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SECTION 1
INTRODUCTION: WOCAP COMMUNITY ASSESSMENT 2020

Federal planning guidelines require community assessments to be completed every five years and
reviewed annually for needed updates. The Head Start Policy Council and Board of the West Ohio
Community Action Partnership (WOCAP) approved this Assessment in . According to
federal guidance, this Assessment will be used by the Board and staff at WOCAP to research the local
needs and plan warranted types of programming and services that will be provided using Community
Services Block Grant and Head Start funds. Such funds must be used for programming aligned with the
three National Community Action Results Oriented Management Accountability (ROMA) goals that guide
the types of services that help families and individuals thrive.

The 2022 WOCAP Community Assessment has been completely updated to provide expanded information
necessary to provide the rationale and justification for the programs and services provided by and yet to
be developed by WOCAP. The assessment was compiled with the assistance of the Lima Allen County
Regional Planning Commission and Allen County Public Health. WOCAP acknowledges their technical
support and extends its sincere appreciation for their hard work and commitment to this process.

1.1 Goals & Objectives

The overall goal of the assessment was to capture the state of well-being of people in our service
area and identify the vulnerable populations within the community specifically targeting the
inclusion of low-income, elderly, young children, expectant women, minority, and disabled
residents. We intended to identify those available internal and external data sets to develop the
most comprehensive overview of the community using our community partners in the planning
process. The efforts to compile and analyze the data provided herein will help identify community
weaknesses and build upon local strengths and resources to close the gap between the
community's needs and the services accessible to everyone.

WOCAP's objective was to meet the regulatory requirements of the US Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) and satisfy both Community Services Block Grant and Head Start
Program planning requirements, and specifically address CSBGs national ROMA directives that
require: (1) Individuals and families with low incomes are stable and achieve economic security;
(2) Communities where people with low income live are healthy and offer economic opportunity;
(3) People with low incomes are engaged and active in building opportunities in communities.

1.2 WOCAP History
West Ohio CAP was founded as a non-profit private organization in 1993 to serve our
community in meeting the needs of both young and old low-income families in Allen County,
Ohio. After nearly three years of effort by the United Way of Greater Lima, the Black Ministerial
Alliance, the City of Lima’s Mayor, and the Allen County Commissioners, West Ohio CAP was
designated on February 1, 1994 as the Community Action Agency for Allen County.

Upon opening, West Ohio CAP operated two emergency assistance programs, the local Federal
Emergency Management Assistance and the Home Energy Assistance Program, with four
employees and a budget of $345,000. On September 12, 1994, a Micro Enterprise Coordinator
was hired and the Allen/Lima Enterprise Assistance Program became the first program created by
the new Community Action Agency. In 1995, the Federal Head Start program was secured. With
the inception of this program, Head Start became the agency’s biggest funded program by serving
571 children in Allen County. West Ohio CAP continued its focus on low-income early childhood



development by successfully adding 80 children in the Early Head Start Program with child care
partnersin 2015.

Twenty-nine years later, with an operating budget that has grown to $16 million dollars and a
staff of 110 employees, West Ohio CAP now offers fourteen programs in three counties, Allen,
Auglaize and Mercer. West Ohio CAP’s programs are continually evolving and changing as part of
a continuing effort to meet the ever-growing needs of our community and our neighbors. Over
the years, West Ohio CAP has well realized that as our community and the economic environment
in which we live change — our plans, goals, and services must change as well. Therefore, West
Ohio CAP is “On the Move”. West Ohio CAP facility locations include Celina, Harrod, Lima, and
Wapakoneta. The Lima location at 540 Central Avenue is our headquarters, which is centrally
located in Lima and is accessible by public transportation or pedestrians.

With pride in service and a commitment to excellence, West Ohio CAP provides opportunities for
people to reach their highest potential by providing stepping stones to success. We open paths
to self-sufficiency and empowerment for individuals and families to enhance our community.
West Ohio CAP programming has grown to include: Early Head Start, Head Start and Preschool,
Kindergarten Kamp, Most Valuable Parents (MVP) Program, Rent Assistance, Fair Housing,
Financial Management, Home Repair Program, Lead Safe Home Program, Utility Assistance
(HEAP), Rent/Mortgage Assistance, Water Assistance, Emergency Services and the Start-Up Lab.

West Ohio CAP has been involved with establishing and nurturing many initiatives that have
grown to become other successful non-profit programs in the community, such as the federally
qualified health clinic, now the Dr. Gene Wright Health Center; family violence prevention which
is now Partnership for Violence Free Families; and The Start Up Lab for minority small business
development.

West Ohio CAP has a proven thirty-year track record of ethics in operations and fiscal
accountability by continually achieving “clean” audit opinions during our annual agency wide
single audits. In 2014 and 2019, the Chamber of Commerce named West Ohio CAP “Non-Profit
Business of the Year”. In 2016, West Ohio CAP was awarded the Exemplary Program award from
the John Glenn Institute for our newest program, Steps to Success, a comprehensive self-
sufficiency program for low-income adults. We have also been awarded seven Best Practice
Awards from The Ohio State University’s John Glenn Institute for Public Policy and Public Service.
This award is presented to non-profit agencies for innovative efforts to help low-income people
make life-changing differences and lead them on the path to self- sufficiency. In 2019, West Ohio
CAP was again chosen as recipient for the Exemplary Program award for our “No Excuses”
Program initiated in Allen County as an effort to ensure the safety of the most vulnerable
population and create a safer living environment. Our agency also received the Community
Impact Award in 2019 from Dominion Energy for our Lead Safe Home Program, and in 2020
Dominion Community Impact Award for our efforts to reduce homelessness. On July 8, 2022,
West Ohio CAP received the Compass Award today from Ohio Treasurer Robert Sprague. The
Compass Award is presented for demonstrating innovation and excellence in the field of financial
literacy.

We are known throughout the community as an organization of integrity that is a leader in
collaboration, partnering and advocating for low-income families. A hallmark of our
organization is our ability to collaborate with a wide variety of community agencies. We have
partnerships with more than 100 agencies in our region to meet the goals of helping people
reach their full potential.
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West Ohio CAP currently serves about 9,300 individuals per year through its many programs and
services in three counties. Quality of services is paramount to our continued success.

