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Montgomery County and the Clty of Kettenng have completed thls Analysns of Impedlments
to Fair Housing Choice (Al) as part of a comprehensive program developed by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to assure that communities are
meeting requirements “to affirmatively further fair housing” as set forth in the Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program. The goal of this analysis is to identify
impediments to fair housing and provide recommendations that can be used to ameliorate
any fair housing impediments.

This analysis was conducted for the County and City by Donald B. Eager and Associates,
LLC (Consultant). The Consultant has used a variety of resources to prepare the analysis.
A list of these resources is included in Appendix 1.

Throughout this document we use a number of technical terms related to US Census data,
lending data and other information. To help the reader understand what these terms mean
we have included in Appendix 2 Glossary of Key Terms.

2 0 FAIR HOUSING"AND THE COMMUNITY;\_.V,,“ o s T e i

Fair Housing means that all citizens and non citizens of the United States can live where
they want and can afford without regard to their race, color, national origin, sex, religion
or because of their disability or have children in the family (familial status). Fair Housing
is protected by federal, state and local laws in Montgomery County and The City of
Kettering. Fair Housing law very broadly covers appraisal, renting, sale/buying, financing
and insuring of housing.

The consequence of housing discrimination includes: the denial of housing in the area of
choice; emotional harm and financial loss; denial of quality of an integrated community and
associations; denial of expanding job opportunities in the suburbs; lack of access to
greater choices of schools; negative attitudes toward the community; perpetuation of other
housing problems and the loss of cultural diversity. Housing discrimination is rarely blatant.
It is usually disguised and, more often than not, done with a smile and a handshake. It is
important that each community guarantee its current and future residents that they will be
able to live where they want and can afford.

Fair Housing is not only established by federal, state and local law, but through hundreds
of court cases on every level. The cost of maintaining an effective fair housing program
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can be funded through state and federal resources including Community Development
Block Grant funds. Nondiscrimination in all aspects of housing - buying, selling, renting,
financing, insuring, developing and regulating - is an established benefit and an essential
foundation of the community.

2.1 Why Fair Housing is Important to the Community

Communities need to consider fair housing issues at least as importantly as economic and
other issues. It is important to encourage residents to actively support and work toward
an equal housing market. Housing discrimination tears at the very fabric of the community.
It encourages an environment where disputes escalate, sends out a message of apathy,
leads to segregated neighborhoods, perpetuates other housing problems and causes
financial loss to the community through lost business opportunities. In assuring equal
housing, a community makes its development and growth more successful.

The perceptions that fair housing laws are meant for “Blacks and Hispanics” or other
minorities are misguided. Fair housing regulations protect every citizen and non-citizens
of the United States, no matter their race, color, national origin, sex, religion, familial status
(presence of children) or disability. These categories are known as protected classes.
Because a community has a small minority population, it does not mean they do not have
impediments to fair housing within their community. A good way to recognize impediments
is to ask some simple questions:

How does the rental market treat families with children, especially single parents?
What access do individuals with physical or mental disabilities have to housing?
Are regulations designed in a way that limit access to housing for protected
classes?

What image does the community convey to the outside world? Are the models

used to market the community representative of all races?

Do some areas within the community have a reputation that would discourage low-

moderate income persons or protected classes from attempting to live there?

With the pressure of a growing urban area, are minorities or low to moderate-

income persons unable to consider significant areas in their housing search

because there is no affordable housing?

v Are any potential home owners eliminating some affordable areas of the community
because they would not be able to refinance or obtain adequate home owner's
insurance?

v Are some affordable areas of the community eliminated because there is

inadequate access by public transportation?

N SN SN SNKNS
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itis important for Montgomery County and the City of Kettering to consider fair housing law
as a guaranteed protection for all people. Only then can the community help its residents
share in an important part of the American Dream - living where they choose, without
regard to factors that may negatively impact upon them because of race, color, religion,
national origin, sex, familial status or disability.

2.2 The Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al)

Montgomery County and the City of Kettering have already completed an important part
of its review of the “health” of the community through the development of its Consolidated
Plan for Housing Activities. The Al is the next logical step and part of the ongoing process
of community development. Its goal is to make recommendations on how to improve the
current situation. The recommendations will assist in developing a Fair Housing Action
Plan that will be a cooperative part of the Comprehensive Plan. It is a requirement of the
Community Development Block Grant Program that recipients undertake this review and
it is one that must be taken seriously.

The Al includes: a demographic and economic profile of the community; a review of |
activities and issues concerning the local housing industry; a review of local lenders,
zoning and housing regulations; current fair housing programs; and, identification of
impediments to fair housing choice. The purpose of this analysis is to make the
Montgomery County and the City of Kettering, as well as the public, aware of the fair
housing issues that are facing their community and to develop strategies to address those
issues. This analysis also helps develop an ongoing process for identifying fair housing
concerns and problems in Montgomery County and city of Kettering. It is useful in
developing a means to inform the citizens of the community about their fair housing rights
and responsibilities.

3.0 HOUSING MARKET AND NEEDS ASSESSMENTS

The strengths and weaknesses of a community are the culminations of years | geq Maps 1-3
of tradition, growth and change. The resuiting conditions have implications for

the housing and community development needs of acommunity. The following

report provides an overview of significant conditions and trends. It helps to clarify the
housing and community development needs and the approaches the County and City will
need to take in order to address those needs.

Map 1 shows Montgomery County by jurisdiction. Maps 2 and 3 shows the County and City
of Kettering by census tract. These are included since much of the statistical analysis and
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review of income, demographic and other vital data utilizes census tracts and is more
helpful if the reader is familiar with the layout of these tracts.

It should be noted that the boundaries for individual census tracts between the years 1990
and 2000 may differ as it relates to Montgomery County and the Cities of Dayton and
Kettering. For the purposes of this report, the breakdown of census tracts is as follows:
Montgomery County is shown to consist of seventy (70) census tracts, the City of Dayton
with fifty-three (53) census tracts in 1990 and fifty-two (52) census tracts in 2000 and the
City of Kettering with twenty-three (23) census tracts. In addition, all locales will be
addressed separately. Comparisons were made against the same numbered census tracts
and/or boundaries wherever possible in order to preserve the integrity of this report. Also,
the data may indicate that a category either is nonexistent or falls below the threshold in
terms of measurement.

3.1 Location and Size of the Community
Montgomery County

in March 1803, after the admission of Ohio into the Union, Hamilton County was divided
and in May 1803, Montgomery County was
officially chartered by Act. | - ‘ | Montgomery County is the
fourth largest in Ohio comprising approximately 461.7
square miles and is located in the southwestern
portion of the state. It is bordered by Miami County to
the north, Clark County to the northeast and Darke
County to the Northwest, Green County to the east and
Clinton County to the southeast, Warren County to
the south and Butler County to the southwest and
Preble County to the west. It originally consisted of
fourteen (14) Townships with the County seat in the City of Dayton but today, due to
annexation, there are now ten (10) Townships.'

The County is accessible by Interstate Highways 70, 75 and 675, U.S. Routes 35 and 40
and State Routes 4, 48, 49, 201, 202 and 725.

! www.odod.state.oh.us/research




Map 1: Montgomery County by Jurisdictions




Map 2

-

i

fm—————

Montgomery County By Census Tract

P

-
F et |

]

——

1
-




©

L4
mn e m——

’

ia-d

Nﬁ--—-

\\‘--—_____-__

AY
\

A

213.04

‘---————__-_—-u

1 ]
[ lecccmnmm e e - !
' T 4 D 213.02
1 =~
I H \ R
-
/ \ 208 ! \ ] T~
i \ H \ ! T
; -
! Voo b, 21801 ]
; LN ’
} 203V i {
7 A N t 214
\s—~~‘! 1 207 t N |
e H H \ 1 2
~._‘_-- 1 ] \\\ : ,/
_-..-.‘------_....'.----______'r.________)g\--J. e

-
e e -

h
N,

v ad
\J\_ : " ~--~‘_“\\ J : r
- - : \~\
AT ——— ' VSN :
\\‘ : " /‘ ~1 '
N
. 1 L., H ‘
t ! :
] 4 !
]

1~—---——-

.




2000 Montgomery County

ion

: Populati

MAP 4

Souce: Maptitude 4.6

T==i

to a high of 13,421 persons

Range of population was

from a low 500 persons

Population

===

—l

23
22858
aaaNo

T OO

S 500l 8
2a88823
1000”0
9828 as
<000 gm
L= -

BRI 0o
In N on
LI [ | T ]




i Montgomery County & City of Kettering AIFHC - 2004

The Main rivers that flow through the County are the Great and Little Miami Rivers, the
Mad River, Stillwater River, Twin Creek and Wolf Creek.?

Montgomery County, the home of the Wright Brothers, is the Birthplace of Aviation.
Primary employers in the County are those in the manufacturing and service related fields.
These include Wright Patterson Air Force Base, Delphi Corporation, General Motors
Corporation, NCR Corporation, Reynolds & Reynolds Company, University of Dayton and
Kettering Medical Center. In addition, the County serves as the world headquarters for
many fortune 500 companies.>

It is also known for the Miami-Erie Canal which reached the County seat of Dayton from
Cincinnati in 1829 and fueled tremendous growth in the region for many years until the
railroad made the canal obsolete in 1910.*

Today, Montgomery County is known for its natural resources, abundant open space,
vibrant arts, cultural events and abundant regional activities which make it a destination
for companies, families and tourists.

The following is the breakdown of the public, special needs and vocational schools in
those census tracts of Montgomery County covered by this report and excluding those
census tracts in the Cities of Dayton and Kettering which are covered separately:

The Montgomery County school system consists of six (6) different school districts with
fifty-three (53) elementary schools, eighteen (18) middle schools, one (1) junior high
school, fourteen (14) high schools, one (1) vocational/career school and seven (7) private
schools. Student enroliment in the school districts ranges from one-thousand (1,000) to
four-thousand (4,000).

2 cewww.metroparks.org/maps

3 www.mcohio.org

4 www.geocities.com/heartland

3 www.montgomery.k12.0h.us
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The City of Dayton

The City of Dayton is located at the confluence of the Great Miami, Stillwater and Mad
Rivers and Wolf Creek. Itis the County seat of Montgomery County and consists of a total
area of 56.8 square miles. The City of Dayton was
founded April 1, 1796, was Incorporated February 12,
1805 and was granted its charter on March 8, 1841.
The City of Dayton was the first (1) large city in
America to adopt a Commission-Manager form of
government. The government structure of the
City of Dayton is a City Commission which is
composed of five (5) citizen members, elected at-
large for a four (4) year overlapping term and a Mayor
who is elected separately and who serves as
the chairperson of the City Commission. The City Manager is appointed by the City
Commission who holds the administrative authority over city government.®

In the City of Dayton there are twenty-two (22) elementary schools, four (4) middle
schools, six (6) high schools and two (2) special needs schools.” In addition, there are
thirteen (13) charter schools and thirty-three (33) private schools.®

The City of Dayton is accessible by Interstates 75 and 675 which run north/south and
Interstate 70 and U.S. Highway 35 which run east/west. In addition, State Routes 4, 48,
49, 201, 202 allow the City of Dayton to be easily accessible.

The City of Kettering

The City of Kettering is located approximately five and one-hailf (5.5) miles southeast of
the City of Dayton and covers approximately 18.7 square miles of land area. The City of

Kettering was founded in 1852, incorporated and became a village in 1952 and a city in
1955.

8 www.en.wikipedia.org

7 www.dps.k12.0h.us/schools

® www.greatschools.net
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The government structure of the City of Kettering is by a

Home Rule Charter and 2 NG Council-Manager form of
government with the Mayor serving as its principal

representative and spokesperson. The City

Council members are elected for four (4) year terms
and the council is the chief policymaking body of the City
of Kettering. It is responsible for appointing the
City Manager to direct the city's administrative affairs

and responsible for the B kA = appointments to the city's

many boards and commissions. In addition, a

Vice-Mayor is elected by the City Council for a two-year term.

The City of Kettering has nine elementary schools, two middle schools and one high
school with a total enrollment of approximately 8,000 students. Several parochial and
private schools operate within Kettering including three Catholic elementary schools and
one Catholic high school. Two other private schools serve children Pre K through third
grade and Pre K through fourth grade. In addition, two Montessori schools operate in the
City of Kettering as well.

Population: Montgomery County and the Cities of Dayton and Kettering

See Map 4

Table 3.0 shows the total population of Montgomery County, not including the
Cities of Dayton and Kettering. The total population for all of Montgomery County is in a

parenthesis. The populations for the cities of Dayton and Kettering represent the total
population by for those respective cities.

Table 3.0: Population of Montgomery County and the Cities of Dayton and Kettering,
1990-2000

Location 1990 2000
Montgomery County 303,638 (573,809) 335,381 (559,062)
City of Dayton 206,808 166,179
City of Kettering 60,569* 57,502

Source: *City of Kettering Planning & Development - 1990
American FactFinder - U.S. Census Bureau - 2000
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3.2 Minorities and Race

!
i
i
i

The 2000 distribution by race within Montgomery County and the cities of
Dayton and Kettering is shown in Table 3.1. The figures for Montgomery

See Maps 5-14

County as shown in the table include Dayton and Kettering. Montgomery
County only figures do not include Dayton or Kettering.

The minority (Blacks, Asian, American Indian and Hispanic) composition of individual
census tracts by race for the years 1990 and 2000 in the City of Kettering is shown in
Table 3.2 and information by tract is shown for Montgomery County (minus Kettering and
Dayton) in Table 3.3. Corresponding maps are provided for comparison purposes.

At 45.6%, the City of Dayton has the largest minority population in the County. The City
of Kettering has a 4.4% minority population. While the minority population of Montgomery
County, including the Cities of Dayton and Kettering, is just less than 23%, 12.5% of the
minority population is in Montgomery County, excluding the Cities of Dayton and Kettering.

It should be noted that when the discussion is regarding a high percentage increase in the
minority population a comparison should be made to the actual number of the population
in question. A population of Blacks for example that is 10 in 1990 and increases to 20 in
2000 is a 100% increase. This may seem high but the growth is only 10 persons.

Table 3.1: Distribution by Race Within Montgomery County and the Cities of Dayton
and Kettering, 2000

LOCATION WHITE | BLACK AM. ASIAN | HISPANIC % TOTAL
INDIAN MIN.

Montgomery County | 428,084 | 111,030 852 7,341 7,096 22.7 | 554,403
(76.6%) (19.9) (0.2%) (1.3%) (1.3%)

City of Dayton 88,676 | 71,668 323 1,241 2,686 456 | 116,179
(53.4%) 43.1) (0.3) (0.6%) (1.6%)

City of Kettering 54,757 955 105 795 640 44 57,502
(95.2%) | (1.7%) (0.2%) (1.4%) (1.1%)

Montgomery County | 284,651 | 38,407 424 5305 3770 12.5 | 380,722
Only (74.7%) | (10.1%) (0.1%) (1.4%) (0.9%)

Source: American FactFinder - U.S. Census Bureau - 2000

10
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B

Blacks are by far the largest minority population. Again the bulk of this population
resides in the City of Dayton (43.1%), with 10.1% living in the County outside of
Dayton and Kettering. Kettering had a black population of 1.7%.

