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INTRODUCTION

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, ADDRESS AND POSITION.
My name is Robert B. Fortney. My business address is 65 East State Street, Suite 700,
Columbus, Ohio 43215. I am a Rate Design and Cost of Service Analyst for the Office of

the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (“OCC”).

WHAT ARE YOUR RESPONSIBILITIES AS A RATE DESIGN AND COST OF
SERVICE ANALYST?

I am responsible for investigating utility applications regarding rate and tariff activities
related to tariff language, cost of service studies, revenue distribution, cost allocation, and
rate design that impact the residential consumers of Ohio. My primary focus is to make
recommendations to protect residential consumers from unjust and unreasonable utility

rate increases and unfair regulatory practices.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND.
I earned a Bachelor of Science degree in Business Administration from Ball State
University in Muncie, Indiana in 1971. I earned a Master of Business Administration

degree from the University of Dayton in 1979.
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PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND AS IT RELATES
TO UTILITY REGULATION.
From July 1985 to August 2012, I was employed by the Public Utilities Commission of
Ohio (“PUCQ”). During that time, I held a number of positions (e.g., Rate Analyst, Rate
Analyst Supervisor, Public Utilities Administrator) in various divisions and departments
that focused on utility applications regarding rates and tariff issues. In August 2012, 1
retired from the PUCO as a Public Utilities Administrator 2, Chief of the Rates and
Tariffs Division, which focused on utility rates and tariff matters. The role of that
division was to investigate and analyze the rate- and tariff-related filings and applications
of the electric, gas, and water utilities regulated by the PUCO and to make
recommendations to the PUCO regarding those filings. I joined the OCC in December of

2015.

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED TESTIMONY BEFORE THE PUCO?
Yes. I testified on numerous occasions to advocate to the PUCO the positions of the
PUCO Staff. Over the course of my career at the PUCO, I often recommended to the
PUCO cost allocation methodologies needed to develop a reasonable distribution of
utility revenues. I also was responsible for recommending reasonable rate designs needed
to recover the revenue requirement, by class of service and in total. In addition, I have
submitted testimony for OCC in several proceedings since joining its staff. A list of
proceedings that I have submitted testimony to the PUCO is provided in Attachment

RBF-1 to this testimony.
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PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?

The purpose of my testimony is to explain and support OCC’s position protecting
residential consumers as it relates to the Application of The Dayton Power and Light
Company (“DP&L”) for an Increase in Electric Distribution Rates (‘“Application”) filed

in case No. 20-1651-EL-AIR.2

Specifically, I will explain OCC’s Objections 22 and 23? pertaining to recommendations
made by the PUCO Staff in the Staff Report filed in this proceeding on July 26, 2021.
Those recommendations are related to the distribution of any revenue increase to be
charged to consumers (and the resulting revenue allocation) and the fixed monthly

residential customer charge.

! See In the Matter of the Application of The Dayton Power and Light Company. for an Increase in Electric
Distribution Rates, Case No 20-1651-EL-AIR (Nov. 30, 2020).

2 See Objections to the PUCO Staff’s Report of Investigation by the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (Aug.
25,2021).
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RECOMMENDATION FOR A MORE JUST AND REASONABLE
DISTRIBUTION OF THE REVENUE INCREASE/DECREASE TO

RESIDENTIAL CONSUMERS

WHAT WAS DP&L’S PROPOSED REVENUE INCREASE TO CONSUMERS?

DP&L has proposed a revenue increase of $119.6 million in base distribution rates.’

WHAT WAS THE PUCO STAFF’S RECOMMENDED REVENUE INCREASE?

The PUCO Staff has proposed an increase of $64.1 million in base distribution rates.*

WHAT WAS THE PUCO STAFF’S RECOMMENDATION FOR THE
DISTRIBUTION OF THE PROPOSED REVENUE INCREASE/DECREASE?

The PUCO Staff recommends that the PUCO grant an increase of $36.4 million to the
residential consumer class.’ This represents 56.8% of the total increase recommended.®
With that increase, the proposed allocation of the base distribution costs to residential

consumers is 66.7%.’

3 See Staff Report, Schedule A-1.
4 See Staff Report at 28, Table 3.
5 See Staff Report at 28, Table 3.

61d.

7Id. at 27, Table 2.
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Q10. IN YOUR EXPERT OPINION, IS IT JUST AND REASONABLE TO ALLOCATE
56.8% OF THE PROPOSED RATE INCREASES, AND 66.7% OF TOTAL
DISTRIBUTION COSTS, TO RESIDENTIAL CONSUMERS?

Al0. No. The increase proposed in the Staff Report is simply too high for residential

consumers.

As the PUCO knows, the coronavirus pandemic and financial emergency has been
devastating for Ohioans. Even before the pandemic, Dayton-area consumers were
suffering, facing some of the worst poverty in the state, with more than 32% of
residential consumers in the City of Dayton living in poverty—more than twice the state
average.® Many more Ohioans in Montgomery County live just above the poverty line.’
And before the pandemic, more than 14% of Ohioans in Montgomery had inadequate
access to food.'” Unfortunately, food insecurity affects children even more, with over

20% of Montgomery County children lacking adequate access to food.'!

These types of problems—and others—have only been made worse by the coronavirus

pandemic and financial emergency. Unemployment reached 10% or more in the Dayton

8 See The Ohio Poverty Report, June 2020, Ohio Development Service Agency, attached as Attachment RBF-4.

9 See State of Poverty in Ohio 2020, Ohio Association of Community Action Agencies, at 34 (showing 36.2% of the
population in Montgomery County at or below 200% of federal poverty guidelines), attached as Attachment RBF-5.

10 See Feeding America, Food Insecurity in Montgomery County before COVID-19, available at
https://map.feedingamerica.org/county/2019/overall/ohio/county/montgomery. Feeding America defines food
insecurity as “lack of access, at times, to enough food for an active, healthy life for all members of a given
household, and limited or uncertain availability of nutritionally adequate foods.” See id.

11 See Child Food Insecurity in Montgomery County Before COVID-19, available at
https://map.feedingamerica.org/county/2019/child/ohio/county/montgomery.
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region during the pandemic, and although employment rates have improved since then, a

recent report shows that Dayton’s unemployment rate is still higher than both the state

and national average.'?

Residential consumers are still economically struggling due to horrific and prolonged
global effects of the coronavirus pandemic. The pandemic continues. The cases related
to the delta variant of the coronavirus are escalating. Just recently, Ohio recorded the

highest number of daily infections since February 2021.!3

The rate increase proposed in the Staff Report does not address these important concerns

for residential consumers.

WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND REGARDING THE INCREASE AND RESULTING
REVENUE ALLOCATIION TO THE RESIDENTIAL CLASS?

I recommend allocating no more than 40% of the increase to the residential class. At the
Staff recommended increase of $64.1 million, this would result in a $25.7 million
increase to the Residential class. The resulting allocation of base distribution revenue to

the Residential class would be $190.3 million, or 63.1% of the total proposed revenue.'*

12 See Dayton region unemployment rate worse than state and U.S. rate, Dayton Daily News (August 3, 2021),
available at https://www.daytondailynews.com/local/dayton-region-unemployment-rate-worse-than-state-and-us-
rate/ID4ATGGGJYVCETH3XRGFCQC5BUQ/.

13 See Ohio sees highest number of COVID-19 cases in over 6 months, Miami Valley News (August 11, 2021),
available at https://www.wdtn.com/news/local-news/ohio-sees-highest-covid-19-cases-in-over-6-months/.

14 See Attachment RBF-3.




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

IV.

012.

Al2.

013.

Al3.

Direct Testimony of Robert B. Fortney
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel
PUCO Case No. 20-1651-EL-AIR, et al.
Note that I am not endorsing the PUCO Staff’s recommended increase of $64.1 million
or a $190.3 million allocation to residential consumers. I understand that OCC has moved
to dismiss this case in its entirety, which would mean, if granted by the PUCO, no rate

increase for residential consumers and others. And other OCC witnesses have testified

that a $64.1 million rate increase is unjust and unreasonable.

My recommendation is that if the case is not dismissed, then whatever the ultimate rate
increase or decrease, residential consumers should pay no higher than 63.1% of the total

proposed revenue.

RECOMMENDATION FOR A MORE JUST AND REASONABLE FIXED

MONTHLY RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER CHARGE

WHAT DID DP&L PROPOSE AS A CUSTOMER CHARGE TO RESIDENTIAL
CONSUMERS?
DP&L has proposed a $15.66 customer charge per month for the residential class of

customers.

WHAT DID THE PUCO STAFF RECOMMEND REGARDING A CUSTOMER
CHARGE TO RESIDENTIAL CONSUMERS?
The PUCO Staff has utilized a minimally compensatory approach (as explained later) that

it has utilized in the past in calculating a customer charge of $9.75.
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WHY DO-YOU OBJECT TO THE PUCO STAFF’S RECOMMENDATION OF AN
$9.75 CUSTOMER CHARGE FOR RESIDENTIAL CONSUMERS?
I support the PUCO Staff’s use of the minimally compensatory method of determining
the residential customer charge. This approach benefits consumers by minimizing the
amount of the fixed charge on the bill and including a greater amount in the variable

distribution charge. This allows consumers more control over their bill because using less

energy results in a lower monthly bill and greater savings.

However, OCC objects (Objection #y) to the PUCO Staff’s recommendation of a $9.75
residential customer charge because Staff has included Account 368, Line Transformers,

in its minimally compensatory calculation, which it should not have.'>

The customer charge should recover only those costs that are directly attributable to

serving an individual consumer, independent of his or her demand.

The 1992 NARUC Electric Cost Allocation Manual states, “Primary voltages are reduced
to more usable secondary voltages by smaller line transformers installed at customer
locations along the primary distribution circuit. In some cases, the utility may choose to
install transformers for the exclusive use of a single commercial or industrial customer.
On the other hand, in service areas with high customer density, such as housing tracts, a

line transformer will be installed to serve many customers. In this case, secondary voltage

15 See Staff Report at 29.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

Direct Testimony of Robert B. Fortney
On Behalf of the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel
PUCO Case No. 20-1651-EL-AIR, et al.
lines will run from pole to pole or from hand hole to hand hole, and each customer is
served by a drop tapped off the secondary line leading directly to the customers premise.”
It goes on to say, “Analysts should be aware that minimum-sized distribution equipment
(FERC accounts 364-368) has a certain load-carrying capability, which can be viewed as

a demand-related cost.”!®

In my opinion, therefore, Line Transformers should not be viewed as customer-related
plant and should not be included in a minimally compensatory calculation to determine

the customer charge.

The customer charge should provide a price signal to the consumer that there are costs
associated with serving the consumers that are independent of the customer demand for
the consumption of energy. The demand or energy charge should recover the remaining
capital operating costs the company incurs while providing sufficient operating capacity
to meet the consumer’s maximum demand. And in the past, the Staff has not generally
included Line Transformers when calculating the customer charge. For example, in AEP
Ohio’s recent base rate case, the Staff’s minimally compensatory customer charge

calculation in its Staff Report did not include Account 368.!7

16 Electric Utility Cost Allocation Manual, January,1982, National Association of Regulatory Utility
Commissioners, Chapter 6, p. 86.

17 See In re Application of Ohio Power Co. for an Increase in Elec. Distrib. Rates, Case No. 20-585-EL-AIR,
Corrected Staff Report (Nov. 25, 2020).
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Q15. DOES OCC HAVE ANY ADDITIONAL CONCERNS REGARDING STAFF’S
RECOMMENDED RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER CHARGE?

AlS5. Yes. The Staff has applied a 26.35% carrying charge to the net plant accounts without
any justification or explanation as to how that charge was derived. In its ScheduleE-3.1,
Customer Charge Rationale, DP&L utilized a 25.00% carrying charge. The Staff did not
explain why it adopted a higher carrying charge, and I do not see any justification for the

higher charge. The PUCO should instead adopt DP&L’s proposed 25.00% carrying

charge.

Ql16. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND?

A16. 1recommend a residential customer charge of $8.25.

I arrived at this charge by correcting the two errors in the Staff Report. I excluded
Account 368 (Line Transformers) and used a 25.00% carrying charge instead of Staff’s

higher 26.35%.'®

The PUCO Staff’s minimally compensatory methodology, absent the inclusion of
Account 368 and including rationale regarding the derivation of the carrying charge,
should be adopted here and in the future to protect residential consumers from
unnecessary customer charge rate increases. An increase from the current customer

charge of $7.00 to my proposed $8.25 is also consistent with the regulatory principle of

18 See Attachment RBF-3.
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gradualism, which the PUCO has described as a “longstanding and important regulatory
principle [that] seeks to minimize the impact of rate changes on customers.””
Minimizing the increase to the customer charge helps avoid rate shock, especially for

low-use customers whose bills are more disproportionately impacted by an increase to the

fixed charges on their bills.

Q17. DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Al7. Yes, it does. However, I reserve the right to incorporate new information that may
subsequently become available. I also reserve the right to supplement my testimony if
DP&L, the PUCO Staff, or any other party submits new or corrected information in

connection with this proceeding.

19 In re Application of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. for Approval of an Alternative Form of Regulation, Case No. 19-791-
GA-ALT, Opinion & Order q 82 (April 21, 2021).

11
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Proceedings with Testimony Submitted to the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio

Company Docket No. Date
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company 85-675-EL-AIR 1986
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company 86-2025-EL-AIR 1987
Toledo Edison Company 86-2026-EL-AIR 1987
Ohio Edison Company 87-689-EL-AIR 1987
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company 88-170-EL-AIR 1988
Toledo Edison Company 88-171-EL-AIR 1988
Ohio Edison Company 89-1001-EL-AIR 1990
Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company 91-410-EL-AIR 1991
Columbus Southern Power Company 91-418-EL-AIR 1992
Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company 92-1464-EL-AIR 1993
Ohio Power Company 94-996-EL-AIR 1994
Toledo Edison Company 94-1987-EL-CSS 1995
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company 94-1964-EL-CSS 1995
Toledo Edison Company 95-299-EL-AIR 1995
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company 95-300-EL-AIR 1996
All Electric Companies (Rulemaking Proceeding) 96-406-EL-COI 1998
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company 97-358-EL-ATA 1998
Toledo Edison Company 97-359-EL-ATA 1998
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company 97-1146-EL-COI 1998
Toledo Edison Company 97-1147-EL-COI 1998
FirstEnergy 96-1211-EL-UNC 1998
Columbus Southern Power Company 01-1356-EL-ATA 2002
Columbus Southern Power Company 01-1357-EL-AAM 2002
Rulemaking Proceeding 01-2708-EL-COI 2002
FirstEnergy 01-3019-EL-UNC 2002
Ohio Power Company 01-1358-EL-ATA 2002
Ohio Power Company 01-1359-EL-AAM 2002
The Dayton Power and Light Company 02-0570-EL-ATA 2003
Dayton Power and Light Company 02-2364-EL-CSS 2003
Dayton Power and Light Company 02-2879-EL-AAM 2003
Dayton Power and Light Company 02-2779-EL-ATA 2003
FirstEnergy Corporation 03-2144-EL-ATA 2004
Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company 03-0093-EL-ATA 2004
Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company 03-2079-EL-AAM 2004
Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company 03-2081-EL-AAM 2004
Monongahela Power Company 04-0880-EL-UNC 2004



Monongahela Power Company

Dayton Power and Light Company
FirstEnergy

FirstEnergy

FirstEnergy

Ormet Primary Aluminum Corporation
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company
Columbus Southern Power Company
FirstEnergy

FirstEnergy

Columbus Southern Power Company
Ohio Power Company

Columbus Southern Power Company
Ohio Power Company

AEP Ohio

AEP Ohio

AEP Ohio

FirstEnergy

AEP Ohio

Aqua

Dayton Power and Light Company
AEP Ohio

Dayton Power and Light Company
Vectren Energy Delivery
Suburban Natural Gas Company

05-0765-EL-UNC
05-0276-EL-AIR
07-0551-EL-AIR
08-0936-EL-SSO
08-0935-EL-SSO
09-0119-EL-AEC
08-1238-EL-AEC
09-0516-EL-AEC
10-0388-EL-SSO
10-0176-EL-ATA
11-0346-EL-SSO
11-0348-EL-SSO
10-0343-EL-ATA
10-0344-EL-ATA
10-2376-EL-UNC
10-2929-EL-UNC
11-4921-EL-RDR
12-1230-EL-SSO

14-1693-EL-RDR
16-0907-WW-AIR
16-0395-EL-SSO
16-1852-EL-SSO
15-1830-EL-AIR
18-0298-GA-AIR
18-1205-GA-AIR
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2005
2005
2008
2008
2008
2009
2009
2009
2010
2011
2011
2011
2011

2011
2011
2011
2011
2012
2015
2016
2017
2017
2018

2018
2019



Attachment RBF -2
Revenue Allocation
OCC Recommendation Regarding Allocation of Revenue & Revenue Increase
OCC recommendation

Staff pro incr S 64,141,420
OCC pro Res % to total incr 40.0%
OCC pro incr to Res S 25,656,568
Current Res Rev S 164,674,845
OCC Proposed Res Rev S 190,331,413
Total Pro Rev S 301,490,863
OCC pro res rev allocation 63.13%
Staff proposed incr to Res S 36,416,172
OCC pro Incr to Res S 25,656,568
Reduction S 10,759,604
Staff pro Res Rev S 201,091,017
OCC pro Rev allocation S 190,331,413
Reduction S 10,759,604



DP&L Attachment RBF-3

20-1651-EL-AIR Residential Customer
Charge

Residential Customer Charge

From Applicant's E-3.2b
Customer Related

Gross Plant Accumulated

Description Account In Service Depreciation Net Plant
Line Transformers 368 S 40,232,373 S (14,817,076) S 25,415,297
Services 369 S 257,224,118 S (152,075,955) S 105,148,163
Meters 370 S 30,234,862 S (8,963,948) S 21,270,914
Total S 327,691,353 S (175,856,979) S 151,834,374
Residential Customer Charge Calculation

Applicant E-3.1 Staff Report OcCC
Net Plant Account Amount
Line Transformers 368 S§ 25,415,297 S 25,415,296 0
Services 369 S 105,148,163 S 105,148,162 S 105,148,162
Meters 370 S 21,270,914 S 21,270,914 S 21,270,914
Total Customer Related S 151,834,374 S 151,834,372 S 126,419,076
Expenses
Meter Expenses 586 S 102,936 S 102,936 S 102,936
Maintenance of Meters 597 S 98,159 S 98,159 S 98,159
Meter Reading 902 S 1,366,016 S 1,366,016 S 1,366,016
Customer Records & 903 S 7,949,728 S 7,949,728 S 7,949,728
Collection
Customer Assistance 908 S 4,306,032 S 4,306,032 S 4,306,032
Information and 909 S 845,135 S 845,135 S 845,135
Instruction
Total Customer Related Expenses S 14,668,006 S 14,668,006 S 14,668,006
Customer Related Distribution
Net Plant $ 151,834,374 $ 151,834,372 $ 126,419,076
Plant Carrying Charge 25% 26.3503% 25.00%
Net Plant Carrying Cost S 37,958,594 S 40,008,761 S 31,604,769
Plus Customer Related Expenses S 14,668,006 S 14,668,006 S 14,668,006
Total Customer Related Costs S 52,626,600 S 54,676,767 S 46,272,775
Customer Bills per year 5,610,004 5,610,004 5,610,004
Customer Charge S 9.38 S 9.75 S 8.25

DP&L proposal $15.66
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INTRODUCTION

This report provides a general description of trends and variations in poverty in Ohio. Four sections follow this introduc-
tion and executive summary. The first shows how poverty rates in Ohio have changed over time, and compares them with
rates for the nation. Comparisons and variations with contemporary unemployment rates and inflation-adjusted per capita
income are discussed. The second notes variation between counties and other kinds of geographic areas. The third
shows variations and trends in poverty rates by social circumstances and personal characteristics such as employment
history, public assistance, education, household and family type, age, race, sex and Hispanic status. The fourth has de-
tailed tables and discussions about measuring poverty. The graphs and many of the discussions herein are based on,
and refer to, the detailed tables.

Statistics used in this report come from the U.S. Census Bureau — specifically the 2000 decennial census, the Current
Population Survey, the American Community Survey (the successor to the 2000 Census long form social and economic
survey questions), and the Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates program. Other sources include the Ohio Depart-
ment of Job and Family Services’ Labor Market Information division for annual unemployment rates, the U.S. Bureau of
Economic Analysis for per capita income, and the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics for consumer price index data.

Clients of the Ohio Development Service Agency’s Research Office frequently request detailed and current information
about poverty and the near poor in Ohio. Clients include governmental organizations such as the Departments of Aging,
Health, Job and Family Services, Youth Services, other agencies in Development, the Legislative Services Commission
and local governments as well as private sector advocacy organizations and the general public. All of them desire infor-
mation regarding eligibility for programs such as Medicaid, Children’s Health Insurance, and Head Start, among others,
and Census Bureau data on poverty and the near poor help answer their questions. This report covers changes from
1959 through 2018, although the more in-depth sections focus on 1999 and selected later years.



RBF-4
Page 7 of 100

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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The latest annual data show:

An estimated 1,579,000 people in Ohio were poor — that was 13.9 percent of all persons for whom poverty status
was determined, a poverty rate slightly greater than the national rate of 13.1 percent.

An estimated 284,000, or 9.7 percent, of Ohio families were poor; the corresponding U.S. rate was 9.3 percent
(family poverty rates are lower because family members share resources, and not all persons are in families).

The latest American Community Survey data for sub-state areas show:

48 of Ohio’s 88 counties had poverty rates below the national average of 14.1 percent; 40 were above the average
(averages based on the 2014-2018 five-year dataset).

17.0 percent of the people in Appalachian Ohio, a band of 32 counties stretching across the eastern and southern
regions of the state, were poor; the poverty rate for the rest of Ohio averaged 14.0 percent (five-year averages).

Delaware, Geauga, Medina and Warren had the lowest poverty rates, ranging from 4.6 to 6.4 percent — all are sub-
urban metropolitan area counties; Adams, Athens, Gallia, Meigs and Scioto had the highest poverty rates, ranging
from 30.6 to 22.4 percent — all are Appalachian (five-year averages).

15.8 percent of the people in urban places (densely populated areas of 2,500 or more) were poor, compared with
10.0 percent in rural areas (farms and smaller places); within metropolitan areas, 25.7 percent of those living in the
central or principal cites were poor, while 10.1 percent of residents in other metropolitan urban areas were poor
(five-year averages of area-type summaries.)

15 cities, including seven metropolitan area central cities and three small college towns, had poverty rates at or
above Ohio’s metropolitan-area-central-city average of 25.7 percent (five-year averages).

Poverty rates for families and individuals in Ohio during 2017-2018 vary by circumstances and characteristics:

Overall, married couples with a full-time/year-round worker had poverty rates under 4.0 percent (under 2.0 if the
other worked) compared with poverty rates over 7.0 percent among couples lacking a full-time/year-round worker.

Overall, other families headed by a full-time/year-round worker had poverty rates between four and 12 percent,
while those without one had poverty rates greater than 27 percent.

3
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o Families with related children had poverty rates ranging from 5.2 percent among married couples to 40.1 percent
for those headed by a female single-parent; the corresponding poverty rates for families without children ranged
from 2.9 percent to 9.4 percent; male single-parent families had poverty rates between the corresponding end-
points.

o 22.9 percent of poor families received cash public assistance, compared with 5.8 percent of families not in poverty;
however, such payments seldom boost families out of poverty.

o Only 3.9 percent of adults with at least bachelor’s degrees were poor, while 28.4 percent of those who did not grad-
uate from high school were poor; 13.5 percent of those with just a high school diploma or GED were poor, and 10.4
percent of those with some college or an associate’s degree were poor.

o Children ages 0 to 11 years and young adults ages 18 to 24 years had poverty rates at or above 20 percent; other
working-age adults had poverty rates between 10 and 15 percent.

o About 8.5 percent of people ages 65 years and older were poor, but between 43 and 62 percent would have been
poor without either pensions or social security or both.

o 10.8 percent of non-Hispanic whites and 12.2 percent of Asians/Pacific Islanders were poor; poverty rates for other
races, bi- or multi-racial and Hispanics (who may be of any race) ranged between 22 and 29 percent.

o 64.0 percent of minority poverty was located in the central or principal cities of metropolitan areas, while 52.3 per-
cent of non-Hispanic poor whites lived in other urban places (metropolitan and non-metropolitan).

o Women ages 18 to 44 years have notably higher poverty rates than men of comparable ages; the difference essen-
tially disappears in late middle age (55 to 64 years), only to reappear in old age (75 years and over).

An alternative poverty measure estimated Ohio’s poverty rate at 10.4 percent for the 2016-2018 period after adjusting
for clothing, shelter, utilities and out-of-pocket medical expenses, living arrangements, regional cost-of-living varia-
tions, and non-cash and tax benefits; this is less than Ohio’s official rate of 12.9 percent as well as lower than the cor-
responding alternative and official national rates for the same period.
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OHIO’S POVERTY RATE HISTORY, WITH COMPARISONS TO THE U.S.
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Percentage of Persons for Whom Poverty Status Was Determined
That Were in Poverty, Ohio and the U.S.: 1959-2018
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POVERTY RATE TRENDS AMONG INDIVIDUALS

The latest American Community Survey data show that an estimated 1,579,000 people in Ohio were poor during 2017-
2018.% This figure is 13.9 percent of the 11,362,000 persons for whom poverty status was determined. Both the number
and percentage of poor people in Ohio are lower than the 1,846,000 and 16.4 percent seen in 2010-2011, but remain
above the 1999 decennial census figures of 1,171,000 and 10.6 percent.

The graph above illustrates variations in Ohio’s poverty rate since 1959, and data in Appendix Table Al chronicle annual
estimates beginning in 1969. The poverty rate fell from 15.9 percent to 10.0 percent by the end of the 1960s, and con-
tinued diminishing to 8.2 percent in 1974. The poverty rate rose thereafter to 13.3 percent in 1983 and 1984. It fluctuated
around 13 percent for the next decade before falling to 10.6 percent in 1999. Ohio’s poverty rate after the turn of the cen-
tury rose almost without interruption from 11.9 to 16.4 percent before gradually decreasing to 13.9 percent.?

