14 25
American Twp 536 63 13 207
Auglaize Twp 274 0 0 57
Bath Twp 247 33 8 316
Jackson Twp 271 0 2 91
|Marion Twp 1,064 27 0 179
[Monroe Twp 291 0 0 20
Perry Twp 297 8 7 222
Richland Twp 916 24 0 110
Shawnee Twp 333 64 12 493
Spencer Twp 391 0 13 143
Sugar Creek Twp 153 0 0 20

[Census DP04: American Community Survey Selected Housing Characteristics

Affordable Housing

Data in Section Il identified the character and complexity of the local population, examining the
community’s demographics including household size, age, income and disability status in order to
develop the background necessary to understand the community’s housing needs. Earlier in this
section, data was presented that establishes the parameters of the current housing stock in Allen
County. However, the nature and scope of affordable housing remains to be addressed. The local
demand for safe, appropriate and affordable housing is the focus of the remaining subsection. The
extent to which affordable housing exists in a community can be assessed based on a number of
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factors. Census data allows us to examine housing affordability on a number of different measures,
included within such baseline housing parameters as overcrowding, rental rates and ownership
costs.

Overcrowding

Census data identifying the number of occupants per room is considered another measure of
poverty that provides insights into housing affordability, for as the number of occupants rise over
the threshold of 1.0 person per room, overcrowding is thought to be experienced. This measure
helps identify the relationship between housing costs, size of units and size of household. Table
3-13 identifies the extent of overcrowding by degree and political subdivision for renter occupied
units while Table 3-14 identifies the degree of overcrowding in owner occupied units by political
subdivision.

Data suggests that in 2020, overcrowding was experienced in 217 rental units in Allen County
representing 1.6 percent of the 13,652 occupied rental units. Almost 80 percent or 119 of the
rental units experiencing overcrowding were found within the City of Lima. However, as so many
rental units are located within the City (7,730), this represents only a small proportion as
overcrowding was experienced in only 1.5 percent of all Lima’s rental units. Data from the 2020
ACS suggests that less than 1 percent of owner-occupied units were found to be experiencing
overcrowding in the County as a whole.

TABLE 3-13
OCCUPANTS PER ROOM IN RENTER OCCUPIED HOUSEHOLDS (2020)
g o Renter | 4 00 or 1.01 to 1.51 or crowded
Political Subdivision Oclj:u_pled Less PCT 1.50 PCT More PCT Units
nits (>1.00)

Allen County 13,652 13,435 | 98.41% 123 0.90% 94 0.69% 1.59%
Beaverdam 43 43 | 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Bluffton 464 464 | 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Cairo 31 25| 80.65% 0 0.00% 6| 19.35% 19.35%
Delphos 1004 1004 | 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Elida 179 177 | 98.88% 0 0.00% 2 1.12% 1.12%
Harrod 88 88 [ 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Lafayette 66 66 [ 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Lima 7,730 7,558 | 97.77% 119 1.54% 53 0.69% 2.23%
Spencerville 357 341 95.52% 0 0.00% 16 4.48% 4.48%
Amanda Twp 49 49 | 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
American Twp 1,923 1,921 99.90% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Auglaize Twp 77 77 | 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Bath Twp 545 528 | 96.88% 0 0.00% 17 3.12% 3.12%
Jackson Twp 33 33 | 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
IMarion Twp 119 115 | 96.64% 4 3.36% 0 0.00% 3.36%
[Monroe Twp 61 61 | 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Perry Twp 294 294 | 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Richland Twp 46 46 | 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Shawnee Twp 1007 1007 | 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Spencer Twp 17 17 | 100.00% 0 0.00% 16| 94.12% [ 94.12%
Sugar Creek Twp 79 79 | 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Census B25014 ACS 2020




TABLE 3-14
OCCUPANTS PER ROOM IN OWNER OCCUPIED HOUSEHOLDS (2020

Political Oo‘”"‘?" 4 | 1000 bt 1.01 to bcT 1.51 or - crngeged

Subdivision ccupie Less 1.50 More Units (>
Units 1.00)
Allen County 27,373 27,209 99.40% 128 0.47% 36 0.13% 0.60%
Beaverdam 134 134 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Bluffton 1,073 1,073 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Cairo 205 205 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Delphos 2,033 2,033 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Elida 617 617 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Harrod 100 100 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Lafayette 87 87 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Lima 6,696 6,633 99.06% 63 0.94% 0 0.00% 0.94%
Spencerville 493 493 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
lAmanda Twp 648 648 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
American Twp 3,606 3,606 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Auglaize Twp 755 755 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Bath Twp 3,216 3,195 99.35% 21 0.65% 0 0.00% 0.65%
Jackson Twp 879 864 98.29% 15 1.71% 0 0.00% 1.71%
|Marion Twp 1,010 172 17.03% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
IMonroe Twp 600 600 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Perry Twp 1,024 990 96.68% 10 0.98% 24 2.34% 3.32%
Richland Twp 695 695 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Shawnee Twp 3,806 3,786 99.47% 8 0.21% 12 0.32% 0.53%
Spencer Twp 297 297 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Sugar Creek Twp 358 347 96.93% 11 3.07% 0 0.00% 3.07%

ICensus B25014 ACS 2020

Housing Costs
The extent to which affordable housing can be secured in a community can be assessed based
on the relationship between income and housing costs. Housing costs must therefore reflect
mortgage payments or rental payments plus related costs including taxes, insurance, fees and
utilities. Mortgage payments tend to reflect the value of owner-occupied units while rent tends to
reflect the utility value of the unit as it varies by size, character, location and condition. Table 3-8
reveals the median value of owner-occupied units and the increased valuation experienced
between 2010 and 2020 political subdivision. Table 3-15 reveals median rent by political
subdivision and the percent change over the same 10-year period by political subdivision. The
change in gross rent over this time period varied greatly throughout the political subdivisions. Sugar
Creek Township saw the greatest increase in rent, experiencing a 32.9 percent increase while

Auglaize Township saw its median gross rent decrease by 16.5 percent.