It should be noted that in the tables in this report the indication for Montgomery County
does not include the Cities of Kettering and Dayton unless otherwise noted.

Table 3.2: Minority Population, City of Kettering 1990-2000

TRACT | 2000 POP. | 1990 POP. | PERCENT In the City of Kettering census tract
MINORITY | MINORITY | CHANGE 218 had the largest minority
201 3.72 2.20 89.0% population in 2000. (See Map 2 for
202 6.15 1.22 404.1% .
503 > 68 088 204 6% tract reference) The tract expenenced
04 620 296 109.5% a 386:1% increase in minority
D05 4.37 2097 47.1% population between 1990 and 2000.
06.01 2.83 2.49 13.7%
206.02 2.80 5.34 -47.6% Six of the City’s tracts experienced a
207 2.92 2.67 9.4% decrease in minority population
208 2.79 2.87 -2.8% between 1990 and 2000. Tract's
e = =2 2 —{ 206.02,208, 210, 213.01, 213.02 and
P11 5.26 3.00 75.3% 216.02. Tract 206.02 had the largest
512 514 1.02 203.9% decrease in minority population at -
513.01 2.26 3.32 -31.9% 47.6% between 1990 and 2000.
213.02 2.64 3.98 -33.7%
214 4.12 1.67 146.7% As can be seen on the maps, tracts to
215.01 4.55 1.70 167.6% the west of Dayton are experiencing
215.02 4.66 1.51 208.5% the greatest change. This can
g}g'g; ;'gf g;; 133‘2,//: possibly be attributec} to the grevgth in
517 273 07 128.5% minority population in the adjoining
18 15.75 3.24 386.1% tracts during the 10-year period.
19 3.12 1.95 60.0%

However, growth in minority population has not necessarily moved the minority population
to new tracts, as can be seen by comparing maps from 1990 to 2000. Migration of
minorities has been limited in the County and the City of Kettering. (Table 3.3)

11
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In 1990 those tracts in western Dayton and adjacent in the County increased in the percent
of minority but there was no growth of minorities further west. (Tract's 701.01 and 601)
There was some growth in minority population to the north in tracts 1201.01, 1201.02 and
1201.03.

it was thought that during the 10-year period between the census there would have been
signs that the minority population in the County would have found new areas to live rather
than remaining in place.

There are various reasons this did not occur, the hope was that interest rates, at an all
time low in the late 1990's to the present, would have resulted in an increase in home
buyers and a dispersal of the minority population.

The goal of fair housing is not just the right to live where one wants and can afford but also
to see a broader range of housing choices and locations fort minorities as well as Whites.

The City of Dayton plays a dominant role in the issues of race for the County and for the
City of Kettering. It is obvious from the maps that show population by race that the
overwhelming majority of minorities live in the City of Dayton.

While we discuss that segregation exists in the County, the City of Kettering and Dayton
it is not unique to these jurisdictions. Ohio has two of the ten most segregated cities in
America, Cleveland and Cincinnati. A study conducted in 2004 indicated that more than
77%of the Blacks living in the City would have to move for Cleveland to obtain integration.
The City of Dayton had a segregation score of 71.5%.

It is important that policies for both the County and the City of Kettering encourage
development of housing that would be affordable and Not in My Backyard (NIMBY) issues
do not interfere with housing choice.

NIMBY is the response that often comes when a developer or community announces that
they will build affordable, low-moderate income or group home in a neighborhood or
suburb. Residents in the neighborhood rise up to protest the perceived notions that such
a housing development or program will drastically hurt their property values, overcrowd the
neighborhood, cause an increase in crime and other concemns. It is especially prevalent
in the development of group homes for the disabled or individuals’ recovery from various
addictions. This attitude can drastically impact the ability of local governments to

12
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plan and produce housing for those who cannot afford to buy or rent market rate housing
as the demand for such housing increases. ( Appendix 5 includes a document on the
myths and facts regarding NIMBY)

According to the Montgomery County FY2003-2007 Consolidated Plan there are three
areas with high minority population concentration. Trotwood at 61.4%, Harrison Twp. at
30.4% and Jefferson Twp. at 55.9%. Table 3.4 shows the areas of minority concentration
according to the Consolidated Plan.®

Table 3.4 shows the population by race (excluding Whites) for the Montgomery County
area, excluding Dayton and Kettering. In Montgomery County those tracts close or
overlapping into the City of Dayton showed the highest percentage of Black population.
Tract’s 601.00 through 805.00 had the highest percent of Black population ranging from
22.29% to 82.06%.

9 Montgomery County FY 2003-2007 Consolidated Plan, Table 1, page 36

13
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Table 3.3: Minority Population by Tract Montgomery County - (Excluding Dayton &

Kettering*)
CENSUS 1990% CENSUS 2000% CENSUS 1990% CENSUS 2000%
TRACT |MINORITY| TRACT | MINORITY TRACT |[MINORITY] TRACT | MINORITY
1 66.06} 805 17.24] 805 23.78
25 8.17 25 10.32 805 0.4 8086 1.51
101 0.00 101 2.83 80 1. 307 0.56
10 1.37 102 2.70 903.01 12.07] 903.01 16.03{
20 3.53 204! 6.201 903.0 3.26) 903.0 5.9
301 1.73 301 9.31 90 25.14 90 26.24
302 10.6 302 9.37] 906) 7.02 906} 8.59
401.01 0.65 401.01 2.61 907 5.69 90 8.75
401.02 4.09 401.02 6.07 908 7.2 908 8.07]
401.03 2.15 401.0 3.12 909 4.39 909 5.42
402.01 4.69 402.01 5.96 910 0.88}
402.02 3.24] 402.02 8.39 1001.01 11.34) 1001.01 16.89
403.03 3.9 403.01 6.52] 1001.02; 13.35 1001.02; 16.89
403.03 1.63 403.02 8.41 1002.01 10.1 1002.01 14.76
404.01 6.6 404.01 6.61 1002.02 13.3 1002.02 15.72
404.02 5.61 404.02 10.2 1002.03 7.26] 1002.03 13.00
501.01 3.10 501.01 8.83) 1003.01 7.72 1003.01 12.06{
501.02 4.71 501.02 9.88 1003.02 8.1 1003.02 10.39]
501.03 9.38 501.03 14.45 100 6.0 100 9.78
503.01 2.56 503.01 3.01 1101 1.45 1101 1.85
503.0 0.97] 503.02 1.98 1102 2.82 1102 6.19
503.03} 6.80 503.03 16.07 1150.02 0.92 1150.02 2.90
504.01 2,22, 504.01 2.5 1150.11 2.07 1150.11 2.5
504.02 0.78 504.02 1.83 1150.12 1.38 1150.12 4.73
505.01 1.81 505.01 5.56 1201.01 0.94 1201.01 11.5
505.02 0.50: 505.02 1.71 1201.02 7.93 1201.0 13.63
506 2.69 506} 1.21 1201.0 7.25 1201.03 13.36)
601 45.03 601 41.01 1250 2.47 1250 2.56
602 26.45) 60 30.77] 1251.01 2.94 1251.01 7.46
603 88.25 603 83.47 1251.02 3.03 1251.02] 6.31
701.01 38.5 701.01 56.39 1301 0.6 1301.01 1.9
701.02 36.83 701.02] 60. 1301.02] 1.08
702.01 37.49 702.01 31.94] 1401 0.38 1401 1.12
702.02 74.45 702.02 80.95 1501 0.96 1501 1.28
703 62.95 703 67.99 1601 0.00 1601 0.6
704 32.18 704 53.66 1650 1. 1650 1.64]
705 51.77] 705 70.17 Source: American FactFinder - U.S. Census
706 73.8 706 77.71 Bureau - 1990 & 2000
707 43.97 707 64.72
801 33 .45 801 51.00 *Some Dayton tracts are shown that overlap into
802 6.18 802 17.81 Montgomery County. Tracts with no informationin
803 21.50 803 39.67 2000 are tracts that changed with that census.
804 22.90 804 44.32
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Table 3.4: Composition of Census Tracts by Race within MontL ery County 2000

% % AM.
CENSUS | BLACK HISPANIC ASIAN INDIAN

. 3.43 0.01 130 | 026
903.01 | 1.1 0.02 263 | 037
904.00 | 17.92 0.05 2.36 | 050
906.00 | 3.62 0.01 287 | 017
909.00 | 262 0.01 167 | 003
908.00 | 4.58 0.01 132 | 0.42
907.00 | 4.18 0.02 146 | 0.25
1001.01 | 12.84 0.00 199 | 035
1001.02 | 10.39 0.02 3.08 | 032
1002.01 | 10.48 0.02 238 | 0.26
1002.02 | 12.15 0.01 204 | 015
1002.03 | 9.04 0.02 189 | 0.16
1003.01 | 6.46 0.01 1.71 | 051
1003.02 | 8.08 0.01 142 | 011
1004.00 | 6.37 0.02 130 | 0.26
1101.00 | 0.29 0.00 052 | 059
1102.00 | 3.59 0.01 130 | 0.22
1150.02 | 0.98 0.01 061 | 022
115011 | 0.69 0.01 0.80 | 0.12
1150.12 | 1.84 0.01 227 | 002
1201.01 | 9.89 0.01 080 | 025
1201.02 | 10.83 0.01 215 | 0.04
1201.03 | 9.74 0.02 161 | 017
1250.00 | 0.94 0.01 035 | 0.14
1251.01 | 4.79 0.01 156 | 022
1251.02 | 4.16 0.01 1.03 | 020
130101 | 03 0.01 015 | 034
1301.02 | 0.02 0.00 054 | 012
1401.00 | 0.19 0.00 023 | 023
1501.00 | 0.59 0.00 016 | o1
1601.00 | 0.15 0.00 0.10 | 0.00
1650.00 | 0.55 0.01 025 | 0.10

CENSUS % % % % AM.
TRACT | BLACK | HISPANIC | ASIAN | INDIAN
25 6.58 0.02 1.55 0.22
101 0.14 0.02 0.91 0.05
102 0.57 0.01 0.99 0.07
204 2.14 0.01 2.78 0.30
301 4.54 0.02 2.51 0.48
302 7.89 0.00 0.76 0.26
401.01 0.93 0.01 0.94 0.05
401.02 1.35 0.01 3.53 0.14
401.03 0.97 0.01 1.47 0.04
402.01 0.47 0.01 4.46 0.07
402.02 2.41 0.02 4.23 0.14
403.01 1.78 0.01 3.64 0.12
403.02 6.06 0.01 1.26 0.1
404.01 2.74 0.01 2.84 0.16
404.02 3.66 0.02 4.87 0.13
501.01 5.82 0.01 2.19 0.09
501.02 5.05 0.01 3.37 0.04
501.03 6.82 0.01 6.09 0.10
503.01 1.28 0.01 0.65 0.1
503.02 0.93 0.00 0.42 0.24
503.03 10.65 0.03 1.76 0.27
504.01 1.06 0.01 0.65 0.15
504.02 0.66 0.01 0.31 0.12
505.01 2.55 0.01 1.64 0.10
505.02 0.37 0.01 0.33 0.04
$506.00 0.14 0.01 0.27 0.25
601.00 40.18 0.01 0.23 0.07
602.00 29.82 0.01 0.17 0.22
603.00 82.06 0.01 0.26 0.26
701.01 54.54 0.01 0.58 0.50
701.02 59.39 0.01 0.28 0.15
702.01 30.65 0.01 0.22 0.45
702.02 79.62 0.01 0.14 0.00
703.00 66.46 0.01 0.03 0.30
704.00 52.12 0.01 0.21 0.25
705.00 68.72 0.01 0.17 0.28
706.00 77.33 0.00 0 0.15
707.00 63.43 0.01 0.21 0.47
801.00 49.25 0.01 0.65 0.25
802.00 16.31 0.01 0.34 0.11
803.00 37.85 0.01 0.61 0.19
804.00 42.29 0.01 0.58 0.25
805.00 2229 0.01 0.18 0.32
806.00 0.48 0.01 0.18 0.30
807.00 0.2 0.00 0.08 0.20

Source: American FactFinder - U.S. Census
Bureau - 2000
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Table 3.5: Percent of Race by Tract: City of Kettering, 2000

CENSUS % % % AM. %
TRACT | BLACK ASIAN INDIAN | HISPANIC
201 1.51 0.60 0.28 1.33
202 2.47 1.88 0.17 1.63
203 0.99 0.77 0.00 0.92
204 2.14 2.78 0.30 0.97
205 1.78 1.23 0.27 1.09
206.01 0.36 0.78 0.10 1.56
206.02 0.18 1.58 0.23 0.82
207 0.86 0.80 0.22 1.05
208 0.90 0.62 0.00 1.27
209 1.36 1.10 0.29 0.99
210 1.21 0.77 0.55 1.10
211 2.59 1.09 0.19 1.39
212 1.27 2.60 0.24 1.03
213.01 0.40 0.73 0.20 0.93
213.02 0.54 1.22 0.17 0.71
214 1.25 1.48 0.34 1.06
215.01 1.07 1.74 0.40 1.34
215.02 2.29 1.68 0.00 0.72
216.01 1.70 1.19 0.09 1.47
216.02 0.37 1.44 0.20 0.82
217 1.74 2.02 0.04 0.93
218 11.67 2.42 0.04 1.63
219 1.32 0.87 0.09 0.82

Source: American FactFinder - U.S. Census Bureau - 2000

It further indicates that:

Tables 3.6, 3.6A and 3.6B show
the mcreaseldecrease of the
population within Montgomery
County and the Cities of Dayton
and Kettering by race (total does
not include “other race” category)
between the years 1990 and 2000
as recorded by the U.S. Census
Bureau. Although the figures in
Table 3.6 indicate that
Montgomery County has seen a
decrease of .7% in the White
population between the years
1990 and 2000. The increase in
overall population is due to the
increase in the Black, American
Indian, Asian and Hispanic
populations of between 34.4% and
260.2%. In addition, the table
excludes the Cities of Dayton and
Kettering.

1. Although the White population remains the majority population of
Montgomery County and the Cities of Dayton and Kettering in the 2000 U.S.
Census data, there have been decreases in this population category since the
1990 U.S. Census. The decreases are as follows: - .7% in the County, -16.9%
in the City of Dayton and -2.4% in the City of Kettering.

2. When comparing the 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census data, the Black population
in Montgomery County has increased 34.4%. The Black population in the City
of Dayton has decreased 2.4% and the Black population of the City of
Kettering has increased141.4% during this same period of time.
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3. When comparing the 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census data, the American Indian
population has increased 260.2% in the County, increased by 13.4% in the City
of Dayton and by 55.7% in the City of Kettering.