Collaborations with West Ohio CAP

West Ohio CAP has many partnerships with local community and government organizations.
West Ohio CAP understands that to achieve results, we cannot do it alone. A few examples of
our partnerships are given here.

West Ohio CAP partners with the United Way of Greater Lima, Family and Children First Council,
the Chamber of Commerce and the Lima City Schools to provide a unique five-week transition
program (head start preschool curriculum into kindergarten) for at-risk children. The goal of the
partnership was to identify children who did not have a preschool experience, and prepare
children for kindergarten, educate teachers about early learning institutions, and develop
relationships between kindergarten teachers and head start teachers. The program is a huge
success - increasing children’s kindergarten testing scores from 14 points to 19 points (the
average) and earning West Ohio CAP an award from the John Glenn Institute for Best Practices.

West Ohio CAP partners with five childcare centers in Lima to coordinate early childhood
services for working parents. We combine resources, space and funding to ensure high quality
services are available and to increase the childcare’s capacity for excellence through curriculum
development, staff training, and financial support.

West Ohio CAP partners with 13 organizations in three counties to coordinate homeless
prevention services in each county. The Homeless Planning Region 12 develops policy for how
services will be provided, monitors quality of services and ensures that families are permanently
and stably housed. Our partnership has resulted in the first ever participation in the annual
homeless count by both Auglaize and Mercer Counties, bringing awareness to those
communities of the need for services.

WOCAP's Philosophy & Guidance

WOCAP has a long and storied history of success. And much of that success is predicated upon
the direction and guidance provided by the Policy Board, our parents, and staff, who have
collectively developed specific statements to guide the direction, development, and delivery of
services so needed across this community. To meet the needs of those we dedicate our services
we adopt the following statements:

Mission Statement:

West Ohio Community Action Partnership is a non-profit 501(c)(3), Community Action Agency
that provides opportunities for people to reach their highest potential by providing stepping
stones to success. We shall open paths to self-sufficiency and empowerment for individuals and
families to enhance our community.
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Value Statement:

Together, we the staff, board and policy council of West Ohio Community Action
Partnership, commit to making a difference in our community, through actions and
behaviors that demonstrate our dedication to these values:

Welcoming, accepting, and recognizing that each person has unique and diverse
qualifications and strengths

Offering services with dignity, kindness, and compassion

Communicating with directness and honesty to find creative solutions

Accomplishing our common goals by providing the tools to build bridges to success
Pioneering the way forward in high standards of education and community achievement

Vision Statement:
WOCAP's vision is to continue to provide the tools and services needed to builds respected, strong
foundation in our community through programs and partnerships.

WOCAP & Current Collaboration

As an agency, WOCAP has developed its programming and shared its successes with other
community stakeholders. And, as a result, WOCAP now has over 100 partnerships with the local
community and government organizations. However, WOCAP understands that to achieve
results; it cannot do it alone. A few examples of successful program partnerships in 2015-2019
include:

= With the United Way of Greater Lima, Family & Children First Council, the Chamber of
Commerce, and the Lima City Schools, WOCAP provides a unique five-week transition
program (head start preschool curriculum into kindergarten) for at-risk children. The
partnership aims to identify children who did not have a preschool experience, prepare
children for kindergarten, educate teachers about early learning institutions, and develop
relationships between Kindergarten Teachers and Head Start Teachers. The program has
proven to be a huge success - increasing children's kindergarten testing scores from 14 points
to 19 points (the average) and earning WOCAP an award from the John Glenn Institute for
Best Practices.

= WOCAP currently works with five childcare centers in Lima to coordinate early childhood
services for working parents. We combine resources, space and funding to ensure high
quality services are available and increase the childcare’s capacity for excellence through
curriculum development, staff training, and financial support.

= Coordinating with 15 organizations across three counties, the agency works to deliver
homeless prevention services. The Homeless Planning Region 12 develops policy regarding
how services are provided, monitors the quality of services and ensures that families are
permanently and stably housed. The partnership has resulted in the development of Annual
Homeless Counts conducted in both Auglaize and Mercer counties and helped to raise the
level of public awareness in those communities regarding the need to provide homeless
services. In 2021 WOCAP served 129 households that were identified as homeless, as well as
assisting another 1,385 households with housing assistance.
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= The vision of West Ohio Cap was to design a lead abatement project to focus both on lead
abatement and home repair to remove lead hazards and preserve safe and affordable
housing. In addition, we recognized that eliminating other unsafe home repairs was necessary
to ensure the home was safe for occupancy when each home was completed. To reach this
goal, West Ohio Cap had to leverage 1.75 million of private funds with State home repair
funds, agency funds, City of Lima funds, and Ohio Department of Health Funds. West Ohio
Cap planned to abate 40-50 homes in the area, with a priority for homes with children who
have already been poisoned by lead. Ten area contractors and government organizations
collaborated with WOCAP to move this project forward.

=  West Ohio CAP earned an emergency home repair grant for $140,000 from the Ohio
Development Services and is expected to serve 16 households.

Overview & Data Limitations

The data collected for this Assessment was assembled from various sources across various
periods. Data sets varied by date and period and did not automatically lend themselves to
inclusion in this Report. Statistical manipulations using geographic information systems were used
to assimilate data across geographies and periods.

The 2020 and 2020 Decennial Census datasets were used as baseline information across the entire
report. Where available data is presented at the census tract level, defaults fall to county or
political subdivision levels. The second section addresses the local population by geography,
household structure, age, educational attainment, and income; poverty and employment
conclude the socioeconomic indices. Section Ill reviews housing data made available by the
decennial census, the ACS, and data obtained from the Allen County Auditor. Section Il provides
insights relative to the housing stock by size, tenure, age, perceived value, sales values, residency,
vacancy status, and quality. Group quarters, mobile/manufactured homes, and manufactured
home parks are also addressed before an analysis of housing rehabilitation, affordability, and
homelessness is presented. The subsequent sections address a review of housing foreclosures,
vacancies and blight. Based on the antipoverty programming undertaken by WOCAP, Section IV
examines various metrics of the local school districts and the educational opportunities presented
across the community at post-secondary institutions, non-degree granting primarily post-
secondary educational facilities, local school districts and child care facilities. Most of the data
were obtained from the Ohio Department of Education and the New America Federal Education
Budget Project; ancillary data was obtained from school websites and related periodicals. Data
herein supports educational attainment data provided in Section Il and provides greater insights
into the various programs locally available, as well as provides greater insights into the various
locally available programs and the financial, demographic, and performance of those public-
school districts. Data relative to local school districts facilities and KRA data is incorporated
therein. Data within Section V has been supported and or provided by the Ohio Department of
Public Safety, Ohio Department of Commerce, Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, Ohio
Department of Natural Resources, Allen County Auditor's Office, Lima-Allen County Regional
Planning Commission, Allen County Public Health, City of Lima Police Department, City of Lima
Building & Zoning Department, and City of Lima Code Enforcement Office. Section V examines the
implications of crime, housing, and substance abuse with respect to policy decisions governing
land use, housing, resource management, criminal justice services, and health. Before a Summary
of Findings & Recommendations is presented, Section VI provides an overview of poverty and
health disparities, including those associated with the local physical environment. Section VI
concludes with a needs assessment completed by WOCAP's clients and parents and summarizes