TABLE 3-15
MEDIAN GROSS RENT (2010-2020)
" . Median
Slrboc::f/licsai:)n M;del::pz(g:%ss Grozsoszlgent Change |PCT Change
Allen County $663 $722 59 8.90%
|Beaverdam $729 $829 100 13.72%
|Bluffton $609 $743 134 22.00%
Cairo $647 $681 34 5.26%
|De|phos $733 $755 22 3.00%
|E|ida $769 $839 70 9.10%
|Harrod $688 $615 -73 -10.61%
[Latayette $850 $816 34 -4.00%
[Lima $626 $687 61 9.74%
Spencerville $721 $682 -39 -5.41%
Amanda Twp $884 N/A N/A N/A
American Twp $734 $810 76 10.35%
Auglaize Twp $640 $534 -106 -16.56%
[Bath Twp $749 $788 39 5.21%
Jackson Twp $728 $760 32 4.40%
[Marion Twp $688 $698 10 1.45%
|Monroe Twp $668 $712 44 6.59%
[Perry Twp $432 $400 -32 7.41%
IRiChIand Twp $702 $757 55 7.83%
Shawnee Twp $766 $795 29 3.79%
Spencer Twp $707 $669 -38 -5.37%
%’V%ar Creek $774 $1,029 255 32.95%
ICensus B25064 ACS 2020

To examine affordability, the census looks at housing-related costs including rent/mortgage,
utilities, taxes, etc., and defines a housing burden when housing costs are greater than 30 percent
of household income. The Census also differentiates such costs based on owner-occupied and
renter-occupied. Table 3-16 reveals that the proportion of renters paying in excess of 30 percent
of their household income increased by 8.9 percent between 2010 and 2020. As of 2020, 43
percent of all renter-occupied housing units were costing more than 30 percent of said
household’s income. The same burden is also seen in owner-occupied households as 14 percent
of these households are spending more than 30 percent of their income on housing costs. The
trend, however, for owner-occupied households is declining as 37 percent less owner-occupied
households faced this burden in 2020 than in 2010.

When reviewing the issue of affordability, however, the obvious question is how much is too much
and how much can you afford to pay? HUD and most state housing departments consider annual
housing costs to be "affordable" if they do not exceed 30 percent of a family's annual income
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(including utility payments). Geographic variations do exist and where you select to live has
implications on housing costs (rent/mortgages) as costs are a product of the area's economy. In
addition to the place (political subdivision, rural/urban), the unit type selected (apartment, house,
etc.), the condition, amenities, and proximity to employment can all influence the housing costs
for a given property.

TABLE 3-16
OWNER/RENTER OCCUPIED HOUSING UNIT COSTS GREATER THAN 30% OF INCOME (2010-
2020)
Political > 30% Owner Occupied Units > 30% Renter Occupied Units

Subdivision l2"(r)l‘llt(? g(r)NZt(? Change C:acn.l;]e l;(r)l;tg g(r)‘IZtg Change C:acn.:;e
Allen County 6,216 3,931 -2,285 | -36.8% 5,358 5,835 477 8.9%
Beaverdam 25 23 -2 -8.0% 14 27 13 92.9%
Bluffton 143 159 16 11.2% 130 360 230 176.9%
Cairo 30 36 6 20.0% 0 11 11 +
Delphos 156 269 113 72.4% 350 758 408 116.6%
Elida 138 138 0 0.0% 36 82 46 127.8%
Harrod 26 11 -15 -57.7% 4 6 2 50.0%
Lafayette 15 27 12 80.0% 8 2 -6 -75.0%
Lima 2,160 1,064 -1,096 | -50.7% 3,344 3,743 399 11.9%
Spencerville 175 55 -120 -68.6% 77 255 178 231.2%
Amanda Twp 147 102 -45 -30.6% 0 0 0 N/A
American Twp 675 639 -36 -5.3% 676 889 213 31.5%
Auglaize Twp 153 109 -44 -28.8% 19 24 5 26.3%
Bath Twp 732 497 -235 -32.1% 331 204 -127 -38.4%
Jackson Twp 147 227 80 54.4% 31 20 -11 -35.5%
Marion Twp 175 205 30 17.1% 18 222 204 1133.3%
Monroe Twp 83 108 25 30.1% 11 30 19 172.7%
Perry Twp 331 141 -190 -57.4% 187 58 -129 -69.0%
Richland Twp 111 183 72 64.9% 0 238 238 +
Shawnee Twp 693 551 -142 -20.5% 119 227 108 90.8%
Spencer Twp 15 64 49 326.7% 0 160 160 +
.?\L,‘v%ar Creek 86 41 45 | -52.3% 3 20 17 | 566.7%
Census S2503 ACS 2020

Using ACS 2020 5-year estimates, Tables 3-17 and 3-18 identify the available housing stock for
low to moderate-income households by quantifying the units available at less than 30 percent of
the median income by tenure and political subdivision. The National Low Income Housing
Coalition (NLIHC) annually releases “Out of Reach” to identify across the 50 states the “Housing



Wage” or wage one must earn in order to afford a modest rental home by state.' Its latest report
identifies the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment in Allen County, Ohio at $767.
In order to afford this level of rent (and utilities) — without paying more than 30% of income on
housing — a household must earn $30,680 annually. Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks
per year, this level of income translates into a “housing wage” of $14.75 per hour. However, in
Ohio the minimum wage is $9.30 per hour. In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 64 hours per week, 52 weeks per year or a
household must include 1.6 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in
order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.