4, When comparing the 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census data, the Asian population
has increased 37.4% in the County, decreased 5.4% in the City of Dayton and
increased 16.9% in the City of Kettering.

5. When comparing the 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census data, the Hispanic population
has increased 45.5% in the County, increased 80.1% in the City of Dayton and

41.7% in the City of Kettering."

Again, it should be noted that the census tracts of 1990 and 2000 were compared directly
but due to growth or change in boundaries in portions of the County and the cities in this
study, figures may vary.

Table 3.6: Population by Race within Montgomery County, 1990-2000

YEAR WHITE BLACK AM. ASIAN | HISPANIC | TOTAL*
INDIAN
1990 266,916 29,583 515 3,798 2,513 303,325
2000 265,113 39,748 1,855 5,217 3,656 315,589
% +/-
71990-2000 (.7%) 34.4% 260.2% | 37.4% 45.5% 4.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Table P006, P008 (STF1), 2000 Table P7, P11 (SF1) by Census Tract
*Total does not include “other race” category

Table 3.6A: Population by Race within the City of Dayton, 1990-2000

YEAR WHITE | BLACK AM. ASIAN | HISPANIC |TOTAL*
INDIAN
1990 128,349 | 75,958 486 1,328 1,571 207,692
2000 106,609 | 74,134 551 1,256 2,830 185,380
% +/-
1990-2000 (16.9%) | (2.4%) 13.4% (5.4%) 80.1% (10.7%)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Table P006, P008 (STF1), 2000 Table P7, P11 (SF1) by Census Tract
*Total does not include “other race” category

1% ity of Kettering Planning & Development, 1990; U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Table P7, P11

(SF1)
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3

Table 3.6B: Population by Race within the City of Kettering, 1990-2000

YEAR WHITE | BLACK AM. ASIAN | HISPANIC | TOTAL
INDIAN
1990* 59,222 437 79 746 477 60,961
2000 54,757 955 105 795 640 57,252*
% +/-
1990-2000 (2.4%) | 141.4% | 55.7% 16.9% 41.7% (.7%)

Source: *City of Kettering Planning & Development - 1990
U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Table P7, P11 (SF1) by Census Tract **Total does not include “other
race” category

3.3 Gender

This section will compare the male and female populations of the County. This is
important in our overall review for the Al. The differences in population between genders
can be a red flag for other problems that might exist. For instance, female headed
households are one of the fastest growing poverty groups in the nation, if a high number
of females were present in a jurisdiction this would lead to a further examination of that
population. Generally it is found that the male and female populations are evenly split with
only a few percentage points dividing them. This is true in Montgomery County in Table
3.7.

Table 3.7 indicates that in the total population of Montgomery County and the Cities of
Dayton and Kettering, females slightly outnumber males. it is typical for Females to
outnumber males in the general population, after the age of 18 and particularly after the
age of 65 due to the longer average life-span of women. However, there are anomalies
that exist.

In census tracts 506, 603 and 1601 of Montgomery County, males outnumber females in
both the general population and those eighteen (18) years of age and older. In census
tract 601, males outnumber females in the general population category only.

In census tract 12 of the City of Dayton, males outnumber females in the eighteen (18)
years of age and older category and in census tract 1101, in the general population
category only. In census tracts 13, 14, 15, 19, 20, 21 and 33, males outnumber females
both in the general population and for those in the eighteen (18) years of age and older
categories. In census tract 903.01 of the City of Dayton, males outnumber females in the
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MAP 13: Percent Hispanic Population
Montgomery County
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MAP 14: Percent Black Population 2000
Montgomery County
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sixty-five (65) years and over category only. Only in census tract 45 do males outnumber
females in the general population, those eighteen (18) years of age and older and those
sixty-five (65) years of age and older categories.

In census tracts 201 and 213.02 of the City of Kettering, males outnumber females in the
general population category only."

Table 3.7: Population of Montgomery County and the Cities of Dayton and Kettering
by Gender, 2000

LOCATION MALE % % TOTAL
TOTAL FEMALE | TOTAL
Montgomery 48.1% 163,096 51.9%
County 161,217 314,313
City of Dayton 48.0% 97,461 52.0%
89,788 187,249
City of Kettering 27,324 47.5% 30,178 52.5% 57,502

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Table DP1 (SF1) by Census Tract
3.4 Family Status

Family status within Montgomery County and the Cities of Dayton and Kettering are shown
in Table 3.8.%2 This table indicates family households by presence of people under the
age of eighteen (18) by household type. It shows that in the locales of this report that
between 31.8% and 46.6% consist of married couples without children under the age of
eighteen (18) and that between 23.5% and 34.8% of these have children under the age
of eighteen (18). It also indicates that there are between 5.0% and 10.1% Female head
of households without children under the age of eighteen (18) and between 10.5% and
25.7% are Female head of households with children under the age of eighteen (18). Male
head of households with children under the age of eighteen (18) is between 3.0% and

1 u.s. Census Bureau, 2000 Table DP1 (SF1) by Census Tract

12 The table does not include information for non family households which include persons who
live alone; don't live alone [but not married]; non relatives that live together and persons that
live in institutions or other group quarters
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5.3% and Male head of households without children under the age of eighteen (18) is
between 1.9% and 3.6%."

There are more Female heads of households than Male head of households within
Montgomery County and the Cities of Dayton and Kettering. Female households with
children are 3.5 times greater than similar Male households in the County. This follows
the national trend.

The importance of this datais threefold - 1, Female head of households with children
are the fastest growing poverty population, 2, the impact this population can have
on the need for affordable housing and 3, single head of households with children
have a high number of housing discrimination complaints.

According to The Ohio Poverty Report - 2003, families with a female-head, no husband
present and related children, had a poverty rate of 34.6 percent in 1999. Also single head
of households with children are one of the main users of assisted housing whether it is
through the housing authority or through other sources.

Table 3.8: Family Status by Presence of People Under the Age of 18 by Household
Type within Montgomery County and the Cities of Dayton and Kettering, 2000

Married | Married Male Male Female | Female Total
CH<18 w/o CH<18 | w/o CH<18 w/o Family
CH<18 CH<«18 CH<18 | Households
Montgomery | 30,160 | 38,069 | 2,679 | 1,673 9,723 4,370 86,674
County
% of Total 34.8% 43.9% 3.1% 1.9% 11.2% 5.0%
City of 10,149 | 13,704 | 2,272 | 1,537 | 11,092 4,348 43,102
Dayton
% of Total 23.5% 31.8% 5.3% 3.6% 25.7% 10.1%
City of 4977 7,529 433 330 1,501 945 15,715
Kettering
% of Total 31.7% | 47.9% 2.7% 2.0% 5.9% 6.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 (SF1) Table P19 by Census Tract

'3 .S, Census Bureau, 2000 (SF1) Table P19 by Census Tract

20




g Montgomery County & City of Kettering AIFHC - 2004

i

3.5 Disability Status
See Maps 15

Tables 3.9, 3.9A and 3.9B show the disability status of the disabled S e
population by jurisdiction. These populations are less than one percent of
the population except for Montgomery County where 1.21% of the population are in an
institution. This information is important to this report, with the changes in federal and
state funding, budget cuts and other pressures being placed on provision of services to
disabled persons, it can become an issue for the County and its communities in the future.

Table 3.9: Disability Status, Montgomery County, 2000

0-18 | 18-64 | 65 AND | TOTAL % OF TOTAL
OLDER POPULATION*
Males & Females w/ 1 350 257 608 .19%
disabilities
non-institutionalized
Males & Females w/ 44 473 3,282 3,799 1.21%
disabilities
institutionalized
% of Total Population* | .01% | .26% 1.13% 1.40%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Table DP1-QTP12 (SF1) by Census Tract *Percent of total civilian
population excluding the Cities of Dayton and Kettering

Table 3.9A: Disability Status, City of Dayton, 2000

0-18 | 18-64 | 65 AND | TOTAL | % OF TOTAL
OLDER POPULATION*
Males & Females w/ 247 | 926 44 1,217 65% '
disabilities
non-institutionalized
Males & Females w/ 71 425 705 1,201 .64%
disabilities
institutionalized
% of Total Population* A7% | .72% .40% 1.29%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Table DP1-QTP12 (SF1) by Census Tract *Percent of total civilian
population within the City of Dayton only

21
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Table 3.9B: Disability Status, City of Kettering, 2000
0-18 | 18-64 | 65 AND | TOTAL | % OF TOTAL

OLDER POPULATION*
Males & Females w/ 0 30 1 31 .05%
disabilities
non-institutionalized
Males & Females w/ 10 31 479 520 .85%

disabilities
institutionalized

% of Total Population* | .01% | .10% .79% .90%

Source: U.S, Census Bureau, 2000 Table DP1-QTP12 (SF1) by Census Tract *Percent of total civillan
population within the City of Kettering only.

According to the Alcohol, Drug Addiction and Mental Health Services Board (ADAMHS),
persons with serious mental disabilities have chronic illness which is distinguished by
diagnosis, duration and degree of impairment in daily functioning. For the purposes of the
County and City of Kettering, those individuals in need of housing placement include the
groups of individuals who have been diagnosed with both mental and physical disabilities.
The ADAMHS Board serves more than 4,000 adult individuals with serious mental
disabilities in Montgomery County, through its community health centers. Many mentally
ill individuals have difficulty in both obtaining and in maintaining employment. They are
usually very low-income and have difficulties finding housing that is suitable to their needs,
and that is safe, clean and sanitary.'

To meet the housing needs of persons with mental illnesses in Montgomery County the
ADAMHS Board and its various agencies provide housing alternatives. These range from
semi-independent apartments to institutional facilities for the mentally ill. Approximately
700 are currently housed in these combined housing options. Table 3.10 shows existing
housing available for mentally disabled persons in the County.'®

4 Montgomery County Consolidated Plan, FY 2003-2007, page 15
3 bid, page 15
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Table 3.10: Existing Housing for Adults with Serious Mental Disabilities'®

Types of Providers Number of Residential/Households Served by
Housing Location of Units
Financially City of City of Balance | Total Mont.
Supported Dayton | Kettering of County
Independent County
Housing
Rental Eastway Corp. 173 36 56 265
Subsidies
Scattered site | Miami Valley 74 0 144 218
project-based | Housing Opp.
units (MVHO)
Shelter & care 158 12 105 275
tenant based rental
subsidy
Apartment with | Eastway Corp. & 36 8 22 66
on site support | MVHO
Apartment w/o | Eastway Corp. 0 0 8 8
on site support
Foster care & | Eastway Corp. 88 0 80 96
adult care Through contracts
homes with operators
Agency Places Inc. 12 0 24 36
operated
group-living
Eastway Corp. 0 12 0 12
Homes for Eastway Corp. 21 0 0 21
aged/rest Through
homes agreements with
agencies/operators

Source: The Alcohol, Drug Addiction and Mental Health Services Board of Montgomery County

'® 1bid, page 17
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Table 3.11: Characteristics of the Mentally lil Served by the ADAMHS Board for

Montgomery County
Sex
Male 44%
Female 56%
Race/Ethnic Origin
White 57%
Black 42%
Asian 0%
Hispanic - 0%
Native American 0%
Other 2%
Employment Status
Employed full or part-time 15%
Not employed, but able to work 35%
Retired 3%
Student 28%
Homemaker 7%
Disabled and unable to work 7%
Unknown 5%
Educational Status
8th grade or less 16%
Some high school 17%
High school or GED 30%
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Table 3.11: Continued

Trace or technical school 2%
Some College 11%
College education 2 year or 4 year 4%
Graduate courses/degree 5%

Primary Source of Income

Supplemental Security Income (SSI) 10%
Social Security Disability Income (SSDI) | 5%
No Income 45%
Supported by families or friends 12%
Other entitiements, i.e., ADC, GR, etc. 7%
Wages 14%
Other 7%

In the 2002 Census of Severely Mentally Disabled (SMD) Adults showed a need for 935
housing units in addition to those that were currently in the system. New housing units
have been developed since that time; however, the number of SMD persons in treatment
in Montgomery County has increased more, out pacing the acquisition of new units.!” With
changes in housing assistance available through public housing and Section 8 Vouchers
on the decline the hope of alleviating this housing shortage for SMD or other disabled
persons is bleak.

The statistics show that as individuals with disabilities age, there is a greater need for
housing. As clients age, so do their care givers, causing a decrease in their ability to
provide support and assistance; therefore, the need for housing alternatives rises. Until
the number of housing units increases to address the needs, the need to provide support
services to the individual, as well as the care giver, is needed. The people In most need
are elderly parents of adult children between the ages of 25 and 60 years of age or older
who still live at home. Other groups include: families with a single head of household,
adults and children who are non-ambulatory or muiti-handicapped (with or without families)
and adults who are dually diagnosed. Support services would include: flexible respite
services for elderly parents caring for their children at home, transportation for all

7 Montgomery County Consolidated Plan, FY 2003-2007, page 16
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segments of the population and day care for children and adults while parents or care
providers work.'®

The Montgomery County Board of Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities
(MCBMRDD) monitors the residential needs and oversees residential support services for
people with Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities in the County. The
MCBMRDD has identified current individuals who are on their waiting lists as follows'®:

1. Residential Waiting List - 116

2. Emergencies - 33 :

3. Services Substitution (persons not living in the least restrictive environment) - 283
4, Aging Care giver - 325

As funds from the State and Federal Government dwindle, nonprofit housing agencies,
providers of housing services, public housing authorities and local jurisdictions will
increasingly feel the pressure of increasing needs and decreasing resources. Reliance
on creative funding, alternative financing and other innovations will be necessary to rehab
or build new units and to maintain rental assistance. Table 3.12 shows housing options
for persons served by MCBMRDD.

Table 3.12: Housing Options for Persons With Mental Retardation & Developmental
Disabilities

# Units Montgomery Dayton Kettering Balance of
County County

Supported 78 15 4 59
Living
(1-4 Persons)
Group Homes 14 0 2 12
(5-12)
Large Facilities 2 0 0 2
(36)
Institutions (90- 2 0 0 2
100+)
Emergency 1 0 0 1
Shelters

18 Montgomery County Consolidated Plan, FY 2003-2007, page 16
"9 1bid, page 19
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In terms of fair housing the lack of adequate safe and sanitary housing for persons with
disabilities is a growing issue. While fair housing laws have strong language/coverage for
persons with disabilities and there is strong enforcement the housing providers are at best
unaware or at worst just don’t care. A sign of concern regarding the availability of
accessible housing is that recently MVFHC received a grant to do an “inventory” of multi-
family housing. This inventory is to determine how accessible units are for the disabled.
Once this study is completed there will be a better picture of the extent of the problem that
the disabled have experienced in their search for housing. However, whether it is one
complaint or one hundred the problem is there. ‘
Another symptom of the problem is the NIMBY response that new group homes, housing I
for the disabled, etc. encounter when they try to build or convert housing for the disabled.
This is especially true in suburban neighborhoods.