WOCAP's services, partners, and compliance issues related to the delivery of Head Start and Early
Head Start services.

The report readily acknowledges "borrowing" statements and statistical findings from the Centers
for Disease Control, the United States Environmental Protection Agency, the Ohio Environmental
Protection Agency, the Ohio Department of Health, and the Ohio Health Policy Institute to address
the complicated relationships between the environment and disease as well as to link statistically
significant findings obtained at the state/national levels with the local environment and expected
health determinants and policy recommendations developed across Sections V, VI and VII.



SECTION 2
POPULATION & SOCIOECONOMIC DEMOGRAPHICS

To assess the community's needs 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
essential 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 and allowing these local service providers to develop sound policies and support the wise
expenditure of public funds.

2.1

2.2

Population & Area

The service area under review in this document spans the entirety of Allen County, including 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 roads include Interstate 75,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. In addition,
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.
Therefore, 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 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.

Table 2-1 provides population data for
Allen County and its political subdivisions
by decennial census periods and the
most recent ACS estimate.
The population of Allen County has | 100,000
changed over time with an extended 95,000
period of relatively slow growth — up
through 1980, followed by a gradual
decline. As identified in Table 2-1 and demonstrated in lllustration 2-1, the County's population
reached a peak of 112,241 persons in 1980. Since, it has decreased by 10,035 persons or 8.9
percent. For comparison purposes, the State of Ohio experienced a population growth of 10.7%
over the same 40-year period.

05,000
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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 2-1
TOTAL POPULATION BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION (1960-2020)
Political PCT Change
Subdivision 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020* 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 2,591 2,935 3,237 3,206 3,719 3,952 3,763 48.90%
Cairo 566 587 596 473 499 524 517 -8.66%
Delphos 3,716 4,301 3,984 3,901 3,901 3,938 3,935 3.98%

Elida 1,215 1,211 1,349 1,486 1,917 1,905 1,923 58.27%
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 | 45,549 | 40,081 | 38,771 | 35,579 -30.29%
Spencerville 2,061 2,241 2,184 2,288 2,235 2,223 2,198 6.65%

Amanda Twp 1,217 1,498 1,769 1,773 1,913 2,071 2,061 69.35%
American Twp 9,184 8,766 11,476 | 10,921 | 13,599 | 12,476 | 12,615 37.36%
Auglaize Twp 1,740 2,245 2,042 2,241 2,359 2,366 2,334 34.14%
Bath Twp 8,307 9,323 9,997 10,105 9,819 9,725 9,399 13.15%
Jackson Twp 1,523 1,761 2,214 2,288 2,632 2,611 2,737 78.59%
Marion Twp 2,222 2,644 2,734 2,775 2,872 2,777 2,694 25.20%
Monroe Twp 1,386 1,490 1,621 1,622 1,720 1,702 1,550 11.83%
Perry Twp 5,045 3,751 3,586 3,577 3,620 3,531 3,382 -32.96%
Richland Twp 1,530 1,515 1,628 1,821 2,015 1,955 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%

Sugar Creek Twp 1,166 1,209 1,242 1,311 1,330 1,283 1,231 5.57%

*Data gathered from 2020 DEC

Since 2000, a 2.8% population loss
is due largely to out-migration.

migration within the community.

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
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 out migration 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. Illustration 2-2 provides additional insights into the components of
population change over the 2010 thru 2019 period.
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2.3

Whether related to growth or decline, population change is not
static nor uniform. For example, Allen County experienced an ST Eeter A ey
overall population decrease of 1.5 percent when examining the | | itrocced g general decline of
entire period spanning the 1960 to 2020 period while, as | population since 1970.

depicted in Table 2-1, many political subdivisions within Allen
County have experienced an extended period of continued growth.

Data suggests that the older

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 the 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 decreases
between 1960 and 2020. However, Amanda Township, a township without an incorporated area,
experienced sizeable percentage growth over the 60 years witnessing a population growth of
69.35 percent, respectively. Of concern is the effect of annexation on the unincorporated areas
over the 60-year period. However, the actual annexation of the population is considered
negligible as most annexation initiatives target undeveloped/unpopulated land.

Households & Household Size

Another population-related factor to recognize is a change in the number and size of local
households. This measure is important since each household requires a dwelling unit. In most
cases, the household size will determine specific housing components such as the number of
bedrooms, bathrooms, square footage, play area, etc. Therefore, housing consumption changes
as the number of households change in number or character. 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.

From a public policy perspective,
it is important to balance the
available housing supply with
the housing demand.

Tot 1990-2020
ACS data reveals the total

23
number of households and the - 41,025

rate of change in total households 40,646 40,719
reported between 1990 and 2020.
[llustration 2-3 shows the trend
over time in total households in
Allen County. Table 2-2 explains
the decline in total households
between 2010 and 2020. In 2020
there were 41,025 households, an
increase of 0.8 percent from the
2010 figure of 40,719 households.
The increase in number of households was not uniform across the county. Jackson, Perry, and
Sugar Creek townships all saw significant decreases in the number of households.

2000




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.