TABLE 3-17
AVAILABLE OWNER-OCCUPIED HOUSING STOCK AT =< 30% OF MEDIAN
HOUSEHOLD INCOME (2020)
Poli_ti_ce?l Units 30°_/o Unit Costs < PCT_Units
Subdivision Median 30% Available
Allen County 27,373 $19,423 23,262 84.98%
Beaverdam 134 $22,607 119 88.81%
Bluffton 1,073 $22,798 958 89.28%
Cairo 205 $20,375 184 89.76%
Delphos 2,033 $18,652 1,859 91.44%
Elida 617 $24,069 530 85.90%
Harrod 100 $21,375 94 94.00%
Lafayette 87 $16,125 66 75.86%
Lima 6,696 $14,101 5,560 83.03%
Spencerville 493 $15,406 463 93.91%
Amanda Twp 648 $26,550 546 84.26%
American Twp | 4,223 $19,836 3,519 83.33%
Auglaize Twp 855 $20,599 746 87.25%
Bath Twp 3,216 $19,952 2,709 84.24%
Jackson Twp 966 $20,587 739 76.50%
Marion Twp 2,143 $20,194 1,919 89.55%
Monroe Twp 805 $20,109 697 86.58%
Perry Twp 1,024 $20,022 883 86.23%
Richland Twp 1843 $22,041 1,651 89.58%
Shawnee Twp 3,806 $25,956 3,250 85.39%
Spencer Twp 790 $16,688 726 91.90%
Sugar Creek 358 $23,120 317 88.55%
Twp
Census S2503 ACS 2020

1 http://nlihc.org/oor



TABLE 3-18
IAVAILABLE RENTAL HOUSING STOCK AT < 30% OF MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME (2020)
y . . 30% 1 ynit Costs < o
Political Subdivision Units Median 30% PCT Units Available
Monthly
Allen County 13,652 $774 6,981 51.14%
Beaverdam 43 N/A 22 51.16%
Bluffton 464 $1,073 235 50.65%
Cairo 31 $1,098 15 48.39%
Delphos 1,004 $806 499 49.70%
Elida 179 $1,093 88 49.16%
Harrod 38 $1,313 20 52.63%
Lafayette 66 N/A 55 83.33%
Lima 7,730 $671 3,724 48.18%
Spencerville 357 $673 128 35.85%
Amanda Twp 49 $1,105 34 69.39%
/American Twp 2,102 $805 963 45.81%
Auglaize Twp 115 $1,186 68 59.13%
Bath Twp 545 $1,061 329 60.37%
Jackson Twp 99 $992 62 62.63%
[Marion Twp 641 $848 351 54.76%
[Monroe Twp 92 $1,264 52 56.52%
Perry Twp 294 N/A 230 78.23%
Richland Twp 525 $1,169 271 51.62%
Shawnee Twp 1,007 $1,467 696 69.12%
Spencer Twp 374 $654 145 38.77%
Sugar Creek Twp 79 N/A 56 70.89%
Census S2503 ACS 2020

In Allen County, the estimated hourly mean renter wage is $15.24. In order to afford the FMR for
a two-bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 40 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.
Or, working 40 hours per week year-round, a household must include 1 worker earning the mean
renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.

Illustration 3-1: Affordability Gap (2015-2020)
1,200 1,004 1,023
1,000 233 923 935 867
800
600
400
200
0
Allen OH
W2015 ®2017 w2020
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Income data presented in Table 2-14 revealed that 34.6 percent of Lima households earned less
than $25,000 annually and nearly a quarter (23.0%) of those across Allen County fail to earn more
than $25,000 creating a squeeze on disposable income and housing affordability.

Homelessness

Once a year, for a twenty-four-hour period, volunteers, and people working with the homeless try
to get an accurate count of how many people are truly homeless. In 2020 when the count was
performed there were 118 counted. Of those counted 69 were in the various shelters in Allen
County. The remaining 49 were either staying with friends/family, in a hotel room provided by
someone else or in their car. Only three individuals were living on the street. Sheltered individuals
are split at 54.62 percent male and 46.37 percent female Family units account for 62.50 percent
of the females while the majority (81.08%) of the sheltered males are individuals. Six of the
sheltered and six of the unsheltered individuals stated that they were vets. Over half (51.69%) of
the individuals counted were white, another third (35.59%) were Black or African American.

Allen County has nine emergency shelters, three serve women, (one serves women with or
without children), one serves men twenty-one or older, one serves adult males and females and
one serves families. The shelters together have enough beds to serve 110 individuals at one time.
The shelters do what they can to meet the needs, but most of the time the shelters still have
waiting list. Allen County also has two agencies that have transitional housing and can serve up
to 48 individuals. Allen County also has several agencies that will pay the rent for someone to
keep them from becoming homeless if that person/family can be sustainable in the future.