1

3.6 Income Characteristics of Protected Classes

See Maps 16- 17

Tables 3.13 and 3.13A reflect the actual 2000 (1999 reported) Median :

~ Household Income (MHI) for the census tracts for Montgomery County i

- - and the City of Kettering by Race. It should be noted that the Median Household Income f
» 1 for Montgomery County is for the seventy (70) census tracts as represented in this report.
Upon review of the Median Household Income within Montgomery County, it is apparent
that there exists concentrations of low-income individuals in every race category. The MHI
for all of Montgomery County, including the Cities of Dayton and Kettering, in 2000 was

$40,156.%°

The MHI for the seventy (70) census tracts in Montgomery County ranged from $21,078
in census tract 602 to $102,503 in census tract 101. The census tract with the smallest
increase in MHI since the 1990 U.S. Census Bureau data was census tract 1201.03 at
7.3%, while the largest increase was noted in census tract 505.02 at 63.6%.

i

The MHI for the twenty-three (23) census tracts comprising the City of Kettering for the
year 2000 was $45,051.2' The MHI! ranged from $31,908 in census tract 211 to $67,969
in census tract 206.02. The census tract with the smallest increase in MHI since the 1990
U.S. Census Bureau data was census tract 217 at -.35%, while the largest increase was
noted in census tract 210 at 72.3%. With the exception of census tract 217, there have

20 y.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Table P53 (SF3) by Census Tract

21 y.s. Census Bureau, 2000 Table P53 (SF3) by Census Tract
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been increases in MHI in all census tracts since 1990. Upon review of the MHI within the
City of Kettering, it is apparent that there exists concentrations of low-income individuals
in every race category.

For comparison purposes, the MHI for both Montgomery County and the City of Kettering
was higher than that of the City of Dayton for the same period of time.

In Montgomery County, the MHI for the White population exceeds that of all other race
categories in twenty-one (21) of the seventy (70) census tracts. It exceeds the MHI for the
County in forty-four (44) census tracts.??

In the City of Kettering, the MHI for the White population exceeds that of all other race
categories in four (4) of the twenty-three (23) census tracts. It exceeds the MHI of the city
in twelve (12) of the census tracts.?

in Montgomery County, the MHI for the Black population exceeds that of all other race
categories in thirteen (13) of the seventy (70) census tracts but only three (3) census tracts
where each race category is present. [t exceeds the MHI of the County in thirty (30) of the
census tracts.?

In the City of Kettering, the MHI for the Black population exceeds that of all other race
categories in four (4) of the twenty-three (23) census tracts. It exceeds the MHI of the city
in two (2) of the census tracts.?

The MHI income for Hispanic and Native American households was less than their White
and Black counter parts. Only in those tracts that had Blacks reporting did they show
higher MHI than Blacks.

Interestingly, Asians showed some of the highest MHI in both Montgomery County and the
City of Kettering. Of course part of this can be explained by the number of households
reporting as Asian would be significantly smaller than Whites or Blacks so their MHI would
then be larger. If a tract had only five Asian households reporting and all had incomes of
$125,000, then their White and Black counterpart's MHI would be less because they are
a larger population.

22 |.8. Census Bureau, 2000 Table P152A (SF3)
2 bid
24 8. Census Bureau, 2000 Table P1528B (SF3)
%5 \pid
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. Table 3.13: Median Household Income within Montgomery County by Race, 2000

CENSUS WHITE BLACK AM. ASIAN HISPANIC
TRACT INDIAN
101 104,129 0.00 18,750 0.00 52,500
102 71,545 0.00 0.00 27,279 37,417
301 32,205 30,000 41,250 65,625 18,750
302 41,842 12,375 18,750 0.00 23,750
401.01 63,438 0.00 0.00 56,250 102,264
401.02 111,696 45,781 0.00 184,972 36,250
401.03 72,143 85,489 0.00 162,500 0.00
402.01 68,152 0.00 0.00 162,500 3,000
402.02 49,571 59,531 90,957 53,239 18,625
403.01 82,080 116,576 0.00 104,000 125,906
403.02 56,159 21,125 0.00 26,250 26,250
404.01 67,813 39,583 24,583 61,250 87,266
404.02 57,844 37,273 39,792 79,828 83,166
501.01 41,790 32,200 0.00 45,000 31,250
501.02 53,929 35,455 0.00 64,766 24,844
501.03 56,118 38,158 0.00 45,804 55,417
503.01 33,023 26,750 0.00 0.00 50,250
503.02 50,729 71,250 0.00 33,750 50,588
503.03 42,500 30,313 0.00 29,500 23,750
504.01 55,344 42,500 56,250 28,750 54,444
504.02 36,140 0.00 0.00 13,750 53,750
505.01 46,862 34,038 4,028 46,000 24,861
505.02 37,757 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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506 41,475 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
601 43,244 41,033 0.00 0.00 0.00
602 22,299 14,706 0.00 0.00 0.00
603 16,964 27,188 0.00 0.00 41,750
701.01 41,769 35,970 0.00 22,875 11,607
701.02 35,208 32,460 0.00 0.00 41,250
702.01 22,845 14,063 0.00 0.00 0.00
703 27,109 23,657 0.00 0.00 20,208
704 35,819 40,385 43,542 0.00 51,250
705 33,713 46,202 30,481 0.00 0.00
706 26,607 52,408 0.00 0.00 0.00
707 31,875 34,787 58,750 0.00 0.00
801 30,783 30,924 52,778 43,542 64,125
802 43,175 71,528 21,250 0.00 0.00
803 40,114 35,313 0.00 26,250 6,250
804 26,856 25,341 0.00 19,792 16,250
806 30,754 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
904 37,405 35,100 90,957 21,932 30,625
906 22,274 35,179 0.00 70,357 37,500
907 42,337 75,559 0.00 28,750 72,917
908 47,375 51,094 80,488 41,250 12,292
909 43,065 27,083 0.00 85,489 56,154
910 37,917 15,000 0.00 41,786 33,750
1001.01 50,021 40,882 0.00 33,421 93,153
1001.02 58,962 73,750 39,861 46,905 35,000
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1002.01 43,929 42,279 0.00 60,865 48,750
1002.02 48,415 52,981 0.00 44,375 16,719
1002.03 50,642 65,625 7,083 40,714 43,214
1003.01 47,944 49,063 0.00 29,271 46,500
1003.02 44,871 39,405 0.00 200,000+ 18,750
1004 46,354 47,500 36,250 126,855 69,886
1102 60,160 59,625 48,750 39,583 19,583
1150.02 49,750 41,250 58,750 85,489 33,750
1150.11 38,368 24,722 0.00 46,250 32,222
1150.12 57,550 126,201 6,250 40,714 75,168
1201.01 61,575 66,875 0.00 2,500- 75,487
1201.02 66,314 80,228 0.00 62,917 127,308
1201.03 43,409 46,500 0.00 0.00 18,500
1250 51,197 53,452 0.00 0.00 125,526
1251.01 57,373 60,714 175,597 41,607 200,000+
1251.02 41,845 33,235 0.00 27,500 13,625
1301.01 52,587 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1301.02 39,645 0.00 0.00 80,488 0.00
1401 42,702 0.00 162,500 0.00 0.00
1501 45,668 146,286 0.00 0.00 56,250
1601 56,579 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1650 49,232 125,715 0.00 71,250 21,250

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Tables P152A, B, C, D, H (SF3) by Census Tract

31




, Montgomery County & City of Kettering AIFHC - 2004

Table 3.13A: Median Household Income within the City of Kettering by Race, 2000

CENSUS WHITE BLACK AM. ASIAN HISPANIC
TRACT INDIAN
201 45,375 20,833 0.00 85,489 17,500
202 45,160 42,292 0 11,458 74,000
203 64,299 21,250 0 0 0
204 48,693 57,167 0 58,365 125,651
205 32,011 51,250 16,250 0 18,750
206.01 50,362 0 0 0 55,417
206.02 68,438 0 53,750 0 108,750
207 45,598 63,750 73,750 51,250 43,750
208 48,950 63,500 127,308 0 57,083
209 40,566 11,250 0 65,714 16,250
210 40,566 43,750 0 6,250 16,250
211 32,031 29,583 11,250 50,536 21,458
212 40,417 37,188 73,750 59,375 18,750
213.01 40,054 16,250 56,250 0 0
213.02 42,917 56,250 0 48,750 0
214 50,052 41,932 6,250 45,250 20,000
215.01 41,133 38,125 0 47,321 21,250
215.02 34,934 37,778 0 0 0
216.01 53,618 34,844 0 18,571 28,750
216,02 55,833 26,458 0 42,083 0
217 38,988 17,500 0 66,250 0
218 40,000 21,607 75,487 54,688 23,750
219 54,385 31,071 0 0 80,488

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Tables P152A,B,C,D,H (SF3) by Tract
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3.7 Poverty and Minorities

The incidence of poverty by race within Montgomery County and Kettering are shown in
Tables 3.14, 3.14A and 3.14B. (Poverty is defined as households below 50% Median
Household Income) The percent of the population, as determined by race, living below
poverty where poverty status has been determined in Montgomery County and Kettering
is 6.6% and 4.5%, respectively. The percentage indicated in the discussion for each race
by jurisdiction will not equal 100% since “other race” is not included.

The breakdown by percent of each race category by population and percent of those living
in poverty are as follows:

White Population: In Montgomery County, the White population makes up approximately
85% of the 2000 population and accounts for 5.2% of those living below poverty.

In the City of Dayton, the White population makes up approximately 53.3% of the 2000
population and accounts for 15.8% of those living below poverty.

In the City of Kettering, the White population makes up approximately 95.7% of the 2000
population and accounts for 4.2% of those living below poverty.

Black Population: In Montgomery County, the Black population accounts for
approximately 12.0% of the 2000 population with 16.2% living below poverty.

In the City of Dayton, the Black population accounts for approximately 40.4% of the 2000
population with 28.6% living below poverty.

In the City of Kettering, the Black population accounts for approximately 1.8% of the 2000
population with 16.8% living below poverty.

American Indian: In Montgomery County, the American Indian population makes up
approximately .2% of the 2000 population and accounts for 6.1% of those living below

poverty.

In the City of Dayton, the American Indian population makes up approximately .3% of the
2000 population and accounts for 38.0% of those living below poverty.

In the City of Kettering, the American Indian population makes up approximately .2% of the
2000 population and accounts for 20.0% of those living below poverty.
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Asian Population: In Montgomery County, the Asian population makes up approximately
1.7% of the 2000 population and accounts for 10.9% of those living below poverty.

In the City of Dayton, the Asian population makes up approximately .7% of the 2000
population and accounts for 14.0% of those living below poverty.

In the City of Kettering, the Asian population makes up approximately .3% of the 2000
population and accounts for 10.9% of those living below poverty.

Hispanic Population: In Montgomery County, the Hispanic population makes up
approximately 1.1% of the 2000 population and accounts for 10.9% of those living below
poverty.

In the City of Dayton, the Hispanic population makes up approximately 1.3% of the 2000
population and accounts for 28.4% of those living below poverty.

In the City of Kettering, the Hispanic population makes up approximately .9% of the 2000
population and accounts for 28.4% of those living below poverty.?

Table 3.14: Montgomery County: Poverty Status in 2000 by Race, 2000

WHITE | BLACK | AM. | ASIAN | HISPANIC | TOTAL*
INDIAN
At/Above Poverty | 246,538 | 30,699 605 4,521 3,059 285,422*
Below Poverty 13,427 | 5,925 39 554 375 20,320*
Total 259,965 | 36,624 644 5,075 3,434 305,742*
% Below Poverty 5.2% 16.2% 6.1% | 10.9% 10.9% 6.6%
by Race

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Tables P159A,B,C,D,H (SF3) by Census Tract *Total does not include
“other race” category.

%6 .S. Census Bureau, 2000 Tables P159A,B,C,D,H (SF3) by Census Tract *Total does not
include “other race” category.
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Table 3.14A: City of Dayton: Poverty Status in 2000 by Race, 2000

WHITE | BLACK| AM. | ASIAN | HISPANIC | TOTAL*
INDIAN
At/Above Poverty | 83,659 | 51,627 305 1,039 1,612 138,242*
Below Poverty 15,674 | 20,708 187 169 640 37,378*
Total 99,333 | 72,335 492 1,208 2,252 175,620*
% Below Poverty 15.8% | 28.6% | 38.0% | 14.0% 28.4% 21.3%
by Race

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Tables P159A,B,C,D,H (SF3) by Census Tract *Total does not
include "other race” category.

Table 3.14B: City of Kettering: Poverty Status in 2000 by Race, 2000

WHITE | BLACK | AM. | ASIAN | HISPANIC | TOTAL*
INDIAN
At/Above Poverty | 52,457 795 84 733 572 54,641
Below Poverty 2,300 160 21 62 68 2,611
Total 54,757 955 105 795 640 57,252*
% Below Poverty 4.2% 16.8% | 20.0% | 7.8% 10.7% 4.6%
by Race

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Tables P159A B,C,D,H (SF3) by Census Tract *Total does not
include ®other race” category

3.8 Poverty and Gender

The incidence of poverty by Gender within Montgomery County and the Cities of Dayton
and Kettering are shown in tables 3.15, 3.15A and 3.15B. These tables indicate that
poverty affects females in Montgomery County 2.2% more than males. In the City of
Dayton, poverty affects females 3.5% more than males and in the City of Kettering the
poverty affects females 2.1% more than males.

Within Montgomery County the poverty rate for both males and females is, approximately

6.7%, in the City of Dayton, 21.7% live below poverty and in the City of Kettering, 4.4% live
below poverty.
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Table 3.15: Montgomery County: Poverty Status by Gender*, 2000

Males Females Total*
At/Above Poverty 139,987 147,367 287,354
Below Poverty 8,231 12,486 20,717
Total 148,218 159,853 308,071
% Below Poverty 5.6% 7.8% 6.7%
by Gender*

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Table PCT49 (SF3) by Census Tract *Total of population for whom

poverty status has been determined.

Table 3.15A: City of Dayton: Poverty Status by Gender*, 2000

Males Females Total*
At/Above Poverty 66,248 70,472 136,720
Below Poverty 16,455 21,494 37,949
Total 82,703 91,966 174,669
% Below Poverty 19.9% 23.4% 21.7%
by Gender*

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Table PCT49 (SF3) by Census Tract *Total of population for whom

poverty status has been determined.

Table 3.15B: City of Kettering: Poverty Status by Gender*, 2000

Males Females Total*
At/Above Poverty 26,335 28,518 57,468
Below Poverty 899 1,660 2,642
Total 27,234 30,178 60,110
% Below Poverty 3.3% 5.5% 4.4%
by Gender*

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Table PCT49 (SF3) by Census Tract *Tolal of population for whom

poverty status has been determined.
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3.9 Poverty Status by Family Type and Presence of : e
See Map 18 - 21 ]

Children

Tables 3.16, 3.16A and 3.16B demonstrate the effects of poverty status
on family type and presence of children. Female headed households with children are by
far the largest poverty population in Montgomery County and its jurisdictions.