The graph above and data in Appendix Table Al also show a gradual convergence of Ohio’s poverty rate with that of the
nation, which was substantially higher decades ago. The greatest convergence occurred in the 1960s when the gap fell
from 6.2 percent (22.1 for the nation vs. 15.9 for Ohio) in 1959 to 3.7 percent (13.7 vs. 10.0, respectively) in 1969. The
gap closed to 2.1 percent by 1979, and to 1.0 percent or less in the late 1980s. It widened to nearly 2.0 percent for most
of the 1990s only to close after the turn of the century. Ohio’s poverty rate is now roughly the same as the national rate.
The two poverty rates and their changes over the years almost always tracked one another in the direction, if not the
magnitude of change, implying that changes in Ohio are more or less part of changes across the nation.

See Table A1
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Percentage of Families That Were in Poverty,
Ohio and the U.S.: 1959-2018
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POVERTY RATE TRENDS AMONG FAMILIES

The latest American Community Survey data also show that about 284,000 families in Ohio were poor during 2017-2018.
That figure represents 9.7 percent of approximately 2,924,000 families in the state. Both the number and percentage of
poor families here are lower than the 350,000 and 12.0 percent seen in 2010-2011, but remain above the 1999 decennial
census figures of 251,000 and 8.3 percent.

The graph above illustrates variations in Ohio’s family poverty rate since 1959, and data in Appendix Table A2 chronicle
annual estimates beginning in 1969. Ohio’s family poverty rate fell from 13.2 to 7.6 percent during the 1960s, and con-
tinued falling to 6.6 percent by 1974. It rose to 10.7 percent by 1982, and stayed above 10 percent for all but two years of
the following decade. It peaked at 11.2 percent in 1993 before falling to 8.2 percent in 2000, the lowest level since 1979.
Ohio’s family poverty rate rose to 12.0 percent in 2010-2012 before declining to 9.7 percent in 2017-2018.

The graph above and data in Appendix Table A2 also show a gradual convergence between the national and state family
poverty rates. The greatest convergence occurred in the 1960s when the gap fell from 5.2 percent (18.4 vs. 13.2) in 1959
to 3.1 percent in 1969. The gap closed to 1.6 percent by 1979 and to less than 1.0 in the late 1980s. It widened a bit for
most of the 1990s, only to close after the turn of the century. Except for the 2008-2010 period when Ohio’s family poverty
rate appeared slightly greater than the national rate, it has been nearly indistinguishable from national rate since. The two
poverty rates and their changes over the years almost always tracked one another in the direction, if not the magnitude of
change, again consistent with the idea that changes in Ohio are part of the changes across the country.

Changes over time in individual and family poverty rates nearly parallel one another because most people live in families.
Family poverty rates are lower than poverty rates for individuals because people not in families are assumed not to share
their resources (and possibly incomes) when living in the same housing unit.®

See Table A2
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THE RELATION OF OHIO’S POVERTY RATE WITH SELECTED ECONOMIC VARIABLES

The graph above illustrates changes in the poverty rate for persons for whom poverty status was determined, the civilian
unemployment rate and personal per capita income (PCI, adjusted for inflation and standardized on 2018) beginning with
1998. PCI is the broadest measure of income in a society, and because poverty is defined as income insufficient to avoid
inadequate nutrition, it seems reasonable to expect that the poverty rate would decline as PCI increases and rise as PCI
declines. This appears to be true for some years, as real PCI fell from $42,004 to $40,795 and the poverty rate rose from
13.4 to 15.8 percent during 2007-2010, followed by a rise from $41,188 to $47,547 with a decline from 16.4 to 13.9 per-
cent during 2010-2018. (The poverty rate change appears to lag the income change from 2009-2011.) However, both
PCI and the poverty rate rose during the 1999-2008 period! The implicit assumption underlying the expected inverse
relationship — that real income growth is at least equally distributed across the population, if not flowing in greater portion
to the poor — is dubious at best. (It appears real PCI growth generally has flowed to the non-poor segments of society.)

On the other hand, a relationship between the unemployment rate and the poverty rate is evident: they rose and fell to-
gether, although changes were not proportional and changes in the direction of the poverty rate may lag changes in the
direction of the unemployment rate. It seems reasonable that poverty and unemployment rates would move up and down
together because jobs are the major source of income for all but the retired and some of the very wealthy.

The less-than-perfect association of changes in poverty rates with changes in unemployment rates and the questionable
association with PCI suggests that other factors not incorporated here may come into play and/or the nature of the associ-
ations may be more complex than some people might initially think. Regarding the latter, it should be remembered that
for most people poverty is defined in a family context, while PCI and unemployment refer to individuals. There are lots of
possible combinations of a husband and wife (the most common type of family) and their labor force status — not in the
labor force, unemployed, employed to varying degrees (full or part time, full-year or part year) — any change in which may
or may not impact the family’s poverty status. For example, a husband losing his job will, all other things being equal,
increase the unemployment rate (assuming he still looks for work) and decrease the family income. However, it may not
put his family into poverty, perhaps depending on how long he is out of work, how much his wife works, her income level,
and any unemployment compensation received. Conversely, a husband’s new job will reduce the unemployment rate and
increase the family income, but it may not pull his family out of poverty — also depending on whether it is a full- or part-
time job and how much income is earned. Non-economic factors also may play a role in the risk of poverty. Further com-
plicating matters are segments of the population not in the labor force: children and retirees. These and other factors are
discussed in the Circumstances section.

See Table A3
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THE GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF POVERTY IN OHIO
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COUNTIES 2014-2018

The map above shows the variation in poverty rates across Ohio during the 2014-2018 period according to the latest
American Community Survey dataset.* The rates ranged from 4.6 percent in Delaware and Warren to 30.6 percent in
Athens.> Altogether, 16 counties had poverty rates less than 10 percent, 34 had rates ranging from 10 to 14.3 percent
(less than the state poverty rate for this period), 29 counties had rates above the state average but less than 20 percent,
and nine counties had rates greater than 20 percent. The median county poverty rate in the state was 13.6 percent, with
four counties at that rate, 41 below it, and 43 above it.

Some types of areas had poverty rates higher than other types. Most notably, the 32-county Appalachian area, outlined
above, had an estimated 330,400 poor people, or 17.0 percent of its 1,941,700 persons for whom poverty status was
determined. Although poverty rates among Appalachian counties range from 9.5 to 30.6 percent, the nine counties with
poverty rates above 20 percent were Appalachian. The poverty rates for non-Appalachian counties in Ohio ranged from
4.6 to 19.1 percent, with an area average of 14.0 percent — 1,315,600 people out of 9,377,400. (Percentages are based
on unrounded numbers.)

A closer look at the map above also reveals relatively high poverty rates in most of the counties with metropolitan area
central cities. Allen (Lima), Clark (Springfield), Cuyahoga (Cleveland-Elyria), Franklin (Columbus), Hamilton (Cincinnati),
Jefferson (Weirton-Steubenville), Lucas (Toledo), Mahoning (Youngstown), Montgomery (Dayton) and Trumbull (Warren)
had poverty rates higher than the state average of 14.5 percent. Stark (Canton-Massillon), Summit (Akron) and Richland
(Mansfield) were the exceptions. The 13 counties collectively had 981,800 poor out of 5,932,400 people for whom pover-
ty status was determined — a rate of 16.6 percent. The 984,800 also comprised 59.7 percent of all poor people in Ohio; by
comparison, the 13 counties have 52.4 percent of Ohioans for whom poverty status was determined.

The data in Appendix Table A4 show that the poverty rate for the state was significantly higher in 2007-2011 (a time peri-
od centered on 2009 and encompassing a steep, widespread recession) when compared with 1999: 14.8 vs. 10.6 per-
cent, with the rise evident for 72 of the 88 counties. The 14.5 percent state poverty rate for 2014-2018 shows no signifi-
cant net change from 2007-2011, although four counties appeared to have even higher poverty rates while 10 have lower
poverty rates.®

See Table A4
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Ranges of SAIPE County Poverty Rates in Ohio, 2003-2018
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ANNUAL SAIPE ESTIMATES FOR COUNTIES

In contrast to the sample-based five-year county averages in the preceding section, the Census Bureau publishes annual
model-based estimates of poverty numbers and rates in its Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE) program
for data users who need such figures. The graph above illustrates the range of such county poverty rates, with the lowest
to highest noted above and below the vertical black lines. The complete list for counties is in Appendix Table A5a. Sum-
mary percentages for the state (red) and the nation (blue) are included for comparison. The black boxes illustrate the gap
when Ohio’s poverty rate was below the national average, the white boxes when Ohio’s rate was above the national aver-
age, and the bars when the rates were nearly identical. The ranges shown above became wider — and the gap between
Ohio and the U.S. narrower — with incorporation of American Community Survey data beginning in 2005. The estimated
numbers for 2008-2018 are in Appendix Table A5b.’

See Tables A5a and A5b
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Changing Poverty Rates in Ohio's 10 Largest Cities
1999, 2007-2011 and 2014-2018
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OTHER TYPES OF AREAS 2014-2018

The chart above shows how poverty rates in Ohio’s 10 largest cities have changed since 1999: all were significantly high-
er in 2007-2011 than in 1999. However, significant changes from 2007-2011 to 2014-2018 were seen in just three: Cleve-
land, which moved higher, and Akron and Columbus, which appeared lower. Changes in the remaining cities — whether
increases or decreases — cannot be measured with the same degree of confidence and may be due to sampling varia-
bility. (See Appendix Table A6.) Collectively, the 10 cities have 21.0 percent of all Ohioans for whom poverty status was
determined in 2014-2018, and 36.7 percent of all Ohioans in poverty. It also is noteworthy that nine of the 10 cities have
higher poverty rates than the counties in which they are located; Parma, in Cuyahoga, is the sole exception.

The central and principal cities of metropolitan areas (i.e., the largest cities for which the metropolitan areas are named)
collectively had a higher poverty rate than metropolitan residents not in principal cities: 25.7 vs. 10.1 percent. Both are
little changed from the 2007-2011, which encompasses the recession, but are significantly higher than the corresponding
rates of 18.9 and 6.5 percent in 1999. The American Community Survey (ACS) and decennial census (DC) data sum-
marize poverty statistics for other types of areas within Ohio. Data in Appendix Table A6 show the summary poverty rate
for urban areas (densely populated areas of at least 2,500 people) was estimated at 15.8 percent, significantly lower than
the 16.4 rate in 2007-2011 but still higher than the 11.5 rate in 1999; the summary poverty rate for rural areas was esti-
mated at 10.0 percent, not significantly different from the 9.8 rate in 2007-2011 but still significantly higher than the 7.6
rate in 1999. (Rural areas include people living on farms as well as densely populated areas of less than 2,500 people.)
However, caution is warranted for such conclusions.®

The summary rise in the urban poverty rate is the aggregation of many local components. ACS and DC data for the 86
cities in Ohio with at least 20,000 people (a subset of all urban residents) show that 75 experienced significant increases
in poverty rates from 1999 to 2007-2011, but only eight appear to have even higher rates in 2014-2018, while another
eight appear to have lower rates than in 2007-2011. Beyond these summary statements, the experiences of cities varied
widely. Ten cities had poverty rates exceeding 30 percent in 2014-18: Athens, Bowling Green, Canton, Cleveland, Day-
ton, Kent, Oxford, Portsmouth, Warren and Youngstown; the increased poverty rates since 1999 were significant for all
but Athens and Oxford.® Thirteen cities appeared at the other end of the spectrum with poverty rates below five percent:
Avon, Avon Lake, Dublin, Hilliard, Hudson, Mason, Mentor, North Royalton, Perrysburg, Rocky River, Solon, Strongsville
and Upper Arlington; all are suburbs in the metropolitan areas of Akron, Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus and Toledo.
See Appendix Table A6 for data for all 86 cities.

See Table A6
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THE POOR AND THE NEAR-POOR: COUNTY VARIATIONS

In addition to the number and percentage of poor people, there are programmatic needs to know the number and percent-
age of people who are more or less close to being poor. The chart above illustrates the progressively cumulating figures
of Ohioans for whom poverty status was determined who were poor or relatively close to poverty. The left-most column
shows the number poor persons (i.e., those whose family income was less than 100 percent of their poverty threshold)
was estimated to be 1,645,986 during 2014-2018, or 14.5 percent of the estimated 11,319,092 people for whom poverty
status was determined. The right-most column shows about 3,617,825 people had incomes less than 200 percent of the
ratio of their income to their poverty threshold; that was 32.0 percent of the total. The latter figures include the 1,645,986
who were poor and about 1,971,839 — 17.4 percent — more who were not poor, but were more or less close to being poor.
The middle four columns show numbers and percentage of Ohioans in other commonly used categories: below 125, 150,
175 and 185 percent of the ratio of income to threshold. The percentages shown above all are within 0.4 percent of the
corresponding national averages. (See Appendix Table A7a). Appendix Table A7a also shows by county the numbers
and percentages of persons below other poverty-plus-near-poverty levels of 125, 150, 175 and 185 percent.®

As with county poverty rates, the variation of poverty-and-near-poverty rates within Ohio was notable. Appendix Table
A7a shows Delaware County had the lowest percentage of those under 200 percent of the poverty level — 11.5 — while
Adams County had the highest such percentage — 49.6. Altogether, 15 counties had poverty-and-near-poverty rates of at
least 40 percent, 42 counties had rates in the 30-t0-39 percent range, 30 counties had rates in the 20s, and five counties
had rates less than 20 percent — Geauga, Medina, Union and Warren were the other four.

The 15 counties with the highest percentages of poor and near poor residents also are Appalachian. The overall regional
poverty-and-near-poverty rate was 37.1 percent — an estimated 720,169 out of 1,941,714. The corresponding numbers
for non-Appalachian Ohio are 30.9 percent, or 2,897,656 out of 9,377,378. While the overall Appalachian rate was notab-
ly higher, counties in the region ranged between 24 and 50 percent. The overlapping range for non-Appalachian counties
was between 11 and 40 percent.

See Table A7a
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THE POOR AND THE NEAR-POOR: VARIATIONS BY AREA TYPES

The chart above illustrates variations in poverty and near-poverty rates by the area types in which Ohioans live. An aver-
age of 14.5 percent of all Ohioans (gray column in the left set) were poor during 2014-2018; up to 32.0 percent were poor
or near-poor (gray column in the right set). Poverty and near-poverty rates were noticeably lower in rural areas (green
columns) — between four and six percentage points lower than the corresponding state averages at every level, while
urban areas (light blue columns with the red dots) were slightly higher than the state averages — between one and two
points above the state averages. (The different magnitudes of departure from the statewide averages reflect the fact 77.8
percent of Ohioans for whom poverty status was determined live in urban areas).

The chart above further subdivides urban areas into summaries for metropolitan area central and principal cities (dark
blue columns) and all other urban areas — metropolitan or not (white columns with red dots). It shows the highest poverty
and near-poverty rates generally are found in the former — rates range from 25.7 to 48.1 percent; the latter have rates be-
tween the state and rural averages, ranging from 11.9 to 27.7 percent.

Despite these general tendencies, a wide range of variability is evident among individual places. Data in Appendix Table
ATb lists poverty and near-poverty rates for the 86 cities with at least 20,000 people. Avon, Dublin, Hudson, Mason,
Solon and Upper Arlington had the lowest percentages of people under 200 percent of the income-to-poverty-level ratio —
all less than 10 percent. 18 cities ranged between 10 and 19.9 percent of the same poor and near-poor category, 15
ranged between 20 and 29.9 percent of their population, 14 were in the 30 to 39.9 percent range, 18 were in the 40 to
49.9 percent range, and 15 ranged from 50 to 62.7 percent of their populations under that ratio. Of the 16 metropolitan
area central and principal cities in Ohio, only Mentor was below the state average with 15.4 percent of its poverty-status-
determined population below 200 percent of the income-to-poverty-level ratio. The other cities ranged from 34.9 percent
— Cleveland — to 62.7 percent — Toledo.

See Table A7b
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THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF POVERTY: VARIATIONS AND TRENDS IN OHIO
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2017-2018 Ohio Poverty Rates by Family Type
and Householder's Work Status
All Families vs. Families without Social Security and Pensions
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EMPLOYMENT STATUS, FAMILY TYPE AND THE WORKING-AGE COHORT

There are two points to be made about employment status and the risk of poverty. The graph above illustrates the first
point: there is nothing like a full-time/year-round (FT/YR) job for minimizing the risk of poverty. The overall family poverty
rate in Ohio was 9.7 percent in 2017-2018 (from Appendix Table A2). The column at far left shows the overall poverty
rate was 3.2 percent when the householder worked full-time/year-round (FT/YR — green column). This contrasts with a
18.8 percent poverty rate for householders working less than full-time/year-round (Not FT/YR — the light blue column).
(Householders may be male or female; the Census Bureau’s tables make no distinction by sex among married couples.)

Poverty rates varied with different types of families of FT/YR workers (green columns, left set): 1.1 percent among married
couples (MC), 4.0 percent among male-householders-no-wife-present (MH-NWP) and 11.8 percent among female-house-
holders-with-no-husband-present (FH-NHP). These contrast with the poverty rates when the householders worked less
than FT/YR (blue columns, left set): 5.3 percent for married couples, 33.0 percent among male-householders-no-wife-pre-
sent and 48.5 percent among female-householders-no-husband-present. Appendix Table A8a presents corresponding
data for 2008-2009 (from the 2010 American Community Survey) and 1999 (from the 2000 decennial census).

The family poverty rates when the householder did not work (DNW, red columns, left set) usually are a little less than the
corresponding rates for householders not FT/YR: 15.7 vs. 18.8 percent overall, 27.8 vs. 33.0 percent among male-head-
no-wife families, 41.2 vs. 48.5 percent among female-head-no-husband families; the exception is 7.9 vs. 5.3 percent
among married couples. This curious set of facts suggests that the relationship between work and family poverty may be
more complex than simple summaries can reveal, and that other factors may be involved.

The relationship between the extent of employment and the risk of poverty for families is clarified in the set of columns of
the right by excluding about 935,000 families receiving social security and/or retirement pensions — essentially retirees,
which leaves the working-age cohort. The contrasts between FT/YR and not FT/YR employment this subset are roughly
the same magnitudes as among all families: poverty rates of 3.6 vs. 25.5 percent overall, with married couples experien-
cing 1.2 vs. 7.7 percent, male-head-no-wife families at 4.4 vs. 37.6 percent and female-head-no-wife families at 12.4 vs.
55.5 percent. However, family poverty rates are much higher when the head did not work and the family had no social
security or pension income. The overall rate among these jobless householders (red columns, right set) — again excluding
retirees — was 42.0 percent, with married couples now at 19.4 percent, male-head-no-wife families at 60.4 percent and
female-head-no-husband families at 80.4 percent. These figures indicate the profound impact of under- and unemploy-
ment for this segment of society (See Appendix Table 8b).

See Tables A8a & A8b
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2017-2018 Ohio Poverty Rates Among Married Couples
by the Work Status of Both

All Couples vs. Couples without Social Security and Pensions
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EMPLOYMENT STATUS, MARRIED COUPLES AND THE WORKING-AGE COHORT

The preceding section showed that married couples had the lowest family poverty rates for every level of householder
employment. A substantial contributing factor is illustrated in the graph above and leads to the second point about em-
ployment and poverty: being married to someone working full-time/year-round (FT/YR) also reduces the risk of poverty.
Among all married-couple families (the left set of columns) it is at-worst about 3.4 percent (light green columns). The risk
of poverty was reduced to 1.3 percent or less when one worked FT/YR and the other worked part-time (Not FT/YR, dark
green columns), and the risk of poverty nearly vanishes if both work FT/YR (the gold column). These poverty rates con-
trast with those for couples lacking a FT/YR job (the blue columns). Poverty rates for the latter ranged from 7.5 to 11.5
percent, depending on whether one (dark blue columns) or both (light blue column) had a part-time job. Appendix Table
A8a has comparable figures for 2008-2009 and 1999; the poverty rates seen then for married couples in corresponding
circumstances varied little from those shown above.

The chart above also shows a seemingly anomalously low poverty rate of 9.2 percent among all couples when neither
worked (red column). As in the preceding section, excluding about 760,000 couples receiving social security and/or pen-
sion incomes and focusing on the working-age cohort clarifies the relationship between the extent of employment and
their families’ risk of poverty. Poverty rates are still relatively low — 5.2 percent at-worst — when at least one has FT/YR
employment; specifically, compare the gold and green columns on the right with those on the left. On the other hand,
poverty rates are much higher when FT/YR employment is absent, ranging from 35.4 to 68.4 percent (dark blue and red
columns on the right), and the poverty rate for couples where both are Not FT/YR (light blue) almost doubled to 13.9 per-
cent. Excluding retired couples shows the often-profound effect of under- and unemployment on couples who actually
need jobs (see Appendix Table 8b).

However, it needs to be noted that despite the generally lower poverty rates for married couple families, marriage is not
always a solution to poverty and associated problems, particularly for female-head-no-husband-present families.

“The flaw in the argument is the assumption that all marriages are equally beneficial. In fact, however, the
pool of potential marriage partners for single mothers in impoverished communities does not include many
men with good prospects for becoming stable and helpful partners. Single mothers are especially likely to
marry men who have children from other partnerships, who have few economic resources, who lack a high-
school diploma, or who have been incarcerated or have substance abuse problems” (Williams, 2014).

Such relationships tend to be of low quality, and are likely to end in divorce, subsequently leaving the women even worse
off (cited by Williams, 2014).

See Tables A8a &A8Db
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Poverty Rates In Ohio and Presence of Related Children
by Household Type, 1999-2018
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HOUSEHOLD TYPE AND THE PRESENCE OF RELATED CHILDREN

The risk of poverty varies not only by the type of household in which people live, but also by the presence or absence of
children. The chart above shows that regardless of family type — married couple, male- or female-headed — families with
at least one child have a greater risk of poverty than families with no children. It also shows that female-headed families
have the greatest risk of poverty, while married couples have the lowest risk. One factor contributing to the higher poverty
rates of female-headed households is the generally lower incomes women earn.!

While the various types of households with children experience greater poverty rates than corresponding households with
no children, it is difficult to argue that children cause poverty because other factors may come to bear. The oldest children
may be employed and contributing to the family’s income, and mothers — the principal caretakers of children — are more
likely to earn an income if all of their children are in school than are mothers with pre-school children.'? Both events in-
crease the family’s income. In addition, older people (to a point in late middle age) generally have higher earnings than
younger people do.'® Nevertheless — all other things being equal or unchanged — adding a child increases the family size
and income threshold for poverty, with the possible consequence that the family income may no longer be adequate to
keep the family out of poverty.

The poverty rates for non-family households are similar to those of male-headed families with children, and show the
same pattern of a lower risk in 1999 than in 2008-2009 or 2017-2018.%4

The chart above also shows the variation in poverty rates over time. Poverty rates generally were lower in 1999 than in
2008-2009, while those for 2017-2018 usually were at a similar level or slightly lower than those for 2008-2009 but still
greater than those for 1999.

See Table A9
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Ohio Families Receiving Cash Public Assistance
by Poverty Status and Type, 1999-2018

P 40.0%
e
r
c 35.0%
e
n 30.0%
t
R 25.0%
e
¢ 20.0%
e . (1]
i
v 15.0%
i
n
g 10.0%
A 5.0%
s
s
. 0.0%
! 1999
S Not Poor: .
t All Not Poor: Not Poor: 2009
. Married Not Poor:
a Families Male Poor: All
Couples | ~d4 No Female Poor:
n ead, No Families L :
' Head, No Married Poor:
c Wife Husband Coubles Male Poor:
. Present Present p Head, No Female
Wife Head, No
Present ~ Husband
Present
. ] ) Not Poor: Male Not Poor: Female . . . Poor: Female
N?;[aF;r(\)i(l)igsA” Not PCO:J' I'\él :rrled Head, No Wife Head, No Husband | Poor: All Families Pogrc.n:\/l?er;led l?\looo(iv'i\flljlléerg::r:jt’ Head, No Husband
p Present Present P Present
02018+ 5.8% 4.3% 7.6% 12.2% 22.9% 17.9% 23.5% 25.2%
B02009* 5.3% 3.7% 8.7% 12.3% 24.6% 20.2% 22.5% 27.3%
01999 4.6% 3.4% 6.1% 10.9% 29.4% 20.0% 20.6% 36.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.

Note: * - ACS figures cover January of the prior year through November of the listed year.

32




RBF-4
Page 37 of 100

CASH PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

About 218,700, or 7.5 percent, of all families in Ohio received some form of cash public assistance (CPA) at some time in
the preceding 12 months according to the latest data from the American Community Survey.'® This was the same as the
2008-2009 rate and slightly greater than the 6.5 percent rate of 1999 (see Appendix Table 10). (Non-cash forms of assis-
tance cannot be included here, but their impact in reducing poverty is evident in Fox (2019: Figure 8 and Tables A-6 and
A-7).)

The chart above shows poor families (red columns) uniformly are much more likely to receive CPA than are families at
and above the poverty level (green columns), but not all poor families receive CPA. Poor families may not have received
CPA because they did not apply for it or did not meet all of the eligibility requirements. The percentage of all poor families
receiving CPA (left-most of the red columns) was higher in the past, dropping from 29.4 percent in 1999 to 24.6 in 2008-
2009 and 22.9 in 2017-2018. On the other hand, less than six percent of all families at or above the poverty level (left-
most of the green columns) received CPA in the year preceding the data collection. Families that are near poverty may
receive CPA because eligibility may be cut-off above the poverty level, because members may have worked part of the 12
preceding months, or because they were poor and receiving CPA prior to resuming work.

These percentages also vary by family type. Among those not in poverty, less than five percent of married couples re-
ceived CPA during the years shown; at the other end of the spectrum families headed by women with no husband present
ranged between 10 and 13 percent. Still all of these percentages are less than those for poor families. Among the latter,
those headed by women with no husband present had the highest CPA rates — between 25 and 29 percent in 2008-2009
and 2017-2018, down from 36 percent in 1999. These contrast with the rates for families headed by men with no wife
present and married couples, which showed smaller net changes between the years and fluctuated between 17 and 24
percent.

Finally, it is worth noting CPA boosts or keeps only a fraction of families out of poverty. About 218,700 families received
CPA in 2017-2018, but CPA relieved the poverty of only 27,300-plus. For the rest, CPA either was insufficient for reliev-
ing poverty or was not critical for staying out of poverty (U.S. Bureau of the Census — ACS, 2019b). Figures for 2008-
2009 were about 223,000 receiving CPA, with 24,800 boosted out of poverty (U.S. Bureau of the Census — ACS, 2010b);
figures for 1999 were about 197,000 receiving CPA and 19,500 boosted out of poverty (U.S. Bureau of the Census — DC,
2003). (The same data sources estimated family poverty numbers and rates at 286,400 and 9.8 percent in 2017-2018,
347,600 and 11.7 percent in 2008-2009, and 234,700 and 7.8 percent in 1999.)