The Lima Allen County Housing Consortium through its Continuum of Care subcommittee
engaged a core group of 16 local social service and government agencies representing education,
mental health and social service worked to identify the extent and contributing factors to
homelessness. Advocates identified the causes of homelessness in a 2007 publication entitled
“Allen County: Blueprint to End Homelessness”. The Blueprint to End Homelessness was a 10-
Year strategic plan designed to identify the extent and scope of homelessness and worked to
identify resources, both financial and institutional as well as gaps in services in order to develop
an effective continuum of care for the homelessness in Allen County.

The “Blueprint” Report found the community possessed limited resources for addressing the
housing needs of the homeless. The Lima Rescue Home provides temporary lodging and meals
for transient men while Lima’s Samaritan House provided shelter and meals for homeless women
and children. Samaritan House also offers counseling services, job referrals, transportation and
other services on a temporary basis for clients as needed. Crossroads Crisis Center provides
emergency housing and food for victims of domestic violence and sexual assault of women and
their children. A critical gap that was identified in 2007 was the lack of available housing for intact
families. From the need “Family Promise” developed and has worked with various community
partners to help homeless families achieve and sustain independence by helping them gain
employment and housing - providing food, shelter, and support services for homeless families;
and providing advice and advocacy for at-risk families to prevent their becoming homeless.

A detailed listing of resources identified through surveys conducted by the Continuum of Care
subcommittee is updated periodically to keep abreast of changes in the availability of services.



SUMMARY TABLE 3-1
COMMUNITY HOUSING STOCK
ALLEN COUNTY - CENSUS TRACTS

101 1,589 80.81% |7.99% |[0.00% |32.70% [$160,000 2 $237,450 | 74.84% 6.4 16.12% | 13.1% 19.4% 50.0%
102 1,560 87.44% |5.13% [0.45% |38.70% |$129,500 4 $51,811 59.86% 6.6 0.00% 19.2% 21.2% 32.3%
103 661 74.58% |7.56% |[0.30% (30.10% ([$159,000 0 $0 71.50% 7 0.00% 19.3% 25.4% 35.0%
106 2,037 70.59% |5.11% |[2.50% |28.40% |$158,300 5 $138,800 | 63.43% 6.4 0.86% 17.6% 22.3% 47.2%
108.01 1,920 78.96% |4.64% [0.47% |12.90% |$165,300 2 $91,250 92.01% 6.3 0.00% 30.0% 33.7%
108.02 1,480 67.91% |4.66% |2.57% 0% [$192,400 3 $218,333 [ 95.70% 6.8 0.00% 29.6% 48.9%
109 2,091 56.48% |6.79% [0.00% | 4.90% [$124,500 1 $3,000 98.16% 6.1 5.04% 5.8% 17.2% 51.1%
110 2,706 41.13% |8.76% |0.00% | 3.30% [$113,800 0 $0 84.52% 4.7 3.11% 5.0% 32.0% 57.4%
112 589 89.47% ]10.19% | 0.00% |10.40% | $65,600 0 $0 37.94% 5.7 53.22% | 15.0% 53.7% 8.8%
113.01 2,051 87.32% |5.80% [1.51% | 3.10% [$135,900 1 $100,000 [ 94.01% 6 2.34% 25.6% 50.0%
113.02 1,075 73.12% |3.16% [2.33% | 5.90% [$163,800 2 $30,000 86.21% 7.3 0.00% 29.9% 17.3%
114 1,286 75.12% |5.91% [0.70% |23.40% |$148,300 7 $65,573 65.23% 6.4 0.00% 14.3% 42.5% 24.4%
115 1,136 75.26% | 7.75% |[0.44% (26.70% ($142,300 5 $53,840 49.40% 6.3 0.00% 16.2% 25.4% 26.1%
116 1,211 71.76% |6.85% |[1.73% |18.60% |$150,500 3 $205,000 [ 52.33% 6 1.71% 11.1% 33.3% 20.6%
118 1,079 65.15% |7.51% |[3.15% (10.20% ([$145,000 3 $50,000 86.01% 6.4 0.57% 10.9% 29.3% 19.6%
119 1,398 68.03% |8.51% |1.57% |9.30% |$104,000 1 $55,000 80.20% 5.7 3.88% 9.7% 30.3% 32.0%
120 1,074 81.19% |6.70% [4.00% | 3.50% [$195,200 5 $153,150 [ 97.16% 7.5 0.04% 6.3% 28.8% 14.9%
121 1,350 67.93% |3.78% [0.00% |4.10% [$172,300 2 $50,500 90.55% 6.5 0.15% 8.6% 12.3% 23.3%
122 1,536 49.02% |[4.10% |0.00% [ 3.20% [$77,500 0 $0 90.25% 5.1 0.00% 6.0% 10.5% 46.5%
123 1,654 63.24% |6.77% |1.69% |32.90% | $64,200 0 $0 74.37% 5.6 0.13% | 24.0% 42.9% 52.0%
124 1,185 37.64% |11.81% [0.00% | 52% | $58,300 0 $0 35.94% 5.3 0.00% | 20.3% 57.7% 37.2%
126 777 47.49% [10.42% |0.00% [37.50% [ $64,400 0 $0 38.12% 5.9 4.02% 18.5% 13.9% 31.2%
127 677 29.54% [18.17% | 0.00% (73.70% [ $40,000 0 $0 39.41% 5.9 0.00% | 29.8% 73.5% 46.4%
129 705 40.14% [14.75% | 0.00% [67.80% [ $46,900 0 $0 74.13% 5.8 0.00% | 25.8% 65.0% 74.5%
130 1,989 45.30% [10.96% |3.72% |22.20% |$73,900 0 $0 86.89% 5.4 4.24% 15.1% 42.0% 41.0%
131 1,096 77.46% |6.75% [2.92% |5.20% |$99,300 0 $0 94.99% 5.9 0.00% 13.8% 13.0% 54.7%
132 793 43.13% |[6.81% |3.66% [59.50% [$93,800 0 $0 94.96% 6.5 0.60% | 23.2% 20.0% 41.4%
133 569 25.48% [14.76% |0.00% [45.60% [ $69,100 0 $0 68.90% 5.6 5.70% | 27.5% 7.4% 30.7%
134 1,117 29.63% [12.98% |0.81% [51.50% [ $38,800 0 $0 39.27% 5.5 0.42% | 21.7% 60.9% 46.9%
136 515 34.76% |16.12% |5.05% |32.90% | $31,800 0 $0 10.76% 5.8 0.00% | 28.0% 29.8% 76.4%
137 507 33.53% |14.00% |2.56% | 62% | $32,600 0 $0 12.22% 5.6 0.00% | 24.1% 20.1% 60.4%
138 1,265 34.15% |15.18% | 1.66% |38.50% | $55,900 1 $900 21.35% 5.5 0.23% 17.9% 15.4% 43.4%
139 1,458 73.94% |6.79% |[1.99% |27.90% |$100,300 3 $24,500 49.82% 6.3 0.24% 16.7% 20.7% 40.3%
140 1,379 77.23% |6.45% [0.00% |45.50% |$139,900 1 $110,000 [ 64.54% 7.3 4.01% 17.3% 17.1% 35.2%
141 1,048 14.60% [20.52% |2.19% [65.30% [$35,700 0 $0 23.72% 4.3 7.32% 16.0% [ 108.8% 55.4%