In Montgomery County, 19.2% of married couples with children under the age of 18 live
below poverty. More than 50% (50.8%) of Female Head of Households with children
{  under the age of 18 live below poverty. Similar Male households have 2.2% living below
| poverty. For all households at or below poverty, 3,264 (77.1%) have children under the
. age of 18.

In the City of Dayton, 12.6% of married couples with children under the age of 18 live
below poverty. Female Head of Households with children under the age of 18 had 63.1%
living below poverty. Similar Male households have 8.1% living below poverty. For all
- households at or below the poverty level, 6,249 (83.9%) have children under the age of
. 18.

o In the City of Kettering, 14.2% of married couples with children under the age of 18 living
below poverty. Female Head of Households with children under the age of 18 had 52.7%
living below poverty. Similar Male households have 4.7% living below poverty. For all
households at or below the poverty level, 368 (71.6%) have children under the age of 18.
Table 3.16: Montgomery County: Poverty Status by Family Type & Presence of
Children, 2000

Family Type At/Above Poverty Below Poverty Total*
Married, CH<18 29,902 (35.9%) 815 (19.2%) 30,717 (35.1%)
Married, No CH< 18 38,426 (46.2%) 685 (16.2%) 39,111 (44.7%)
Male HH, CH < 18 2,592 (3.1%) 256 (6.0%) 2,848 (3.3%)
Male HH, No CH< 18 1,445 (1.7%) 95 (2.2%) 1,540 (1.8%)
Female HH, CH < 18 7,106 (8.5%) 2,193 (51.8%) 9,299 (10.6%)
Female HH, No CH < 18 3,762 (4.5%) 190 (4.5%) 3,952 (4.5%)
53,331 (99.9%) 4,234 (99.9%) 87,467 (100.0%)
Source: U.S. Census Bureau P90 (SF3) by Census Tract “Total of population for whom poverty status has
) been determined.
Vg
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Table 3.16A: City of Dayton: Poverty Status by Family Type & Presence of Children,

2000
At/Above Below Poverty Total*
Poverty

Married, CH<18 10,361 (28.9%) 942 (12.6%) 11,303 (26.1%)
Married, NoCH < 18 13,316 (37.2%) 629 (8.4%) 13,945 (32.2%)

Male HH, CH < 18 1,504 (4.2%) 607 (8.1%) 2,111 (4.9%)

Male HH, No CH< 18 1,424 (4.0%) 163 (2.2%) 1,587 (3.7%)
Female HH, CH< 18 5,896 (16.5%) 4,700 (63.1%) 10,596 (24.5%)

Female HH, No CH < 18 3,311 (9.2%) 409 (5.5%) 3,720 (8.6%)

35,812 (100.0%) 7,450 (99.9%) | 43,262 (100.0%)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Table P90 (SF3) by Census Tract *Total of population for whom
poverty status has been determined.

Table 3.16B: City of Kettering: Poverty Status by Family Type & Presence of
Children, 2000

Family Type At/Above Below Poverty Total*
Poverty
Married, CH<18 5,510 (58.7%) 73 (14.2%) 5,583 (56.4%)
Married, NoCH< 18 759 (8.0%) 117 (22.8%) 876 (8.8%)
Male HH, CH < 18 523 (5.6%) 24 (4.7%) 547 (5.5%)
Male HH, No CH< 18 395 (4.2%) 0 (0.0%) 395 (4.0%)
Female HH, CH < 18 1,322 (14.1%) 271 (52.7%) 1,593 (16.1%)
Female HH, No CH < 18 880 (9.4%) 29 (5.6%) 909 (9.2%)
9,389 (100.0%) 514 (100.0%) 9,903 (100.0%)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Table P90 (SF3) by Census Tract *Total of population for whom
poverly status has been determined.
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3.10 Persons Receiving Supplemental Security Income

It should also be noted that Supplemental Security Income (SSI) is received by 3,926
persons (1.2%) in the seventy (70) census tracts in Montgomery County, 5,507 persons
(2.9%) in the fifty-two (52) census tracts in the City of Dayton and 560 persons (.9%) in
the twenty-three (23) census tracts in the City of Kettering. The total persons receiving
SSlin all census tracts of Montgomery County, including the Cities of Dayton and
Kettering, are 9,903 persons which represent 1.8% of the total population.®°

4.0 ECOI

3. NOMICS AND TRANSPORTATION

A s

This section will review various issues regarding the economic health of the area and the
transportation support for residents in the County and City of Kettering. There are a wide
variety of topics discussed from unemployment rates, to largest employers, to income by
job classification. The purpose of this section is to try and get a sense of the economic
structure in the County and how that might apply to purchasing power of residents and
affordability of housing. For instance, if a community has a high unemployment rate it can
result in an increase in foreclosures, the repair homes being diminished, and lessen the
ability to afford and buy homes. If current housing prices are high and not attainable by a
maijority of workers in the County then this drives residents to other counties or cities and
reduces the ability of local jurisdiction to expand their tax base. Those who are working and
paying taxes within the community cannot afford to live near their work place, this increases
commutes, decreases the tax base, among other problems.

4.1 Employment Status Profile

For the purpose of this report, the labor force includes all people classified in the civilian
labor force plus members of the U.S. Armed Forces (people on active duty with the United
States Army, Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard). The civilian labor force
consists of people classified as employed or unemployed. When considering the labor
force of Montgomery County including Dayton, Montgomery County excluding Dayton, the
City of Kettering and the City of Dayton, data from the U. S. Census Bureau - American
FactFinder - Ohio 2000 indicates Kettering has the highest percentage (66.4%) of their
population in the labor force while Dayton has the lowest at 59.5%. The State of Ohio
reports a labor force of 64.8% while the United States reports a lower rate of 63.9%. Table
4.0 shows labor force data.

40 ).S. Census Bureau, 2000 Table P63 (SF3) by Census Tract
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reports a labor force of 64.8% while the United States reports a lower rate of 63.9%. Table
4.0 shows labor force data.

40 .S. Census Bureau, 2000 Table P63 (SF3) by Census Tract

39




. | Montgomery County & City of Kettering AIFHC - 2004

Table 4.0: Labor Force Participation Rates and Numbers

Economic Montgomery Cty Montgomery Cty City of City of
Characteristic including the City of Excluding the Kettering Dayton
Dayton City of Dayton
in Labor Force 64.1% 279,635 66.0% | 202,952 | 66.4% | 30,544 | 59.5% | 76,683

Source: U.S. Census Bureau - American FactFinder - Ohio 2000

The American FactFinder - Ohio 2000 civilian labor force (persons over 16 years and
excluding the Military) data shows that Montgomery County has a combined labor force of
279,635 which is 50.1% of the total County population of 659,062 persons. The City of
Dayton’s civilian labor force makes up 46.2% (76,683) of its population of 166,179. The
City of Kettering has the largest percentage civilian labor force of the three with 53.2%
(30,544) of their total population of 57,502. Montgomery County, excluding the City of
Dayton, has acivilian labor force of 202,952. This is 51.7% of 392,883 Montgomery County
population outside the City of Dayton. Again, Kettering has the highest percentage and
Dayton the lowest. The States of Ohio and the United States report the civilians labor
force to be considerably higher with a percentage of 64.8 % and 63.9%, respectively.
Civilian labor force data is shown in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Civilian Labor Force 2000

Economic Montgomery Montgomery City of City of
Characteristic | County County Kettering Dayton
Including the Excluding the
City of Dayton City of Dayton
Total Civilian 279,635 202,952 30,544 76,683
Labor Force*

Source: U.S. Census Bureau - American FactFinder - Ohio 2000

The most recent 2003 unemployment rate in Montgomery County was higher than the
annual average for the previous five years - 6.3%. The annual average unemployment rate
in the County during the last five years was as low as 3.7% in 2000. During the three
years since the 2000 rate of 3.7%, the unemployment rate has increased 0.6%, 1.3% and
0.7% respectively. Looking at the civilian labor force numbers, we see a different picture:
2001 showed an increase of 1.6%; 2002 showed a decrease of 1.4%; and, 2003 an
increase of 0.4%. Statewide, for 2003, the annual average unemployment rate was 6.0%
to 6.9% while the U.S. unemployment rate for the same period was 6.0%. The Montgomery
County Local Area Unemployment Statistics (LAUS) are shown in Table 4.2.
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Table 4.2: Montgomery County - Local Area Unemployment Statistics (LAUS) 1998-

2003
Year Total Civilian | Employed Unemployed | Unemployme
Labor Force nt Rate
2003 279,450 261,832 17,618 6.3
2002 278,270 262,618 15,652 56
2001 282,332 270,257 12,075 43
2000 277,863 267,570 10,293 37
1999 278,508 267,854 10,654 38
1998 281,203 269,772 11,431 4.1

Source: U.S. Department of Labor - Bureau of Labor Statistics - Local Area Unemployment Statistics

Table 4.3: Civilian Labor Force - Employed, Unemployed and Unemployment Rate

2000
Geographic Total Employed Unemployed Unemploym
Area Civilian ent Rate
Labor
Force
Montgomery 200,807 193,148 7,659 2.5%
County Excluding
Dayton
City of Kettering 30,345 29,337 1,008 22
City of Dayton 76,216 69,126 7,090 5.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau - American FactFinder - Ohio 2000

When looking at Table 4.3, we find that Kettering's unemployment rate is the lowest of the
three geographic areas and Dayton’s unemployment rate is more than double that of
Montgomery County excluding Dayton. For the same year, Ohio’s rate of unemployment
was 3.2% while the U.S. rate was 3.7%.
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Related Occupations and Sales and Office. The City of Dayton shows the highest rate in
three areas - Service, Construction, Extraction and Maintenance and Production,

Transportation and Material Moving. Kettering holds the highest rate for Farming, Fishing
and Forestry.

Table 4.6: Occupation Employed Civilian Population 16 and Over - 2000

Subject Montgomery | Montgomery City of City of
County County Kettering | Dayton
Excluding
Dayton
Management, 33.5% 36.2% 39.5% 25.7%

Professional and
Related Occupations

Service 14.8% 12.6% 12.0% 21.1%
Sales and Office 26.8% 27.3% 28.8% 25.3%
Farming, Fishing and 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1%
Forestry

Construction, 7.7% 7.7% 6.5% 7.8%
Extraction and

Maintenance

Production, 17.1% 16.1% 13.0% 20.0%

Transportation and
Material Moving
Source: American FactFinder - U.S. Census Bureau - Ohio 2000

Next we will look at Montgomery County - Economic Structure 2000 - Value Added by
Sector and Employment by Sector. Value Added is a broad measure of income that
includes employee compensation (wages, salaries, benefits), proprietary income (self-
employment), other property income (interest, rent, royalties, dividends profits) and indirect
business taxes ( excise and sales taxes). Employment in this context includes full-time
and part-time workers and the self-employed in all sectors, including Agriculture, FIRE
(finance, insurance, real estate), TCPU (transportation, communications, public utilities)
and Trade includes wholesale and retail.

First, we will take a look at the pie-chart for 2000 Value Added by Sector. Manufacturing
and Services with 25.0% and 22.8% respectively for a total of 27.8% provide by far the
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greatest amount of income for Montgomery County. Following not too closely behind
Manufacturing and Services, we have Trade (wholesale and retail) at 15.1% and FIRE
(finance, insurance, real estate) at 14.5% of County income. Government is the fifth
largest income producer in the County.

Lastly, we will examine the pie-chart for 2000 Employment by Sector. The largest
employment sector by 13% is Services reporting 34.0%. Trade with 21.0% and
Manufacturing with 16.7% are the next largest sectors. Government, at 23.2% less than
Service, holds fourth place with 10.8%.

Manufacturing, although not the largest employment sector (16.7%), is the largest income
for the County at 25.0%. Likewise, FIRE (finance, insurance, real estate), Government and
TCPU (transportation, communications, public utilities) are larger income producers than
employers.
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Montgomery County (Ohio) - Economic Structure
Chart 4.1 and Chart 4.2
2000 Value Added By Sector

fgriculture
Construction
FIRE

Govt )
Hanufacturing 14.52
Hining 25.0%
Other
Services
TCPU
Trade

11.62
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0.7

22.82 6.52

Total Value Added (millions): $20,712
% Warning: (negative) values pushed to 0.

2000 Employment by Sector
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Construction
FIRE

Govt
Manufacturing 0.8

Mining & 6.0%
Other
Services
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Trade
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34.02

Total Employment (workers): 373,052

Source: Ohio State University - Extension Data Center - Montgomery County Profile
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4.3 Industry Profile

Table 4.7 shows the number of employees for 2000 and 2003 and the number change of
21 industries during that period for Montgomery County. Although four of the 21 industries
do not have change amounts, 17 do have the change listed which will allow us to
determine whether these major industries employees are increasing or decreasing in
number. Only seven of the 17 industries increased their number of employees while 10
decreased. During 2000, there were 289,598 employees in these major industries while
in 2003 there were only 263,770 - a reduction of 25,828 employees. Five major industries
lost more than 30,000 employees between 2000-2003: Manufacturing (17,229);
Administration, Support, Waste Management, Remediation Services (7806); Retail Trade
(2657); and, Transportation & Warehousing (2586). The industry of Management of
Companies & Enterprises increased in employee number more than any other - 3341
additional employees.

Table 4.8 shows the number of establishments for 2000 and 2003 and the number change
of 21 industries during that period for Montgomery County. Analyzing this will allow us to
determine whether these major industries are increasing or decreasing in number. Eleven
of the industries increased their number of establishments while 10 decreased. During
2000, there were 13,263 establishments in these major industries while in 2003 there were
13,041 - areduction of 222 establishments. Five major industries lost 380 establishments
between 2000-2003: Construction (101); Administration, Support, Waste Management,
Remediation Services (74); Retail Trade (73); Other (68); and, Manufacturing (64). The
industry of Professional, Scientific & Technical Services increased establishments morc
than any other - 48 additional establishments.