See Table A10
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Poverty Rates in Ohio by Educational Attainment
Among Persons Age 25 Years and Older, 1999-2018
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1999

Graduate Work
Not a High School Graduate High School Graduate or GED Some College or Associate's Degree Bachelogfalgﬁgtrsw;ri/or Post
02018 ACS* 28.4% 13.5% 10.4% 3.9%
232009 ACS* 26.4% 12.6% 10.4% 3.8%
81999 18.8% 7.8% 5.5% 2.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.

Note: * - ACS data cover January of the prior year through Novemer of the listed year.
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EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

The skills and knowledge acquired with greater educational attainment tend to be less common and in greater demand.
Consequently, employment is steadier and earnings typically are higher. In this sense, greater educational attainment
generally indicates the ability to earn more money over the years and to do so with greater consistency. Therefore, it is
not surprising that the risk of poverty falls with more education. The chart above shows that poverty rates are highest
among those not completing high school and lacking a general equivalency degree (GED), and lowest among those with
a bachelor’s degree or more. Getting a high school diploma or GED reduces the risk of poverty more than subsequent
educational attainment. Nevertheless, some college or an associate’s degree reduces the risk further, and a bachelor’s
degree or post-graduate work reduces it even more.

Nevertheless, poverty rates can change over time regardless of educational level. American Community Survey data
show higher poverty rates in 2008-2009 across all educational levels when compared with 1999, and the 2017-18 rates
show essentially no net change from nine years ago.

See Table A11
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Poverty Rates in Ohio by Age Groups
for Selected Years, 1999-2018
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Note: * - ACS data cover from January of the prior year though November of the listed year.

36




RBF-4
Page 41 of 100

AGE GROUPS, OVERALL

The risk of poverty varies by age group, and the differences charted above may be best understood as part of life-cycle
changes. As mentioned earlier, the addition of a child may tip a family into poverty. Sooner or later, though, children
enroll in school and become more capable of caring for themselves. These changes eventually enable more adults to
orient their activities more towards earning an income, and it is not uncommon for teenagers to earn money with part-time
jobs. (However, the income of children under 15 is excluded from family income calculations.) Consequently, as the
chart above illustrates, the poverty rates for children decline as they grow older.

The risk of poverty is greater for 18-to-24-year-olds than for most other age groups for several reasons. Young adults
often are living independently for the first time. They often are unmarried, have low-paying or part-time jobs, or may be
enrolled in college and living off-campus. (As discussed elsewhere in this report, off-campus college students and unre-
lated individuals have higher poverty rates as consequences of how income is calculated and poverty status determined.)

Poverty rates drop substantially with progressively older age groups. This reflects the converse of reasons offered above:
there may be older, fewer or no children at home, which simultaneously lowers the poverty thresholds for families and en-
ables more adults (and even older children) to earn more money; middle-age people work more and have higher incomes
than young people. Appendix Table A12b summarizes age group figures supporting these explanations. On the other
hand, those ages 75 and older are more likely to have lost a spouse — and, perhaps, some or all of any related income.

Perhaps the most unexpected characteristics in the chart above are the consistently low poverty rates for people ages 65
to 74 and 75 and over. These may be partially due to social security and pensions income growth pegged to inflation
rates. These little- or no-changed poverty rates seem remarkable given the in-household population of the 75-plus group
rose 24.3 percent from 1999 to 2018, and that of the 65-to-74-year-olds rose 44.8 percent (Appendix Table A12a).

Earlier sections of this report noted how the poverty rates for those not working became much higher after people receiv-
ing social security and retirement income were removed from the work/marital/poverty status analyses. This section adds
a note on the importance of retirement and social security income in reducing poverty rates for those ages 65-plus. Ap-
pendix Table Al2a shows removing retirement income alone increases the poverty rate from 8.5 to 43.7 percent; re-
moving social security alone increases the rate to 54.0 percent, and removing both increases it to 61.7 percent (based on
U.S. Bureau of the Census — ACS, 2019b). Fox (2019: Figure 8 and Tables A-6 and A-7) also demonstrates the impact of
social security in reducing poverty rates for this age group.

See Tables Al2a & A12b
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by Age Group, Sex and Minority Status
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AGE GROUPS, SEX AND MINORITY STATUS

The chart above extends the analysis of the preceding section by illustrating how the risk of poverty varies by sex and
majority/minority status within each age group. While the overall life cycle pattern is still evident for each segment, ad-
ditional points are readily apparent:

e Atevery age, poverty rates are lower — usually much lower — for the majority (non-Hispanic whites, pink dots and light
blue squares for females and males, respectively) than for minorities (everyone else, red dots and dark blue squares
for females and males, respectively);

e The poverty rates for minority children are much higher than for majority children, ranging between 27 and 39 percent
compared with 10 to 17 percent (children are less than 18 years old); however, there is little or no difference between
the sexes within the majority and minority segments, possibly excepting minority females ages 6 to 11 and 15 to 17;

e Higher poverty rates for women vis-a-vis men first appear in the 18-24 age group and remain in the 25-34 age group,
but diminish to the point of insignificance in the 55-64 age group; however, more modest differences re-emerge in old
age;

e The declining poverty rates of children coincide with the declining poverty rates of persons 20 to 35 years older (i.e.,
roughly a generation older) — more so for women than for men.

The last two points seem consistent with the fact 69.8 percent of poor families with related children were headed by wo-
men with no husband present in 2018 (about 153,300 out of 219,700). This contrasts with 11.2 percent of poor families
with related children headed by males with no wife present (24,500). Married couples comprise the remaining number
and percentage of poor families with related children — 41,900 and 19.0 percent (drawn from Appendix Table A9).

See Tables A9 & Al2c

39



RBF-4
Page 44 of 100

Poverty Rates in Ohio, 1999-2018
by Race and Hispanic Identity
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—o—Total 13.9% 15.2% 10.6%
O White, Not Hispanic 10.8% 12.0% 8.1%
—&— All Minorities Combined 25.4% 30.3% 24.2%
—a—Black 28.7% 33.2% 26.5%
A Asian/Pacific Islander 12.2% 11.3% 12.9%
= Amer. Indian/AK Native/Other” 25.9% 32.0% 22.5%
o— Bi/Multi-racial 24.6% 28.9% 21.3%
=== Hispanics~ 23.8% 30.3% 20.3%
Notes: * - ACS data cover January of the prior year through November of the listed year;
Source: U.S. Census Bureau N - Estimates shown separately in Appendix Table Al13a; ~ - Hispanics may be of any race.
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RACE AND HISPANIC DETAILS

The risk of poverty varies by race and Hispanic status.® With the possible exception of Asians-and-Pacific-Islanders (yel-
low triangles), the chart above shows poverty rates for all other segments rising from 1999 to 2008-2009 and showing little
or modest net declines by 2017-2018. Non-Hispanic whites (white circles) — the majority segment in society — had the
lowest poverty rates, ranging from 8.1 to 12.0 percent. These contrast with the overall poverty rate for minorities (brown
squares), which rose from 24.2 to 30.3 percent before declining to 25.4 percent. The overall minority poverty rate largely
reflects the experience of blacks (black stars), and blacks had the highest poverty rates in this time period, ranging from
26.5 to 33.2 percent. Similarly, poverty rates for American Indians, Alaskan Natives or some Other race (red crosses —
Appendix Table A13 show the rates separately) and those claiming more than one race (gray diamonds) rose from the
low 20s to around 30 percent in 2008-2009 with modest apparent declines since. Asians and Pacific Islanders are at the
other end of the minority spectrum with rates between 11 and 13 percent — much closer to the majority.1” The poverty
rate for Hispanics (orange “Xs”), who may be of any race (but choose white most of the time), rose from 20.3 to 30.3
percent in 2008-2009 before decreasing to 23.8 percent in 2017-2018.

While minorities usually have higher poverty rates than the majority, most poor people in Ohio are non-Hispanic whites.
The most recent American Community Survey estimated their numbers at 966,800 — 61.2 percent of the 1,578,700 total.
Of the remaining 611,900 (minorities, 38.8 percent), blacks are the largest segment — 397,600 (25.2 percent), followed by
Hispanics — about 105,000 (6.7 percent), bi- and multi-racial persons — 85,400 (5.4 percent), Asians-and-Pacific-Islanders
— 32,500 (2.1 percent), and American Indians and Alaskan Natives — 6,300 (0.4 percent). 28,600 persons identifying as
some other race were 1.8 percent of the poor. (All numbers have been rounded to the nearest 100. The individual minor-
ity components sum to more than the 611,900 and 38.8 percent because Hispanics may be of any race.)

See Table Al3a
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Distributions of Majority and Minority Populations in Ohio,
Persons for Whom Poverty Status Determined and Poor, by Area Type, 2017-2018
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THE DISTRIBUTION OF MAJORITY AND MINORITY POPULATIONS AND POVERTY

The chart above illustrates the differing distributions of majority and minority populations. The six columns on the left
show the distributions of all persons for whom poverty status was determined (“all,” for short), and the six columns on the
right show the distributions of poor people. Each is subdivided by the area of residence: central and principal cities of
metropolitan areas (blue), other urban places (red dots), and rural (green). 15.1 percent of all non-Hispanic whites — the
majority population — live in the central or principal cities of metropolitan areas, with 58.1 percent in other urban areas
(metropolitan and non-metropolitan combined) and 26.8 percent in rural areas (both farm and non-farm). This contrasts
with the distribution of all minorities, 95.3 percent of whom are urban with 49.9 percent in central or principal cities; only
4.7 percent lived in rural areas. In short, minorities are much more urban than the majority.

The distributions of poor majority and minority populations are roughly similar. 52.3 percent of poor non-Hispanic whites
are in other urban areas, with the remaining poor nearly evenly split between central and principal cities and rural areas —
24.6 vs. 23.0 percent. By contrast, 97.2 percent of poor minorities are urban, with 64.0 percent central and principal cities
and 33.2 in other urban areas; only 2.8 percent are in rural areas. Like their total population, minority poor are much more
urban than the majority poor.

Absolute numbers from Appendix Table A13b confirm the asymmetric distributions of poverty by area type: in central and
principal cities, minority poor out-number majority poor by about 392,000 to 238,000. The composition is reversed else-
where: in other urban areas majority poor out-number minority poor by about 506,000 to 203,000; and in rural areas ma-
jority poor out-number minority poor by about 223,000 to 17,000. In other words, the composition of the poverty popula-
tion changes from mostly minorities to overwhelmingly non-Hispanic whites as one moves from big cities to the country-
side — largely reflecting the urban residence of minorities for whom poverty status was determined.

Still, differences in poverty rates by area type are roughly similar. They are 32.6 vs. 17.6 percent in central and principal
cities (1.85::1), 18.6 vs. 9.7 percent in other urban areas (1.92::1), and 15.0 vs. 9.3 percent in rural areas (1.61::1).

See Table A13b
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DEFINING AND MEASURING POVERTY
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The definition of poverty originated in the Social Security Administration in 1964. It has been modified by Federal inter-
agency committees since then, with the Office of Management and the Budget now prescribing it as the standard to be

used by Federal agencies for statistical purposes. The Census Bureau notes:

“At the core of this definition was the 1961 economy food plan, the least costly of four nutritionally adequate
food plans designed by the Department of Agriculture. It was determined from the Agriculture Department’s
1955 survey of food consumption that families of three or more persons spend approximately one-third of
their income on food; hence, the poverty level for these families [i.e., the minimum income required to avoid
inadequate nutrition] was set at three times the cost of the economy food plan. For smaller families and per-
sons living alone, the cost of the economy food plan was multiplied by factors that were slightly higher to
compensate for the relatively larger fixed expenses for these smaller households” (U.S. Bureau of the Cen-

sus — DC, 1992: B-27).

A family consists of a householder and one or more other persons related by birth, marriage or adoption living in the same
housing unit.® Families (and all of the persons in them) with less than the minimum income required for the economy
food plan are below the poverty threshold and are poor. Families (and all of the persons in them) at or above the mini-
mum are not poor. The amounts of money needed to stay out of poverty vary by size and, for families of the same size,
the number of related children under 18 years old. The threshold table for 2018 is reproduced below.*?

The Minimum Family Income Needed in 2018 to Stay Out of Poverty, by Family Size and Number of Related Children

Number of Related Children Under 18

Size of Family Unit 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 or more
1 (unrelated individual):
Under 65 $13,064
65 or older $12,043
2: Householder Under 65 $16,815 $17,308
65 or older $15,178 $17,242
3 $19,642 $20,212 $20,231
4 $25,900 $26,324 $25,465 $25,554
5 $31,234 $31,689 $30,718 $29,967 $29,509
6 $35,925 $36,068 $35,324 $34,612 $33,553 $32,925
7 $41,336 $41,594 $40,705 $40,085 $38,929 $37,581 $36,102
8 $46,231 $46,640 $45,800 $45,064 $44,021 $42,696 $41,317 $40,967

9 or more $55,613 $55,883 $55,140 $54,516 $53,491 $52,082 $50,807

$50,491 $48,546

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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Altogether, the Bureau uses 48 different family income levels to determine poverty status. Larger families and families
with more adults require more money. Between the two criteria, size is far more important than the number of children in
determining minimum income levels. Also note the lower income requirements of one- and two-person households/fam-
ilies with householders age 65-plus compared with similar households/families with younger householders. All poverty
thresholds are updated each year with the Consumer Price Index data (specifically the CPI-U).

It is important to note how the Census Bureau calculates family income because it is at the core of determining poverty
status. The Bureau collects information from every person in the family age 15 years and up regarding income sources.
Sources include: wages, salaries, sales commissions, tips, piece-rate payments, bonuses, self-employment (farm and
non-farm, net of expenses), interest, dividends, rents, royalties, trust fund payments, social security, retirement pensions
or survivor benefits, disability benefits, unemployment compensation, Veterans Administration payments, alimony and
child support, military family allotments, net gambling winnings, cash public assistance (including supplemental security),
and regular, periodic payment from insurance policies, IRAs and KEOGH plans or a person outside of the family. The
family’s income is the sum of all money received from the above-mentioned sources by any family member — all before
deductions for taxes, payments into retirement funds, union dues, bond purchases, Medicare, etc. (U.S. Bureau of the
Census — DC, 1992).

Not included as income is money received from one-time or irregular transfers. Examples include gifts, inheritances,
insurance payments, tax refunds, loans, bank withdrawals, exchanges of money between relatives in the same house-
hold, and capital gains or property sales (unless that was the recipient’s business). Similarly, non-cash benefits and
income-in-kind — food stamps, public housing subsidies, medical care, or employer contributions for persons — are ex-
cluded from income calculations (U.S. Bureau of the Census — DC, 1992, 2002).%°

The preceding discussion places poverty in a family context, but not everyone lives in a family. Individuals living by them-
selves are treated as families of one in the threshold table. Unrelated individuals living in the same housing unit (e.g.,
roommates) are treated as separate families, with poverty determinations done for each such person. The Bureau as-
sumes unrelated individuals do not share their incomes with one another while family members do (Welniak, n.d.).

Therefore, poverty status is determined for all persons with a few exceptions: those who are institutionalized, in military
group quarters or college dormitories, and unrelated individuals under 15 years old. Institutionalized persons and those in
military group quarters or college dormitories are excluded because they receive adequate nutrition even though they may
have little or no income. (Recall that dormitory residents are included via their families of orientation in calculations based
on the Current Population Survey). Unrelated individuals under 15 years old usually are foster children, for whom some
extra-familial financial support may be provided.
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ALTERNATIVE MEASURES OF POVERTY

The Census Bureau’s definition of poverty has been criticized on a variety of points, and the Bureau has done extensive
research addressing the issues raised. The latest results of its efforts are discussed in “The Supplemental Poverty Mea-
sure: 2018” (Fox, 2019), which accounts for the impact of various changes made in response to those criticisms. Differ-
ences between the official and supplemental measures are highlighted as follows:

Issue Official Poverty Measure* Supplemental Poverty Measure
Measurement Units: Families or unrelated individuals Treats unrelated and foster children and co-
habiting partners and relatives as families
Poverty Threshold: Three times the cost of the minimum Adds clothing, shelter and utility expenses to
1963 food diet food costs
Threshold Adjustments:  Varied by size, composition and the Also adjusts for variations in housing costs by
householder’s age geographic region, metropolitan residence and
tenure
Updating Thresholds: Consumer Price Index (CPI-U) Five-year moving averages of expenditures
for food, clothing, shelter and utilities
Resource Measure: Cash income before taxes Adds tax credits and the value of nhon-cash”

benefits applying to food, clothing, shelter and
utilities, then subtracts taxes, work and out-
of-pocket medical expenses, and child support
paid to another household

Notes: * - specifics are discussed elsewhere in this report; ~ - non-cash benefits come from programs such as Supple-
mental Nutrition Assistance (SNAP), National School Lunch, Supplementary Nutrition for Women, Infants, and Children
(WIC), Low-Income Home Energy Assistance (LIHEAP) and housing assistance.

Using the Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement (CPS-ASEC, still the official data source
for national and state poverty statistics), Fox concluded the overall effect of changing from the official to the supplemental
measure raised the 2018 estimated U.S. poverty rate of all persons for whom poverty status was determined from 11.8 to
12.8 percent, a modest but significant increase. The effect was broadly based in many respects; rates were higher re-
gardless of sex, nativity, educational attainment (for persons ages 25 and up), the extent of employment among working-
age persons (ages 18 to 64) and mortgage status among homeowners (Fox, 2019: Table A-2).
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The change also produced divergent results: poverty rates fell for children and rose for adults; they fell for cohabiting part-
ners and rose for all other household types except those with female heads; they fell for those with public health insurance
and rose for those with private or no coverage; they fell among the working-age with a disability and rose for those with
none; they fell in the Midwest but rose in all other regions, and rose among metropolitan residents but fell among non-
metropolitan residents (Fox, 2019: Table A-2).

The impact of residential adjustments should not be underestimated. Specifically, the three-year moving average (2016-
2018) for Ohio fell from 12.9 to 10.4 percent with the switch from the official to supplemental measures, a significant re-
duction. Twenty-three other states also saw significant rate reductions, but 15 states and the District of Columbia saw
significant rate increases while 11 states saw no significant change. Overall, the three-year moving average for the U.S.
rose from 12.3 to 13.1 percent with the switch from the official to the supplemental measure (Fox, 2019: Table A-5).%%

It should be mentioned that both official and supplemental measures are limited in assessing a family’s ability to meet its
needs when they consider only the family’s income. Poverty measures ignore any wealth families and individuals may
have and use in meeting their needs, such as drawing upon savings to compensate for any short fall of income. How-
ever, this is a minor quibble because data show low-income households generally have fewer assets of any sort on which
to draw if necessary (U.S. Bureau of the Census — Other, 2001: Table C).

A brief discussion of the low- and moderate-income statistics used by the U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
for its programs also is warranted. They may resemble poverty statistics, but should not be interpreted as alternative
poverty measures. The poverty thresholds determined by the Bureau concern minimum incomes necessary for adequate
nutrition, given family size and composition. The low-moderate income thresholds determined by Housing and Urban De-
velopment are essentially modifications of local area median incomes for families of a given size. The local area is either
a metropolitan statistical area (MSA) or a non-MSA county, and family sizes range from one through eight. Low-moderate
income thresholds start with the median-family-income-by-family-size-for-local-area from the decennial census. New es-
timates of medians are developed for the current fiscal year using mathematical formulas on data from County Business
Patterns and the Current Population Survey. (The former is a Census Bureau product; the latter is accessible via a link at
the Bureau’s website). Housing and Urban Development modifies the new estimates by multiplying them by 30, 50 and
80 percent — the first two are known as the “very low-income” and “low-income” limits. Consequently, any similarity be-
tween the three income limits and poverty thresholds is coincidental; in other instances, the income limits are far above or
below the corresponding poverty thresholds.
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Table A1: Number and Percent of Poor Persons in Ohio and the U.S., 1959, 1969-2018 (in Thousands, Except for Percentages)

RBF-4
Page 56 of 100

Ohio U.S. Ohio U.S.
Poor Poor Poor Poor
Year Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Year(s) Total Number Percent Total Number Percent
19597 9,514 1,508 15,9 175,035 38,685 22.1 1993* 11,178 1,471 13.2 259,278 39,265 15.1
1994* 11,205 1,439 12.8 261,616 38,059 14.5
19697 10,435 1,042 10.0 198,060 27,057 13.7 1995* 11,202 1,427 12.7 263,733 36,425 13.8
1970* 10,874 1,027 9.4 202,183 25,420 12.6 1996* 11,226 1,313 11.7 266,218 36,529 13.7
1971* 11,013 998 9.1 204,554 25,559 125 1997* 11,222 1,303 11.6 268,480 35,574 13.3
1972* 10,765 902 8.4 206,004 24,460 11.9 1998* 11,153 1,218 10.9 271,059 34,476 12.7
1973* 10,563 872 8.3 207,621 22,973 11.1 19997 11,047 1,171 10.6 273,882 33,900 12.4
1974* 10,441 860 8.2 209,362 23,370 11.2 2000* 11,096 1,201 10.8 278,944 31,581 11.3
1975* 10,515 921 8.8 210,864 25,877 12.3 2001-2 11,080 1,314 11.9 279,396 34,763 12.4
1976* 10,512 980 9.3 212,303 24,975 11.8 2002-3 11,092 1,343 12.1 281,858 35,846 12.7
1977* 10,503 971 9.2 213,867 24,720 11.6 2003-4 11,106 1,388 125 284,578 37,162 13.1
1978* 10,452 996 9.5 215,656 24,497 11.4 2004-5 11,117 1,451 13.0 287,270 38,231 13.3
19797 10,568 1,089 10.3 220,846 27,393 12.4 2005-6 11,156 1,486 13.3 291,531 38,757 13.3
1980* 10,650 1,168 11.0 225,027 29,272 13.0 2006-7 11,151 1,464 13.1 293,744 38,052 13.0
1981* 10,697 1,260 11.8 227,157 31,822 14.0 2007-8 11,172 1,492 134 296,184 39,108 13.2
1982* 10,712 1,394 13.0 229,412 34,398 15.0 2008-9 11,225 1,710 15.2 299,027 42,868 14.3
1983* 10,668 1,414 13.3 231,700 35,303 15.2 2009-10 11,225 1,779 15.8 301,535 46,216 15.3
1984* 10,641 1,412 13.3 233,816 33,700 14.4 2010-11 11,234 1,846 16.4 303,778 48,452 15.9
1985* 10,650 1,387 13.0 236,594 33,064 14.0 2011-12 11,227 1,825 16.3 306,086 48,760 15.9
1986* 10,680 1,401 13.1 238,554 32,370 13.6 2012-13 11,249 1,797 16.0 308,197 48,811 15.8
1987* 10,771 1,399 13.0 240,982 32,221 134 2013-14 11,276 1,786 15.8 310,900 48,208 15.5
1988* 10,724 1,375 12.8 243,530 31,745 13.0 2014-15 11,295 1,674 14.8 313,476 46,153 14.7
19897 10,560 1,298 12.3 241,978 31,743 13.1 2015-16 11,287 1,645 146 315,165 44,269 14.0
1990* 10,837 1,347 12.4 248,644 33,585 135 2016-17 11,331 1,583 14.0 317,742 42,584 134
1991* 11,027 1,375 125 251,192 35,708 14.2 2017-18 11,362 1,579 13.9 319,184 41,852 13.1
1992* 11,152 1,443 12.9 256,549 38,014 14.8

Notes: ~ Data from the decennial censuses; * - Ohio data are three-year moving averages mostly from the Current Population Surveys (CPSs), but also
including data from adjacent decennial censuses; data after 2000 are from the American Community Survey (ACS).

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census - ACS (2003-2019); U.S. Bureau of the Census - CPS (1971-1979, 1981-1989, 1991-1999, 2001); and
U.S. Bureau of the Census - DC (1975, 1983, 1993, 2002).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 3/20).
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Table A2: Number and Percent of Poor Families in Ohio and the U.S., 1959, 1969-2018 (in Thousands, Except for Percentages)
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Ohio U.S. Ohio U.S.
Poor Poor Poor Poor
Year Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Year(s) Total Number Percent Total Number Percent
19597 2,465 325 13.2 45,128 8,315 18.4 1993* 3,011 338 11.2 68,506 8,393 12.3
1994* 3,020 335 11.1 69,313 8,053 11.6
19697 2,691 205 7.6 51,169 5,483 10.7 1995* 2,998 321 10.7 69,597 7,532 10.8
1970* 2,850 215 7.6 52,227 5,260 10.1 1996* 2,983 284 9.5 70,241 7,708 11.0
1971* 2,906 218 7.5 53,296 5,303 10.0 1997* 2,979 283 9.5 70,884 7,324 10.3
1972* 2,860 199 6.9 54,373 5,075 9.3 1998* 3,000 259 8.6 71,551 7,186 10.0
1973* 2,826 189 6.7 55,053 4,828 8.8 19997 3,007 251 8.3 73,778 6,400 8.7
1974* 2,810 185 6.6 55,698 4,922 8.8 2000* 4,536 371 8.2 72,388 6,222 8.6
1975* 2,820 194 6.9 56,245 5,450 9.7 2001-2 2,969 273 9.2 72,453 6,952 9.6
1976* 2,810 205 7.3 56,710 5,311 9.4 2002-3 2,982 280 9.4 73,058 7,143 9.8
1977* 2,831 199 7.0 57,215 5,311 9.3 2003-4 3,004 301 10.0 73,886 7,444 10.1
1978* 2,842 206 7.2 57,804 5,280 9.1 2004-5 2,987 297 9.9 74,341 7,605 10.2
19797 2,864 229 8.0 59,190 5,670 9.6 2005-6 2,953 290 9.8 74,564 7,283 9.8
1980* 2,898 247 8.5 60,309 6,217 10.3 2006-7 2,962 287 9.7 75,119 7,162 9.5
1981* 2,930 274 9.4 61,019 6,851 11.2 2007-8 2,936 289 9.8 75,031 7,252 9.7
1982* 2,936 314 10.7 61,393 7,512 12.2 2008-9 2,947 328 11.1 75,531 7,956 10.5
1983* 2,919 316 10.8 62,015 7,647 12.3 2009-10 2,960 348 11.8 76,089 8,580 11.3
1984* 2,902 311 10.7 62,706 7,277 11.6 2010-11 2,916 350 12.0 76,084 8,939 11.7
1985* 2,885 297 10.3 63,558 7,223 11.4 2011-12 2,913 349 12.0 76,509 9,054 11.8
1986* 2,882 299 10.4 64,491 7,023 10.9 2012-13 2,923 340 11.6 76,680 8,905 11.6
1987* 2,900 302 10.4 65,204 7,005 10.7 2013-14 2,924 340 11.6 77,152 8,738 11.3
1988* 2,911 296 10.2 65,837 6,874 10.4 2014-15 2,922 314 10.7 77,531 8,233 10.6
19897 2,909 278 9.5 65,049 6,488 10.0 2015-16 2,930 307 10.5 77,786 7,805 10.0
1990* 2,924 291 9.9 66,322 7,098 10.7 2016-17 2,951 290 9.8 78,631 7,501 9.5
1991* 2,952 297 10.1 67,175 7,712 11.5 2017-18 2,924 284 9.7 79,242 7,343 9.3
1992* 2,988 327 11.0 68,216 8,144 11.9

Notes: ~ Data from the decennial censuses; * - Ohio data are three-year moving averages mostly from the Current Population Surveys (CPSs), but also
including data from adjacent decennial censuses; data after 2000 are from the American Community Survey (ACS).