SECTION 4
ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

The Al is a HUD-mandated review of barriers to fair housing choice in the public and private
sectors. The Al serves as the basis for fair housing planning as it provides essential information
to policymakers, administrative staff, housing providers, lenders, and fair housing advocates. The
Al also assists in building public support for fair housing efforts. Of significance, conducting the Al
is a required component of continued HUD certification and eligibility to draw federal CDBG
funding.

According to HUD, impediments to fair housing choice are:

e any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of race, color, religion, gender,
disability, familial status or national origin that restrict housing choices or the availability of
housing choices; and/or,

e any actions, omissions, or decisions that have the effect of restricting housing choices or
availability of housing choices based on race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status
or national origin.

To address the mandates the analysis involves, the following actions are required: a review of
Allen County's various communities' regulations and administrative policies, procedures and
practices; an assessment of how those laws, policies and practices affect the location and
availability of housing; and, an assessment of public and private sector conditions affecting fair
housing choice. More specifically, HUD requires:
o An extensive review of local laws, regulations, and administrative policies, procedures,
and practices;
¢ An assessment of how those laws affect the location, availability, and accessibility of
housing;
¢ An evaluation of conditions, both public and private, affecting fair housing choice for all
protected classes; and,
¢ An assessment of the availability of affordable, accessible housing by a range of unit sizes.

The following subsections will review and identify potential areas/issues that may pose
impediments to fair housing choice, including governmental regulatory barriers, as well as lending
activities of financial lending institutions including predatory lending and tax policies. Such review
is intended to support appropriate actions to overcome the effects of any impediments identified
through the analysis and establish a public record reflecting the analysis and subsequent
warranted actions to be taken. The section concludes with an assessment of affordable,
accessible housing within the Allen County community.

Regulatory Barriers

Regulatory barriers to fair housing and affordability include zoning restrictions; complex
administrative and permitting processes; rigid building codes; excessive permitting fees; lack of
fair housing law enforcement; as well as, restrictions in planning, growth, in fill, redevelopment,
and tax policies. Common administrative/permitting obstacles to affordable housing include:
duplicative and/or time-consuming design review processes; multiple and/or duplicative layers of
approval processes; out-of-date building codes; excessive fees; complicated and/or unnecessary
federal regulations; excessive environmental restrictions; and burdensome rehabilitation codes.
Administrative processes regulating development are thought to be complex and increasing in
their complexity due to longer and longer review processes imposed by an increasing number of
agencies. The review process is often thought of to be burdensome in terms of time and permit
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fees. Some Fair Housing critics go so far as to argue that existing regulations are not reviewed
to determine whether they are effective or still needed.

Housing critics suggest that the approval system may be consciously or unconsciously used as a
growth management tool and a method for keeping affordable housing out of a respective
community. Critics argue local communities should revisit such regulatory standards to assess
their collective impact on fair housing choice. Included in a list of community standards thought to
needlessly raise housing costs are over-regulated subdivision ordinances, zoning ordinances,
building codes, and impact fees. Critics are concerned that while some communities have
adopted rigorous standards to reduce long-term maintenance costs on the infrastructure they will
eventually inherit from developers, such actions can preclude lower-cost developments. Critics
argue that impact fees pose the greatest barrier to affordable housing if they are developed in
such a way as to be regressive. Unlike property taxes, which are based on home value, impact
fees are said to be regressive when they are assessed on a per-unit basis. Regulatory barriers to
development or re-development in older communities typically reflect infill development, which
includes the additional complexities caused by multi-layered approval processes requiring the
developer to plan and coordinate timetables across different agencies/departments regarding the
design/construction of infrastructure, site assembly, and outdated building codes that act to deter
rehabilitation efforts/activities.