Table 4.9 shows the industry payroll for 2000 and 2003 and the change of industry payrolis
during that period for Montgomery County. Analyzing this will allow us to determine which
major industries are increasing or decreasing payroll. Sixteen of the industries increased
their payroll while only 5 decreased. During 2000, the payroll was $9,488,641 in these
major industries while in 2003 it was $8,945,289 - a reduction of $543,352. Five major
industries lost $1,125,087 between 2000-2003: Manufacturing ($813,786); Administration,
Support, Waste Management, Remediation Services ($138,783); Transportation &
Warehousing ($92,235); Construction ($59,182); and, Auxiliaries (excluding Corporats,
Subsidiary and Regional Management) ($21,101). The industry of Management of
Companies & Enterprises increased payroll more than any other - $188,959 in additional
payroll.
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Table 4.7: Montgomery County Industry Employee Number 2000-2003

Industry Code Number of Number of Change
Employee 2000 Employees 2003

Forestry, fishing, hunting and agri. support 20-99* 17 NA
Mining 20-99* 124 NA
Utilities 1000-2499* 849 NA
Construction 10,646 12,464 1818
Manufacturing 54,6567 37,438 -17229
Wholesale Trade 13,249 12,817 -432
Retail Trade 34,043 31,386 -2657
Transportation & Warehousing 10,227 7,641 -2586
Information 9,627 9,583 -44
Finance & Insurance 10,552 11,065 513
Real Estate, Renting & Leasing 3,503 3,452 -51
Professional, Scientific & Tech. Services 14,233 16,273 2040
Management of Companies & Enterprises 10,365 13,706 3341
Admin., Support, Waste Mgt., Remediation. 22,984 15,178 -7806
Serv.
Educational Services 8,378 9,230 852
Health Care and Social Assistance 40,456 42,123 1667
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 2,326 2,119 -207
Accommodation & Food Service 23,256 23,365 109
Other Services (except Public Admin.) 16,212 15,459 -753
Auxiliaries (except Corporate, Subsidiary and 1,665 1,255 -410
Regional Mgt.)
Other/Unclassified Est. 100-249* 14 NA
TOTAL 289,598 263,770 -25,828

* No specific numbers available, number range only

Source: U.S. Census Bureau: 2000 County Business Pattems (NAICS) - Montgomery OH Major Industry
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Table 4.8: Montgomery County Industry - Number of Establishments 2000-2003

Industry Code Number of Number of Change
Establishments Establishments
2000 2003
Forestry, fishing, hunting and agriculture 8 7 Q)]
support
Mining 6 10 4
Utilities 17 20 3
Construction 1,039 938 (101)
Manufacturing 941 877 64)
Wholesale Trade 829 815 (14)
Retail Trade 2,030 1,957 {73)
Transporiation & Warehousing 273 267 6)
Information 233 234 1
Finance & Insurance 877 893 16
Real Estate, Renting & Leasing 510 548 38
Professional, Scientific & Tech. Services 1,283 1,331 48
Management of Companies & Enterprises 136 136 0
Admin., support, waste mgt., remediation 708 634 74)
serv.
Educational Services 138 162 24
Health Care and Social Assistance 1,367 1,413 46
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 176 160 (16)
Accommodation & Food Service 1,074 1,101 27
Other Services (except Public Admin.) 1,489 1,481 3)
Auxiliaries (except Corporate, Subsidiary 34 30 )
and Regional Mgt.)
Other/Unclassified Est. 95 27 (e8)
TOTAL 13,263 13,041 (222)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau: 2000 County Business Pattemns (NAICS) - Monigomery OH Major Industry
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Table 4.9: Industry by Payroll ($1000) 2000-2003

Industry Code Payroll ($1000) | Payroll ($1000) Change
2000 2003

Forestry, fishing, hunting and agriculture 0 568 568
support
Mining 0 5,254 5,254
Utilities 0 51,190 51,190
Construction 473,210 414,028 (59,182)
Manufacturing 2,461,398 1,647,612 (813,786)
Wholesale Trade 575,788 588,825 13,037
Retail Trade 645,807 656,658 10,851
Transportation & Warehousing 355,794 263,559 (92,235)
Information 459,326 507,269 47,943
Finance & Insurance 401,128 434,822 33,694
Real Estate, Renting & Leasing 90,978 95,881 4,903
Professional, Scientific & Tech. Services 592,344 693,600 101,256
Management of Companies & Enterprises 721,107 910,066 188,959
Admin., support, waste mgt., remediation 473,227 334,444 (138,783)
serv.
Educational Services 156,956 177,641 20,685
Health Care and Social Assistance 1,336,333 1,502,411 166,078
Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 37,341 39,852 2,511
Accommodation & Food Service 238,776 244,298 5,522
Other Services (except Public Admin.) 303,697 345,796 42,099
Auxiliaries (except Corporate, Subsidiary and 82,198 61,097 (21,101)
Regional Mgt.)
Other/Unclassified Est. 0 418 418
TOTAL 9,488,641 8,945,289 (543,352)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau: 2000 County Business Pattemns (NAICS) - Montgomery OH Major industry
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Table 4.10 shows the percentage of employees for each major industry during 2000. The
largest percentage of employees are found in Education, Health and Social Services,
Manufacturing, Retail Trade and Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative and
Waste Management Services. Montgomery County, excluding Dayton, has four of the
highest percentages - Agriculture, Construction, Manufacturing, Wholesale Trade - and
three of the lowest - Educational, Health and Social Services, Arts, Entertainment,
Recreation, Accommodation and Food Services and Other Services (Except Public
Administration)

i _Table 4.10: Industry Employee Percentage 2000

Management, Administrative
5 and Waste Management

Subject Montgomery Montgomery City of City of
County County Kettering Dayton
Excluding
Dayton
Agriculture 0.3% 0.3%" 0.1% 0.2%
Construction 5.2% 5.3% 4.6% 5.2%
" | Manufacturing 18.1% 18.7% 16.8% 16.3%
.| Wholesale Trade 3.1% 3.4% 3.1% 2.3%
Retail Trade 12.1% 12.5% 12.8% 10.8%
o .| Transportation and 4.8% 4.8% 2.8% 5.1%
;| Warehousing and Utilities
.| nformation 2.6% 2.7% 3.2% 2.3%
Finance, Insurance and Real 5.5% 6.0% 6.2% 4.2%
: | Estate
Professional, Scientific, 10.0% 10.4% 12.5% 8.9%

. | services
{
Educational, Health and Social 20.7% 19.9% 20.7% 23.0%
i Services
Arts, Entertainment, 7.6% 6.7% 8.4% 10.1%

.| Recreation, Accommeodation
¢ | and Food Services

.| other Services (Except Public 4.4% 4.3% 4.5% 4.5%
: Administration)
Public Administration 5.6% 5.1% 4.3% 7.0%

Source: American FactFinder - U.S. Census Bureau - Ohio 2000 * Highest ** Lowest
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4.4 Income and Wages Profile

Communities across the country are recognizing the importance of affordable housing to
their future economic and social well-being. Economic growth is at risk when growth in
jobs and population are not matched by the growth in the supply of affordable housing.
For businesses, the ability to attract and retain labor depends partly on the availability of
decent and affordable housing.

Among the social concerns are basic issues of equity for low-moderate income working
families. In many communities, people who provide the bulk of vital services - teachers,
firefighters, police officers and laundry and restaurant workers - often themselves cannot
afford to live there. Yet, it is often in these communities where affordable housing for
working families is most needed and that the most opposition to such housing exists.
Moreover, a host of social problems can occur when working families face a shortage of
affordable housing. Family disruption, overcrowding and congestion degrade the quality
of life in the communities for all residents.

Using Graph 4.1 (a, b, c), thirty-one occupations and home ownership of an average
priced home in Montgomery County during 2003 are analyzed. These particular
occupations were selected because they are all traditional jobs that rely on traditional
wages.

Second, Graph 4.2 (a, b, c) shows housing costs on the rental side for 24 occupations that
typically attract first-time entrants into the workforce, recent immigrants and other
participants such as welfare-to-work job seekers. The cost of housing was calculated
using the HUD Fair Market Rents for a Montgomery County one-bedroom, two-bedroom
and three-bedroom apartment. The “an hourly wage needed to afford” unit was figured
using an accepted standard of affordability as developed by the National Low-Income
Housing Coalition - the wage that must be earned so that the rent does not exceed 30
percent of income.

Finally, Graph 4.3 (a, b) shows all occupations, in the most recent Montgomery
County Occupational Wage Survey Estimates, whose average hourly wage would not
meet the “Hourly Wage Needed to Afford” standard for even a one-bedroom
apartment. Where there are gaps between wages eamed and what is actually
required to make the cost of housing affordable, working families make adjustments
by devoting a disproportionate share of their income to housing while cutting back
on other necessities.

For Graph 4.1 a, b and c, the average sale priced home, according to the Dayton Area
Board of REALTORS®, is the mathematical average of all sold homes reported during the
calendar year 2003 in Montgomery County. “Annual Income Needed’ to qualify for a
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mortgage was calculated using the average interest rate prevailing in 2003, assumes a 10
percent down-payment, minimai debt, reasonably good credit, the use of private mortgage
insurance and includes estimated PITI (principal, interest, taxes and insurance) for a
$130,647 home.

Of the 29 average occupations such as aircraft mechanic, bookkeeper, computer
operator, executive secretary and registered nurse included, only two qualified for
an average priced home - aircraft mechanic ($45,864) and registered nurse ($47,320).
Fourteen of the 27 remaining occupations eamned at least two-thirds ($28,000 and
over)of the annual income needed, 10 eamed between one-half ($21,000-$28,000)
and two-thirds and three less than half ($21,000 or less)of the annual income
needed.

For Graph 4.2 a, b and ¢, the FMR or Fair Market Rent during 2003 for a one-bedroom
was$459 per month, for a two-bedroom $585 per month and for a three-bedroom $755 per
month in Montgomery County according to HUD. The Hourly Wage Needed to Afford is
the hourly wage that must be earned so that rent does not exceed 30 percent of income,
a standard measure of affordability. The Hourly Wage Needed to Afford was $8.83,
$11.25 and $14.52 for a one, two and three-bedroom apartment respectively.

Of the 25 entry level occupations, three eamed the Hourly Wage Needed to Afford
to afford a three-bedroom apartment, 14 of the remaining occupations eamed the
Hourly Wage Needed to Afford to afford a two-bedroom apartment, four of the
remaining eight earned the Hourly Wage Needed to Afford to afford a one-bedroom

apartment and four did not earn the Hourly Wage Needed to Afford to afford a one-
bedroom apartment.

For Graph 4.3 a and b, we again utilize the most recent data from the Occupational
Employment Statistics (OES) survey - Occupational Wage Survey Estimates for
Montgomery County. Three hundred and sixty-four (364) occupations are included in this
data. Of the 364, twenty-one or 5.8% did not eam the Hourly Wage Needed to afford
a one-bedroom apartment - $8.83. Of these 21 occupations, child care workers
earned the highest wage and waiters/waitresses the lowest.

Ultimately, affordable housing is not only a question of bottom line economics, but
of equity. The housing cost and wage review in this section attempts to put a “face”
on the affordable housing problem confronting many working families.

Table 4.11 shows the percentage of persons using various methods to commute to work

in the four geographic areas. The most commonly used method was car, truck or van -
drove alone. Montgomery County, excluding Dayton, used drove alone more than any
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other geographic area and just slightly more than Kettering. Next, in terms of highest use,
was car, truck or van - car-pooled. Dayton reported the highest percentage of persons
who car-pooled at 11.6%. In fact, Dayton reported the highest percentages in four
methods of commuting - car-pooled, public transportation, walked and other means. Public
transit was least used in the City of Kettering and then Montgomery County excluding
Dayton. Kettering reported the highest percentage of persons working at home with 2.9%
and Montgomery County reported the highest mean travel time to work (minutes).

Table 4.11: Commuting To Work 2000

Subject Montgomery | Montgomery | City of | City of
County County Kettering | Dayton
Excluding
Dayton

Car, truck, or van - drove alone .83.7% 87.3% 87.5% 73.6%
Car, truck, or van - car-pooled 8.6% 7.5% 6.5% 11.6%
Pubilic transportation - 2.7% 1.2% 1.1% 7.0%
including cab
Walked 2.2% 1.1% 1.4% 5.3%
Other means 0.6% 0.5% 0.6% 0.9%
Worked at home 2.2% 2.4% 2.9% 1.6%
Mean travel time to work 21.2 21.1 19.6 21
(minutes)

Source: American FactFinder - U.S. Census Bureau - Chio 2000

Table 4.12 shows the commuters in and commuters out of Montgomery County and the net
change between 1990 and 2000 for seven neighboring counties. This table is significant
because it reveals whether commuting workers from other counties are increasing or
decreasing and whether Montgomery County’s out of County commuting workers are
increasing or decreasing.

The net change from 1990-2000 for six of the seven is negative. Only Preble was positive.
In two counties, fewer commuters are coming in and more are going to - Greene and Clark.
Greene County which reports the greatest number of commuters in 1990 (26,305) and in
2000 (24,925) also reported the greatest decrease of commuters during that same period -
(6292). Miami, Warren, Preble, Butler and Darke all report increased numbers of
commuters into Montgomery County for 2000. Montgomery County reported an increased
number of commuters traveling to each of the seven counties from 1990 to 2000.

53
















1 BR $459/Month

L. Hosts and Hostesses, Restaurant,
Lounge and Coffee Shop

M. Laundry and Dry-Cleaning
Workers

N. Maids and Housekeeping
Cleaners

Nonfarm Animal Caretakers
Packers and Packagers, Hand
Parking Lot Attendants
Pharmacy Aides

. Pressers, Textile, Garment, and
Relate Materials

T. Service Station Attendants

U. Taxi Drivers and Chauffeurs

V. Waiters and Waitresses

pUO

2l

Wages and the Cost of Housing - Rental Market

Graph 4.3b
Hourly Wage Needed to Atford 1 Bedroom (2003)
Occupation With Wage Where Rent Exceeds 30 Percent of Income
$8.83 "——'I
$8.67 $8.66 | | $8.77
$8.37 |$8.36 8.30 .
$ |$8 27| $7.95|(38.04
$7.41
_I r $7.01
= T T l T T T
L N P R T Vv
A ] (@] Q 3 )

SOURCE: Labor Market Info Classic State of Ohio(ODJFS) Occupational Wage Survey

»Eair Market Rents are determined by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
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this rent does not exceed 30 percent of income, a standard measure of affordability.
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During 1990, there were 65,299 commuters coming into Montgomery County. In 2000,
there were 67,503 commuters coming in from the seven counties surveyed, for an increase
of 2,204 or 3.4%. During 1990, there were 29,579 workers commuting from Montgomery
County to the seven counties. In 2000, there were 40,143 commuting from Montgomery
County for an increase of 10,564 or 35.7%. Clearly, the most significant observation from
Table 4.13 is that during a 10-year period, workers commuting out increased at 10 times
that of workers commuting in - 35.7 (out) and 3.4 (in).

Table 4.12: Montgomery County - Commuting 1990-2000*

Commuters In Commuters Out
Coming from Traveling to

1990 | 2000 |Change| 1990 | 2000 |Change| 1990 | 2000 |Change
Greene| 26305 | 24925 | -1380 | 19302 | 24214 | +4912 | 7003 | 711 | 6292
Miami | 9908 | 11368 | +1460 | 3139 | 4722 | +1683 | 6769 | 6646 | -123
Warren| 9955 | 11325 | +1370 | 2441 | 4488 | +2047 | 7514 | 6837 | 677
Clark | 8430 | 7856 | -574 | 1557 | 2517 | +960 | 6873 | 5339 | -1534
Preble { 4100 | 4837 | +737 | 794 933 | +139 | 3306 | 3904 | +598
Butler | 4171 | 4635 | +464 | 1989 | 2622 | +633 | 2182 | 2013 | -169

Darke | 2430 | 2557 | +127 | 357 647 | +290 | 2073 | 1910 | -163

Source: US Census Bureau County to County Worker Flow
*Residents retained: 211,194 (81.4%) - sorted by top 7 counties

County Net

Finally to complete Section 4, we will review the 24 major employers or employers which
employ the most workers in Montgomery County. Table 4.13 lists the major employers,
their product or service and their number of employees. The following map - Montgomery
County Major Employers - shows a star pattern for 20 of the Montgomery County major
employers. Major employers in Table 4.13 which are located outside of Montgomery
County are highlighted in pink.