TABLE 2-2
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS & AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION (2010-2020)

Total Avg. Total Avg. ChPacr;rge PCT

Political Subdivision | Households | Household | Households | Household Total Change
2010 Size 2010 2020 Size 2020 HH H.H. Size

Allen County 40,719 2.5 41,025 24 0.8% -4.0%
Beaverdam 186 2.3 177 2.5 -4.8% 8.2%
Bluffton 1,330 2.6 1,450 24 9.0% -6.2%
Cairo 144 24 236 2.9 63.9% 22.9%
Delphos 1,603 24 1,655 2.3 3.2% -4.6%
Elida 797 2.7 796 2.5 -0.1% -7.0%
Harrod 197 2.9 138 2.9 -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 2.5 -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 2.3 1,318 2.5 -15.8% 11.9%
Richland Twp 706 2.4 741 2.4 5.0% 1.7%
Shawnee Twp 4,665 2.6 4,813 25 3.2% -4.9%
Spencer Twp 316 2.6 314 2.6 -0.6% -0.4%
Sugar Creek Twp 505 2.7 437 2.8 -13.5% 6.4%
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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
children. This data may very well
indicate that a historical trend of
families with children is changing to

The implications of smaller size households should be
monitored by local policy experts and reflected in local
housing policies, building codes and zoning regulations.

more two-person households, single-parent households with children under the age of 18 years,
and households comprised of retirees. In addition, 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)

Political 2020 Total | Total | PCTof | Married | pcT single | PCT Fse':‘i:fe PCT

Subdivision Households .w/ Total _w/ Married Mafle w/ | Male w/ Female
Children H.H. Children H.H. 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 2.5% 85 19.1%
Cairo 236 73 30.9% 46 63.0% 6 8.2% 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 9.6% 54 23.6%
Harrod 138 41 29.7% 40 97.6% 0 0.0% 1 2.4%
Lafayette 153 64 41.8% 23 35.9% 14 21.9% 27 42.2%
Lima 14,426 4,316 29.9% 1,501 34.8% 583 13.5% 2,232 51.7%
Spencerville 850 320 37.6% 188 58.8% 57 17.8% 75 23.4%
Amanda Twp 697 178 25.5% 151 84.8% 0 0.0% 27 15.2%
American Twp 5,529 1,084 19.6% 715 66.0% 74 6.8% 295 27.2%
Auglaize Twp 832 209 25.1% 155 74.2% 54 25.8% 0 0.0%
Bath Twp 3,761 1,085 28.8% 607 55.9% 163 15.0% 315 29.0%
Jackson Twp 912 229 25.1% 159 69.4% 64 27.9% 6 2.6%
Marion Twp 1,129 294 26.0% 217 73.8% 51 17.3% 26 8.8%
Monroe Twp 661 142 21.5% 129 90.8% 13 9.2% 0 0.0%
Perry Twp 1,318 265 20.1% 172 64.9% 0 0.0% 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 69.5% 73 5.0% 372 25.5%
Spencer Twp 314 105 33.4% 105 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Sugar Creek Twp 437 94 21.5% 94 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
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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.

Large households (6 or more persons) usually
have more difficulty finding housing particularly
affordable rental housing due to a lack of supply.

TABLE 2-4
HOUSEHOLD SIZE BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION (2020)

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

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%
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Single parent households, especially female heads of households, are also at risk of experiencing
fair housing discrimination based on familial status. Table 2-5 reveals the distribution of single
female-headed households across the County, excluding those living alone. 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%
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24 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 that
particular population segment will require specific services. As sex is a
protected class under the Fair Housing Act, this construct provides valuable
insights into fertility and morbidity issues, workforce availability, and housing

Age reflects the degree
to which specific services
will be required.

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 Cohort Male PCT of Male Female PCT of Female Total PCT of Total

Pop Pop 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 2.1%
85< 737 1.40% 1780 3.50% 2517 2.4%

Consistent with national trends, the County's population is aging. The Consi . .

onsistent with national
median age of the County population is 39.4 years. That compares trends, the County’s
with a median of 39.5 and 38.2 years with the State of Ohio and the | population is aging.
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.
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TABLE 2-7
AGE OF POPULATION BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION (2020)
Political Subdivision Median Age PCT Under 18 PCT Over 65
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 335 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%

Age data reveals that 6.1 percent of the County's
population is less than five 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 the age of the population
(Under 16 and over 65), over a third of the population
(40.8%) is unable to fully contribute to the economic growth and earning power of the
community. Data shows that an additional 19.8 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.

Data suggests that simply due to
age a third of the population is not
able to fully contribute to the
economic growth of the community.
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2.5

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 several ways. Included are
persons of all non-white races, Hispanics of any race, and

Census 2010 data revealed that
representatives of all minority
classifications lived within Allen
County, except for Pacific Islander.

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 ACS data revealed that representatives of all minority
classifications lived within Allen County, except for Pacific Islander. Ethnicity is somewhat harder
to identify when considering race and/or minority relationships. Ethnicity typically refers to a
person's country of origin and their 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 2-6 reveals the extent to which Allen County compares
to the State of Ohio by a racial breakdown.

[ ] White alone

%Allen County %0hio

ILL 2-4 Race

[ | 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 percent. The largest minority group within Allen County is the Black/African-

The community has followed
national trends and grown more
racially diverse since 2010.

American population, 12.2 percent of the total population. Those
minority groups that identify as two or more races comprise 5
percent of Allen County's population. All other minority groups
comprise approximately 2.6 percent of the county population

(Hlustration 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.
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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 Minorit .. Minority Pop. | PCT Minorit Change PCT Change

Subdivision Pop. 201\:) PCT Minority 2010 zoz‘:) P 2020 ! '10-'2go '10-'zog
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%
Spencerville 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%
Sugar Creek Twp 32 2.49% 85 6.90% 53 165.63%
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TABLE 2-9
TOTAL MINORITY (RACE & ETHNICITY) POPULATION BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION (2020)
Political Bla-Ck iy Asian American Other Tlrllvgrzr ::T.Z:::; Total Percent
Subdivision ::::r?:a;\ Indian Races Races Origin

Allen County 12475 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 9833 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 1409 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 Twp 6 2 1 3 49 24 85 6.90%

The 2020 Census data suggests that the minority populations in Allen County have continued to
grow. While the Black/African-American population experienced a slight decline of < 1 percent,
the Hispanic population, which currently makes
up 3.2 percent of the population in Allen County,
and a saw steady growth with 23.2 percent
growth between 2010 and 2020. (Table 2-10).
Table 2-11 Breaks down those of Hispanic and
Latino Origin by Race.