Zoning Regulations

Pursuant to the Ohio Revised Code (ORC) Section 303, 519 and 711, Ohio counties,
municipalities, and townships have the ability to adopt zoning regulations to regulate land use in
accordance with a comprehensive plan. Such regulations address the location, height, bulk,
number of stories, and size of buildings including homes and other structures; percentages of lot
areas that may be occupied, set back building lines, sizes of yards, courts, and other open spaces;
the density of population; the uses of buildings and other structures; and the uses of land for trade,
industry, residence, recreation; as well as, may establish reasonable landscaping standards and
architectural standards in the interest of the public health, welfare, safety, convenience, comfort,
prosperity, or general welfare. And, for all these purposes divide all or any part of its respective
territory into districts or zones of such number, shape, and area as determined as long as all such
regulations are uniform for each class, type of building, other structure or use throughout any
district or zone, but the regulations in one district or zone may differ from those in other districts
or zones.

In Allen County, most political subdivisions have adopted zoning regulations that stipulate distinct
land use by district, establish maximum density, identify minimum area requirements, minimum
square footage for structures or homes, and specify height restrictions. Allen County has not
adopted zoning regulations for the unincorporated areas, which has resulted in 11 of 12 townships
adopting independent zoning regulations. All townships, with the exception of Monroe Township,
have adopted variations of Euclidean Zoning, which segregates uses by district while most of the
municipalities maintain an older form of zoning referred to as Pyramidal in which higher-order
uses (single-family residential) are permitted in any lower order districts (multi-family, commercial,
industrial). Euclidean zoning has the effect of segregating uses while Pyramidal Zoning fails to
regulate the location of housing in any district and tends to prompt land use conflict between
single-family residential and more intense commercial and/or industrial uses.

Fair housing choice is said to be negatively affected when restrictive attributes exist over the
density of development allowed, minimum yard areas or square footage requirements are
excessive. Table 4-1 identifies the nature and attributes of the individual zoning regulations by
political subdivision. Data therein suggests a wide disparity in the minimum yard requirements.
However, such yard requirements reflect the absence of municipal water and sewer facilities in
the more rural communities and townships where environmental health concerns necessitate
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lower density. Minimum square footage requirements for housing units vary from 650 square feet
to 1,700 square feet. While more than half of all zoned communities have adopted or allow mixed-
use (some recognizing zero lot line standards) no community has mandated, through inclusionary
zoning, that affordable housing be integrated within a particular housing development.

TABLE 4-1
ZONING REGULATION RESIDENTIAL ATTRIBUTES BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION
Restrictive Attributes to Fair Housing Permlss!ve Attr!butes
to Fair Housing
L Minimum | Maximum Minimum
Subdivision T Yard Area | Density : Unit Mixed Zero Density
ype| g Units Per Height Square | Uses I.'Ot Bonus
quare ni q Lines
Footage Acre Footage
Amanda Twp E 108,900 .8 40 1,000
American Twp E 12,000 16 35 800 v v
Auglaize Twp E 108,900 4 35 900
Bath Twp E 2,500 17.4* 75 650 v v
Jackson Twp E 2,500 4.0 35 980 4 4
Lima P 2,500 17.4 35 650 v
Marion Twp E 9,600 4.5 35 1,000
Perry Twp E 15,000 11.6 45 720 v v
Richland Twp E 108,900 .8 35 1,000 v v
Shawnee Twp* E 3,600 12.1 35 750 4 4
Spencer Twp E 9,600 4.5 35 1,000
Sugar Creek P 10,000 4.3 35 1,100
Twp
Bluffton P 2,500 17.4 50 550 v v
Cairo P 15,000 8.7 30 750
Delphos P 10,900** 17.4* 55 650 v
Elida E 2,500 17.4 50 950 v v
Lafayette E 7,800 55 35 1,700 v v
Spencerville P 12,000 14.5 45 800
Notes: E = Euclidean Zoning
P = Pyramidal Zoning
* = Currently Under Review
** = Assumed

Subdivision Regulations

Pursuant to Ohio Revised Code (ORC) Section 711, Ohio counties and municipalities have the
ability to adopt subdivision regulations. Such regulations enable jurisdictions to process the
division of land into two or more parcels, sites, or lots for the purpose of transfer of ownership,
and/or the improvement of one or more parcels of land for residential, commercial, or industrial
structures or groups of structures involving the division or allocation of land for the opening,
widening, or extension of any public or private street or streets, or involving the division or
allocation of land as open spaces for common use by owners, occupants, or leaseholders or as
easements for the extension and maintenance of public or private sewer, water, storm drainage,
or other similar facilities. Such subdivision regulations must be legislatively developed and
approved by the political subdivision and uniformly employed. Unincorporated areas (townships,
hamlets) are not authorized to develop or adopt independent subdivision regulations.
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In Allen County, individual cities and incorporated villages have adopted subdivision regulations
pursuant to ORC Section 711. The Lima-Allen County Regional Planning Commission (LACRPC)
developed and the Allen County Board of Commissioners adopted such regulations for the
unincorporated areas of the County pursuant to the ORC. The County Commissioners have
delegated the platting authority to the LACRPC for uniform application across the unincorporated
area. The 12 townships in Allen County are subject to the same Allen County Subdivision
Regulations. Of note, all municipalities, except the small villages of Cairo, Harrod and Lafayette,
have independently developed subdivision standards and regulations.