Five of the 24 largest major employers are associated with the automotive industry (car
and truck). Five of the 24 are associated with the medical/heath industry and four are
associated with higher education.

Seven of the 24 major employers are located outside the County - Wright-Patterson
Air Force Base (Fairbormn), Honda of America Manufacturing (Troy), ABX Air, Inc.
(Wilmington), AK Steel Corporation (Middletown), International Truck & Engine
(Springfield), Upper Valley Medical Center (Troy) and Cedarville College (Cedarville).
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These seven employ some 51,985 County residents. Five of the eleven largest major

employers are located outside the County.

Table 4.13: Major Employers in Montgomery County 2004

Employer Product or Service Number of
Employees
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base National Security and International Affairs 22000
Honda of America Manufacturing Auto & Motorcycle Manufacturer 13200
Premier Health Partners Medical and Surgical Hospitals 9000
Delphi Automotive Systems Motor Vehicle Parts Manufacturing 8700
ABX Air, Inc. Air Freight 6800
Kettering Medical Center General Medical and Surgical Hospitals 6300
GM Moraine Assembly Plant Motor Vehicles, Parts and Accessories 4208
AK Steel Corporation Steel Mill 4200
NCR Corporation Computer Equipment and Supponrt 2700
Wright State University Public University 2658
intemnational Truck & Engine Truck and Bus Bodies 2500
Behr America Motor Vehicle Parts Manufacturing 2400
Elder-Beermnan Corporation Department Stores 2300
LexisNexis Electronic Information Services 2300
Veterans Affairs Med. Ctr. General Medical and Surgical Hospital 2100
Menlo Worldwide Transport Freight Worldwide 2100
National City Morigage Mortgage Banking 2100
Copeland Corporation Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Equip. 2000
Upper Valley Medical Center Medical and Surgical Hospital 1800
University of Dayton Private University 1775
Cox Ohio Publishing Dayton & Springfield Daily Newspapers 1724
Children's Medical Center Children’s Hospital 1500
Cedarville College Liberal Arts College 1485
Sinclair Community Coliege Community College 1485

Source: Dayton Area Chamber of Commerce - Pink background indicates employer not in County
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Seventeen major employers are located in Montgomery County. Twelve of the major
employers are located within or on the fringe of the Dayton city limits. Five are located
well outside Dayton city limits. All major employers within the County are located near an
Interstate Highway (1-75 or I-70), a U.S. Route (35) or a State Route (St. Rt. 49, St. Rt. 48,
St. Rt. 4).

After looking at major employers and their locations in and out of the County, a
number of things stand out in Table 4.12. For Montgomery County when considering
commuting: Montgomery County car, truck or van - drove alone at 83.7% is higher
than Ohio or U.S. percentages which are 82.8 and 75.7 respectively. Montgomery
County car, truck or van - car-pooled at 8.6% is lower than Ohio or U. S. Percentages
which are 9.3% and 12.2%; and, Montgomery County Public Transportation -
including cab at 2.7% is higher than Ohio at 2.1% but lower than the U.S. at 4.7%.
This data reveals that, given the location of the major employers, neither car-
pooling nor public transportation is used adequately by workers.

5 0 AADVERTlSING IN MONTGOMERY COUNTYkand» the.CITY_'OF KET'I_'ERING

In simple terms dlscnmlnatory real estate advertising is prohibited by the Fair Housmg
Amendments Act (FHAA) of 1988. This means the law applies to classified advertising,
display advertising, inserts or any other types of real estate advertising that a newspaper
or magazine may publish. It also applies to any type of advertising or written material that
a real estate business may distribute or use, whether it is brochures, direct mailings, radio
or television advertising, multiple listing services (MLS), posters, billboards, application
forms or other documents, signs or videos.

In Section 804, the FHAA specifically states that it shall be unlawful to make, print, or
publish, or cause to be made, printed or published any notice, statement, or advertisement,
with respect to the sale or rental of a dwelling that indicates any preference, limitation, or
discrimination based on race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, or national
origin, or an intention to make any such preference, limitation, or discrimination.

Housing is an integral part to the success of a community care for many people with
mental disabilities, discrimination has been a major barrier of access to adequate housing.
In an effort to eliminate such discrimination and to support the right of people with a
disability to live in the community of their choice, Congress included in the FHAA
prohibitions against discrimination of persons with a mental disability in the provision of
housing. In addition, it also prohibited discrimination of families with children. The
provisions of the act also establish stronger administrative enforcement mechanisms and
provide for stiffer penalties to expand coverage to include these specific classes in
addition to those protected classes initially covered.
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There are special rules applicable to senior complexes and the advertising for such senior
complexes. The FHAA provides that housing for older persons includes three categories
of housing: (1) housing provided under a state or federal program that HUD determines
is “specifically designed and operated to assist elderly persons”; (2) housing intended for
and only occupied by persons who are 62 or older; and (3) housing “intended and
operated for occupancy by at least one person 55 years of age or older per unit,” which
means that the housing must have at least 80 percent of its units occupied by at least one
person 55 years of age or older, must have facilities and services designed to meet the
needs of older persons and must adhere to the policies and procedures that demonstrate
an intent to provide housing for persons 55 or older. The FHAA also provided for certain
“transition” rules for existing complexes.

Although the FHAA does not address the issue of advertising for senior complexes, the
HUD regulations make clear that there is a parallel exemption from the discriminatory
advertising provisions. Therefore, advertising for qualified “housing for older persons”
under the FHAA may make reference to the age of the desired residents.

Advertising guidelines have been the subject of great debate since they were enacted in
1988. In order to clarify the confusion over terms and phrases that were considered a
violation of the regulations, the Housing and Urban Development (HUD) agency issued
further guidelines that provide a more reasonable review method in order to determine
what constitutes discriminatory advertising.

Originally, terms such as “excellent view”, “walk-in closet”, “bachelor” or “bachelorette” and
names such as “The Baptist Home” could have been viewed as discriminatory. Currently,
when these are placed in their proper context, they are not “red-flagged” as discriminatory.
Besides words indicative of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, or national
origin, colloquialisms, or words or phrases used regionally or locally, which might imply
or suggest race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status or national origin should be
avoided as well. In addition, catch words and phrases such as “restricted”, “exclusive”,
“private®, "integrated”®, “traditional”, "board approval’ or “membership approval® and
symbols or logotypes which imply or suggest race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial
status or national origin should also be avoided.

It should also be noted that the liability does not exist only with publishers of any print
media or broadcasters of radio and television advertising for the sale or rental transaction
of a residential dwelling. It also includes persons or companies who conduct the sale or
rental transaction of a residential dwelling such as advertising agencies, sales firms, real
estate professionals and management companies. In addition, their clients can be held
liable as well. Jury cases involving discriminatory real estate advertising in the
Washington, D.C. -Baltimore, Maryland area have resulted in jury awards of $850,000 and
$2 million. In addition, a successful plaintiff in a discriminatory advertising suit is generally
entitled to have the court order the defendant to pay the plaintiff's attorneys' fees, which
can be significant. It should also be noted that where the defendant has acted in reckless
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disregard of the plaintiff's civil rights, punitive damage awards are also available under
federal law. (Smith v. Wade, 461 U.S. 30, 37 - in 1983)

Caution should be noted when describing either a geographical area or giving directions
as they can imply a discriminatory preference, limitation, or exclusion. These can include
the names of facilities which cater to a particular racial, national origin or religious group,
such as country club or private school designations. In addition, the names of facilities
which are used exclusively by one sex may indicate a preference.

All forms of print media should indicate that all housing advertised in their classified
sections abide by the FHAA. The HUD regulations contain a special provision applicable
to publishers. They provide that all publishers should publish at the beginning of their real
estate advertising section a notice including language to the following effect:

All real estate advertised herein is subject to the Federal Fair Housing Act, which makes
it illegal to advertise "any preference, limitation, or discrimination because of race, color,
religion, sex, disability, familial status, or national origin, or intention to make any such
preference, limitation, or discrimination." We will not knowingly accept any advertising for
real estate which is in violation of the law. All persons are hereby informed that all
dwellings advertised are available on an equal opportunity basis.

In addition, telephone numbers for local fair housing organizations or agencies which
home seekers may call for information if they feel they have been the victim of housing
discrimination should be included in the publisher's notice.

In conjunction to the above disclaimer, all advertising for housing, including lending,
should include the “Equal Housing Opportunity” slogan or logo according to HUD
regulations. The logo is to be placed in all advertising that is larger than two (2) column
inches and it should be legible.

Finally, the use of human models in real estate related advertising are regulated by HUD.
Frequently, display advertising will include photos or drawings of individuals enjoying the
amenities of the complex or the neighborhood to make the housing seem appealing to
potential home seekers. Itis only common sense that a message may be sent by the race,
sex, age or family status of the persons in the advertisements.

it is defined that "models should be clearly definable as reasonably representing majority
and minority groups...". |f models are used in photographs, drawings or other graphic
techniques, they should “indicate to the general public that the housing is... (available)...
to all without regard to race, color, religion, disability, familial status or national origin and
is not for the exclusive use of one such group.” However, one of the changes that has
been seen since the fair housing advertising guidelines went into effect has been the
decreasing number of these types of ads by REALTORS®, landlords, management
companies and rental complexes.
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As part of this analysis, the Consultant reviewed the real estate and apartment print
advertising placed in the Sunday real estate sections of The Kettering-Oakwood Times,
the Dayton Daily News Classified Section, the Dayton Daily News Real Estate Plus insert,
the Times Weekend Edition and the Times Community Newspapers Home Source.

More than five-hundred (500) for-sale and for-rent ads were reviewed that included single-
family, multi-family and mobile home/manufactured housing. The Fair Housing Advertising
Manual*! was used as a guide. This manual is one of the various multimedia educational
materials produced by the Fair Housing Council of Greater Washington.

It should be noted that time constraints permitted only a limited review of local print
advertising. The review found - no "adults only”, "perfect for retired couple”, “no pets”
“No Section 8" or other types of discriminatory advertising and there was no advertising
that was problematic in its phrasing or that would require notification.

However, the following was noted:

1. Although the publisher’s fair housing notice was present in all print media reviewed
where real estate advertising appeared, it was more prominent in the Dayton Daily
News Real Estate Plus insert and the Times Community Newspapers Home Source
than in the other print media mentioned above. Although there are no guidelines on
print size, the publisher’s fair housing notice was easier to read in these inserts and
therefore is very commendable and recommended as an example for other print
media in the area.

2. Inthe Kettering-Oakwood Times there were numerous display ads by local real estate
companies affiliated with nationally recognized real estate firms that either did not
show the Equal Housing Opportunity (“EHO") logotype or the recommended HUD
wording in their advertising.

in both inserts of the Dayton Daily News Real Estate Plus and the Times Community
Newspapers Home Source, the ads for the “Featured Home of the Week” lacked the EHO
logotype in all instances.

It was also noted that in one case, a full-page ad for one office of a local REALTOR®
displayed both the REALTOR® logo and the EHO logotype while an ad appearing in a
later edition of the same newspaper, but from a different branch, lacked both.

There was one real estate company that took out a 2%-page ad but the EHO logotype
appeared on only pages one and two. In the Times Weekend Edition there were display
ads with and without the EHO logotype from individual advertisers of the same real estate

4! Fair Housing Advertising Manual - Miller, Cassidy, Laroca & Lewin, 1996 - Guide to
Compliance with Real Estate Advertising Discrimination Laws for Washington D.C. Area
Publishers and Advertisers

59




i Montgomery County & City of Kettering AIFHC - 2004

5l

firm indicating that there is either little or no review of the advertising being placed or no
policy regarding the use of the EHO logotype. There was one instance of a locally
recognized lender’s advertising without displaying the EHO logotype.

In both the Kettering-Oakwood Times and the Dayton Daily News, some builders used the
EHO logotype while others did rot.

it should be noted that of the more than five-hundred print ads reviewed, most were ads
placed by or on behalf of real estate professionals and the absence of the EHO logotype
indicates that there is a lack of a review process prior to submission to the publisher by the
real estate professional who should know better, no publisher review of the submitted
advertising or a combination of the two. Therefore, it is recommended that the publishers
and all advertisers should engage in a pre-publication review of real estate ads including
at least the following checks:

a) screen for the use of discriminatory words, phrases, symbols, directions or other
verbal cues;

b) screen for the composition of human models depicted in ad campaigns and for
other visual cues:

c) screen for the use of the appropriate EHO logotype or statement.

This advertising policy should provide clear guidelines for all. This will allow the public to
be aware that the publishers and advertisers are adhering to their obligations as set forth
under federal, state and local law regarding fair housing.

In addition, the publishers should also provide for meaningful enforcement mechanisms.
This makes it clear to anyone wishing to advertise that business will not be accepted from
those who are engaging in advertising discrimination. It should also be made clear that
compliance with this policy is a term and condition of doing business.

In short by following the steps above and common sense, the publishers and all
advertisers can avoid potential liability to themselves.

Although there were no "no-pets® ads found and while it is well within the rights of a
landlord/owner to bar pets from their units, it does raise the concemn of companion animals
used by disabled individuals. The question becomes, "Will the no-pet policy include
companion animals or will an accommodation be made?"

If a person who has a companion animal is looking for an apartment, they will generally
bypass "no-pet" ads rather than hassle trying to work out the accommodation. The ideal
situation would be for those with this restriction to include in their advertising

" ... except companion animals.”
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Although no “No Section 8" advertising was observed, it should be noted that there is
always a concern that this statement may be found in rental advertising. Even though the
source of income and rental assistance are not protected under state or federal fair
housing law, those who receive assistance can include minorities, women with children
and other protected classes. Therefore, this type of an ad would be a "red flag" to
discriminatory practices. In addition, although there was no advertising that discouraged
Section 8 vouchers, there was no advertising found that welcomed it.

While the lists of questionable words, phrases and symbols, listed above, may seem
extensive at first glance, in fact, a publisher who is sensitive to the requirements of the law
will quickly develop a sense of the type of advertisements which may raise a question
under the law.

In short, the basic test for any advertiser should be: Would the ordinary reader construe
the advertising as sending a message of preference for or against a particular class of
home seeker?
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At the heart of housing discrimination are mortgage lending practices. -

For many people, the goal of home ownership is contingent on their | See Maps 22-23 ] 7

ability to obtain a mortgage. The issue of color, race, national origin, ~ = =——"
sex, religion, familial status or disability may still shut the door to home
ownership. Mortgage lenders continue to refuse to do business in low-moderate income |
neighborhoods and minority neighborhoods. These discriminatory policies are holdovers
from a past that would not allow loans to people who would represent an "inharmonious
racial group" to neighborhoods. The policies of local lenders, real estate agents and even
the federal government (through the Federal Housing Administration and Veterans
Administration loan policies) assured that our country would grow with segregated cities.
The most basic right of all Americans, to live where they want and can afford, was denied
throughout the housing market.