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census - ACS (2003-2019); U.S. Bureau of the Census - CPS (1971-1979, 1981-1989, 1991-1999, 2001); and
U.S. Bureau of the Census - DC (1975, 1983, 1993, 2002).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 3/20).
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Table A3: Poverty and Unemployment Rates and Per Capita Income in Ohio, 1998-2018

Unem- Per Capita

Percent ployment Income
Year(s) Poor* Rates® ($1,000s)°  Details
1998 10.9 4.3 $38.907 Notes: 1 - From Table Al; 2 - The civilian unemployment rate;
1999 10.6 4.3 $39.279 for hyphenated years, it's the sum of the average number un-
2000 10.8 4.0 $39.913 employed for the two years divided by the sum of the average
2001-02 11.9 5.0 $39.831 size of the civilian labor force for the two years; 3 - Total per-
2002-03 12.1 6.0 $39.883 sonal income divided by the estimated population size, in
2003-04 12.5 6.3 $40.175 thousands of dollars adjusted for inflation and standardized
2004-05 13.0 6.1 $40.660 on 2017 by using the unweighted means of the Cincinnati and
2005-06 13.3 5.7 $40.512 Cleveland Consumer Price Indexes - All Urban Consumers
2006-07 13.1 5.5 $41.464 (CPI-U) for 2017 and the year; for hyphenated years, the sums
2007-08 13.4 6.0 $42.004 of incomes, population estimates and consumer price indexes
2008-09 15.2 8.4 $41.746 for the years were used.
2009-10 15.8 10.3 $40.795
2010-11 16.4 9.6 $41.188 Sources: ODJFS/LMI (2020); U.S. Bureau of the Census - ACS
2011-12 16.3 8.1 $42.627 (2003-2019); U.S. Burea of the Census - CPS (1998-2001);
2012-13 16.0 7.4 $43.452 U.S. Bureau of the Census - DC (2002); U.S. Bureau of Labor
2013-14 15.8 6.6 $43.340 Statistics (2020); U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (2020).
2014-15 14.8 5.4 $44.435
2015-16 14.6 5.0 $46.334
2016-17 14.0 5.0 $46.669 Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services
2017-18 13.9 4.7 $47.547 Agency. Telephone 614-466-2116 (DL, 3/20).
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Table A4: Number and Percentage of Poor Persons by Ohio County for Selected Years

2014-18 (ACS) 2007-11 (ACS) 1999 (DC)
Persons for Whom Poor Persons for Whom Poor Persons for Whom Poor
Poverty Status Poverty Status Poverty Status
Area Was Determined Number Percent Was Determined Number Percent Was Determined Number Percent
U.S. (numbers in thousands) 314,943.2 44,258.0 14.1 L 298,788.0 42,739.9 143 H 273,882.2 33,899.8 12.4
Ohio 11,319,092 1,645,986 14.5 11,213,528 1,654,193 148 H 11,046,987 1,170,698 10.6
Appalachia* 1,946,033 335,117 17.2 7 1,981,354 331,147 16.7 » 1,981,503 257,780 13.0
Not Appalachia 9,373,059 1,310,869 14.0" 9,232,174 1,323,046 143~ 9,065,484 912,918 10.1
Adams* 27,523 6,230 22.6 28,266 6,450 22.8 H 27,002 4,687 17.4
Allen 99,786 14,795 148 L 101,989 18,378 180 H 102,300 12,374 12.1
Ashland 51,000 6,769 13.3 50,993 7,439 146 H 50,238 4,755 9.5
Ashtabula* 94,804 19,216 20.3 H 98,098 16,852 17.2 H 100,870 12,162 12.1
Athens* 56,175 17,212 30.6 55,557 17,515 315H 53,844 14,728 27.4
Auglaize 44,997 3,906 8.7 45,257 3,254 7.2 45,636 2,814 6.2
Belmont* 64,451 8,738 13.6 66,449 9,404 14.2 66,997 9,768 14.6
Brown* 42,893 6,818 159 H 44,134 5,386 12.2 41,684 4,856 11.6
Butler 365,627 47,601 13.0 353,575 45,335 128 H 321,387 27,946 8.7
Carroll* 27,158 3,549 13.1 28,584 3,960 139 H 28,404 3,245 114
Champaign 37,883 4,180 110L 39,302 5,924 151 H 38,096 2,890 7.6
Clark 131,773 20,775 15.8 135,054 22,844 169 H 141,106 15,054 10.7
Clermont* 201,463 19,204 9.5 194,858 18,790 9.6 H 176,027 12,462 7.1
Clinton 40,503 5,277 13.0 41,163 6,079 148 H 39,397 3,386 8.6
Columbiana* 100,118 14,639 14.6 103,884 16,515 159 H 108,138 12,478 115
Coshocton* 36,030 5,899 16.4 36,467 6,095 16.7 H 36,240 3,301 9.1
Crawford 41,314 6,182 15.0 43,259 6,394 148 H 46,296 4,831 104
Cuyahoga 1,227,475 221,899 18.1 H 1,260,508 215,531 171 H 1,365,658 179,372 13.1
Darke 50,857 5,124 10.1 52,210 5,993 115H 52,534 4,212 8.0
Defiance 37,505 4,032 10.8 38,335 4,835 126 H 38,723 2,180 5.6
Delaware 194,144 8,843 4.6 167,439 7,578 45 H 107,078 4,118 3.8
Erie 73,963 8,858 12.0 75,443 9,507 126 H 77,628 6,439 8.3
Fairfield 149,796 14,142 94 L 142,269 16,307 115H 119,747 7,064 5.9
Fayette 28,034 4,764 17.0 28,355 5,251 185 H 27,822 2,810 10.1
Franklin 1,245,433 203,044 16.3 L 1,129,154 196,105 174 H 1,045,966 121,843 11.6
Fulton 41,706 3,919 9.4 42,204 4,353 10.3 H 41,597 2,255 5.4
Gallia* 29,356 6,608 22.5 30,150 6,087 20.2 30,069 5,454 18.1
Geauga 92,976 5,642 6.1L 92,731 7,432 8.0H 89,980 4,096 4.6
Greene 156,553 19,065 12.2 152,196 19,472 12.8 H 140,103 11,847 8.5
Guernsey* 38,696 7,815 20.2 39,530 6,747 17.1 40,179 6,426 16.0
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2014-18 (ACS)

2007-11 (ACS)

1999 (DC)

Persons for Whom
Poverty Status

Poor

Persons for Whom
Poverty Status

Poor

Persons for Whom
Poverty Status

Poor

Area Was Determined Number Percent Was Determined Number Percent Was Determined Number Percent
Hamilton 794,226 128,930 16.2 784,093 124,841 159 H 826,628 97,692 11.8
Hancock 73,543 8,545 11.6 72,864 8,699 119 H 69,451 5,176 7.5
Hardin 29,156 4,880 16.7 29,960 5,571 18.6 H 29,825 3,928 13.2
Harrison* 14,977 2,545 17.0 15,539 3,124 20.1 H 15,551 2,069 13.3
Henry 26,790 2,593 9.7 27,904 3,263 11.7 H 28,649 1,992 7.0
Highland* 42,337 8,836 20.9 43,006 7,435 17.3 H 40,286 4,760 11.8
Hocking* 27,774 3,785 13.6 28,570 4,495 15.7 H 27,447 3,711 13.5
Holmes* 42,934 4,787 11.1 41,350 6,086 14.7 37,953 4,884 12.9
Huron 57,733 7,845 13.6 58,894 8,841 150 H 58,652 4,998 8.5
Jackson* 31,980 6,265 19.6 32,841 7,621 23.2 H 32,103 5,286 16.5
Jefferson* 64,473 11,647 18.1 67,651 11,463 169 H 71,820 10,862 15.1
Knox 57,764 8,222 14.2 57,259 7,431 13.0H 50,963 5,159 10.1
Lake 226,827 18,830 8.3 226,805 19,217 85 H 224,680 11,372 5.1
Lawrence* 59,685 11,082 18.6 61,825 10,787 17.4 61,639 11,645 18.9
Licking 167,957 19,101 11.4 161,125 18,700 116 H 141,726 10,602 7.5
Logan 44,738 5,984 13.4 45,345 6,769 149 H 45,208 4,186 9.3
Lorain 297,220 40,799 13.7 290,849 39,590 13.6 H 275,784 24,809 9.0
Lucas 422,440 80,686 19.1 432,916 84,479 195H 446,417 62,026 13.9
Madison 38,767 3,939 10.2 38,539 4,028 105 H 35,612 2,790 7.8
Mahoning* 223,948 39,441 17.6 233,118 39,758 171 H 250,542 31,328 12.5
Marion 59,521 9,504 160 L 61,307 11,352 185 H 61,415 5,963 9.7
Medina 175,650 11,303 6.4 169,702 12,168 7.2 H 149,347 6,849 4.6
Meigs* 22,924 5,130 22.4 23,375 4,985 21.3 22,768 4,506 19.8
Mercer 40,268 2,788 6.9 40,423 3,562 8.8 H 40,359 2,571 6.4
Miami 103,504 9,764 9.4 101,069 11,378 11.3 H 97,256 6,531 6.7
Monroe* 13,918 2,309 16.6 14,564 2,641 18.1 H 14,995 2,085 13.9
Montgomery 514,983 89,854 174 H 515,734 82,499 16.0 H 542,982 61,440 11.3
Morgan* 14,465 2,765 19.1 14,898 2,899 19.5 14,614 2,691 18.4
Morrow 34,583 3,524 10.2 34,223 4,068 119 H 31,172 2,820 9.0
Muskingum®* 83,619 13,669 16.3 83,570 14,139 169 H 81,903 10,565 12.9
Noble* 11,929 1,835 15.4 12,073 1,970 16.3 H 11,829 1,346 11.4
Ottawa 40,123 4,181 10.4 40,924 4,181 10.2 H 40,239 2,374 5.9
Paulding 18,683 1,919 10.3 L 19,315 2,601 135 H 20,156 1,546 7.7
Perry* 35,582 6,907 194 35,526 6,272 17.7 H 33,741 3,970 11.8
Pickaway 52,554 6,174 11.7 50,665 6,641 13.1 H 46,174 4,402 9.5
Pike* 27,843 5,395 19.4 28,256 6,356 225 H 27,226 5,061 18.6
Portage 155,187 20,346 13.1 153,554 21,977 143 H 144,317 13,395 9.3
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2014-18 (ACS)

2007-11 (ACS)

1999 (DC)

Persons for Whom
Poverty Status

Poor

Persons for Whom

Poverty Status

Poor

Persons for Whom
Poverty Status

Poor

Area Was Determined Number Percent Was Determined Number Percent Was Determined Number Percent
Preble 40,492 4,683 11.6 41,770 4. 286 10.3 H 41,755 2,552 6.1
Putnam 33,604 2,265 6.7 34,099 2,153 6.3 34,353 1,908 5.6
Richland 113,502 16,190 14.3 118,257 15,844 13.4 H 122,277 12,941 10.6
Ross* 71,061 12,694 17.9 71,291 12,495 175 H 67,870 8,120 12.0
Sandusky 58,050 7,872 13.6 60,043 8,179 136 H 60,823 4 542 7.5
Scioto* 72,649 17,132 23.6 75,859 16,522 21.8 H 75,683 14,600 19.3
Seneca 52,243 7,680 14.7 54,442 7,672 141 H 57,264 5,140 9.0
Shelby 48,148 4,384 9.1L 48 510 5,836 120 H 46,961 3,161 6.7
Stark 363,764 50,408 13.9 366,939 49,834 136 H 368,573 33,865 9.2
Summit 532,648 69,576 131 L 534,074 77,375 145 H 533,162 52,991 9.9
Trumbull* 197,981 34,604 17.5 207,276 33,896 16.4 H 220,572 22,788 10.3
Tuscarawas* 91,069 11,990 13.2 91,354 12,526 13.7 H 89,481 8,405 9.4
Union 52,158 3,610 6.9 48,452 3,211 6.6 H 38,511 1,763 4.6
Van Wert 27,856 3,100 11.1 28,201 2,568 9.1H 29,168 1,595 55
Vinton* 12,987 2,719 20.9 13,275 2,767 20.8 12,643 2,529 20.0
Warren 218,841 10,100 46 L 204,586 12,869 6.3 H 152,000 6,425 4.2
Washington* 58,912 8,921 15.1 60,160 9,109 151 H 61,383 7,002 11.4
Wayne 112,072 13,885 12.4 110,966 11,754 106 H 108,474 8,698 8.0
Williams 35,656 4. 886 13.7 36,694 4,183 114 H 37,996 2,286 6.0
Wood 123,052 16,365 13.3 118,018 15,695 13.3 H 113,406 10,903 9.6
Wyandot 21,750 2,068 9.5 22,218 1,720 7.7 H 22,457 1,241 55

Notes: ACS - American Community Survey; DC - Decennial Census; ACS estimates are from sample data collected from January 2014 through December 2018

and January 2007 through December 2011; DC sample data were collected in April 2000, and refer to calendar year 1999; ACS estimates use family income
of the 12 months preceding the month in which the data were collected, and have been adjusted for inflation; single-person households and unrelated adults
with no children are considered one-person families; H & L - the odds are less than one in 20 that the percentage change from the earlier time moved higher

(H) or lower (L) by sampling variability alone - i.e., the change appears real; " - significance testing would be unreliable; * - an Appalachian county.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census - ACS (2012c, 2019c); U.S. Bureau of the Census - DC (2002).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 3/20).
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Table A5a: Annual SAIPE* Percentages of Persons in Poverty by Ohio County, 2003-2018

Name 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

United States 125 127 133 133 13.0 132 143 153 159 159 158 155 147 140 134 131

Ohio 10.7 11.7 13.0 13.2 131 133 151 158 16.3 16.2 159 158 148 145 139 138
Adams 148 16.1 205 199 196 219 214 228 225 221 241 248 213 202 186 19.7
Allen 113 122 134 128 145 147 188 18.7 19.2 20.1 16.1 180 155 155 152 144
Ashland 90 97 127 116 100 120 16.7 156 131 152 129 146 141 122 114 104
Ashtabula 120 127 153 159 155 156 175 161 203 203 189 215 186 182 193 17.4
Athens 185 20.2 315 276 294 296 347 248 350 333 31.0 299 315 288 288 30.7
Auglaize 67 (0 71 81 72 78 85 94 99 97 97 83 87 92 87 69
Belmont 143 148 16.1 16.0 153 16.1 168 16.3 157 163 16.8 16.1 146 157 11.1 13.0
Brown 105 119 141 138 136 132 13.0 13.0 156 168 17.8 150 149 16.7 169 1138
Butler 89 98 118 113 119 119 132 135 139 140 133 144 144 124 10.7 124
Carroll 10.7 109 126 139 115 125 135 16.6 164 148 155 135 13.0 128 13.0 129
Champaign 82 89 91 111 110 118 10.2 131 140 132 120 11.3 108 111 11.0 10.0
Clark 11.3 128 150 142 155 138 163 20.0 191 199 182 182 151 157 154 149
Clermont 69 78 84 91 90 88 104 96 109 115 97 112 95 106 8.7 8.2
Clinton 89 98 109 118 13.0 109 119 15.7 157 155 173 137 136 134 13.0 1138
Columbiana 115 122 153 16.2 151 145 164 177 171 159 178 159 147 172 151 151
Coshocton 10.2 113 124 145 128 132 146 204 170 154 144 181 151 127 157 154
Crawford 104 114 112 124 128 126 149 165 173 165 182 154 165 139 155 14.0
Cuyahoga 136 150 17.1 151 157 159 189 18.2 188 188 192 196 18.2 183 18.1 17.9
Darke 79 83 86 96 91 98 119 121 129 126 146 122 96 107 9.2 95
Defiance 72 79 84 87 95 98 119 115 11.7 151 114 11.7 102 104 95 9.1
Delaware 46 50 45 42 45 49 51 58 45 50 56 48 44 47 48 41
Erie 90 96 116 105 111 120 146 149 128 122 150 139 127 125 124 10.6
Fairfield 68 77 77 79 89 89 118 112 113 10.7 118 96 91 97 9.0 93
Fayette 106 120 134 131 136 131 203 16.2 180 17.7 179 158 163 16.0 156 151
Franklin 120 131 147 164 16.2 151 184 188 188 180 17.7 173 17.1 16.6 16.0 155
Fulton 66 71 71 76 81 78 91 109 98 106 108 105 85 89 82 79
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Table A5a: Annual SAIPE* Percentages of Persons in Poverty by Ohio County, 2003-2018

Name 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Gallia 155 174 228 205 231 203 209 182 212 21.0 203 26.1 21.7 20.6 19.0 221
Geauga 56 55 54 57 54 69 79 (8 80 80 74 78 67 58 64 57
Greene 82 94 94 109 92 107 123 131 156 129 128 132 127 121 9.8 116
Guernsey 140 152 172 196 155 17.1 205 191 194 191 226 17.2 186 186 182 18.8
Hamilton 116 13.1 140 147 13.0 136 15.2 185 185 198 187 176 16.6 16.0 16.2 154
Hancock 75 79 96 10/ 89 98 110 119 133 146 126 127 106 10.0 9.7 9.9
Hardin 106 116 154 149 150 147 16.2 17.2 198 163 157 190 165 133 158 14.7
Harrison 121 13.0 150 153 170 177 1v.7 178 174 181 165 169 155 168 128 153
Henry 69 73 71 81 81 86 108 129 104 111 112 102 94 83 82 108
Highland 114 122 123 178 141 129 165 186 215 176 212 193 179 198 16.8 154
Hocking 122 133 155 151 16.0 156 168 16.2 173 20.1 16.2 175 157 145 145 141
Holmes 98 9.7 115 115 10.7 108 150 165 153 135 124 124 108 11.7 9.0 94
Huron 90 95 109 111 111 137 124 140 146 132 146 134 131 122 148 111
Jackson 143 155 165 185 17.2 20.7 229 225 204 21.7 214 200 204 181 179 16.8
Jefferson 136 147 163 17.7 169 179 176 186 16.8 16.8 184 200 178 16.3 17.6 19.0
Knox 10.0 106 116 121 113 132 13.2 165 145 159 145 151 148 127 10.7 138
Lake 63 66 78 69 68 85 82 96 102 97 94 89 83 86 87 75
Lawrence 16.6 174 203 232 219 182 196 214 189 180 206 175 21.0 179 195 188
Licking 84 95 102 9.7 110 10.2 11.7 124 130 140 112 135 126 117 89 9.1
Logan 92 100 114 118 121 108 140 169 136 149 132 17.0 109 122 111 114
Lorain 98 109 11.7 134 112 123 144 143 153 144 146 147 135 124 135 14.2
Lucas 129 147 175 169 169 186 187 198 233 227 216 20.7 195 198 179 187
Madison 83 96 97 112 101 110 142 150 118 125 122 126 93 11.8 9.6 10.7
Mahoning 129 143 143 163 166 16.7 183 17.1 17.7 190 18.0 189 168 187 184 16.5
Marion 11.0 120 147 130 146 169 173 193 184 186 16.3 213 18.2 148 165 165
Medina 54 59 54 56 67 58 66 76 89 76 66 70 70 65 60 65
Meigs 16.8 181 199 214 198 20.1 20.0 235 224 225 206 226 228 211 199 178
Mercer 67 64 72 71 84 72 91 96 91 94 94 89 78 82 69 76
Miami 81 82 82 84 90 79 116 119 139 125 101 106 107 95 9.0 79
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Table A5a: Annual SAIPE* Percentages of Persons in Poverty by Ohio County, 2003-2018

Name 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Monroe 11.7 124 183 151 159 150 166 174 16.8 152 16.7 157 183 152 152 14.1
Montgomery 11.2 125 147 150 148 150 16.2 18.0 183 186 18.8 19.7 17.7 182 159 16.9
Morgan 142 148 180 184 20.2 21.1 196 196 209 186 228 18.1 19.0 187 205 17.0
Morrow 91 98 99 107 10.2 111 128 13.7 137 142 133 121 113 122 112 11.9
Muskingum 13.1 142 152 16.1 164 169 168 178 189 20.0 20.6 19.1 165 148 148 16.6
Noble 12.1 132 145 16.2 164 165 184 173 181 175 173 16.3 150 151 16.2 18.1
Ottawa 69 75 73 79 85 90 10.7 10.2 109 112 104 101 9.7 104 89 95
Paulding 83 87 91 89 94 110 109 135 138 120 123 123 109 10.7 10.2 103
Perry 122 132 141 175 148 158 171 191 17.7 193 178 178 188 17.0 157 16.4
Pickaway 10.3 111 113 114 119 124 142 127 149 146 136 132 124 132 120 121
Pike 157 172 214 234 229 196 216 263 227 232 243 219 214 205 20.0 205
Portage 87 9.7 109 127 108 118 143 151 158 149 169 142 136 135 11.8 113
Preble 75 81 87 91 91 84 103 121 116 123 131 130 127 11.0 99 97
Putnam 59 65 60 69 64 76 75 90 64 82 72 78 72 83 64 55
Richland 111 120 121 133 119 14.7 148 147 172 184 17.6 159 151 158 134 144
Ross 121 13.1 145 16.1 138 163 183 193 194 196 194 19.2 178 186 16.3 184
Sandusky 82 89 89 101 9.7 100 122 123 142 11.7 129 145 122 116 111 10.0
Scioto 174 189 253 228 20.6 20.2 235 222 261 244 245 272 23.0 221 214 226
Seneca 91 9.8 108 10.8 120 111 125 146 16.6 166 139 175 136 129 136 121
Shelby 73 78 92 85 95 92 105 122 115 10.2 100 107 89 94 81 90
Stark 9.8 10.7 120 123 109 124 148 146 16.3 147 154 149 134 132 143 144
Summit 11.1 123 116 126 140 125 148 154 165 159 148 134 144 13.7 129 120
Trumbull 11.0 121 115 119 146 155 16.0 182 165 17.7 187 172 176 176 154 17.6
Tuscarawas 96 101 9.6 123 120 114 141 147 145 135 143 134 130 127 128 123
Union 60 67 62 62 51 71 80 82 75 80 78 77 76 6.1 52 50
Van Wert 65 70 72 82 70 81 86 125 105 110 133 101 112 89 114 84
Vinton 150 168 20.6 19.0 189 23.0 198 218 235 219 222 237 189 20.8 19.8 19.0
Warren 517 53 50 53 51 66 59 59 69 66 73 58 52 54 47 52
Washington 11.2 122 133 146 135 169 139 157 148 16.2 16.3 157 150 13.7 146 15.9
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Name 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Wayne 86 9.1 105 108 88 111 112 126 13.7 122 131 139 113 119 129 94
Williams 76 83 92 97 89 97 121 122 125 139 121 142 120 9.7 10.7 9.7
Wood 78 80 115 108 108 10.1 135 128 139 13.7 13.0 135 11.7 114 108 11.9
Wyandot 63 66 68 80 74 84 99 94 95 101 112 100 88 86 88 8.0

Note: * - SAIPE: Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates.