The 2020 DEC census results reveal that the
minority populations in Allen County have
continued to grow in the last ten years.
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TABLE 2-10
ALLEN COUNTY POPULATION CHANGE BY RACE/ETHNICITY (2010-2020)
Race :: r 0 ;;cl-:) IZJ(());,O 2':;:;0 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%
American Indian/Alaskan Native 162 0.15% 233 0.23% 71 30.47%
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 2.29% 5,117 5.01% 2686 52.49%
[ Table2:11 Allen County Hispanicor Latino Originby Race200 |
Race Identified As Total Percent
White 1893 55.63%
Black or African American 22 0.65%
American Indian and Alaska Native 54 1.59%
Asian 10 0.29%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0 0.00%
Some other race 908 26.68%
Two or more races 516 15.16%
Total 3403 100.00%
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The growth of the minority populations and the movement of people amongst the townships
changed the distribution of white and minority populations between 2010 and 2020. 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 relatively stable while areas
closer to Lima experienced varying levels of growth
The growth of the minority populations and decline. However, this pattern is not exclusive
coupled with the movement of populations to the White population. Segments of the
amongst the townships changed the Black/African American population also left the
distribution of white and minority central City area (Map 2-4). This does not suggest
populations between 2010 and 2020. . . . .
that more or less segregation for the migrations is
predicated on several 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.
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Map 2-4 — Change in MIN Pop
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2.6

The Disabled Population

Persons with disabilities face some of the greatest barriers to fair housing choice
due to needed accessibility features and access to public transit, support services | Within Allen County 16,773
and/or affordability. Advocacy groups, through various Federal legislative | Persons, age s orolder,
initiatives, have established the civil rights of the disabled, especially regarding | Suffer from a disability.
housing, employment, education, and transportation. Each of these Acts also
utilizes different terms and definitions to address specific eligibility criteria and/or services. 2020 ACS 5-year
estimates on the disabled population within Allen County have reported that 16,773 persons have a disability,
representing 16.7 percent of all non-institutionalized persons. 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 need 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 deemed mobility-impaired or 20.8 percent of the
total elderly population.

TABLE 2-12
DISABILITY STATUS OF RESIDENTS OF ALLEN COUNTY (2020)
SUPI:(;:’I;?Ln NI POP #DIS % DIS Hearing | Vision | Cognitive | Ambulatory zglrf; L:c:‘ g
Allen 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 3,761 425 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 3,540 1,029 | 2,132
Spencerville 2,149 483 22.48% 50 132 252 189 19 128
Amanda 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 2,533 408 16.11% 161 160 119 137 21 91
Marion Twp 2,955 435 14.72% 127 17 54 291 32 89
Monroe 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 785 194 24.71% 24 87 28 71 17 38
Sugar Creek 1,233 169 13.71% 90 21 43 57 7 19
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2.7

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, higher educational attainment positions tend to offer more
job satisfaction. Moreover, individuals with lower educational
attainment levels, those with no high school diploma or GED,

experience higher unemployment rates (nearly 3 times the rate for those who have completed a bachelor degree)
and less income when employed.! Therefore, it is imperative to support local school initiatives, post-secondary
advancement, and continuing education programs to strengthen the skill sets of the local population and labor

force.

Although higher educational attainment
levels have demonstrated capacity for
higher income earning, only 18.65% of
Allen County residents have completed a
4-year college degree program or higher.

Table 2-13 presents data summarizing the Allen County population
aged 25 years or older educational attainment levels. This data
shows that 6522 individuals or 9.43 percent of all individuals 25
years of age or older have not completed a high school education.
This statistic compares favorably against national attainment levels
where 11.5 percent of the population fails to earn high school
diplomas. However, given that there are several very respectable

Local post-secondary schools include:
= The Ohio State University
= Ohio Northern University
= Rhodes State College
= Bluffton University
= University of Northwestern Ohio
= University of Findlay

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 2-13
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT FOR THE POPULATION 25 YEARS & OVER (2020)
) . White Population Minority Population Total Population
Educational Attainment
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%

Ihttps://www.bls.gov/emp/tables/unemployment-earnings-education.htm
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2.8

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 2-14. The data suggests
Allen County's 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. As a result, 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.

Allen County is lagging behind
the State and national income
levels with respect to household,
family, and per capita income.

TABLE 2-14
COMPARATIVE INCOME MEASURES (2010-2020)
Allen Allen
Income Measure cﬁlllx?\rt‘y Ohio us i%l_:_n:z iocl:_n;z
OH uU.S.
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 median family income in 2020,
a decrease of 7.1 percent 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 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 State and national per capita increases, 22.6 and 22.8 percent respectively. national
figures over the ten years. In 2020 Allen County's per capita income was 83.9 percent of that of
the State and 76.9 percent of the national figure.

Allen County per capita income level
growth was comparable to State and
national figures over the same 10-yr
period.




Table 2-15 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 concentration of household
incomes is in the $60,000 to $99,999 income bracket. About
a quarter (24 percent) of households are concentrated

The incomes of 2 in 5 (41.9%)
non-family households were
concentrated below $25,000.

below $25,000.
TABLE 2-15
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 2-7 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 several other local political subdivisions.

82560

[=]

67283

ILLUSTRATION 2-5 MEDIAN HO
un

()]
ﬁ

66979

o
-]
o
-
I

63702

]
i

@ V)

O

67412

7778

77120

70139
68836

USEHOLD INCOME

(2]
[\
ﬁ

(1)

3
3

65000

N
O

i




2.9

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

Between 2010 and 2020 the
percentage of households earning less
than 525,000 decreased by 5.6 percent.

$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 2-16 depicts those
households earning less than $25,000 annually.

Lima stands out for having the county's largest proportion of

In 2020, 13.0% of all individuals,
and 9.5% of all families in Allen
County were below poverty level.

low-income residents. This is particularly true when examining the lowest-income households.
For example, 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 2-16
LOW HOUSEHOLD INCOMES BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION (2020)new
PCT PCT
Political Subdivision Households SESIJEO $10:000 $15:000 S?SI:IOSOO S::}JEO
$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 1901




The 2020 ACS provides information on the number of individuals and families within Allen County
whose incomes fall below the established poverty level. ACS 2020 5-year estimates revealed that
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 from poverty, 50.6 percent had children, and 19 percent
had children under 5 years of age. For comparison purposes, 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 a positive trend in the
proportion of individuals in poverty. 7,015 individuals rose from poverty status between 2010 and
2020 tabulations, representing a drop of 35.6 percent.