Appendix 4 provides an extensive set of tables that provide information on lenders as a
peer group and selected individual lenders. The reader is strongly encouraged to review
the Appendix while reviewing this section of the report.

6.1 Sub-Prime and Predatory Lending

What makes a sub-prime lender different from a predatory lender? Most sub-prime
lenders serve a need by targeting borrowers with sub-par credit histories, some can be
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characterized as predatory lenders. Predatory lenders target specific populations, such
as low-income, minority and/or elderly home owners, with high-pressure marketing
techniques, charging excessive fees, frequent refinancing or “flipping” the loan and often
misleading the borrower. Communities within the greater Montgomery County area are
not immune to this practice. In low and moderate income and minority neighborhoods one
or two sub-prime or predatory lenders often dominate the market, while prime lenders have
very small market shares or are not to be found.

Each year, millions of consumers are targeted by sub-prime lending institutions to secure
high cost mortgage and/or retail loans. Sub-prime lenders specialize in offering credit to
consumers who may have credit blemishes or consumers with “B” or “C” credit, while
conventional lenders focus their marketing efforts on consumers with few or no blemishes
or those with “A” credit. With promises of easy payment plans, debt consolidation and
quick approval, predatory lenders lure many consumers who have found it difficult or
impossible to access low-cost loans in the conventional market, as well as many
unassuming consumers who do qualify for traditional loans. According to recent studies
by Freddie Mac, (a govemment sponsored enterprise that purchases mortgages from
lenders and packages them into securities which are in turn sold to investors), between
25-35% of consumers receiving high cost loans in the sub-prime market qualified for
conventional loans*

Since wealth for the vast majority of Americans is tied to property ownership, this system
is threatening to deprive many Americans of their wealth by stripping them of their home’s
equity and, in some cases, foreclosing on the homes of people who cannot afford the
exorbitant interest rates and high points. It is estimated that approximately 25% of all
sub-prime loans contain one or more terms that can be classified as predatory.®

The ability to determine the extent of predatory lending in the greater Montgomery County
community is made more difficult since many such lenders are not regulated. Frequently,
they fall outside the HMDA reporting requirements and thus no aggregate data is available
on their loan activity, other than the loans sold into the secondary market to Fannie Mae
and Freddie Mac.

Mainstream financial institutions have excluded many of the groups targeted by predatory
lenders when marketing loan products. Often, such institutions are much less interested
in issuing smaller loans. Additionally, these unknowing consumers find themselves in
these devastating positions through a lack of financial savvy. The lending process is very
complicated with numerous forms to be completed. Many consumers are ill prepared to
deal with the enormous volume of complicated paperwork that is given to them during the
loan process. Reports show that consumers simply do not understand the process. Thus,
the consumers have little choice but to trust the lender. The very person who is trying to

“8 Information for this discussion provided by Miami Valley Fair Housing Center, Dayton OH

9 Council on Homelessness and Housing in Ohio, 2000
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sell them the loan is the only person giving them advice on the quality of that loan and
what the terms of the loan mean.

Most predatory lenders, however, do not provide quality counseling for consumers seeking
their products and use the consumer’'s ignorance as a ripe opportunity to recap huge
profits from selling money in this industry. Recent studies show that sub-prime lenders are
far more profitable than their conventional counterparts. For instance, a small analysis of
seven national lenders reveals that the earnings-to-loan volume ratio for sub-prime lenders
is substantially higher than that for conventional or prime lenders.

Many times, consumers are paying too much interest for credit they secure and they are
persuaded into purchasing credit life and disability insurance products for which they have
little or no use. Moreover, these loans are often secured with consumers’ property and fair
housing organizations have received complaints from consumers who are about to lose
their homes because they cannot afford the high cost of the loan they obtained.

According to The Woodstock Institute, from 1993 to 1998, loans made by prime lenders
rose substantially slower than those by sub-prime lenders. Prime lenders had anincrease
in home purchase loans of 38% and a 2.5% increase in refinance loans. Corresponding
increases among sub-prime lenders were 760% and 890% respectively. One possible
reason for this dramatic increase in loans made by sub-prime lenders pertains to the
increasingly segmented system of consumer finance with higher income communities as
the main target of more highly regulated banks, thrifts (formerly called savings and loan)
and their affiliates who seek to cross-sell account and investment products. At the same
time, lending to lower income and minority communities is often viewed as an isolated line
of business, in which the focus is on the short-lived transaction and associated fees.
Lenders active in these communities tend to be mortgage and finance companies subject
to substantially less regulation than banks and thrifts.

The Center for Responsible Lending (CRL) estimates that predatory lending of all kinds
costs low-income borrowers over $16 billion each year which is comparable to the amount
spent by the U.S. government on funding for CDBG, Head Start and public housing
combined!

Throughout this lending review, the dominant role sub-prime lenders can have in a local
market has been discussed. While the presence of sub-prime lenders is important in
assuring that all households have access to credit, it can be a concern when lenders who
have no commitment to the community are dominating the market. Table7.1,7.2and 7.3
highlight those sub-prime lenders of Montgomery County's 36 largest lenders by all
applications for 2000, 2001 and 2002. Overall market share for each is included.

In 1999, County Corp., a non-profit housing and economic development agency for
Montgomery County, Ohio, noticed a high number of refinancing of their low-interest rate
loans. Concurrently, Consumer Credit Counseling Service, a HUD-approved mortgage
default counselor for VA/FHA mortgages in the Miami Valley, noted that within two years,
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mortgage default counseling increased over 500 percent, from one to four cases per week
to four to five cases per day. Alarmingly, the Miami Valley fair Housing Center and Legal
Aid Society noted an increase in calls regarding mortgage default and discrimination. In
addition, foreclosures were increasing exponentially, leaving entire neighborhoods
blighted by foreclosed upon, boarded up homes.

As a result, a committee was formed to study the issue and identify a program for
addressing predatory lending. The development of the Predatory Lending Solutions
program took approximately two years and implementation began in January 2001.

This program offers prevention and intervention services to Miami Valley families who are
current or potential victims of predatory lending practices. The project has involved a
collaborative effort between Consumer Credit Counseling, the Home Ownership Center
of Greater Dayton, and the Miami Valley Fair Housing Center, the lead agency for the
project. The program includes four main components: community education and outreach,
intervention and rescue services; local community impact research, and legislative
support.

The results of the program thus far indicate that it is making a difference in the area by
providing basic information to those most vulnerable populations, thus preventing an even
greater crisis in the community. This is achieved by helping those who are victims to
reduce their loss if possible, and by attempting to bring this devastating practice to a halt
so there will be no more victims of predatory lending.

6.2 Check-Cashing Locations as Predatory

One of the largest issues facing changing neighborhoods is the loss of

retail and commercial businesses. As neighborhoods change, and | See Maps 24-25

become more minority or low-income, one of the first things that
becomes apparent is the loss of businesses that help support and
sustain the neighborhood. As cities begin to work to revitalize neighborhoods, it is
important that efforts are made to revitalize the business climate as well.

This section reviews the impact of check-cashing and payday loans on a neighborhood.
As neighborhoods decline or go through changes, often you will see local banks moving
out and replacing their services with ATM machines, while check-cashing offices begin to
fill the need the banks left.

Check-cashing outlets - also referred to as “currency exchanges” cash payroll, government
and personal checks for a fee. People use check-cashing outlets rather than traditional
financial institutions for a variety of reasons. Some do not have access to or cannot afford
to use banks due to rising fees or are unable to maintain minimum balance requirements.

64

}




N ; Montgomery County & City of Kettering AIFHC - 2004

Others have privacy concerns or do not want their funds accessible to creditors. A number
of consumers use check-cashing outlets for the convenience.®

Many check-cashing stores and other companies are now offering “payday loans” which
go by a variety of names: “check advance loans®, “post-dated check loans”, “delayed
deposit loans”, or “deferred presentment loans.” While they have many names they all
have the same predatory result. Typically, the consumers write personal checks payable
to the lender for a future date when they are due to repay the loan, which is generally their
next payday.

The cost for these “convenience” or “helping you out” loans can be extremely high. The
“fee” being paid is really interest. In some states, a company can charge a maximum of
$15 on a $10 loan for a two-week period, which, when considered over time, calculates to
a 390% annual percentage rate (APR). Often, borrowing $500 results in $75 in fees and
interest. As noted in the earlier section, such extremely high rates are part of the definition
of what makes a loan predatory.

Map 24 shows the same information by Median Household Income. Map 25 shows the
location of check-cashing stores in Montgomery County by minority population.
Consistently these institutions are located in the highest minority areas. However, when
this map is compared to Map Lending 26 it is clear that they are operating almost side by
side with local lenders. This is unusual, since in most areas of similar size one would find
that “check-cashers” generally fill in where Banks have left a market.

6.3 Montgomery County Lending

This report concentrates on those lenders that possess 2% or greater of the mortgage
market in Montgomery County’s iending market. This review is based on 2000 to 2002
Loan Application Register (LAR) reports from individual lenders. In addition, a review is
included for overall activity for the three-year period. A more detailed analysis is provided
for 1999 to 2001 and more specifically for 2002.

The statistical databases used for the analysis contained in this report were Peertrax
HMDA Analyzer and Maptitude 4.6. Peertrax is a data software program based on the
annual reports made by individual lenders to their respective federal financial regulator
agencies. Each institution's HMDA data set is organized along FDIC, Office of the
Comptroller of Currency (OCC) and Federal Reserve geography units. These units record
the data on each reported loan application: type, purpose, action taken, race or national
origin, sex, type of purchase, income category and reason for denial. Maptitude 4.6 is a
mapping software program used in conjunction with Peertrax to assure consistency of the
HMDA data. The use of these software programs allows a very precise look at HMDA

0 Tips to Avoid Predatory Practices-Check-Cashing & Payday Loans-Valuable Service or Legal
Sharking, Ohio Attomey General publication, 2000
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lending data for those census tracts within the City limits. It is critical, when comparing
informationin this report to future analyses, that future data be geographically comparable.

The results of this analysis may be used to identify institutions that need to improve their
lending performance in several areas:

e Applications, Originations and Denials based on race of the applicant.

e Applications, Originations and Denials based on racial population of the
census tract.

e Applications, Originations and Denials based on applicant income.

e Applications, Originations and Denials based on income of the census
tract.

Inadequate lending performance results in various long term and far ranging community
problems. Disinvestment is the most devastating result. Disinvestment in Montgomery
County neighborhoods by lenders reduces housing finance options for borrowers and
weakens competition in the mortgage market for low and moderate income neighborhoods.
High mortgage costs, less favorable mortgage loan terms, deteriorating neighborhoods,
reduced opportunities for home ownership, reduced opportunities for home improvement
and the lack of affordable housing are only a few of the consequences of inadequate
lending performance. In addition, financial decay in the business sector is also a resuit
of disinvestment — business relocation, closure and bankruptcy. On the other hand, full
service local lenders, that have traditionally served residents and businesses, are the main
cogs in the wheel that keep neighborhoods stable.

Significant changes are occurring in the lending market, not only in Montgomery County
but throughout the United States. The number of lenders in the State is shrinking. It is
becoming a common occurrence to read about national lenders buying local lenders.
These national lending institutions are becoming increasingly more active locally. The
market share of national corporations is growing yearly. Previous lending studies
undertaken by the Consultant reveals that these national lenders often place an emphasis
on less risky loans such as refinancing and home improvement. When lenders “target
market’ their mortgage lending activity to limited segments of the market, minority and low-
moderate income borrowers have less opportunity for a home purchase.

This project does not examine all lending issues as they relate to performance and service.
Issues such as: comparison of loan terms and conditions, patterns of branch openings and
closings and record of investment in community development projects fall outside the
scope of the HMDA database. This analysis does consider. race, racial population,
applicant income and income of census tracts.

This analysis should not be used to determine or identify discriminatory practices by
individual lenders. It should be used as a tool to determine only the lending performance
of lenders in the specific area based on HMDA data. Unregulated lenders who are not
required to submit HMDA reports are not monitored and have not been included in this
analysis.
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6.4 Analysis

This report presents comparative findings on the performance of the largest lenders in
Montgomery County, Ohio (excluding the City of Dayton) based on reported HMDA data.
The City of Kettering is included with Montgomery County data since the banks located in
Kettering are also located in Montgomery County, however, some specific information for
the City of Kettering is reported in the tables in this analysis.

The focus of this report is on all applications (all types and purpose) and on Conventional
Home Purchase applications, originations and denials and a brief discussion is included
on Conventional Refinancing as well. As noted above, the Federal Financial Institutions
Examination Council's HMDA data is compiled only for the census tracts contained within
Montgomery County using Peertrax HMDA Analyzer. Data in all of the tables related to
lending throughout this analysis are compiled from this data unless otherwise noted.

Two forms of tables are used to compare the performance of individual lenders with each
other. Text Tables show lenders on different variables and Reference Tables (found in
Appendix 4) rank lenders on market share of applications and other actions. Readers
interested in a particular lender can readily access its performance on all variables in the
Reference Tables.

Many lenders are subsidiaries of larger banking corporations or holding companies. Their
internal structure has been undergoing change during the 1990's, adding complexity to our
selection of lenders for study.

Reference Tables are included to give the reader all data used in developing sections of
this report. Data is reported for White and Black applications in the County. HMDA data
also reports Hispanic, American Indian, Asian and Other Race borrowers, each of which
is usually small (less than 3% of the total) and on which we have performed no analysis.

Tables report data for income categories by groups of census tracts and applicant income
based on median household income ($40,156), low-moderate income, middle-income and
upper income. These categories are defined according to U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) criteria as follows:

® Low-income - less than 50% of median household income ($0 - $20,078)

& Moderate-income - between 50 - 80% of median household income ($20,079 -
$32,125)

® Middie-income - between 80% - 100% and 100% - 120% of median household
income ($32,126 - $40,156 / $40,157 - $48,181)

®  Upper Income - more than 120% of median household income (= > $48,182)

Our analysis of racial equity looks at both origination yields and denial rates. Traditionally,

many CRA studies have utilized denial rates or Black/White disparity ratios as the prime
indicator of lending performance. This report focuses on loans originated and loans
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denied. Since both are significant, we look at what a lender did as well as what a lender
did not do.

There are also philosophical reasons for giving at least as much attention to those loans
which were made as contrasted with those which were not. In this study, philosophical and
methodological reasons both point in the direction of giving greater emphasis to lenders’
performance on mortgage loan originations than on mortgage loan denials.

6.5 All Mortgage Activity Montgomery County

The metropolitan area has an abundant supply of both new and pre-
owned homes disperse