The extent of the platting process varies by political subdivision. Table 4-2 identifies the attributes
of the various subdivisions across Allen County. The most cumbersome review process occurs in
the unincorporated area where the LACRPC facilitates a three-stage review which typically
includes as many as 10 representatives from individual agencies/departments and requires a
minimum of 60 days to proceed from an Overall Development Plan submittal through to Final Plat
approval. However, the platting process for a major subdivision typically exceeds 180 days due
to plan development, technical reviews, weather, inspections, etc. Subdivision regulations have
minimum pavement design standards and utility standards. An assessment of the review and
approval process reveals less than half (42.9%) of the political subdivisions require any fees,
costs per lot or per plat, and none charge impact fees.

TABLE 4-2
SUBDIVISION REGULATION ATTRIBUTES BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION
Restrictive Attributes to Fair Housing
Design .
9 Review Process Development Costs
I Standards

Subdivision

Minimum Utilit Tiered Number | Minimum Fee Cost | Cost | Mandatory

Pavement Standa)r/ds Multi- of Review Based per per Impact

Standards Agency | Reviews Period Review Plat Lot Fees
Allen County v v v 3 60 v v
Lima City v v 3 60
Beaverdam v v 3 60 v v
Bluffton v v 3 60
Delphos v 3 60
Elida v 4 3 60
Spencerville v v 3 60 v v

Building Codes

The Ohio Revised Code (ORC) Section 3781 established the Board of Building Standards to
formulate and adopt rules governing the erection, construction, repair, alteration, and
maintenance of all buildings including land area incidental to those buildings, the installation of
equipment, and the standards or requirements for materials used in connection with those
buildings. The board has incorporated such rules into separate residential and nonresidential
building codes with their respective standards designed to address energy conservation and the
safety and sanitation of those buildings. The Board also established a corollary to the Building
Code regulations governing electric safety (ORC 3783).

Locally, the City of Lima manages the Allen County Building Department. The City of Lima
manages both residential and commercial building codes for its environs and offers its services
outside the City corporation limits to those communities who wish to provide that service to
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residents, contractors, developers, etc. No residential building code has been adopted by any
other political subdivision in Allen County. Plumbing and sewage regulations are adopted and
enforced by Allen County Public Health in those areas beyond municipal sewage facilities. All
commercial and industrial buildings must be inspected and approved by either the Allen County
Building Department or the State of Ohio before occupancy is permitted under state law (ORC
3791).

Impact of Such Regulations

The purpose of the aforementioned codes is stipulated in the ORC. Collectively, they are intended
to protect the public health, safety and welfare across the larger community through the
standardization of development’s scale, density and design. Acknowledging the intent of such
regulations, however, their uniform interpretation and application are predicated upon
independent, individual actions and subject to local variation. Clarity of language and extended
knowledge of public policies/regulations with respect to residential development would help
eliminate potential bias, delay or obstruction to housing choice.

o A case in point is the relationship between local land use planning and the adoption of
zoning regulations. The ORC specifically ties the adoption of zoning “in accordance with
a comprehensive plan.” Yet while most political subdivisions have adopted local zoning
codes, they have yet to adopt a comprehensive plan upon which the zoning they adopted
is to be predicated. Also, of note, while some communities have an adopted
comprehensive plan, some have not been adopted within the last 40 years fueling critics’
cries for a review of the existing plans and regulatory standards.

Zoning regulations not only determine the minimum land area and unit size requirements
they can also establish parking and open space requirements. More importantly, zoning
establishes permitted and conditional uses where residential units may be developed.
Regulating the land available for high-density housing or large lot development impacts
the extent of availability and ultimately cost. And, while Pyramidal Zoning effectively allows
single-family residential housing in all districts, it has several potentially detrimental
effects: it can regulate higher density housing to areas with heavier traffic making such
sites less safe for pedestrians, bicyclists, children and less attractive; it can permit areas
where environmental conditions are not conducive to long-term exposure to serve as
housing sites; and, this type of zoning permits housing to be developed at densities much
lower than needed to ensure long-term desirability and affordability. However, it will allow
housing developments in a broad array of zoning districts creating greater opportunities
to increase the supply of housing with greater diversity in terms of architectural type, size,
cost, etc.

Euclidean Zoning, on the other hand, works to segregate land uses making single-family
housing of the highest purpose. Euclidean zoning effectively works by relegating single
family residential areas outward from the urban centers to the suburbs due to cheaper
land costs associated with distances from urban centers. Once rural and suburban land
increases in value, new single-family housing pushes farther out. This has the effect of
segregating single-family housing from other housing types and creating sterile,
economically segregated neighborhoods. To the suburban political subdivision, Euclidean
Zoning offers succinct, easily managed zoning districts, with a caveat of escalating costs
associated with infrastructure needs, demands for new municipal services and increased
commuting times. Small, rural political subdivisions lacking infrastructure and/or
emergency services are forced to adopt larger lots with lower density and height
requirements to prevent the spread of environmental degradation or protect existing
housing from fire damage furthering urban sprawl and the loss of the community’s rural
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landscape/character. Unless used with care, Euclidean Zoning will also foster automobile
dependent communities increasing the transportation costs and utility costs.