TABLE 2-17
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 2-18
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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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

2020 employment data presented 47,668 full and part time
jobs in Allen County. According to the USDOC, employment
was largely restricted to 3 industry sectors that represent
over half (56.2%) of jobs within Allen County.

participating in the labor force reflected 31,300 or 38.2 percent of the total available labor force.
As documented by the ACS 2020 5-year estimates, the civilian labor force in Allen County was

50,516, of which 47,687 (94.4%) were employed.

A perspective on the labor force can be
type of occupation. Table 2-19 uses

gained by examining the number of employed persons by
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 2-19
LABOR FORCE BY OCCUPATION (2020)
Industry NAICS | Employees Percent
Agriculture, forestry,

11 4 1.159
fishing, and hunting >47 >%
Construction 23 2472 5.19%
Manufacturing 31-33 10259 21.52%
Wholesale trade 42 1237 2.60%
Retail trade 44-45 5513 11.00%
Transportation,

22 -

warehousing, and 21;18 2743 5.75%
utilities
Information 51 645 1.35%
Finance and insurance,
real estate renting and 52-53 1947 4.08%
leasing
Professional, scientific,
and management,and | 54 55 56| 3190 6.69%
administrative and waste
management services
Educational services, and
health care and social 61-62 11,325 23.76%
assistance
Arts, en.tertamment, and 71-72 4132 8.67%
recreation
Other services, except 81 2076 8.67%
public administration
Public Administration 92 1582 3.32%

Total Labor Force 47,668 100%
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Map 2-7 Household Poverty

Map 2-7: Household Poverty Rate (2020)
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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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Over the past 10 years, unemployment rates reflect the impact of major employers relocating or
instituting major cutbacks in response to market events or economic trends. Illustration 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. 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 full impact of the
shutdown is still being determined but it continues to affect the unemployment rates even as we
begin to see businesses open back up.

ILL 2-6 Unemploymen

Two 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 to available potential employment. Currently, more than 40 percent of
Allen County households are limited to one or no vehicles available, making juggling family and
work transportation needs a challenge.
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Summary

The population of Allen County has experienced a general decline since 1980, when it reached a
plateau of 112,241 persons. A 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 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 local households' total number and size.
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 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 in 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. 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 the 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 must 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 have 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 and 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 deemed mobility-impaired, or 20.8 percent of the total elderly population.

Persons with disabilities face
some of the greatest barriers
to employment and housing.

The County's population has grown more racially and ethnically diverse during the past decade.
Racially, the white population comprises the most significant percentage of the population at 77.9
percent. The largest minority group within Allen County is African-Americans, 12.2 percent of the
total population. All other minority groups comprise approximately 9.8 percent of the entire
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 over 6,522 individuals or 9.43 percent of all
individuals 25 years of age or older have not completed a high school education. However, given
that many very reputable post-secondary schools are readily accessible, it is disappointing that
only 18.6% of adult residents have completed a 4-year and/or master's degree program.

Allen County income has continued to lag behind state and
national income trend lines. The gap increased when
comparing 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.

Allen County income has continued
to lag behind that of State and
national income trend lines.

ACS 2020 5-year estimates revealed, , that 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

The ACS revealed 18.9 percent of all households were below the
established poverty level in 2011. Of all families suffering poverty
conditions, eight in ten (88.2%) had children.

likely to encounter poverty status
than those families without children.

In fact, of all families suffering from

poverty, 80.9 percent had children,
and 37.1 percent had children under 5 years of age. For comparison purposes, 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 4,126 -6.33% 1,524 1,720 12.86% 2.3 3.20% 4.90% 40.8 22% | 24.60% 10.00% 72.70% 11.80% 14.20% 30.00% | $65,132 | 24.80% | 2.50% 0.00% 0.00% 0.70% 2.00%
102 4,110 3,812 -7.25% 1,480 1,545 4.39% 2.68 3.20% 2.20% 43.3 24% | 18.40% 6.60% 137.70% 9.90% 9.50% 39.20% | $71,194 | 10.50% | 5.90% 2.10% 69.70% 1.40% 1.40%
103 1,676 1,600 -4.53% 625 604 -3.36% 2.66 4.60% 3.00% 43 18% | 21.10% 5.90% 143.60% 15.30% 8.40% 45.50% | $76,630 | 8.20% 2.00% 0.50% 100.00% | 0.30% 0.50%
106 5,138 5,128 -0.19% 1,884 1,861 -1.22% 2.54 3.70% 5.50% 42.3 26% | 16.30% 7.70% 139.60% 18.30% 16.30% 41.80% | $56,174 | 19.60% | 7.20% 4.00% 100.00% | 0.40% 1.60%
108 7,994 8,055 0.76% 3,311 3,257 -1.66% 72.70%

108.01 4,453 1,894 2.37 2.50% 4.30% 46 21% | 26.60% 10.80% 16.50% 14.70% 43.40% | $64,167 | 13.20% | 4.30% 3.00% 29.80% 1.20% 1.70%

108.02 3,602 1,363 2.63 2.80% 16.70% 40.8 28% | 17.90% 14.70% 14.80% 15.10% 24.30% | $67,455 | 18.40% | 5.20% 0.00% 0.00% 0.80% 1.00%
109 4,515 4,545 0.66% 1,755 1,958 11.57% 1.86 0.00% 5.50% 35.2 10% | 22.60% | 25.90% 43.90% 17.80% 21.20% 33.60% | $53,239 | 18.60% | 9.20% 1.00% 100.00% | 1.30% 4.20%
110 5,445 5,437 -0.15% 2,331 2,535 8.75% 2 0.00% 11.20% 36.4 21% | 15.90% | 33.20% 55.20% 13.60% 14.90% 40.20% | $37,526 | 39.20% | 24.80% | 11.20% | 90.50% 0.90% 6.00%
112 4,218 2,843 | -32.60% 484 598 23.55% 2.64 6.20% 7.50% 44.8 11% | 11.70% | 29.80% -37.50% 16.70% 12.00% 44.90% | $60,000 | 23.70% | 8.30% 9.50% 57.90% 1.50% 0.90%
113 7,559 7,309 -3.31% 2,848 2,942 3.20% 69.00%