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census - SAIPE (2004-2019).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 3/20).
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Table A5b: Annual SAIPE* Numbers of Persons in Poverty by Ohio County, 2008-2018

Name 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
United States 39,108,422 42,868,163 46,215,956 48,452,035 48,760,123 48,810,868 48,208,387 46,153,077 44,268,996 42,583,651 41,852,315
Ohio 1,489,314 1,699,288 1,771,404 1,836,098 1,818,886 1,793,523 1,778,288 1,670,487 1,639,636 1,575,401 1,568,586
Adams 6,127 5,949 6,428 6,310 6,171 6,670 6,864 5,893 5,543 5,092 5,382
Allen 14,749 18,751 18,766 19,203 19,903 15,963 17,839 15,229 15,101 14,723 13,901
Ashland 6,302 8,781 7,943 6,672 7,671 6,526 7,400 7,190 6,235 5,837 5,308
Ashtabula 15,304 17,245 15,771 19,891 19,670 18,129 20,547 17,636 17,202 18,127 16,353
Athens 16,134 18,756 13,710 19,353 18,338 17,112 16,630 17,573 16,044 16,259 17,237
Auglaize 3,583 3,874 4,260 4,455 4,399 4,401 3,744 3,920 4,165 3,936 3,132
Belmont 10,276 10,763 10,809 10,418 10,698 11,014 10,537 9,524 10,135 7,114 8,272
Brown 5,747 5,638 5,744 6,855 7,328 7,724 6,503 6,424 7,196 7,219 5,064
Butler 41,659 46,350 48,197 49,749 50,091 47,855 52,128 52,356 45,165 39,242 45,821
Carroll 3,500 3,810 4,701 4,639 4,175 4,330 3,742 3,559 3,475 3,518 3,431
Champaign 4,575 3,963 5,132 5,424 5,100 4,612 4,309 4,109 4,194 4,190 3,809
Clark 18,870 22,130 26,991 25,642 26,589 24,381 24,315 20,019 20,643 20,082 19,467
Clermont 16,994 20,330 18,790 21,474 22,582 19,151 22,370 19,052 21,281 17,597 16,745
Clinton 4,608 4,989 6,392 6,375 6,303 7,047 5,584 5,513 5,426 5,314 4,802
Columbiana 15,088 17,056 18,389 17,719 16,310 18,157 16,171 14,814 17,130 14,948 14,938
Coshocton 4,675 5,142 7,409 6,184 5,581 5,208 6,527 5,452 4,581 5,665 5,559
Crawford 5,436 6,388 7,088 7,356 6,952 7,629 6,441 6,858 5,753 6,357 5,688
Cuyahoga 199,694 235,014 227,716 233,438 233,101 237,268 241,829 224,256 223,636 221,287 217,166
Darke 5,007 6,058 6,342 6,732 6,493 7,532 6,281 4,949 5,438 4,693 4,800
Defiance 3,725 4,484 4,397 4,442 5,706 4,278 4,392 3,830 3,876 3,547 3,372
Delaware 7,877 8,433 10,037 7,946 8,885 10,290 8,952 8,353 9,083 9,502 8,271
Erie 9,044 10,981 11,220 9,640 9,146 11,166 10,343 9,422 9,171 9,065 7,769
Fairfield 12,397 16,569 16,062 16,328 15,463 17,067 14,147 13,478 14,445 13,614 14,172
Fayette 3,622 5,589 4,607 5,090 4,991 5,020 4,440 4,575 4,489 4,370 4,227
Franklin 166,917 207,183 213,899 216,974 210,197 210,322 208,629 208,972 205,476 201,260 198,207
Fulton 3,283 3,806 4,581 4,105 4,452 4,523 4,414 3,573 3,719 3,430 3,303
Gallia 6,092 6,250 5,463 6,346 6,242 6,033 7,667 6,349 5,995 5,528 6,407
Geauga 6,467 7,789 7,207 7,383 7,416 6,944 7,299 6,298 5,451 5,933 5,341
Greene 16,162 18,620 20,032 23,980 19,994 19,773 20,447 19,772 18,975 15,587 18,567
Guernsey 6,786 8,090 7,551 7,658 7,526 8,868 6,729 7,203 7,161 7,042 7,232
Hamilton 113,411 126,872 144,741 144,388 155,194 146,764 138,939 130,935 126,002 128,431 122,843
Hancock 7,025 7,910 8,671 9,688 10,732 9,280 9,313 7,788 7,385 7,150 7,370
Hardin 4,309 4,733 5,102 5,854 4,771 4,602 5,586 4,837 3,906 4,613 4,327
Harrison 2,669 2,643 2,765 2,711 2,787 2,538 2,578 2,356 2,521 1,916 2,285
Henry 2,451 3,038 3,572 2,858 3,070 3,090 2,808 2,566 2,258 2,194 2,865
Highland 5,376 6,848 7,972 9,190 7,477 9,030 8,199 7,598 8,410 7,134 6,550
Hocking 4,382 4,703 4,635 4,947 5,714 4,568 4,944 4,411 4,054 4,074 3,944
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Table A5b: Annual SAIPE* Numbers of Persons in Poverty by Ohio County, 2008-2018

Name 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Holmes 4,392 6,154 6,858 6,401 5711 5,291 5,348 4,657 5,041 3,885 4,054
Huron 8,070 7,349 8,202 8,572 7,743 8,459 7,759 7,569 7,043 8,555 6,376
Jackson 6,771 7,534 7,377 6,668 7,034 6,919 6,450 6,541 5,780 5,707 5,350
Jefferson 11,879 11,524 12,532 11,200 11,077 12,079 13,050 11,547 10,469 11,251 12,052
Knox 7,336 7,383 9,490 8,382 9,144 8,307 8,724 8,510 7,294 6,165 8,039
Lake 19,629 19,274 21,826 23,042 22,037 21,402 20,156 18,884 19,364 19,693 16,970
Lawrence 11,257 12,168 13,149 11,684 11,042 12,594 10,643 12,680 10,771 11,563 11,093
Licking 15,727 18,030 20,190 21,273 22,848 18,467 22,272 20,933 19,680 15,130 15,591
Logan 4,913 6,399 7,644 6,150 6,685 5,910 7,637 4,902 5,420 4,951 5,095
Lorain 36,331 42,750 41,612 44,755 42,107 42,733 43,499 39,833 36,828 40,404 42,562
Lucas 80,006 84,797 85,269 100,123 96,810 92,013 87,923 82,814 83,600 75,376 78,398
Madison 4,091 5,280 5,726 4,506 4,772 4,671 4,890 3,614 4,576 3,743 4,215
Mahoning 38,690 42,135 39,360 40,663 43,325 40,786 42,601 37,640 41,625 40,879 36,520
Marion 10,159 10,361 11,776 11,171 11,180 9,746 12,683 10,778 8,673 9,699 9,772
Medina 9,764 11,432 12,951 15,308 13,079 11,524 12,230 12,287 11,394 10,629 11,474
Meigs 4,521 4,510 5,518 5,236 5,230 4,781 5,199 5,227 4,815 4,531 4,064
Mercer 2,906 3,637 3,857 3,668 3,802 3,783 3,577 3,141 3,308 2,793 3,066
Miami 7,901 11,591 12,047 14,133 12,752 10,330 10,920 10,992 9,860 9,387 8,329
Monroe 2,105 2,304 2,496 2,409 2,176 2,404 2,232 2,602 2,130 2,080 1,917
Montgomery 77,813 83,595 93,697 96,053 96,985 97,443 101,914 91,879 93,949 81,984 87,187
Morgan 3,021 2,760 2,889 3,096 2,725 3,342 2,646 2,765 2,714 2,961 2,443
Morrow 3,775 4,388 4,709 4,716 4,895 4,608 4,197 3,914 4,214 3,849 4,106
Muskingum 13,937 13,811 14,964 15,836 16,743 17,249 15,955 13,932 12,435 12,470 13,996
Noble 1,934 2,147 2,059 2,172 2,073 2,042 1,888 1,741 1,744 1,893 2,109
Ottawa 3,602 4,319 4,146 4,433 4,559 4,207 4,110 3,901 4,160 3,561 3,807
Paulding 2,076 2,048 2,610 2,651 2,290 2,347 2,320 2,052 2,004 1,902 1,922
Perry 5,530 5,979 6,813 6,353 6,874 6,316 6,276 6,675 6,029 5,585 5,846
Pickaway 6,123 7,059 6,508 7,666 7,486 6,990 6,833 6,474 6,905 6,355 6,413
Pike 5,370 5,880 7,401 6,376 6,469 6,752 6,061 5,907 5,660 5,536 5,648
Portage 17,385 21,367 23,146 24,200 22,736 25,907 21,810 20,927 20,743 18,263 17,564
Preble 3,443 4,190 5,022 4,829 5,091 5,390 5,340 5,160 4,494 4,017 3,936
Putnam 2,601 2,557 3,062 2,179 2,773 2,419 2,621 2,416 2,796 2,146 1,835
Richland 17,332 17,367 17,202 20,024 21,200 20,198 18,246 17,265 17,904 15,169 16,416
Ross 11,388 12,740 13,798 13,914 13,997 13,869 13,658 12,668 13,224 11,584 13,099
Sandusky 5,992 7,209 7,355 8,461 6,924 7,636 8,592 7,142 6,750 6,477 5,769
Scioto 14,675 16,987 16,781 19,671 18,245 18,263 20,049 16,881 16,051 15,481 16,288
Seneca 6,083 6,775 7,887 8,928 8,835 7,412 9,254 7,187 6,782 7,146 6,372
Shelby 4,405 5,053 5,921 5,595 4,944 4,836 5,167 4,264 4,490 3,897 4,293
Stark 45,898 54,614 53,502 59,598 53,788 56,543 54,744 48,889 48,072 51,852 52,330
Summit 66,372 78,762 82,194 87,840 84,399 78,879 71,490 76,554 72,687 68,434 63,889
Trumbull 32,109 32,904 37,359 33,943 35,991 37,805 34,593 35,069 34,839 30,109 34,413
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Table A5b: Annual SAIPE* Numbers of Persons in Poverty by Ohio County, 2008-2018

Name 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Tuscarawas 10,298 12,647 13,381 13,181 12,234 13,014 12,252 11,873 11,525 11,589 11,107
Union 3,234 3,678 4,064 3,722 3,972 3,930 3,924 3,890 3,194 2,780 2,724
Van Wert 2,302 2,411 3,535 2,960 3,101 3,703 2,837 3,155 2,489 3,147 2,344
Vinton 3,027 2,586 2,891 3,114 2,872 2,923 3,110 2,443 2,661 2,566 2,474
Warren 13,204 12,051 12,316 14,477 13,862 15,483 12,441 11,375 11,823 10,548 11,709
Washington 10,063 8,204 9,399 8,849 9,655 9,667 9,307 8,906 8,100 8,560 9,251
Wayne 12,249 12,435 14,006 15,193 13,562 14,584 15,491 12,727 13,372 14,456 10,496
Williams 3,602 4,418 4,461 4,569 5,068 4,420 5,125 4,342 3,496 3,830 3,482
Wood 11,863 16,031 15,265 16,617 16,533 15,799 16,448 14,385 14,060 13,328 14,733
Wyandot 1,837 2,176 2,086 2,124 2,236 2,482 2,208 1,930 1,881 1,912 1,723

Note: * - SAIPE: Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates.

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census - SAIPE (2009-2019).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 3/20).
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Area

2014-18 (ACS)

2007-11 (ACS)

1999 (DC)

Persons for Whom
Poverty Status
Was Determined

Poor

Number Percent

Persons for Whom

Poverty Status

Was Determined

Poor

Number Percent

Persons for Whom
Poverty Status
Was Determined

Poor

Number Percent

U.S. (numbers in thousands)
Ohio

Ohio Metropolitan Area Summary
In Central or Principal City*
Not in Central or Principal City

Urban
Rural

Akron*

Alliance
Ashland
Athens

Avon

Avon Lake
Barberton
Beavercreek
Bowling Green
Brunswick
Canton*
Centerville (Montgomery Co.)
Chillicothe
Cincinnati*
Cleveland*
Cleveland Heights
Columbus*
Cuyahoga Falls
Dayton*
Delaware
Dublin

Elyria*

Euclid

Fairborn
Fairfield
Findlay

314,943.2

11,319,092

9,038,540
2,534,053
6,504,487

8,804,906
2,514,186

193,181
20,128
18,308
16,369
22,546
23,637
25,849
46,118
25,413
34,412
68,779
23,209
20,945

288,868

376,795
43,910

843,325
48,887

128,740
37,006
45,370
53,174
46,909
32,530
42,001
39,553

44,258.0

1,645,986

1,304,999
650,632
654,367

1,394,471
251,515

45,062
4,825
2,326
7,883

779
1,112
4,175
2,733
8,493
2,627

21,672
1,385
3,886

78,685

130,548
7,739
171,834
4,887

41,304
3,325
1,125

12,055

10,325
6,887
3,126
5,560

141 L

145

14.4
25.7
10.1

158 L
10.0

233 L
24.0
12.7
48.2
3.5
4.7
16.2
5.9
33.4
7.6
31.5
6.0
18.6
27.2
346 H
17.6
204 L
10.0
32.1
9.0
2.5
22.7H
220 H
21.2
7.4
14.1
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298,788.0

11,213,528

9,048,911
2,629,435
6,419,476

8,361,714
2,851,814

196,655
20,440
18,488
15,917
19,932
22,161
26,218
44,062
23,293
34,077
71,192
23,500
21,426

286,940

393,493
45,655

760,414
49,225

128,979
31,877
40,180
53,983
48,490
31,148
42,165
39,628

42,739.9

1,654,193

1,318,276
674,270
644,006

1,374,153
280,040

50,669
4,623
2,867
8,483
1,254

997
5,343
2,458
7,161
2,316

20,536
2,083
4,279

78,629

128,463
8,802
165,662
5,602

41,950
3,233
1,234
8,890
8,222
7,050
3,680
6,551

143 H

148 H

146 H
256 H
100 H

164 H
9.8 H

258 H
226 H
155 H
53.3
6.3 H
45H
204 H
5.6 H
30.7 H
6.8 H
28.8 H
89 H
200 H
274 H
326 H
193 H
218 H
114 H
325H
10.1 H
3.1
165 H
170 H
226 H
8.7H
165 H

273,882.2

11,046,987

8,975,271
2,950,534
6,024,737

8,504,728
2,542,259

211,891
21,344
19,302
13,955
11,170
18,093
27,517
37,665
22,796
33,062
78,073
22,767
21,437

318,152

466,305
49,597

693,771
48,928

155,531
23,213
31,400
54,739
52,094
30,904
41,416
37,692

33,899.8
1,170,698

951,243
559,016
392,227

977,155
193,543

36,975
3,835
2,031
7,247

208
416
3,656
886
5,761
1,513
14,957
929
2,668
69,722
122,479
5,276
102,723
2,991

35,756

1,704

845
6,393
5,055
4,358
1,757
3,444

12.4

10.6

10.6
18.9
6.5

11.5
7.6

17.5
18.0
10.5
51.9
1.9
2.3
13.3
2.4
25.3
4.6
19.2
4.1
12.4
21.9
26.3
10.6
14.8
6.1
23.0
7.3
2.7
11.7
9.7
14.1
4.2
9.1
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2014-18 (ACS)

2007-11 (ACS)

1999 (DC)

Persons for Whom

Poverty Status

Poor

Persons for Whom

Poverty Status

Poor

Persons for Whom

Poverty Status

Poor

Area Was Determined Number Percent Was Determined Number Percent Was Determined Number Percent
Gahanna 34,781 1,752 5.0 32,926 1,484 4.5 32,210 1,184 3.7
Garfield Heights 27,512 5,050 18.4 H 28,529 3,820 13.4 H 30,266 2,586 8.5
Green 25,520 2,797 11.0 25,183 1,730 6.9 22,603 1,136 5.0
Grove City 39,748 2,613 6.6 34,300 2,721 79 H 26,721 1,218 4.6
Hamilton 60,504 11,726 19.4 60,691 12,655 209 H 59,430 7,969 13.4
Hilliard 35,451 1,567 4.4 27,609 1,322 48 H 23,887 514 2.2
Huber Heights 39,025 4,290 11.0H 37,605 2,912 7.7 H 38,000 2,234 5.9
Hudson 22,192 534 2.4 22,048 673 3.1H 22,098 372 1.7
Kent 24,560 7,361 30.0 23,654 8,354 35.3 H 22,280 5,622 25.2
Kettering 54,912 6,207 11.3 H 55,704 5,101 9.2 H 57,121 2,656 4.6
Lakewood 50,198 7,158 143 L 51,899 8,852 171 H 55,939 4,956 8.9
Lancaster 39,064 7,555 19.3 38,046 6,588 17.3 H 34,667 3,675 10.6
Lebanon 20,039 1,581 7.9 19,527 2,179 11.2 H 15,092 971 6.4
Lima* 34,678 9,181 265 L 35,843 12,133 33.9H 37,526 8,509 22.7
Lorain 63,069 16,239 25.7 64,173 18,492 28.8 H 67,784 11,582 17.1
Mansfield* 39,849 9,351 23.5 42,122 8,572 204 H 46,181 7,540 16.3
Maple Heights 22,375 5,015 22.4 23,168 4,384 189 H 25,877 1,531 5.9
Marion 30,768 6,314 205 L 32,001 9,081 28.4 H 32,931 4,540 13.8
Marysville 20,128 1,696 8.4 19,038 1,525 8.0 13,666 782 5.7
Mason 32,517 772 24 L 30,129 1,392 46 H 21,839 601 2.8
Massillon* 31,523 5,396 17.1 31,273 4911 15.7 H 30,447 3,249 10.7
Medina 25,716 2,358 9.2 26,212 3,482 13.3 H 24,494 1,408 5.7
Mentor* 46,691 2,213 4.7 46,909 2,878 6.1 H 49,840 1,366 2.7
Miamisburg 19,728 2,366 12.0 19,675 1,621 8.2 19,285 1,183 6.1
Middletown* 47,627 12,119 25.4 48,137 11,145 23.2 H 51,057 6,444 12.6
Newark 47,771 9,217 19.3 46,562 9,372 20.1 H 45,061 5,858 13.0
North Olmsted 31,550 2,588 8.2 32,448 2,034 6.3 H 33,811 1,376 4.1
North Ridgeville 32,499 1,849 5.7 28,523 1,628 57H 22,154 706 3.2
North Royalton 30,001 1,474 4.9 29,788 1,345 45 H 28,449 662 2.3
Oregon 19,679 1,925 9.8 19,789 1,509 7.6 H 18,970 918 4.8
Oxford 14,890 7,034 47.2 13,473 6,321 46.9 14,419 6,296 43.7
Parma 78,408 7,064 9.0 80,525 6,704 8.3 H 84,231 4,157 4.9
Parma Heights 19,935 1,881 9.4 20,479 2,281 11.1 H 21,426 1,620 7.6
Perrysburg 21,241 846 4.0 20,319 911 45 H 16,993 476 2.8
Piqua 20,546 2,901 14.1 20,350 3,688 18.1 H 20,398 2,489 12.2
Portsmouth 19,062 6,579 34.5 19,283 6,264 325 H 19,925 4,701 23.6
Reynoldsburg 37,501 3,700 9.9 35,343 4,758 135 H 32,011 1,767 55
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2014-18 (ACS)

2007-11 (ACS)

1999 (DC)

Persons for Whom

Poverty Status

Poor

Persons for Whom

Poverty Status

Poor

Persons for Whom

Poverty Status

Poor

Area Was Determined Number Percent Was Determined Number Percent Was Determined Number Percent
Riverside 24,990 3,784 15.1 25,230 3,709 14.7 H 23,479 2,373 10.1
Rocky River 20,029 915 4.6 19,945 1,233 6.2 H 20,554 478 2.3
Sandusky 24,588 5,399 22.0 25,390 5,698 224 H 27,503 4,201 15.3
Shaker Heights 27,477 2,447 8.9 28,187 2,609 9.3 H 29,234 2,004 6.9
Sidney 20,316 2,971 14.6 20,706 3,628 175 H 19,846 2,291 115
Solon 22,818 1,051 4.6 22,953 1,005 4.4 H 21,767 553 2.5
South Euclid 20,949 3,345 16.0 H 21,918 1,691 7.7 H 23,383 1,063 4.5
Springfield* 56,467 13,701 24.3 L 58,133 16,055 27.6 H 62,595 10,577 16.9
Stow 34,347 1,740 5.1 34,188 2,459 7.2 H 31,567 1,260 4.0
Strongsville 44,399 2,111 4.8 44,123 2,298 5.2 H 43,592 947 2.2
Toledo* 270,660 69,322 25.6 282,108 72,215 25.6 H 306,933 54,903 17.9
Trotwood 23,657 6,381 270 H 24,003 4,296 17.9 26,836 4,105 15.3
Troy 25,540 2,753 108 L 24,292 3,753 154 H 21,545 1,776 8.2
Upper Arlington 35,084 984 2.8 33,551 1,128 34 33,275 800 2.4
Wadsworth 22,826 1,617 7.1 21,141 1,254 5.9 18,346 985 54
Warren* 37,312 13,268 35.6 39,574 12,869 325 H 45,658 8,847 19.4
Westerville 37,228 2,770 7.4 34,385 2,151 6.3 H 33,846 1,179 3.5
Westlake 31,683 1,633 5.2 31,391 1,185 3.8 30,730 765 2.5
Willoughby 22,435 1,880 8.4 21,948 1,805 8.2 H 22,235 1,284 5.8
Wooster 23,806 3,819 16.0 23,394 3,482 149 H 23,154 2,412 10.4
Xenia 25,449 5,272 20.7 24,916 5,247 21.1 H 23,591 2,726 11.6
Youngstown* 60,487 21,871 36.2 63,606 21,518 33.8 H 77,197 19,127 24.8
Zanesville 24,690 7,234 29.3 24,770 7,064 285 H 25,090 5,623 22.4

Notes: ACS - American Community Survey; DC - Decennial Census; ACS estimates are from sample data collected from January 2014 through December 2018

and January 2007 through December 2011; DC sample data were collected in April 2000, and refer to calendar year 1999; ACS estimates use family income
of the 12 months preceding the month in which the data were collected, and have been adjusted for inflation; single-person households and unrelated adults
with no children are considered one-person families; H & L - the odds are less than one in 20 that the percentage change from the earlier time moved higher

(H) or lower (L) by sampling variability alone - i.e., the change appears real; ” - significance testing would be unreliable; * - a central or principal city of a

metropolitan area.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census - ACS (2012c, 2019c); U.S. Bureau of the Census - DC (2002).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 3/20).

67



Table A7a: Ratio of Income to Poverty Level for Persons by Ohio County, 2014-2018"

Persons Ratio of Income to Poverty Level
for Whom
Poverty Under 100% Under 125% Under 150% Under 175% Under 185% Under 200%
Status Was
Area Determined Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
U.S. 314,943,184 44,257,979 14.1% 58,418,702 18.5% 72,282,772 23.0% 86,656,822 27.5% 92,202,319 29.3% 100,490,740 31.9%
Ohio 11,319,092 1,645,986 14.5% 2,129,326 18.8% 2,608,865 23.0% 3,118,504 27.6% 3,318,296 29.3% 3,617,825 32.0%
Appalachia* 1,941,714 330,386 17.0% 427,844  22.0% 523,226 26.9% 621,072 32.0% 660,196 34.0% 720,169 37.1%
Not Appalachia 9,377,378 1,315,600 14.0% 1,701,482 18.1% 2,085,639 22.2% 2,497,432 26.6% 2,658,100 28.3% 2,897,656 30.9%
Adams* 27,523 6,230 22.6% 8,323 30.2% 10,536 38.3% 12,082 43.9% 12,922  46.9% 13,645 49.6%
Allen 99,786 14,795 14.8% 20,321 20.4% 24,533 24.6% 29,446  29.5% 31,313 31.4% 33,479 33.6%
Ashland 51,000 6,769 13.3% 8,969 17.6% 11,361 22.3% 13,874 27.2% 14,972 29.4% 16,439 32.2%
Ashtabula* 94,804 19,216 20.3% 25,502 26.9% 29,988 31.6% 35,151 37.1% 37,819 39.9% 40,284 42.5%
Athens* 56,175 17,212 30.6% 19,719 35.1% 22,669 40.4% 24,888 44.3% 26,315 46.8% 27,570 49.1%
Auglaize 44,997 3,906 8.7% 5771 12.8% 7,012 15.6% 8,764 19.5% 9,689 21.5% 10,942 24.3%
Belmont* 64,451 8,738 13.6% 11,683 18.1% 14,306 22.2% 17,681 27.4% 18,899 29.3% 20,852 32.4%
Brown* 42,893 6,818 15.9% 9,137 21.3% 10,691 24.9% 12,944 30.2% 13,453 31.4% 14,911 34.8%
Butler 365,627 47,601 13.0% 60,380 16.5% 73,473 20.1% 86,734 23.7% 92,986 25.4% 101,555 27.8%
Carroll* 27,158 3,549 13.1% 4,647 17.1% 6,000 22.1% 7,525 27.7% 8,074 29.7% 9,114 33.6%
Champaign 37,883 4,180 11.0% 5,900 15.6% 7,560 20.0% 9,142 24.1% 10,021 26.5% 11,128 29.4%
Clark 131,773 20,775 15.8% 27,698 21.0% 35,054 26.6% 42,388 32.2% 45,184 34.3% 49,471 37.5%
Clermont* 201,463 19,204 9.5% 26,692 13.2% 34,587 17.2% 41,964 20.8% 44936 22.3% 49,524  24.6%
Clinton 40,503 5277 13.0% 7,064 17.4% 9,145 22.6% 11,226  27.7% 12,587 31.1% 13,707 33.8%
Columbiana* 100,118 14,639 14.6% 20,002 20.0% 25,874 25.8% 30,519 30.5% 33,144 33.1% 36,779 36.7%
Coshocton* 36,030 5,899 16.4% 8,622 23.9% 10,611 29.5% 12,848 35.7% 13,689 38.0% 15,194 42.2%
Crawford 41,314 6,182 15.0% 8,605 20.8% 10,711 25.9% 13,535 32.8% 14,676 35.5% 15,879 38.4%
Cuyahoga 1,227,475 221,899 18.1% 281,080 22.9% 335,152 27.3% 388,986 31.7% 410,468 33.4% 442,990 36.1%
Darke 50,857 5,124 10.1% 7,695 15.1% 10,784 21.2% 13,954 27.4% 15,240 30.0% 16,900 33.2%
Defiance 37,505 4,032 10.8% 5,366 14.3% 6,653 17.7% 7,817 20.8% 8,660 23.1% 9,748 26.0%
Delaware 194,144 8,843 4.6% 11,356 5.8% 14,207 7.3% 17,994 9.3% 19,763 10.2% 22,248 11.5%
Erie 73,963 8,858 12.0% 12,452 16.8% 15,548 21.0% 19,601 26.5% 20,524  27.7% 22,039 29.8%
Fairfield 149,796 14,142 9.4% 19,978 13.3% 25,881 17.3% 32,506 21.7% 35,604 23.8% 38,847 25.9%
Fayette 28,034 4,764 17.0% 6,196 22.1% 7,673 27.4% 8,891 31.7% 9,407 33.6% 10,536 37.6%
Franklin 1,245,433 203,044 16.3% 254,365 20.4% 306,043 24.6% 361,190 29.0% 381,245 30.6% 412,871 33.2%
Fulton 41,706 3,919 9.4% 5,508 13.2% 7,372  17.7% 9,370 22.5% 9,922 23.8% 11,595 27.8%
Gallia* 29,356 6,608 22.5% 8,062 27.5% 9,181 31.3% 10,551 35.9% 11,055 37.7% 11,863 40.4%
Geauga 92,976 5,642 6.1% 8,525 9.2% 11,632 12.5% 14,334 15.4% 15,788 17.0% 18,051 19.4%
Greene 156,553 19,065 12.2% 23,488 15.0% 29,034 18.5% 34,614 22.1% 36,354 23.2% 39,980 25.5%
Guernsey* 38,696 7,815 20.2% 9,407 24.3% 11,628 30.0% 13,782 35.6% 14,560 37.6% 15,576  40.3%
Hamilton 794,226 128,930 16.2% 162,205 20.4% 193,696 24.4% 227,546 28.7% 240,210 30.2% 257,874 32.5%
Hancock 73,543 8,545 11.6% 11,296 15.4% 13,889 18.9% 17,851 24.3% 19,019 25.9% 21,148 28.8%
Hardin 29,156 4,880 16.7% 6,385 21.9% 7,897 27.1% 9,456 32.4% 9,814 33.7% 10,606 36.4%
Harrison* 14,977 2,545 17.0% 3,047 20.3% 3,869 25.8% 4,641 31.0% 4,891 32.7% 5274 35.2%
Henry 26,790 2,593 9.7% 3,655 13.3% 4,524 16.9% 5,461 20.4% 5987 22.3% 6,870 25.6%
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Table A7a: Ratio of Income to Poverty Level for Persons by Ohio County, 2014-2018"