Local policy decisions affect the land division process and infrastructure investments that
collectively have an impact on the availability of land to support affordable housing
developments. Local subdivision regulations govern the physical attributes and amenities
of major subdivision developments as well as minor land divisions. In Allen County, minor
land divisions are defined as the creation of five or less lots, including the remainder, that
do not involve the opening or widening of road or easement of access. Such lots
comprised more than half (805/51.4%) of all residential lots created (1,565) outside of
municipal boundaries in Allen County between 2000 and 2018. Minor land divisions
creating new residential lots were typically located in the more rural areas of Allen County
where the unavailability of sewer and water required new lots to be 2.5 acres or greater in
size. The expense of residential development at that density tends to exclude low-to-
moderate income residents.

Major subdivisions, as discussed earlier, are defined as the creation of more than five lots
and/or the opening, widening, or extension of a road or easement of access. Such
developments require specific infrastructure improvements specified by local government
regulations for essential items such roadways, utilities, fire hydrants, sidewalks, etc. A
statewide comparison suggests local subdivision regulations and their affiliated review
process are relatively quick and inexpensive. Costs reflect recoupment of public funds
expended in the review process; there are no per lot costs charged and no impact fees.
Moreover, the permitted density of residential development is on par when examining
subdivision regulations across West Central Ohio.

Within the municipalities of Allen County, new residential subdivision development has
been limited in terms of their number and scale since the Great Recession of 2008. In
fact, since 2008, the Village of Bluffton has approved a single plat (2013) with 37 single
family lots. Bath Township near Lima’s corporation limit has recently approved a new
subdivision with 10 single-family lots. No other municipality has platted a formal
subdivision plat. The City of Lima did, however, see a new apartment complex of 54 units
develop in Shawnee School District.

However, major residential developments are currently required to provide both municipal
water and sewer service. In the unincorporated area of Allen County, which constitutes
some 241,948 acres or 92.9% of the total area in Allen County, sanitary sewer services
are developed under the authority of the Allen County Board of Commissioners, while
municipal water services are typically provided by the Allen Water District (or a local
municipality). In many areas where the co-location of both water and sewer is limited and
therefore high-density subdivision development in suburban and rural areas is largely
precluded. Water lines have been extended since the 2019 update to include the
municipalities of Lafayette and Harrod in the Allen East School District.

As the availability of land for high-density residential land is restricted by not only the
zoning district designation adopted by the local political subdivision, land also must have
access to necessary water and sewer required and provided by the County, or the Allen
Water District. Allen Water District has expanded service to LMI villages of Harrod and
Lafayette since the last Al update. Data suggests an absence of larger vacant tracts
available for higher-density residential development, except in those tracts identified as
commercial and industrial parks; and, given the difficulty of assembling smaller parcels to
construct affordable housing, such development may be dependent upon specific public
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policy decisions/actions to assemble such parcels and/or to increase the availability of
water and sewer to specific areas.

o The adoption of residential building codes across Allen County has been debated for a
number of years. Proponents of adopting such codes identify safety, accountability and
aesthetics. Opponents argue increased housing costs, bloated bureaucracies and
construction delays. Township and village support for the adoption of such regulations has
been tepid. Although Townships have the inherent ability to adopt and enforce residential
building codes as per the ORC, the complexity and staffing requirements to support such
a position is beyond the means of most local governments. And although the issue has
been acknowledged, adoption of any residential building codes for the unincorporated
areas has lacked political support at the township/county levels. The impact of failing to
adopt county-wide building codes is not seen as a detriment to affordable housing choice.
More likely it impacts the number of safe, sanitary, and sometimes habitable housing units
as housing conditions deteriorate due to poor construction, cheap materials, disinvestment
in high-percentage rental environments, and the lack of any regulatory oversight to correct
same.

Lending Institutions

There are various types of financial lending institutions used to finance a home, including local
retail banks, credit unions, savings & loan associations and mortgage companies. Retail or
commercial banks are the typical large banks where branches provide customer services ranging
from savings and checking accounts, mortgages, personal loans, credit cards and certificates of
deposit (CDs). Credit unions are a type of financial cooperative that provides traditional banking
services. Credit unions follow a basic business mode in which members pool their money to be
able to provide loans, and deposit savings into individual savings or checking accounts. They are
non-profit entities established to benefit the community and interests of their members. Savings
& Loan Associations are financial institutions that specialize in accepting savings and deposits,
and making mortgages and other loans. The S&Ls were created largely to serve the residential
mortgage market during the depression. Such institutions have declined in popularity since the
S&L crisis occurring between 1986 and 1995, at which time many became insolvent. A mortgage
company is a firm engaged in the business of originating and/or funding mortgages for residential
or commercial property. A mortgage company is often just the originator of a loan; it markets itself
to potential borrowers and seeks funding from one of several client financial institutions that
provide the capital for the mortgage itself. Mortgage companies typically offer turnkey mortgage
services, including the origination, funding, and servicing of mortgages. The factors that
differentiate mortgage companies include relationships with banks, products offered, and internal
underwriting standards.

Lending institutions are often classified as full-service financial institutions, subprime lenders, or
alternative financial institutions. Full-service financial institutions offer a full range of integrated
financial services including banking, brokerage, mortgage, insurance, and ATM services for their
customers. They will typically assist with deposits, loans, debit/credit cards, and pensions. A
subprime lender specializes in lending to borrowers with weak or limited credit history. Subprime
lenders offer subprime loans to individuals who do not qualify for prime-rate loans. By definition,
all subprime loans have rates higher than the prime rate offered on conventional loans.