113.01 4,538 2,043 2.07 1.60% 6.80% 45 20% | 20.60% 13.00% 14.30% 9.70% 38.60% | $46,130 | 15.10% | 11.60% | 4.00% 53.10% 0.20% 2.20%

113.02 2,771 899 3.07 1.80% 9.90% 32.2 24% 9.60% 6.50% 10.30% 3.70% 24.00% | $93,625 | 5.20% 1.70% 2.20% 0.00% 0.70% 5.30%
114 3,056 3,143 2.85% 1,119 1,065 -4.83% 2.74 5.50% 3.10% 41.5 24% | 16.50% 4.60% 105.60% 16.20% 13.20% 55.50% | $66,979 | 12.10% | 4.90% 1.70% 22.20% 1.00% 0.50%
115 2,783 2,757 -0.93% 1035 970 -6.28% 2.74 1.20% 0.10% 43.1 19% | 17.10% 6.10% 106.10% 17.20% 15.00% 51.00% | $67,283 | 8.40% 4.70% 3.00% 89.70% 0.20% 2.80%
116 2,693 2,579 -4.23% 1,238 1,121 -9.45% 2.43 3.00% 8.30% 44.6 22% | 24.90% 9.50% 54.10% 21.20% 21.40% 46.60% | $56,328 | 24.80% | 11.30% | 0.70% 0.00% 4.80% 2.60%
118 2,346 2,298 -2.05% 936 946 1.07% 2.48 2.30% 3.50% 42.3 25% | 21.90% 15.40% 32.20% 20.40% 16.00% 31.00% | $72,981 | 11.90% | 4.50% 1.50% 78.60% 0.80% 2.20%
119 3,208 3,089 -3.71% 1,261 1,214 -3.73% 2.15 0.60% 6.00% 47.3 15% | 19.10% 10.40% 56.10% 18.50% 18.20% 44.00% | $61,900 | 16.50% | 4.70% 2.40% 55.20% 1.20% 3.20%
120 2,410 2,593 7.59% 880 940 6.82% 2.58 1.80% 3.40% 45.3 21% | 22.10% 11.80% 33.20% 8.40% 9.00% 17.80% | $98,625 | 5.70% 1.70% 0.30% 100.00% | 0.30% 1.20%
121 3,455 3,438 -0.49% 1,223 1,207 -1.31% 2.75 1.70% 6.80% 42.3 22% | 15.50% 14.00% 34.10% 8.80% 10.00% 21.90% | $92,734 | 4.60% 2.20% 0.70% 100.00% | 0.30% 1.80%
122 3,291 3,338 1.43% 1,404 1,578 12.39% 2.21 1.30% 15.60% 31.2 26% | 18.30% | 40.70% 29.30% 16.80% 21.70% 36.30% | $38,086 | 36.00% | 23.40% | 12.90% | 97.50% 1.60% 1.10%
123 4,052 3,893 -3.92% 1,570 1,802 14.78% 2.19 1.50% 7.40% 40.6 26% | 14.90% | 34.30% 58.70% 21.70% 29.80% 47.10% | $34,904 | 34.40% | 12.30% | 4.70% 56.00% 1.10% 2.80%
124 2,710 2,466 -9.00% 1,094 1,016 -7.13% 2.03 4.10% 15.90% 37.6 21% | 10.80% | 30.30% -0.70% 18.10% 19.00% 54.70% | $31,558 | 30.80% | 19.90% | 14.10% | 96.50% 1.90% 0.90%
126 1,834 1,742 -5.02% 852 668 -21.60% 2.79 3.60% 16.20% 31.6 35% | 14.40% | 26.30% 29.70% 22.00% 19.70% 44.10% | $37,237 | 15.50% | 31.30% | 12.90% | 93.00% 2.30% 6.80%
127 1,648 1,481 | -10.13% 602 613 1.83% 241 0.30% 26.90% 30 33% | 10.90% | 47.30% -4.00% 20.40% 23.00% 42.30% | $28,799 | 43.90% | 31.20% | 16.20% | 82.80% 2.40% | 10.20%
129 1,741 1,668 -4.19% 689 702 1.89% 2.6 2.70% 25.80% 27 43% | 12.80% | 51.60% 16.70% 20.60% 26.60% 40.20% | $20,643 | 56.60% | 51.30% | 30.10% | 84.40% 2.80% 5.80%
130 3,993 4,005 0.30% 1,970 1,745 | -11.42% 231 0.60% 8.10% 32.7 20% | 18.20% | 31.80% 29.30% 19.30% 23.00% 41.60% | $38,162 | 24.30% | 17.50% | 7.00% 58.50% 2.70% 3.40%
131 2,313 2,343 1.30% 1075 1,067 -0.74% 2.39 2.60% 3.70% 34.8 27% | 13.30% | 24.30% 55.90% 14.70% 16.60% 40.70% | $57,721 | 15.90% | 3.50% 0.80% 100.00% | 0.50% 3.10%
132 1,774 1,827 2.99% 726 705 -2.89% 3.02 8.20% 16.00% 32.7 37% | 12.20% | 37.20% 14.30% 11.30% 11.90% 28.90% | $54,680 | 11.30% | 8.50% 3.00% 61.90% 0.60% 4.20%
133 1,290 1,352 4.81% 421 344 -18.29% 3.35 2.60% 28.50% 37.3 25% | 20.20% | 52.90% 5.50% 29.60% 19.70% 41.90% | $55,667 | 21.30% | 19.00% | 11.30% | 84.60% 0.00% 4.90%
134 2,549 2,124 | -16.67% | 1,044 921 -11.78% 2.7 5.00% 16.10% 324 38% | 12.60% | 44.60% -11.30% 23.80% 22.20% 44.30% | $25,011 | 49.90% | 47.50% | 15.30% | 80.90% 3.70% 9.80%
136 1,375 1,182 | -14.04% 464 423 -8.84% 2.76 1.90% 18.90% 335 27% 8.60% 48.80% -11.50% 18.20% 20.60% 36.10% | $26,985 | 46.80% | 33.20% | 23.20% | 78.60% 1.40% | 13.20%
137 1,156 1,095 -5.28% 420 409 -2.62% 2.49 4.60% 17.10% 36.7 25% | 10.00% | 64.60% -6.70% 36.00% 40.80% 42.40% | $24,550 | 51.10% | 38.50% | 20.80% | 85.90% 0.90% 4.10%
138 2,728 2,614 -4.18% 1019 1,103 8.24% 2.68 6.50% 26.40% 30.9 37% | 15.80% | 64.20% 0.50% 18.00% 18.20% 39.80% | $30,173 | 36.20% | 22.80% | 16.60% | 82.00% 1.90% | 17.10%
139 3,406 3,313 -2.73% 1293 1,501 16.09% 2.3 3.60% 3.10% 39.9 22% | 20.50% 8.50% 166.00% 17.70% 18.60% 48.60% | $44,893 | 21.70% | 9.10% 4.10% 86.90% 1.40% 2.60%
140 3,309 3,316 0.21% 1349 1,283 -4.89% 2.55 0.60% 5.10% 38.6 24% | 23.40% 6.40% 131.50% 14.20% 21.60% 35.20% | $68,445 | 14.00% | 5.30% 3.00% 76.90% 1.30% 4.60%
141 2,151 1,695 | -21.20% 793 662 -16.52% 1.73 2.30% 12.10% 46.5 10% | 12.80% | 37.60% -17.80% 32.80% 32.90% 36.00% | $21,250 | 56.00% | 22.20% | 8.00% 73.60% 1.50% 2.80%
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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.