Persons Ratio of Income to Poverty Level
for Whom
Poverty Under 100% Under 125% Under 150% Under 175% Under 185% Under 200%
Status Was
Area Determined Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Highland* 42,337 8,836 20.9% 10,745 25.4% 12,818 30.3% 14,681 34.7% 15,876 37.5% 17,148 40.5%
Hocking* 27,774 3,785 13.6% 5,422 19.5% 6,820 24.6% 8,006 28.8% 8,580 30.9% 9,566 34.4%
Holmes* 42,934 4,787 11.1% 6,125 14.3% 8,306 19.3% 10,884 25.4% 11,724  27.3% 13,206 30.8%
Huron 57,733 7,845 13.6% 10,919 18.9% 14,147 24.5% 17,312 30.0% 18,572 32.2% 19,918 34.5%
Jackson* 31,980 6,265 19.6% 8,784 27.5% 10,035 31.4% 11,787 36.9% 12,499 39.1% 14,346  44.9%
Jefferson* 64,473 11,647 18.1% 14,787 22.9% 17,976  27.9% 21,066 32.7% 22,274  34.5% 24,238 37.6%
Knox 57,764 8,222 14.2% 10,373 18.0% 12,224  21.2% 15,374  26.6% 16,474  28.5% 17,840 30.9%
Lake 226,827 18,830 8.3% 25,348 11.2% 33,386 14.7% 41,673 18.4% 45,900 20.2% 51,126 22.5%
Lawrence* 59,685 11,082 18.6% 13,874 23.2% 17,807 29.8% 22,108 37.0% 22,959 38.5% 24,640 41.3%
Licking 167,957 19,101 11.4% 25,245 15.0% 31,883 19.0% 38,881 23.1% 42,173 25.1% 46,099 27.4%
Logan 44,738 5,984 13.4% 8,250 18.4% 9,656 21.6% 11,953 26.7% 12,726  28.4% 14,108 31.5%
Lorain 297,220 40,799 13.7% 51,738 17.4% 62,947 21.2% 74,767 25.2% 79,335 26.7% 86,013 28.9%
Lucas 422,440 80,686 19.1% 102,698 24.3% 122,616 29.0% 141,748 33.6% 150,233 35.6% 162,568 38.5%
Madison 38,767 3,939 10.2% 5,168 13.3% 6,591 17.0% 8,148 21.0% 8,515 22.0% 9,510 24.5%
Mahoning* 223,948 39,441 17.6% 50,426 22.5% 61,686 27.5% 72,878 32.5% 76,835 34.3% 83,562 37.3%
Marion 59,521 9,504 16.0% 12,942 21.7% 16,368 27.5% 19,554 32.9% 21,116 35.5% 23,328 39.2%
Medina 175,650 11,303 6.4% 14,988 8.5% 18,671 10.6% 24,527 14.0% 26,923 15.3% 30,813 17.5%
Meigs* 22,924 5,130 22.4% 6,196 27.0% 7,468 32.6% 8,730 38.1% 9,259 40.4% 9,873 43.1%
Mercer 40,268 2,788 6.9% 4,107 10.2% 6,830 17.0% 8,552 21.2% 9,197 22.8% 10,047 25.0%
Miami 103,504 9,764 9.4% 14,082 13.6% 19,452 18.8% 24,495 23.7% 25,967 25.1% 28,226 27.3%
Monroe* 13,918 2,309 16.6% 3,099 22.3% 3,906 28.1% 4,742 34.1% 4,943 35.5% 5,295 38.0%
Montgomery 514,983 89,854 17.4% 113,733 22.1% 137,289 26.7% 164,393 31.9% 173,550 33.7% 186,448 36.2%
Morgan* 14,465 2,765 19.1% 4,108 28.4% 5,025 34.7% 5,760 39.8% 6,094 42.1% 6,704 46.3%
Morrow 34,583 3,524 10.2% 4,699 13.6% 6,498 18.8% 8,107 23.4% 9,253 26.8% 9,946 28.8%
Muskingum* 83,619 13,669 16.3% 18,481 22.1% 23,012 27.5% 27,619 33.0% 28,944  34.6% 31,386 37.5%
Noble* 11,929 1,835 15.4% 2,270 19.0% 2,731 22.9% 3,339 28.0% 3,652 30.6% 3,963 33.2%
Ottawa 40,123 4,181 10.4% 5,624 14.0% 7,202 17.9% 9,048 22.6% 9,855 24.6% 10,712 26.7%
Paulding 18,683 1,919 10.3% 2,566 13.7% 3,281 17.6% 4518 24.2% 4,948 26.5% 5,381 28.8%
Perry* 35,582 6,907 19.4% 8,116 22.8% 9,641 27.1% 12,379 34.8% 13,103 36.8% 14,238  40.0%
Pickaway 52,554 6,174 11.7% 7577 14.4% 9,678 18.4% 12,236  23.3% 12,979 24.7% 14,434 27.5%
Pike* 27,843 5,395 19.4% 7,309 26.3% 8,581 30.8% 10,272  36.9% 11,290 40.5% 11,963 43.0%
Portage 155,187 20,346 13.1% 25,777 16.6% 31,507 20.3% 37,802 24.4% 40,856 26.3% 45,439 29.3%
Preble 40,492 4683 11.6% 6,328 15.6% 7,852 19.4% 10,005 24.7% 10,714 26.5% 12,051 29.8%
Putnam 33,604 2,265 6.7% 3,009 9.0% 4,176 12.4% 5,353 15.9% 6,345 18.9% 7,324 21.8%
Richland 113,502 16,190 14.3% 22,909 20.2% 28,788 25.4% 35,317 31.1% 37,952 33.4% 41,729 36.8%
Ross* 71,061 12,694 17.9% 16,526 23.3% 19,887 28.0% 23,050 32.4% 24502 34.5% 26,636 37.5%
Sandusky 58,050 7,872 13.6% 10,373  17.9% 12,920 22.3% 15,830 27.3% 16,818 29.0% 18,369 31.6%
Scioto* 72,649 17,132 23.6% 21,961 30.2% 25,547 35.2% 28,986 39.9% 30,401 41.8% 32,633 44.9%
Seneca 52,243 7,680 14.7% 9,709 18.6% 12,678 24.3% 15,139 29.0% 16,244 31.1% 17,935 34.3%
Shelby 48,148 4,384 9.1% 6,720 14.0% 8,785 18.2% 10,758 22.3% 11,703  24.3% 12,950 26.9%
Stark 363,764 50,408 13.9% 65,513 18.0% 81,076 22.3% 97,729  26.9% 105,195 28.9% 117,131 32.2%
Summit 532,648 69,576 13.1% 93,347 17.5% 115,651 21.7% 139,822 26.3% 147,667 27.7% 162,791 30.6%
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Table A7a: Ratio of Income to Poverty Level for Persons by Ohio County, 2014-2018"

Persons Ratio of Income to Poverty Level
for Whom
Poverty Under 100% Under 125% Under 150% Under 175% Under 185% Under 200%
Status Was
Area Determined Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Trumbull* 197,981 34,604 17.5% 43,159 21.8% 53,082 26.8% 62,920 31.8% 66,299 33.5% 73,471 37.1%
Tuscarawas* 91,069 11,990 13.2% 16,791 18.4% 20,232 22.2% 25,298 27.8% 28,089 30.8% 31,176  34.2%
Union 52,158 3,610 6.9% 5,206 10.0% 7,113 13.6% 8,858 17.0% 9,309 17.8% 10,246 19.6%
Van Wert 27,856 3,100 11.1% 4,376 15.7% 5,693 20.4% 7,382 26.5% 8,259 29.6% 9,059 32.5%
Vinton* 12,987 2,719 20.9% 3,543 27.3% 4,433 34.1% 5,035 38.8% 5,184 39.9% 5,622 43.3%
Warren 218,841 10,100 4.6% 14,956 6.8% 20,131 9.2% 27,447 12.5% 29,096 13.3% 32,250 14.7%
Washington* 58,912 8,921 15.1% 11,279 19.1% 14,293 24.3% 16,956 28.8% 17,932 30.4% 19,917 33.8%
Wayne 112,072 13,885 12.4% 18,357 16.4% 23,309 20.8% 30,216 27.0% 32,048 28.6% 35,884 32.0%
Williams 35,656 4,886 13.7% 6,291 17.6% 7,728 21.7% 9,629 27.0% 10,290 28.9% 11,590 32.5%
Wood 123,052 16,365 13.3% 21,472 17.4% 26,089 21.2% 30,393 24.7% 32,268 26.2% 34,884 28.3%
Wyandot 21,750 2,068 9.5% 2,924 13.4% 4590 21.1% 5,786 26.6% 6,187 28.4% 6,604 30.4%

Notes: * - Appalachian county; ~ - Estimates are based on sample data collected from January 2014 through December 2018; income for the preceding 12 months, from which

the ratio of income to the poverty level was derived, was adjusted for inflation and standardized on 2018.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census - ACS (2019c).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 3/20).
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Table A7b: Ratio of Income to Poverty Level for Persons in Selected Ohio Areas, 2014-2018"

Persons Ratio of Income to Poverty Level
for Whom
Poverty Under 100% Under 125% Under 150% Under 175% Under 185% Under 200%
Status Was

Area Determined Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
U.S. (numbers in thousands) 314,943.2 44,258.0 14.1% 58,418.7 18.5% 72,282.8 23.0% 86,656.8 27.5% 92,202.3 29.3% 100,490.7 31.9%
Ohio 11,319,092 1,645,986 145% 2,129,326 18.8% 2,608,865 23.0% 3,118,504 27.6% 3,318,296 29.3% 3,617,825 32.0%
Ohio Metropolitan Area Summary 9,038,540 1,304,999 144% 1,677,303 18.6% 2,048,039 22.7% 2,440,922 27.0% 2,591,420 28.7% 2,822,730 31.2%

In Central or Principal City* 2,534,053 650,632 25.7% 807,954 31.9% 951,567 37.6% 1,088,520 43.0% 1,142,054 45.1% 1,219,411 48.1%

Not in Central or Principal City 6,504,487 654,367 10.1% 869,349 13.4% 1,096,472 16.9% 1,352,402 20.8% 1,449,366 22.3% 1,603,319 24.6%
Urban 8,804,906 1,394,471 158% 1,787,164 20.3% 2,168,260 24.6% 2,571,316 29.2% 2,724,887 30.9% 2,958,043 33.6%
Rural 2,514,186 251,515 10.0% 342,162 13.6% 440,605 17.5% 547,188 21.8% 593,409 23.6% 659,782 26.2%
Akron* 193,181 45,062 23.3% 59,110 30.6% 71,929 37.2% 84,530 43.8% 88,655 45.9% 95,464 49.4%
Alliance 20,128 4,825 24.0% 6,448 32.0% 7,915 39.3% 9,387 46.6% 9,858 49.0% 10,902 54.2%
Ashland 18,308 2,326 12.7% 3,521 19.2% 4,644 25.4% 5,557 30.4% 6,057 33.1% 6,491 35.5%
Athens 16,369 7,883 48.2% 8,474 51.8% 8,900 54.4% 9,445 57.7% 9,648 58.9% 10,092 61.7%
Avon 22,546 779 3.5% 1,318 5.8% 1,491 6.6% 1,916 8.5% 1,930 8.6% 2,007 8.9%
Avon Lake 23,637 1,112 4.7% 1,469 6.2% 1,970 8.3% 2,640 11.2% 2,868 12.1% 3,176 13.4%
Barberton 25,849 4,175 16.2% 6,025 23.3% 7,538 29.2% 9,817 38.0% 10,337 40.0% 11,163 43.2%
Beavercreek 46,118 2,733 5.9% 3,588 7.8% 4,534 9.8% 5,082 11.0% 5583 12.1% 5,963 12.9%
Bowling Green 25,413 8,493 33.4% 10,092 39.7% 11,126 43.8% 12,061 47.5% 12,247 48.2% 13,066 51.4%
Brunswick 34,412 2,627 7.6% 3,224 9.4% 4,088 11.9% 5,196 15.1% 5,614 16.3% 6,427 18.7%
Canton* 68,779 21,672 31.5% 25,992 37.8% 30,022 43.6% 33,850 49.2% 35,986 52.3% 38,085 55.4%
Centerville (Montgomery Co.) 23,209 1,385 6.0% 2,097 9.0% 2,969 12.8% 3,554 15.3% 3,714 16.0% 3,983 17.2%
Chillicothe 20,945 3,886 18.6% 5,120 24.4% 6,228 29.7% 7,553 36.1% 7,873 37.6% 8,366 39.9%
Cincinnati* 288,868 78,685 27.2% 96,305 33.3% 112,626 39.0% 126,478 43.8% 131,156 45.4% 138,405 47.9%
Cleveland* 376,795 130,548 34.6% 160,186 42.5% 184,268 48.9% 205,150 54.4% 213,644 56.7% 225,349 59.8%
Cleveland Heights 43,910 7,739 17.6% 10,422 23.7% 12,481 28.4% 13,793 31.4% 14,249 32.5% 15,303 34.9%
Columbus* 843,325 171,834 20.4% 212,215 25.2% 251,798 29.9% 294,659 34.9% 311,487 36.9% 335,818 39.8%
Cuyahoga Falls 48,887 4,887 10.0% 7,191 14.7% 9,171 18.8% 11,057 22.6% 11,749 24.0% 13,527 27.7%
Dayton* 128,740 41,304 32.1% 50,169 39.0% 58,756 45.6% 67,404 52.4% 70,283 54.6% 74,228 57.7%
Delaware 37,006 3,325 9.0% 4528 12.2% 5417 14.6% 7,072 19.1% 7,824 21.1% 8,770 23.7%
Dublin 45,370 1,125 2.5% 1,421 3.1% 1,644 3.6% 2,007 4.4% 2,181 4.8% 2,628 5.8%
Elyria* 53,174 12,055 22.7% 14,542 27.3% 16,545 31.1% 18,976 35.7% 20,175 37.9% 21,770 40.9%
Euclid 46,909 10,325 22.0% 13,366 28.5% 16,169 34.5% 18,746 40.0% 19,589 41.8% 21,114 45.0%
Fairborn 32,530 6,887 21.2% 8,133 25.0% 9,575 29.4% 11,549 35.5% 12,052 37.0% 13,020 40.0%
Fairfield 42,001 3,126 7.4% 5,293 12.6% 6,757 16.1% 8,052 19.2% 9,276 22.1% 10,549 25.1%
Findlay 39,553 5560 14.1% 7,199 18.2% 8,649 21.9% 10,901 27.6% 11,794 29.8% 13,101 33.1%
Gahanna 34,781 1,752 5.0% 2,349 6.8% 3,162 9.1% 3,851 11.1% 4273 12.3% 5,000 14.4%
Garfield Heights 27,512 5,060 18.4% 6,074 22.1% 7,900 28.7% 9,692 35.2% 10,422 37.9% 11,615 42.2%
Green 25,520 2,797 11.0% 3,382 13.3% 3,967 15.5% 4,339 17.0% 4561 17.9% 5,227 20.5%
Grove City 39,748 2,613 6.6% 3,814 9.6% 4,890 12.3% 6,664 16.8% 7,011 17.6% 7,792 19.6%
Hamilton 60,504 11,726  19.4% 15,385 25.4% 18,853 31.2% 22,239 36.8% 23,850 39.4% 25,680 42.4%
Hilliard 35,451 1,567 4.4% 2,536 7.2% 3,214 9.1% 4201 11.9% 4272 12.1% 4,898 13.8%
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Table A7b: Ratio of Income to Poverty Level for Persons in Selected Ohio Areas, 2014-2018"

Area

Persons

for Whom
Poverty
Status Was
Determined

Ratio of Income to Poverty Level

Under 100%

Under 125%

Under 150%

Under 175%

Under 185%

Under 200%

Number Percent

Number Percent

Number Percent

Number Percent

Number Percent

Number Percent

Huber Heights
Hudson

Kent

Kettering
Lakewood
Lancaster
Lebanon
Lima*

Lorain
Mansfield*
Maple Heights
Marion
Marysville
Mason
Massillon*
Medina
Mentor*
Miamisburg
Middletown*
Newark

North Olmsted
North Ridgeville
North Royalton
Oregon
Oxford

Parma

Parma Heights
Perrysburg
Piqua
Portsmouth
Reynoldsburg
Riverside
Rocky River
Sandusky
Shaker Heights
Sidney

Solon

South Euclid
Springfield*
Stow
Strongsville
Toledo*
Trotwood

39,025
22,192
24,560
54,912
50,198
39,064
20,039
34,678
63,069
39,849
22,375
30,768
20,128
32,517
31,523
25,716
46,691
19,728
47,627
47,771
31,550
32,499
30,001
19,679
14,890
78,408
19,935
21,241
20,546
19,062
37,501
24,990
20,029
24,588
27,477
20,316
22,818
20,949
56,467
34,347
44,399
270,660
23,657

4,290 11.0%
534 2.4%
7,361 30.0%
6,207 11.3%
7,158 14.3%
7,555 19.3%
1,581 7.9%
9,181 26.5%
16,239 25.7%
9,351 23.5%
5,015 22.4%
6,314 20.5%

1,696 8.4%

772 2.4%
5396 17.1%
2,358 9.2%
2,213 4.7%

2,366 12.0%
12,119 25.4%
9,217 19.3%

2,588 8.2%
1,849 5.7%
1,474 4.9%
1,925 9.8%
7,034 47.2%
7,064 9.0%
1,881 9.4%

846 4.0%

2901 14.1%
6,579 34.5%

3,700 9.9%
3,784 15.1%

915 4.6%
5399 22.0%
2,447 8.9%
2971 14.6%
1,051 4.6%

3,345 16.0%
13,701 24.3%
1,740 5.1%
2,111 4.8%
69,322 25.6%
6,381 27.0%

6,292 16.1%
727 3.3%
8,787 35.8%
7,816 14.2%
9,509 18.9%
9,234 23.6%
2,496 12.5%
12,423 35.8%
20,265 32.1%
12,592 31.6%
6,065 27.1%
8,961 29.1%
2,453 12.2%
1,322 4.1%
6,800 21.6%
3,234 12.6%
2,966 6.4%
2,862 14.5%
14,547  30.5%
12,122 25.4%
3,681 11.7%
2,706 8.3%
2,061 6.9%
2,747 14.0%
7,433 49.9%
9,775  12.5%
2,830 14.2%
1,129 5.3%
4,374 21.3%
8,123 42.6%
5302 14.1%
5,140 20.6%
1,388 6.9%
7,565 30.8%
3,214 11.7%
4,392 21.6%
1,385 6.1%
3,718 17.7%
17,924 31.7%
2,315 6.7%
2,835 6.4%
87,303 32.3%
7,938 33.6%

72

7,674 19.7%
910 4.1%
9,841 40.1%
10,056 18.3%
11,531 23.0%
11,645 29.8%
3,660 18.3%
14,488 41.8%
24,614 39.0%
15,494 38.9%
7,442 33.3%
11,201 36.4%
3,534 17.6%
1,635 5.0%
8,510 27.0%
3,962 15.4%
4,211 9.0%
3,299 16.7%
17,268 36.3%
15,197 31.8%
4,503 14.3%
3,239 10.0%
2,664 8.9%
3,515 17.9%
7,808 52.4%
12,295 15.7%
3,978 20.0%
1,559 7.3%
5,688 27.7%
9,059 47.5%
6,805 18.1%
6,997 26.4%
1,650 8.2%
9,190 37.4%
3,673 13.4%
5,641 27.8%
1,567 6.9%
4,514 21.5%
21,746  38.5%
3,233 9.4%
3,610 8.1%

103,893 38.4%

9,423 39.8%

9,694 24.8%
1,058 4.8%
10,744 43.7%
12,390 22.6%
13,495 26.9%
14,457 37.0%
4,251 21.2%
16,556 47.7%
27,970 44.3%
17,690 44.4%
8,465 37.8%
13,317 43.3%
4,249 21.1%
2,266 7.0%
10,142 32.2%
5233 20.3%
5479 11.7%
4,197 21.3%
19,431 40.8%
17,693 37.0%
5958 18.9%
4,036 12.4%
3,438 11.5%
4,249 21.6%
8,665 58.2%
16,830 21.5%
4,899 24.6%
2,098 9.9%
7,246  35.3%
10,023 52.6%
8,110 21.6%
8,385 33.6%
2,537 12.7%
11,073 45.0%
4,457 16.2%
6,482 31.9%
1,900 8.3%
5441 26.0%
25,514 45.2%
4,029 11.7%
4,558 10.3%

118,288 43.7%

10,990 46.5%

10,465 26.8%
1,066 4.8%
11,300 46.0%
13,329 24.3%
14,605 29.1%
15,221 39.0%
4,592 22.9%
17,252  49.7%
29,197 46.3%
18,741 47.0%
8,935 39.9%
13,937 45.3%
4,423 22.0%
2,551 7.8%
11,154 35.4%
5540 21.5%
6,360 13.6%
4,601 23.3%
20,423 42.9%
19,351 40.5%
6,452 20.5%
4,579 14.1%
3,592 12.0%
4,661 23.7%
8,878 59.6%
18,462 23.5%
5,388 27.0%
2,444  11.5%
7,461 36.3%
10,347 54.3%
8,579 22.9%
9,098 36.4%
2,721 13.6%
11,503 46.8%
4,650 16.9%
6,960 34.3%
2,095 9.2%
5672 27.1%
26,998 47.8%
4,220 12.3%
5,142 11.6%

124,704 46.1%

11,333  47.9%

11,885 30.5%
1,311 5.9%
11,983 48.8%
14,784 26.9%
15,615 31.1%
16,318 41.8%
4,840 24.2%
18,038 52.0%
30,709 48.7%
19,972 50.1%
10,375 46.4%
15,142 49.2%
4,892 24.3%
2,912 9.0%
12,112 38.4%
6,139 23.9%
7,181 15.4%
5,028 25.5%
22,030 46.3%
20,774 43.5%
7,155 22.7%
5,363 16.5%
4,348 14.5%
5,348 27.2%
9,138 61.4%
20,749 26.5%
6,001 30.1%
2,785 13.1%
7,730 37.6%
11,076  58.1%
9,236 24.6%
9,536 38.2%
2,892 14.4%
12,148 49.4%
5145 18.7%
7,460 36.7%
2,240 9.8%
6,019 28.7%
29,512 52.3%
5,103 14.9%
5,603 12.6%

133,776  49.4%

11,994 50.7%
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Table A7b: Ratio of Income to Poverty Level for Persons in Selected Ohio Areas, 2014-2018"
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Area

Persons

for Whom
Poverty
Status Was
Determined

Ratio of Income to Poverty Level

Under 100%

Under 125%

Under 150%

Under 175%

Under 185%

Under 200%

Number Percent

Number Percent

Number Percent

Number Percent

Number Percent

Number Percent

Troy

Upper Arlington
Wadsworth
Warren*
Westerville
Westlake
Willoughby
Wooster
Xenia
Youngstown*
Zanesville

25,540
35,084
22,826
37,312
37,228
31,683
22,435
23,806
25,449
60,487
24,690

2,753 10.8%

984 2.8%
1,617 7.1%
13,268 35.6%
2,770 7.4%
1,633 5.2%
1,880 8.4%

3,819 16.0%
5272 20.7%
21,871 36.2%
7,234  29.3%

4,258 16.7%

1,241 3.5%
2,162 9.5%
15,818 42.4%
3,680 9.9%
2,077 6.6%

2,683 12.0%
4,805 20.2%
6,487 25.5%
26,779 44.3%
9,616 38.9%

5966 23.4%
1,524 4.3%
2902 12.7%
17,962 48.1%
4,528 12.2%
3,044 9.6%
3,453 15.4%
5929 24.9%
8,271 32.5%
31,195 51.6%
11,049 44.8%

7,642  29.9%
2,281 6.5%
3,682 16.1%
20,100 53.9%
5,303 14.2%
3,749 11.8%
4,146 18.5%
7,247 30.4%
9,861 38.7%
34,616 57.2%
12,714  51.5%

7,989 31.3%
2,390 6.8%
4,054 17.8%
20,662 55.4%
5681 15.3%
4,358 13.8%
4,621 20.6%
7,653 32.1%
10,220 40.2%
35,994 59.5%
13,058 52.9%

8,444 33.1%
2,909 8.3%
4,408 19.3%
22,215 59.5%
6,110 16.4%
4,894 15.4%
5,090 22.7%
8,681 36.5%
11,475 45.1%
37,932 62.7%
13,794  55.9%

Notes: * - A central or principal city of a metropolitan area; ” - Estimates are based on sample data collected from January 2014 through December 2018; income for the preceding
12 months, from which the ratio of income to the poverty level was derived, was adjusted for inflation and standardized on 2018.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census - ACS (2018c).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 3/20).
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Table A8a: Poverty in Ohio by Family Type and Work Experience for Selected Years
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18 (ACS)* 09 (ACS)* 99 (DC)*

All Families 2,924 244 2947,214 3,007,207
Householder Worked Full-Time, Year-Round 1,546,943 1,504,851 1,757,621
Number Poor 49,915 44,750 33,183
Percent Poor 3.2% 3.0% 1.9%
Householder Worked Less Than Full-Time, Year-Round 558,769 675,009 606,518
Number Poor 105,102 134,339 95,657
Percent Poor 18.8% 19.9% 15.8%
Householder Did Not Work 818,532 767,354 643,068
Number Poor 128,804 148,943 106,186
Percent Poor 15.7% 19.4% 16.5%
Married Couples 2,112,567 2,171,033 2,319,012
Householder Worked Full-Time, Year-Round 1,135,643 1,155,013 1,432,786
Number Poor 12,457 14,488 13,788
Percent Poor 1.1% 1.3% 1.0%
Spouse Worked Full-Time, Year-Round 656,955 583,899 633,663
Number Poor 1,430 761 879
Percent Poor 0.2% 0.1% 0.1%
Spouse Worked Less Than Full-Time, Year-Round 245,111 331,812 482,172
Number Poor 3,193 3,572 3,711
Percent Poor 1.3% 1.1% 0.8%
Spouse Did Not Work 233,577 239,302 316,951
Number Poor 7,834 10,155 9,198
Percent Poor 3.4% 4.2% 2.9%
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Table A8a: Poverty in Ohio by Family Type and Work Experience for Selected Years
18 (ACS)* 09 (ACS)* 99 (DC)*
Married Couples (continued)