fall into this category.

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

3.1 Historical Overview

Allen County, and more specifically its municipalities especially the City of Lima, its 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.

A pattern of disinvestment in the
older housing stock has left a visible
scar on the face of neighborhoods
in older communities.

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

3-1



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.

3.2 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.

3.2.1 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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3.2.2

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.c:iil 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% G 26.4% -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% 3,216 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% -11 -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 Creek Twp 453 89.7% 358 81.9% -95 -21.0%
$2501 Census 2020




TABLE 3-3
RENTER OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS (2010-2020)
Su";;:ﬂ;?in R;(;'ltgr PCT 2010 R:(;'zt;r PCT2020 | Change | PCT Change
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%
Sugar Creek Twp 52 10.3% 79 18.1% 27 51.9%
§$2501 Census 2020

3.2.3 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.

The Village of Beaverdam witnessed a
significant drop in vacancies as did
American, Marion and Spencer Townships.




TABLE 3-4
RESIDENTIAL VACANT UNITS BY POLITICAL SUBDIVISION (2010-2020)

PoIi_ti.c?I Vacant PCT Vacant PCT Change PCT
Subdivision 2010 2010 2020 2020 Change
Allen County 4380 6.00% 4146 93% -234 -5.34%
Beaverdam 9 590% 33 15.70% 24 | 266.67%
Bluffton 91 6.00% 53 3.30% -38 -41.76%
Cairo 16 7.50% 13 5.20% 3| -1875%
Delphos 130 7.50% 205 6.30% 75| 57.69%
Elida 33 450% 12 1.50% 21| -63.64%
Harrod 18 11.20% 10 6.80% -8 | -44.44%
Lafayette 11 6.40% 31 16.80% 20 181.82%
Lima 2563 | 15.30% 2,218 | 13.30% -345 | -13.46%
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 | -1455%
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% -3 -11.11%
Shawnee Twp 361 7.00% 493 9.30% 132 36.57%
Spencer Twp 18 5.20% 46 12.78% 28 | 155.56%
Sugar Creek Twp 40 7.50% 20 4.40% -20 | -50.00%

Census ACS DP04 & B25002 2020
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3.24

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 1,636sqft. Broken down by political subdivision the
average sizes range from 1,438sqft (Lima) to 1,935sqft (Shawnee Township).

TABLE 3-5
HOUSING UNITS BY NUMBER OF ROOMS, BEDROOMS AND SIZE (2020)
Political Subdivision I\él;e::: PCLRNO PCTBR1 ZPI;:IIS Pc;Rs 3 P(B:;s4 Pﬂ-osreo r
BRs

Allen County = 4.50% 26.50% | 19.80% | 20.00% | 12.80% | 16.30%
Beaverdam 5.8 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 2.50% 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 5.6 2.70% 12.10% | 27.40% | 45.70% | 10.60% 1.50%
Spencerville 5.4 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 5.9 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 6.5 0.00% 7.20% 12.50% | 59.90% | 14.90% 5.50%
Perry Twp 5.8 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 5.9 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%

Census ACS DP04 2020




3.2.5 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
o Total Prior 1940 1960 1980 1990 2000 After Median Median
Subdivision Units to to to to to to 2010 Year Value
1940 1959 1979 1989 1999 2009 Built
/égi:ty 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
Amanda
Township 700 | 14.00% | 11.60% | 28.60% | 13.30% | 13.30% | 14.10% 5.10% 1978 $168,900
American
Township 5,369 5.80% | 13.60% | 47.90% | 12.00% 9.80% | 10.90% 0.00% 1974 $127,800
Auglaize
. 907 | 31.10% | 12.90% | 28.80% | 4.60% | 16.20% 2.60% 3.70% 1962 $123,000
Township
$2$nship 4,254 7.60% | 17.70% | 33.80% | 10.00% | 16.60% | 13.90% 0.30% 1975 $125,700
Jackson
. 985 | 12.10% 6.80% | 28.50% | 10.20% | 21.80% | 17.10% 3.60% 1977 $152,900
Township
'Il\'/cl)?/\rllr?snhip 1,150 | 23.10% | 14.00% | 23.70% | 12.90% | 14.50% | 11.80% 0.00% 1959 $112,800
Monroe
Township 639 | 20.70% | 12.50% | 22.40% | 15.60% 5.90% | 12.40% | 10.50% 1969 $126,800
$§;::,1$hip 1,502 | 21.30% | 24.00% | 21.30% | 13.40% 9.70% | 10.30% 0.00% 1968 $88,100
Richland
. 601 | 42.40% | 13.50% | 16.00% 1.50% | 19.60% 7.00% 0.00% 1955 $148,000
Township
Shawnee
. 5,215 7.20% | 22.50% | 42.30% 9.80% 8.40% 8.90% 1.00% 1969 $143,900
Township
Spencer
. 365 | 48.50% 7.70% | 11.00% 8.80% 1.90% | 22.20% 0.00% 1953 $95,700
Township
izsv""r:sirizek 482 | 34.20% | 14.10% | 25.50% | 7.50% | 14.70% | 3.90% | 0.00% | 1961 | $133,700




3.2.6

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 