Householder Worked Less Than Full-Time, Year-Round 370,217 458,020 415,954
Number Poor 19,631 30,346 23,451
Percent Poor 5.3% 6.6% 5.6%
Spouse Worked Full-Time, Year-Round 190,370 212,812 135,158

Number Poor 2,290 3,513 1,184
Percent Poor 1.2% 1.7% 0.9%
Spouse Worked Less Than Full-Time, Year-Round 82,518 129,660 155,834
Number Poor 6,176 11,704 9,185
Percent Poor 7.5% 9.0% 5.9%
Spouse Did Not Work 97,329 115,548 124,962
Number Poor 11,165 15,129 13,082
Percent Poor 11.5% 13.1% 10.5%

Householder Did Not Work 606,707 558,000 470,272
Number Poor 47,936 50,067 40,521
Percent Poor 7.9% 9.0% 8.6%
Spouse Worked Full-Time, Year-Round 151,287 137,341 71,197

Number Poor 5,023 7,057 2,120
Percent Poor 3.3% 5.1% 3.0%
Spouse Worked Less Than Full-Time, Year-Round 76,355 83,139 68,602
Number Poor 8,045 12,286 6,884
Percent Poor 10.5% 14.8% 10.0%
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Table A8a: Poverty in Ohio by Family Type and Work Experience for Selected Years
18 (ACS)* 09 (ACS)* 99 (DC)*
Married Couples/Householder Did Not Work (continued)

Spouse Did Not Work 379,065 337,520 330,473
Number Poor 34,868 30,724 31,517
Percent Poor 9.2% 9.1% 9.5%
Male Householder, No Wife Present 227,620 190,221 166,791
Householder Worked Full-Time, Year-Round 141,390 102,048 98,153
Number Poor 5,650 5,012 3,114
Percent Poor 4.0% 4.9% 3.2%
Householder Worked Less Than Full-Time, Year-Round 38,151 46,453 35,957
Number Poor 12,578 16,119 7,624
Percent Poor 33.0% 34.7% 21.2%
Householder Did Not Work 48,079 41,720 32,681
Number Poor 13,361 13,385 9,476
Percent Poor 27.8% 32.1% 29.0%
Female Householder, No Husband Present 584,057 585,960 521,404
Householder Worked Full-Time, Year-Round 269,910 247,790 226,682
Number Poor 31,808 25,250 16,281
Percent Poor 11.8% 10.2% 7.2%
Householder Worked Less Than Full-Time, Year-Round 150,401 170,536 154,607
Number Poor 72,893 87,874 64,582

Percent Poor 48.5% 51.5% 41.8%
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Table A8a: Poverty in Ohio by Family Type and Work Experience for Selected Years

'18 (ACS)* 09 (ACS)* 99 (DC)*

Female Householder, No Husband Present (continued)

Householder Did Not Work 163,746 167,634 140,115
Number Poor 67,507 85,491 56,189
Percent Poor 41.2% 51.0% 40.1%

Note: * - American Community Survey (ACS) estimates based on the 12 months of income prior to the month collected
in the listed year; decennial census (DC) estimates are for the calendar year.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census - ACS (2010, 2019); U.S. Bureau of the Census - DC (2002).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 3/20).
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Table A8b: Poverty in Ohio by Family Type and Work Experience for 2017-2018*
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18 ACSSF 18 PUMS PUMS-XRS PUMS-RS

All Families 2,924 244 2,930,967 1,988,524 942,443
Householder Worked Full-Time, Year-Round 1,546,943 1,558,371 1,397,508 160,863
Number Poor 49,915 50,754 50,237 517
Percent Poor 3.2% 3.3% 3.6% 0.3%
Householder Worked Less Than Full-Time, Year-Round 558,769 556,246 394,764 161,482
Number Poor 105,102 104,668 100,526 4,142
Percent Poor 18.8% 18.8% 25.5% 2.6%
Householder Did Not Work 818,532 816,350 196,252 620,098
Number Poor 128,804 130,986 82,505 48,481
Percent Poor 15.7% 16.0% 42.0% 7.8%
Married Couples 2,112,567 2,112,455 1,352,555 759,900
Householder Worked Full-Time, Year-Round 1,135,643 1,137,653 998,559 139,094
Number Poor 12,457 11,885 11,760 125
Percent Poor 1.1% 1.0% 1.2% 0.1%
Spouse Worked Full-Time, Year-Round 656,955 660,282 623,795 36,487
Number Poor 1,430 763 763 0
Percent Poor 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
Spouse Worked Less Than Full-Time, Year-Round 245,111 246,387 213,042 33,345
Number Poor 3,193 2,779 2,654 125
Percent Poor 1.3% 1.1% 1.2% 0.4%
Spouse Did Not Work 233,577 230,984 161,722 69,262
Number Poor 7,834 8,343 8,343 0
Percent Poor 3.4% 3.6% 5.2% 0.0%
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Table A8b: Poverty in Ohio by Family Type and Work Experience for 2017-2018*

18 ACSSF "18 PUMS PUMS-XRS PUMS-RS

Married Couples (continued)

Householder Worked Less Than Full-Time, Year-Round 370,217 371,065 235,327 135,738
Number Poor 19,631 19,887 18,028 1,859
Percent Poor 5.3% 5.4% 7.7% 1.4%
Spouse Worked Full-Time, Year-Round 190,370 189,533 161,811 27,722

Number Poor 2,290 2,019 2,019 0
Percent Poor 1.2% 1.1% 1.2% 0.0%
Spouse Worked Less Than Full-Time, Year-Round 82,518 82,327 46,586 35,741
Number Poor 6,176 6,617 6,465 152
Percent Poor 7.5% 8.0% 13.9% 0.4%
Spouse Did Not Work 97,329 99,205 26,930 72,275
Number Poor 11,165 11,251 9,544 1,707
Percent Poor 11.5% 11.3% 35.4% 2.4%

Householder Did Not Work 606,707 603,737 118,669 485,068
Number Poor 47,936 49,998 23,004 26,994
Percent Poor 7.9% 8.3% 19.4% 5.6%
Spouse Worked Full-Time, Year-Round 151,287 148,370 85,293 63,077

Number Poor 5,023 4,915 4,326 589
Percent Poor 3.3% 3.3% 5.1% 0.9%
Spouse Worked Less Than Full-Time, Year-Round 76,355 76,113 14,973 61,140
Number Poor 8,045 8,692 6,082 2,610
Percent Poor 10.5% 11.4% 40.6% 4.3%
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Table A8b: Poverty in Ohio by Family Type and Work Experience for 2017-2018*

18 ACSSF "18 PUMS PUMS-XRS PUMS-RS

Married Couples/Householder Did Not Work (continued)

Spouse Did Not Work 379,065 379,254 18,403 360,851
Number Poor 34,868 36,391 12,596 23,795
Percent Poor 9.2% 9.6% 68.4% 6.6%
Male Householder, No Wife Present 227,620 231,899 183,923 47,976
Householder Worked Full-Time, Year-Round 141,390 141,935 136,032 5,903
Number Poor 5,650 6,352 5,983 369
Percent Poor 4.0% 4.5% 4.4% 6.3%
Householder Worked Less Than Full-Time, Year-Round 38,151 38,195 33,642 4 553
Number Poor 12,578 12,694 12,639 55
Percent Poor 33.0% 33.2% 37.6% 1.2%
Householder Did Not Work 48,079 51,769 14,249 37,520
Number Poor 13,361 13,858 8,607 5,251
Percent Poor 27.8% 26.8% 60.4% 14.0%
Female Householder, No Husband Present 584,057 586,613 452.046 134,567
Householder Worked Full-Time, Year-Round 269,910 278,783 262,917 15,866
Number Poor 31,808 32,517 32,494 23
Percent Poor 11.8% 11.7% 12.4% 0.1%
Householder Worked Less Than Full-Time, Year-Round 150,401 146,986 125,795 21,191
Number Poor 72,893 72,087 69,859 2,228

Percent Poor 48.5% 49.0% 55.5% 10.5%
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Table A8b: Poverty in Ohio by Family Type and Work Experience for 2017-2018*

18 ACSSF "18 PUMS PUMS-XRS PUMS-RS

Female Householder, No Husband Present (continued)

Householder Did Not Work 163,746 160,844 63,334 97,510
Number Poor 67,507 67,130 50,894 16,236
Percent Poor 41.2% 41.7% 80.4% 16.7%

Notes: * - ""18 ASCSF" is a repeat of the first data column in table A8a - table B17016 from the 2018 American Com-
munity Survey Summary Files; ""18 PUMS" conceptually matches ""18 ACSSF," but is drawn from the 2018
ACS Public Use Microdata Sample; "PUMS-XRS" is a subset of ""18 PUMS" eXcluding families with either Re-
tirement or Social security income; "PUMS-RS" estimates families with either Retirement or Social security in-
come; figures are obtained by subtracting "PUMS-XRS" from ""18 PUMS."

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census - ACS (2019, 2019b).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 3/20).
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Table A9: Poverty in Ohio by Household Type and Presence of Related Children for Selected Years
2018 (ACS)* 2009 (ACS)* 1999 (DC)*
Poor Poor Poor

Household Type Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent
All Households” 4,685,447 643,024 13.7% 4,526,404 666,492 14.7% 4,446,621 474,607 10.7%
All Families 2,924,244 283,821 9.7% 2,947,214 328,032 11.1% 3,007,207 235,026 7.8%
with Related Children 1,320,810 219,727 16.6% 1,413,842 264,004 18.7% 1,528,839 185,813 12.2%
No Related Children 1,603,434 64,094 4.0% 1,533,372 64,028 4.2% 1,478,368 49,213 3.3%
Married Couples 2,112,567 80,024 3.8% 2,171,033 94,901 4.4% 2,319,012 77,760 3.4%
with Related Children 806,954 41,855 5.2% 903,105 62,125 6.9% 1,070,155 45,556 4.3%
No Related Children 1,305,613 38,169 29% 1,267,928 32,776 2.6% 1,248,857 32,204 2.6%
Male Head, No Wife Present 227,620 31,589 13.9% 190,221 34,516 18.1% 166,791 20,214 12.1%
with Related Children 131,313 24,549 18.7% 112,093 28,237 25.2% 99,938 16,044 16.1%
No Related Children 96,307 7,040 7.3% 78,128 6,279 8.0% 66,853 4,170 6.2%
Female Head, No Husband Present 584,057 172,208 29.5% 585,960 198,615 33.9% 521,404 137,052 26.3%
with Related Children 382,543 153,323 40.1% 398,644 173,642 43.6% 358,746 124,213 34.6%
No Related Children 201,514 18,885 9.4% 187,316 24,973 13.3% 162,658 12,839 7.9%
Non-family Households” 1,761,203 359,203 20.4% 1,579,190 338,460 21.4% 1,439,414 239,581 16.6%

Notes: * - American Community Survey (ACS) estimates are based on data collected from January of the prior year through November of the year listed,;
decennial census (DC) estimates are for the calendar year.
A - Poverty status for non-family households is the poverty status of the householder, and not necessarily that of any others in the household.

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census - ACS (2010, 2019); U.S. Bureau of the Census - DC (2002).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 3/20).
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2018 (ACS)* 2009 (ACS)* 1999 (DC)*
Recip- Recip- Recip-
Total ients  Percent Total ients  Percent Total ients  Percent
Total 2,930,967| 218,693 75% 2,961,051 223,284 7.5%  3,005,957| 196,887 6.5%

Families Above Poverty Level 2,644,559| 153,028 58%  2,613,485| 137,632 53%  2,771,290| 127,875 4.6%

Poor Families 286,408| 65,665 22.9% 347,566| 85,652 24.6% 234,667 69,012 29.4%

Married Couple Subtotal 2,112,455| 102,124 48% 2,171,081 97,247 45% 2,316,984 92,382 4.0%
Married Couples Above Poverty 2,030,685| 87,466 43% 2,066,021 76,005 3.7%  2,238,711| 76,703 3.4%
Poor Married Couples 81,770 14,658 17.9% 105,060 21,242 20.2% 78,273| 15,679 20.0%

Male Head, No Wife Present Subtotal 231,899| 22,864 9.9% 198,698 22,295 11.2% 163,419 12,833 7.9%
Male Head, No Wife Present, Above Poverty 198,995| 15,131 7.6% 162,804 14,231 8.7% 143,865 8,810 6.1%
Poor Male Head, No Wife Present 32,904 7,733 23.5% 35,894 8,064 22.5% 19,554 4,023 20.6%

Female Head, No Husband Present Subtotal 586,613| 93,705 16.0% 591,272| 103,742 17.5% 525,554 91,672 17.4%
Female Head, No Husband Present, Above Poverty 414,879 50,431 12.2% 384,660 47,396 12.3% 388,714 42,362 10.9%
Poor Female Head, No Husband Present 171,734 43,274 25.2% 206,612| 56,346 27.3% 136,840| 49,310 36.0%

Counts and Distributions Among the Small Percentage of Ohio

Families Receiving Cash Public Assistance:

Total Recipients 218,693| 100.0% 223,284 100.0% 196,887 100.0%
Families Above Poverty Level 153,028 70.0% 137,632 61.6% 127,875 64.9%
Poor Families 65,665 30.0% 85,652 38.4% 69,012 35.1%

Married Couples Above Poverty 87,466 40.0% 76,005 34.0% 76,703 39.0%
Poor Married Couples 14,658 6.7% 21,242 9.5% 15,679 8.0%
Male Head, No Wife Present, Above Poverty 15,131 6.9% 14,231 6.4% 8,810 4.5%
Poor Male Head, No Wife Present 7,733 3.5% 8,064 3.6% 4,023 2.0%
Female Head, No Husband Present, Above Poverty 50,431 23.1% 47,396 21.2% 42,362 21.5%
Poor Female Head, No Husband Present 43,274 19.8% 56,346 25.2% 49,310 25.0%

Note: * - American Community Survey (ACS) estimates are based on 12 months of income prior to the month collected in the listed year; decennial census (DC) estimates

are for the calendar year; cash public assistance includes supplemental security income and excludes non-cash assistance.

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census - ACS (2010b, 2019b); U.S. Bureau of the Census - DC (2003).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 3/20).
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Status 2018 (ACS)* 2009 (ACS)* 1999 (DC)*
Persons Age 25 Years and Older for Whom Total Number 7,874,759 7,580,659 7,251,494
Poverty Status Is Determined Number Poor 875,662 868,970 576,622
Percent Poor 11.1% 11.5% 8.0%

Not a High School Graduate Total Number 709,388 903,135 1,199,702
Number Poor 201,239 238,427 225,531

Percent Poor 28.4% 26.4% 18.8%

High School Graduate or GED Total Number 2,557,850 2,663,416 2,622,343
Number Poor 345,510 335,394 205,676

Percent Poor 13.5% 12.6% 7.8%

Some College or Associate's Degree Total Number 2,296,016 2,158,168 1,887,319
Number Poor 239,443 224,934 103,481

Percent Poor 10.4% 10.4% 5.5%

Bachelor's Degree and/or Post Graduate Work Total Number 2,311,505 1,855,940 1,542,130
Number Poor 89,470 70,215 41,934

Percent Poor 3.9% 3.8% 2.7%

Note: * - American Community Survey (ACS) data actually cover January of the prior year through November of the listed year;

Decennial Census (DC) data are for the calendar year.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau - ACS (2010, 2019); U.S. Census Bureau - DC (2003).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 3/20).
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Table Al2a: Poverty in Ohio by Age Group for Selected Years

2018 (ACS)* 2009 (ACS)* 1999 (DC)*
Poor Poor Poor
Age Group All Number Percent All Number Percent All Number Percent
All Ages 11,362,304 1,578,673 13.9% 11,225,133 1,709,971 15.2% 11,046,987 1,170,698 10.6%
0-4 678,936 152,478 22.5% 727,864 195,089 26.8% 741,303 128,266 17.3%
5 131,477 28,359 21.6% 139,332 33,038 23.7% 152,275 24,107 15.8%
6-11 836,555 168,029 20.1% 875,568 190,708 21.8% 979,410 144,635 14.8%
12-17 893,302 146,750 16.4% 930,963 165,475 17.8% 965,350 111,677 11.6%
18-24 947,275 207,395 21.9% 970,747 256,691 26.4% 949,809 185,119 19.5%
25-34 1,503,781 221,745 14.7% 1,444,535 246,096 17.0% 1,488,244 150,317 10.1%
35-44 1,375,574 157,923 11.5% 1,509,282 186,131 12.3% 1,800,163 138,657 7.7%
45-54 1,471,246 154,832 10.5% 1,733,379 182,871 10.5% 1,548,046 94,275 6.1%
55-64 1,595,394 174,827 11.0% 1,373,943 126,571 9.2% 1,000,322 77,903 7.8%
65+ 1,928,764 166,335 8.6% 1,519,520 127,301 8.4% 1,422,065 115,742 8.1%
65-74 1,134,833 92,749 8.2% 817,372 60,719 7.4% 783,511 54,571 7.0%
75 & Over 793,931 73,586 9.3% 702,148 66,582 9.5% 638,554 61,171 9.6%

65+ (PUMS): 1,918,528 163,920 8.5% with social security and retirement income;

1,918,528 838,909 43.7% with social security but no retirement income;

1,918,528 1,035,961 54.0% with retirement income but no social security;

1,918,528 1,184,108 61.7% with neither social security nor retirement income.

Note: * - 2009 and 2018 American Community Survey (ACS) estimates - whether from the summary files or the public use micro-
data sample (PUMS) - are based on data collected from January of the prior year through November of the year listed;
decennial census (DC) estimates are for the calendar year.

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census - ACS (2010, 2019, 2019b); U.S. Bureau of the Census - DC (2002).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 3/20).
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Table A12b: Individual and Family Characteristics of Ohioans by Age Group, 2018
Persons for Whom Poverty Status Was Determined
Work in Previous 12 Months* Enrolled in Primary Families
Educational With At Least
Part-Time Married Organization One Related Child
and/or Full-Time Median
Age Group” None Part-Year Full-Year Income* No Yes No Yes No Yes
18-24 17.7% 51.7% 30.7% $10,131 93.0% 7.0% 55.2% 44.8% 29.9% 70.1%
25-34 12.6% 25.8% 61.6% $30,393 61.2% 38.8% 89.9% 10.1% 21.9% 78.1%
35-44 14.2% 21.2% 64.7% $36,471 41.1% 58.9% 95.6% 4.4% 15.7% 84.3%
45-54 16.4% 18.3% 65.3% $40,524 37.9% 62.1% 97.4% 2.6% 47.7% 52.3%
55-64 31.2% 18.9% 49.9% $34,800 37.8% 62.2% 98.7% 1.3% 84.5% 15.5%
65+ 78.5% 13.1% 8.4% $24,112 43.4% 56.6% 99.3% 0.7% 93.2% 6.8%

Notes: * - "Full-Time Full-Year" is at least 50 weeks with usual hours per week 35 or more; "None" is 0 weeks of work;
"Part-Time and/or Part-Year" is everyone else; "median income" - half above and half below that amount regardless of
the amount of "Work in Previous 12 months.

A -"Age Group" covers all individuals except for "Primary Families," in which case is refers to the householder for primary
families; unrelated subfamilies living with a non-family householder are excluded.
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (2019b).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 4/20).

86



Table Al2c: Poverty in Ohio by Age, Sex and Majority/Minority Status, 2017-2018

RBF-4

Page 91 of 100

Age Group
Categories All Ages 0-5 6-11 12-14 15-17 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75+
All Persons for Whom Poverty Status Was Determined
Males Total 5,651,151 409,753 427,117 231,682 229,501 484,882 745,800 676,765 721,684 769,661 529,930 324,376
Poor 701,321 89,177 85,557 40,341 35,393 96,156 81,094 61,998 68,471 81,708 37,886 23,540
Pct. Poor 12.6% 21.8% 20.0% 17.4% 15.4% 19.8% 10.9% 9.2% 9.5% 10.6% 7.1% 7.3%
Females Total 5,811,153 400,660 409,438 211,449 220,670 462,393 757,981 698,809 749,562 825,733 604,903 469,555
Poor 877,352 91,660 82,472 35,000 36,016 111,239 140,651 05,925 86,361 03,119 54,863 50,046
Pct. Poor 15.1% 22.9% 20.1% 16.6% 16.3% 24.1% 18.6% 13.7% 11.5% 11.3% 9.1% 10.7%
Non-Hispanic Whites (Majority)
Males Total 4,393,023 289,118 302,067 163,445 171,058 356,889 570,345 531,203 593,232 657,335 467,863 290,468
Poor 431,188 43,620 46,297 19,019 19,115 60,960 52,783 38,515 48,476 55,613 27,587 19,203
Pct. Poor 9.8% 15.1% 15.3% 11.6% 11.2% 17.1% 9.3% 7.3% 8.2% 8.5% 5.9% 6.6%
Females Total 4 558,909 278,263 286,038 155,406 160,868 337,695 566,366 540,434 606,892 694,917 519,149 412,881
Poor 535,608 44 884 36,811 19,314 17,199 69,472 83,503 61,620 57,678 64,522 39,263 41,342
Pct. Poor 11.7% 16.1% 12.9% 12.4% 10.7% 20.6% 14.7% 11.4% 9.5% 9.3% 7.6% 10.0%
Minorities*
Males Total 1,158,128 120,635 125,050 68,237 58,443 127,993 175,455 145,562 128,452 112,326 62,067 33,908
Poor 270,133 45 557 39,260 21,322 16,278 35,196 28,311 23,483 19,995 26,095 10,299 4,337
Pct. Poor 23.3% 37.8% 31.4% 31.2% 27.9% 27.5% 16.1% 16.1% 15.6% 23.2% 16.6% 12.8%
Females Total 1,252,244 122,397 123,400 56,043 59,802 124,698 191,615 158,375 142,670 130,816 85,754 56,674
Poor 341,744 46,776 45,661 15,686 18,817 41,767 57,148 34,305 28,683 28,597 15,600 8,704
Pct. Poor 27.3% 38.2% 37.0% 28.0% 31.5% 33.5% 29.8% 21.7% 20.1% 21.9% 18.2% 15.4%

Note: * - Estimated numbers derived by subtracting "Non-Hispanic Whites (Majority)" from "All Persons for Whom Poverty Status Was Determined."

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census - ACS (2019).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 3/20).
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Table Al3a: Poverty in Ohio by Race and Hispanic Status for Selected Years

Persons for Whom Poverty Status
Was Determined, 2018 ACS*

Persons for Whom Poverty Status
Was Determined, 2009 ACS*

Persons for Whom Poverty
Status Was Determined, 1999*

Poor Poor Poor
Race/Hispanic Status Totals Number Percent Totals Number Percent Totals Number Percent
Total 11,362,304 1,578,673 13.9% 11,225,133 1,709,971 15.2% 11,046,987 1,170,698 10.6%
Only One Race Claimed:
White 9,230,771 1,028,308 11.1% 9,455,790 1,171,222 12.4% 9,407,672 766,827 8.2%
Black 1,384,012 397,619 28.7% 1,301,667 431,791 33.2% 1,227,364 325,857 26.5%
Asian/Pacific Islander”® 266,245 32,506 12.2% 176,853 20,027 11.3% 131,912 17,022 12.9%
American Indian/Alaskan Native 24,858 6,282 25.3% 19,361 5,864 30.3% 25,769 5,678 22.0%
Others 109,857 28,554 26.0% 74,401 24,121 32.4% 86,596 19,640 22.7%
Bi- or Multi-racial Claimed 346,561 85,404 24.6% 197,061 56,946 28.9% 167,674 35,674 21.3%
Hispanics™ 441,653 104,992 23.8% 313,206 94,871 30.3% 207,134 42,104 20.3%
White 278,839 61,512 22.1% 213,795 61,908 29.0% 100,618 17,067 17.0%
All Other Races 162,814 43,480 26.7% 99,411 32,963 33.2% 106,516 25,037 23.5%
White, Not Hispanic (Majority) 8,951,932 966,796 10.8% 9,241,995 1,109,314 12.0% 9,307,054 749,760 8.1%
All Minorities Combined 2,410,372 611,877 25.4% 1,983,138 600,657 30.3% 1,739,933 420,938 24.2%

Notes: * - American Community Survey (ACS) data cover January of the prior year through November of the listed year; 1999 data are from the

2000 decennial census; ~ - numbers calculated by subtraction for 2009 and 2018; ~ - Hispanics may be of any race.

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census - ACS (2010, 2019); U.S. Bureau of the Census - DC (2002).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 3/20).
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Table A13b: Number and Percent of Poor by Majority/Minority Status and Area Type, 2017-2018

Non-Hispanic Whites (Majority)

Minorities Subtotals

Page 93 of 100

Persons Persons Persons
for Whom Poor for Whom Poor for Whom Poor
Status Was Status Was Status Was
Area - Component Summary Determined Number Percent| Determined Number Percent] Determined Number Percent
Comparative Poverty Rates:
Ohio 11,362,304 1,578,673 13.9% 8,951,932 966,796 10.8% 2,410,372 611,877 25.4%
All Urban Areas 8,846,957 1,338,964 15.1% 6,549,930 744,132 11.4% 2,297,027 594,832 25.9%
All in Central or Principal Cities 2,554,936 629,892 24.7% 1,352,159 238,241 17.6% 1,202,777 391,651 32.6%
Other Urban Areas* 6,292,021 709,072 11.3% 5,197,771 505,891 9.7% 1,094,250 203,181 18.6%
Rural 2,515,347 239,709 9.5% 2,402,002 222,664 9.3% 113,345 17,045 15.0%
Percentage Distributions of
the Populations:
Ohio 100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
All Urban Areas 77.9% 84.8% 73.2% 77.0% 95.3% 97.2%
All'in Central or Principal Cities 22.5% 39.9% 15.1% 24.6% 49.9% 64.0%
Other Urban Areas* 55.4% 44.9% 58.1% 52.3% 45.4% 33.2%
Rural 22.1% 15.2% 26.8% 23.0% 4.7% 2.8%

Note: * - Estimated counts obtained by subtracting "All in Central or Principal Cities" from "All Urban Areas."
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census - ACS (2019).

Prepared by: Office of Research, Ohio Development Services Agency. Telephone 614/466-2116 (DL, 4/20).
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NOTES

1

Poverty status is determined for all people except those in institutions, military group quarters or college dormitor-
ies, and unrelated individuals under 15 years old (children who are not related family members — typically foster
children). The 2018 American Community Survey (ACS) data were collected throughout 2018, and income data,
from which poverty statistics are derived, refer to the 12 months prior to the month in which the survey was com-
pleted. Consequently, the time period covered by the Survey for income and poverty extends from January 2017
through November 2018; hence the use of hyphenated years. Release of datasets with 2018 ACS results began in
the last quarter of 2019.

Numbers and percentages throughout the report frequently are rounded to avoid the impression of greater preci-
sion than warranted. Following the procedure recommended by the U.S. Bureau of the Census — Other (2002), all
of the estimates for Ohio based on the Current Population Survey (CPS) data are three-year moving averages (see
Appendix Tables A1 and A2 in particular). That means the estimates of poor in Ohio for any non-decennial census
year are based not only on the Survey for that year, but on the data covering the preceding and following years as
well. For example, the estimates for 1990 are based on data gathered for the years 1989 (from the decennial cen-
sus) through 1991, and the estimates for 1991 are based on data gathered for the years 1990 through 1992. This
procedure produces more reliable estimates — particularly percentages — because the sample sizes are larger. It
also reduces the erratic changes seen when only one year of data is used. However, what is gained in reliability is
lost in specificity; a three-year moving average for 1991, for example, refers to a three-year period centered on
1991. It should also be noted the CPS covers a slightly different universe than the decennial census and the ACS:
CPS counts college students in dorms as parts of their families of orientation, and therefore as persons for whom
poverty status is determined. This and the much larger sample sizes are why the ACS figures are preferred after
2000. There is nothing that can be done to change this and its reduction of comparability with estimates from other
Census Bureau programs. Fortunately, the effect is small.

This assumption is not always correct. Even when it is, unrelated persons sharing a housing unit (e.g., roommates)
may split expenses such as utilities and rent, permitting more of their income(s) to be devoted to food and avoiding
inadequate nutrition, which is at the core of the definition of poverty (see the Appendices section on Defining and
Measuring Poverty for further discussion).

The five-year dataset is the most recent covering areas of all sizes. The estimates are averages for the period, an-
alogous to long-exposure photos, as opposed to the 2000 Census “snap shot” seen elsewhere.
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The high poverty rate in Athens County is partially explained by the large portion of the population comprised of
students living off-campus. Students often rely on various combinations of familial support, irregular gifts, savings,
loans, grants and scholarships — which may or may not count as income — to meet expenses.

Significant changes from 2007-11 in some larger counties rely on the greater confidence provided by larger sample
sizes, in turn producing more reliable estimates; but changes — or lack thereof — also may be due to random sam-
pling variability.

Model based estimates are based on mathematical formulas, incorporating data from the most recent surveys.
Such estimates are highly reliable for large areas like states and the nation, but are much less so for small sub-
state areas. The reader should be cautious with the SAIPE percentages and numbers in tables A5a and A5b. The
narrow ranges for 2003-2004 may reflect a greater reliance on the Current Population Survey data, a labor force
survey whose state-level data are more-or-less reliable, while ranges after 2004 probably include county-level data
from the American Community Surveys, which are more representative of the general population and also are
much larger and more reliable samples.

Several things need to be remembered when comparing the 2000 census data with American Community Survey
data. First, metropolitan areas often were redefined as a result of the 2000 census, which means specific geo-
graphic areas may not be exactly the same. (This is certainly true for the summary figures.) The same may be
true of the urban/rural dichotomy and one or more places listed in the Appendix Tables. Second, the validity of
testing for significant changes in poverty rates is questionable to the extent that the geographic areas differ — but
this is seldom a big problem. Finally, the urban/rural and metropolitan/non-metropolitan dichotomies are not
identical because urban places and rural areas are located in both metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas.

Similar to Athens County, the cities of Athens, Bowling Green, Kent and Oxford are small college towns in which
off-campus students comprise relatively large portions of the populations. Off-campus students not living with their
families of orientation frequently qualify as poor because some money they may receive is not counted as income
by the Census Bureau, driving the communities’ person poverty rates to higher levels. In this circumstance, a
place’s family poverty rate may be a more useful measure of the extent of poverty because students are less likely
to be married. Indeed, the family poverty rates of Bowling Green and Oxford — 10.3 and 10.8 percent, respectively
— are closer to the state’s family poverty rate of 10.4 percent than are the corresponding poverty rates for persons;
family poverty rates for Athens and Kent were 17.5 and 21.0 percent, which still were far lower than their persons’
poverty rates of 48.2 and 30.0 percent (U.S. Bureau of the Census — ACS, 2019c).
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More extensive ratio-of-income-to-poverty-level categories for persons and families are found in other tables from
the American Community Survey summary files. However, such categories are few for households. (There are
two types of households: families and non-family households; families are the more common type.) It also is pos-
sible to calculate other ratios of income to poverty level for customized research using the Public Use Microdata
Samples (PUMS): Ratio = Income / Poverty Threshold. As noted elsewhere, the poor have a ratio value less than
1.00; those at or above 1.00 are not poor.

Among those working at least 35 hours per week and 50 weeks in the preceding 12 months (i.e., full-time/year-
round), women in every age group from under 20 to 70-plus generally earn less money than men in the same age
group (U.S. Bureau of the Census — ACS, 2019b); reasons why are beyond the scope of this report.

Employment rates are about seven to 12 percent higher (U.S. Bureau of the Census — ACS, 2019c: table B23003).

For people working at least 35 hours per week and 50 weeks in the preceding year, median earnings (wage and
salary plus self-employment income) reach a plateau no later than their 40s and remain there through the first half
of their 60s; mean earnings (the arithmetic averages) exceed medians (which divide distributions in half) by at least
20 percent beginning in people’s 30s (U.S. Bureau of the Census — ACS, 2019b).

These data points may be artifacts of the Census Bureau’s methodology. Members of family households are as-
sumed to share the income of all members, while members of non-family households are not. Consequently, the
poverty rate of non-family households is really the poverty rate of the householder, regardless of how many other
people may live in the household and what their incomes may be. As mentioned earlier, unrelated people may
have roommates to reduce housing-related expenses, thereby leaving larger portions of their incomes for food,
other expenditures and/or savings. See the section on Alternative Measures of Poverty in the Appendices for the
impact changing this assumption has on the risk of poverty.

Cash public assistance (CPA) includes payments received from various programs such as aid to families with de-
pendent children (AFDC), temporary assistance to needy families (TANF) and general assistance (GA). It also
includes supplemental security income (SSI) payments made to low income persons who are at least 65 years old,
blind or otherwise disabled. Payments received for medical care are excluded (U.S. Bureau of the Census — DC,
1992).

Race and Hispanic status are based on self-identification. “Hispanic” is an ethnic status, and Hispanics may be of
any race. Bi- and multi-racial categories were used for the first time in the 2000 Census. While only a small per-
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centage of people identify themselves as such, the addition of this category means that the racial categories of
2000 and later are not entirely comparable with those of previous censuses. Similarly, data on Hispanics may not
be entirely comparable over time due to slight differences in the ways the questions were asked during different
censuses (U.S. Bureau of the Census — DC, 2002: Appendix B).

American Indian and Alaskan Native poverty rates are similar to Other rates; they are combined for ease of pre-
sentation in the graph but shown separately in Appendix Table Al3a. Asian/Pacific Islander figures often are
shown separately in national statistics, but are combined here because reliable figures solely for Pacific Islanders
in Ohio are not available.

The householder is the person in whose name the occupied housing unit is owned or rented. Persons related to
one another by birth, marriage or adoption — but living with a householder to whom they are not related — comprise
(specifically) an unrelated subfamily. Separate poverty status calculations are made for each for official poverty
statistics (U.S. Bureau of the Census — DC, 1992), but an alternative measure of poverty would not. See the Al-
ternative Measures of Poverty section and Fox (2019) for the impact of this change on poverty rates.

Thresholds for prior years are available at the Census Bureau’s website. The current poverty guidelines used for
program eligibility determination are available at the U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services’ website.

This definition of income has much in common with those used by the Internal Revenue Service and the Bureau of
Economic Analysis, but it is not identical with the definitions used by the latter two. Consequently, area statistics
produced by the latter may strongly correlate with poverty statistics, but do not substitute for them.

Ohio’s lower supplemental poverty rate is consistent with U.S. BEA (2020) data showing Ohio’s 2008-2017 per

capita personal income rising from below to above the U.S. average (with recovery from the 2008-2009 recession)
after adjusting inflation and regional price differences.
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Ohio Association of Community Action Agencies

Philip E. Cole, ].D., Executive Director

Kathryn A. Clausen, Communications Director
Josh Summer, Development Director

140 E. Town St., Suite 1150

Columbus, OH 43215

phone: 614-224-8500 fax: 614-224-2587
WWW.0acaa.org

The Ohio Association of Community Action Agencies (OACAA) exists to support, unify,
and strengthen the Community Action Network in Ohio. Serving the needs of low-income
families and individuals, Ohio’s forty-eight Community Action Agencies provide resources
and opportunities to alleviate poverty and help all Ohioans become fully self-sufficient.

Each independent nonprofit agency is locally controlled and provides services unique to their
communities so that low-income households can overcome their unique barriers. Agencies
take a holistic approach to not only assist with the emergency needs of today but to build

a foundation for long-term success tomorrow. Our network employs 6,500 people who
administer over $488 million and serve nearly 600,000 Ohioans annually.

Our 55-year history of helping people and changing lives not only seeks solutions
to strengthen families but also communities.

Strategic Research Group

Tina Kassebaum, Ph.D., Project Director
Darby Schaaf, Senior Research Associate
Jennifer Kangas, Research Associate

995 Goodale Blvd.

Columbus, OH 43212

phone: 614-220-8860
www.strategicresearchgroup.com

Strategic Research Group (SRG) is a small, women-owned private research and consulting firm
located in Columbus, Ohio that offers a full array of research services to clients seeking data
for informed decision making. SRG was founded to offer high-quality research services based
on scientific principles to clients seeking information from their customers, constituents,

or employees. SRG provides data collection, analysis, evaluation, and consultative services to

a variety of clients representing a broad spectrum of interests including government entities,
non-profit organizations, and private interests.

Zidar Design
John Zidar, Creative Director

phone: 614-679-4770
www.johnzidar.com

John Zidar is a Columbus based creative with a focus in advertising. At the core of his work

is a strong belief in the power of storytelling and human connection, and their importance to
the success of a brand. These values are brought to life via his constant exploration of design,
typography, illustration and writing, both in development of his paid work, as well as his
individual passion projects.
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OHIO UNEMPLOYMENT

Total Unemployment Claims For The First 16 Weeks Of Each Year

1,051,354

117,318

Source: Unemployment Insurance Claims, Ohio Department of Job and Family Services

LETTER FROM THE

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Before the COVID-19 pandemic, over 1.6 million Ohioans were living in poverty—enough to fill every

major sports stadium and arena in our state over four times! But what some people thought was a static issue
affecting specific types of people, is actually a fluid and ever-changing set of challenges in which anyone can
find themselves. As of mid-April, more unemployment claims had been filed than in the previous two years
combined. And, with nearly half of all Ohioans being just three months away from poverty before the pandemic
due to the lack of liquidable assets, more and more of our neighbors are experiencing episodic poverty.

Episodic poverty is a temporary point in time when a person or household falls below the poverty line. Before
the pandemic, six out of every twenty people were impacted each year due to factors outside of their control.
Factors such as illness, an unexpected home repair, loss of hourly wages, or even transportation issues can lead
a family into a downward spiral that is much more difficult to recover from when they do not have assets on
which they can fallback.

One’s ability to overcome economic barriers comes with access to resources and opportunities. The CARES Act
has provided many of those resources to help America recover from the impacts of the coronavirus, though
stimulus resources are temporary. Each day low-income Ohioans are faced with challenges that create barriers
to reaching their fullest potential. That is why the Community Action network’s mission is to continually assess
communities, provide needed resources and opportunities, and walk alongside our neighbors on their paths
towards self-sufficiency and self-reliance. Whether our support is needed short-term or over more time, our
members are serving every Ohio county to lift up and strengthen our communities.

The State of Poverty in Ohio Report annually reviews factors impacting low-income Ohioans to bring current
and evolving concerns to light using data and facts. We believe that by bringing attention to statewide issues,
together with our community, policymakers, and partners, we can make a positive impact and advancements
towards recovery and prosperity. Though we can’t highlight every factor that impacts families, and we are still
collecting data in response to COVID-19, the prevalent and important issues highlighted throughout this report
are barriers that must be addressed.

The data in this report comes from various reliable sources though the primary source is from the U.S. Census.
This year, the decennial Census occurs which will collect data from every person in America. For the next ten
years, the information collected will be a vital component of this and other reports. If you have not done so
already, I encourage every Ohioan to complete the Census.

It is easy, safe, and important.

Today, Americans are faced with challenges we've never before
seen in our lifetimes—the effects of which will have a greater
impact on low- and moderate-income Ohioans. As we work
together to overcome these challenges, Community Action will
continue to be a strong, local force opening opportunities and
resources to help people, changes lives, and strengthen commu-
nities.

Sincerely,

v

Philip E. Cole

Executive Director
Ohio Association of Community Action Agencies




Defining Poverty
AnlUnseén Population

The U.S. federal government has used its current Official Poverty Measure (OPM) since the
early 1960s to determine whether families meet the definition of being in poverty. It considers
family size and household income in determining the family’s ability to meet their basic needs.
While the official poverty rates in both Ohio and nationwide have decreased since 2013, this
measure does not tell the entire story. There are several ways poverty is traditionally
measured, including:

OFFICIAL POVERTY MEASURE (OPM)

The OPM is based on three times the minimum food budget. It does not consider housing,
clothing, utilities, healthcare, transportation, or any other basic need.

SUPPLEMENTAL POVERTY MEASURE (SPM)

The SPM was established by the U.S. Census Bureau to consider food costs along with

housing, utilities, and other needs while also considering the value of government benefits as
part of household income. While this rate is an improvement over the OPM, it is not responsive
to economic growth, changes in living standards, or taxes.

AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)

The AMI is used by the U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development to establish
thresholds for housing assistance by establishing a midpoint for all incomes in an area.

A household below 80% of the AMI is considered lower income, below 50% is considered

very low income, and below 30% is considered extremely low income. This means low-income
guidelines for housing can vary significantly depending on the general wealth of the area.

SELF-SUFFICIENCY STANDARD

The Self-Sufficiency Standard goes beyond a simple formula beginning with family size and
instead considers the entire family as a foundation for the calculations. Beginning with the
number and ages of adults and children, the Self-Sufficiency Standard factors in basic care
needs as well as location to consider the cost of living. The measure also factors housing,
healthcare, transportation, taxes, and miscellaneous expenses to determine a family’s necessary
level of income to meeting basic needs without outside assistance. The Self-Sufficiency
Standard tool is available on the Association’s website: http:/oacaa.org/self-sufficiency-calculator/

While both the federal and state poverty
rates have declined, the gap between the two is

INCREASING

POVERTY RATES

Ohio and the United States | 2013 - 2018

16.0

131

O ohio O United states
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OUT OF 20 PEOPLE

WHILE ONLY

ONE EXPERIENCES
CHRONIC POVERTY

Though the OPM was developed in good faith at the time, since its inception nearly 60 years
ago it has been proven an ineffective and inaccurate way to calculate poverty. Populations that
experience poverty are always changing, and the official rate does not reflect a single, static
group. Many people move in or out of poverty over time, thereby masking what poverty

looks like day-to-day.

One key flaw in traditional poverty measurements is that, by their nature, each relies on
annual income as the basis for determining poverty. What this approach presumes is that
all working Americans have a steady source of income across a year. This fails to consider
those whose hours fluctuate based on demand, local economic factors, “gig economy” work,
temporary employment, or seasonal unemployment, and even health when factoring a lack
of benefits.

Measures using annual income do not accurately capture episodic poverty, and due to the
challenging nature of collecting this data, few efforts have been made to consistently capture
the number of households experiencing episodic poverty causing those experiencing it to go
largely unseen by policy makers and social welfare programs.
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The 2020 Census Approximately 13 percent of Ohioans live in
One of the most important ways that Americans are seen and counted is through the hard-to-count communities, meanin g that

decennial U.S. Census. While some may consider the Census just a “head count,” it provides a crre . .
key source of data for the state and federal governments. The data collected are used in ways about 1.5 million Ohioans are at risk of

that impact every American. being undercounted in the Census.

Approximately 13 percent of Ohioans live in hard-to-count communities, meaning that

() Census data determines representation in the U.S. about 1.5 million Ohioans are at risk of being undercounted in the Census.' Households in
Congress; it drives redistricting and reapportioning the poverty, areas with large minority or immigrant populations, non-traditional households,
number of representatives to ensure those representatives and those with lack of internet access are less likely to respond to the Census; lack of trust
match populations and their needs. This calculation in the government, transient living arrangements, or lack of awareness, time, or resources to
has critical policy-making implications across the state complete the Census may further exacerbate the problem. This leads to a very real risk of our
and nationwide. most vulnerable populations being unseen and uncounted during the Census, which can

have effects for years to come.

The allocation of more than $675 billion to state and
local programs is determined upon Census data.

This includes funding for roads, bridges, and
infrastructure, as well as new and existing services
for people living in poverty (such as SNAP, Medicaid,
and subsidized housing programs).

An accurate Census count allows both public and private
entities to plan more accurately for the future.

Census data are used to draw school district boundaries,
to plan for the development of medical facilities and
health services, and even to determine how to best
attract new employers and plan future housing needs.

Because the Census is conducted only once every ten
years, interim data used for more precise purposes are
often based on annual Census estimates.

As such, an undercounting in the Census can have a
cascading effect on the next nine years’ worth of estimate

data, impacting future decision-making processes. 2020Censu S.gov
844-330-2020

' https://Mmww.dispatch.com/news/20191212/columbus-faces-hurdles-in-upcoming-census
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Current state and federal unemployment rates are among the lowest in nearly 20 years, which
on the surface creates an appearance that all is well. However, some concerning trends exist
within the data. For example, labor force participation is down and the percentage of the
population who are working or looking for work is at nearly the lowest point in the past 40
years.” Wages also continue to be largely stagnant. After accounting for inflation, Americans
working at the median hourly wage are actually making less than they did in 1979.

So, what are people doing to fill in the gaps? In some cases, they are turning to “gig economy”
work to supplement or even to serve as their primary income.

o of gig workers said they
o did it as their primary
source of income

While there is no formalized definition of gig economy work, it generally consists of
non-traditional income-earning activities, typically on a contracted or independent basis.
Historically, gig economy has predominantly consisted of independent contractors or
freelancers, but recently it has come to include online platform workers such as rideshare
drivers with Uber or Lyft, renting properties through Airbnb, or working on gig sites

like TaskRabbit.

While it is still challenging to identify gig work in existing data, there are a number of
indications of its rising influence. Ohio saw a 10 percent increase in non-employer business
rates (i.e., self-employed) between 2005 and 2015, with county-level data indicating that 62
of 88 counties saw an increase.* A 2018 Federal Reserve survey found that three in ten people
engaged in at least one gig activity within the past month and 37 percent of them did so to
supplement their existing income.’

One challenge with gig work is that wages can fluctuate significantly depending on local
demand or what portion of the revenue the online platform is willing to share with people
for their work. In addition, individuals engaged in gig work are generally considered
“self-employed” and do not benefit from employment benefits like health insurance,
retirement, or opportunities to unionize.

Gig work may be a useful tool to increase household income; however, it may also be masking
underemployment and providing an irregular income that contributes to episodic poverty.
The industry’s lack of benefits may actually worsen the situation, especially for people at risk
of losing eligibility for public programs.

The median hourly income for Uber drivers
varies widely from city to city.

CINCINNATI

$19.18..
apan

-0--0-

2 State of Working Ohio 2019 Report, Policy Matters Ohio

5 Ibid

“ The Future of Work: The Rise of the Gig Economy, National Association of Counties

» Report on the Economic Well-Being of U.S. Households in 2018, Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System
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Licensed Occupations
Hidden Barriers

Post-secondary education has traditionally been an effective path to securing financial
self-sufficiency. However, it is neither foolproof nor the only route to gainful, well-paying
employment. Skilled and licensed trades, for example, can yield a financially rewarding
career. Unfortunately, many jobs in those trades may have lengthy training requirements
and expensive licensing fees, which can create barriers to both entering the workforce and
maintaining eligibility in the field.

Occupational licenses and licensing boards are intended to ensure that individuals holding
these positions are properly educated, qualified, and do not pose risks for their employers or
clients. They also aim to prevent individuals working in an unregulated fashion in a given field.
Functionally, though, licensing can create barriers to employment—especially in lower-income
occupations that require licensure yet do not offer a living wage in return. A 2015 White House
report noted that license requirements can disproportionately affect certain populations, such
as military families, immigrants, and individuals with a criminal conviction.®

“The current licensing regime in the United
States also creates substantial costs, and often
the requirements for obtaining a license are not

in sync with the skills needed for the job.”

(2015 White House Report)

One study of 102 lower-income occupations found that Ohio requires licensure in 40 of the
fields. On average, this licensure costs Ohioans $188 in fees and nearly a year of education and
training.” For example, Ohio is the only state in the U.S. that requires licensure for social and
human services assistants—a job which requires two years of education and a licensure exam
in Ohio. However, the median wage for these positions in Ohio is lower than in 22 other states
and the District of Columbia.? It is estimated that these requirements have prevented thou-
sands of people from pursuing jobs in these fields, though the fields remain in demand.’

COSMETOLOGIST

1,800
1,500

HOURS

EMERGENCY
MEDICAL
TECHNICIAN

150

HOURS

Licensing requirements are also sometimes confusing and inconsistent when comparing the
work being done from one field to another. A cosmetologist in Ohio must complete 1,800 hours
of education and a barber must complete 1,500 hours, while an emergency medical technician
(EMT) can begin work after 150 hours of training. Thus, low-income individuals wishing to
pursue a barber or cosmetologist position face up to 12 times the hours of training compared
to an EMT, creating significant barriers in the time and cost needed to acquire licensure. It also
bears mentioning that the state Cosmetology and Barber Board administers the third-largest
number of licenses in the state, affecting about 130,000 workers.

& Occupational Licensing: A Framework for Policymakers, Department of the Treasury Office of Economic Policy,
Council of Economic Advisers, Department of Labor

7 License to Work: A National Study of Burdens from Occupational Licensing, Institute for Justice

& Ohio May 2018 State Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

2 Still Forbidden to Succeed: The Negative Effects of Occupational Licensing on Ohio's Workforce,
Economic Research Center at the Buckeye Institute.
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Ohio experiences 158 evictions per day, and three Ohio cities are in the top 30 large cities

® og®
H o u s. n g I n Sta bl I Ity ; nationwide with the highest eviction rates.
An Unnoticed Concern 2

With a lack of affordable housing and cost-burdened families, evictions and overall housing
instability will continue to increase throughout all communities in Ohio and nationwide.
Though evictions are highlighted within this report, it is important to consider the many
other factors that contribute to housing instability. By working to address housing options
for low-income households, Ohio can close the gap between insecurity and stability and
move low-income populations towards full self-sufficiency.

EVICTION RATES

Top Ten Ohio Counties | 2016
Alack of affordable housing, flat wages, and limited housing assistance have collided, creating
an increasingly concerning eviction environment in Ohio. Eviction has been shown to not only
increase homelessness and long-term housing instability due to post-eviction consequences, Tt Butler /

it has also been shown to increase mental health issues, stress, emergency room usage, and
materials hardship. A lack of stable housing impacts children and their education, reduces
financial means to buy healthy food and medical care, and exposes families to dangerous 2 Clark
materials in substandard housing.
3" Lucas [ Y
-
“Stable housing is a vital part of getting 4 Erankiin N
people back on their feet. [...] " —
This legislation will help prevent avoidable 5% summit
0

evictions, reduce homelessness, and make it
easier for people to escape poverty by keeping

a roof over their heads.” 7% Marion -
U.S. Senator, Rob Portman (R-OH)

6th Hamilton

8t Allen

While many believe the housing market had leveled off post-recession, Ohio saw a 20 percent oth
increase in homelessness between 2012 and 2017. More notably, there was a 12.6 percent

increase in the number of homeless students enrolled in Ohio’s public schools in 2017 and

2018 alone, well above the national average of 11 percent). And though an understudied issue, 10t Shelby
the eviction data that does exist illustrates risks that extend beyond simply removing a family

from their home. So much, in fact, that the Eviction Crisis Act—bipartisan legislation

introduced in December 2019—aims to improve data collection and analysis, reduce

preventable evictions, and mitigate the consequences that can harm families for years.

Montgomery

0 https:/Mvww.dispatch.com/news/20190319/stable-housing-key-factor-in-improving-health-in-ohios-counties
T https:/ohiohome.org/news/blog/january-2019/homelessness.aspx
2 http:/profiles.nche.seiservices.com/StateProfile.aspx?Statel D=41
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TABLE 1

FEDERAL POVERTY LEVEL THRESHOLDS BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE AND NUMBER OF CHILDREN, 2018

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

One person, under age 65
Age 65 and over

Two people, under age 65
Age 65 and over

Three people

Four people

Five people

Six people

Seven people

Eight people

Nine people or more

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau

(o}

$13,064
$12,043
$16,815
$15,178
$19,642
$25,900
$31,234
$35,925
$41,336
$46,231

$55,613

$17,380
$17,242
$20,212
$26,324
$31,689
$36,068
$41,594
$46,640

$55,883

$20,231
$25,465
$30,718
$35,324
$40,705
$45,800

$55,140

NUMBER OF RELATED CHILDREN UNDER AGE 18

$25,554
$29,967
$34,612
$40,085
$45,064

$54,516

4

$29,509
$33,553
$38,929
$44,021

$53,491

$32,925
$37,581
$42,696

$52,082

6 7 8
$36,102
$41,317 $40,967
$50,807 $50,491 $48,546

® The U.S. Census Bureau calculates the federal poverty level (FPL) thresholds and estimates annually for the previous year,

based on number of adults and number of related children under 18

® The FPL is based on the cash resources shared by related individuals in a household

TABLE 2

COMPARISON BETWEEN THE OFFICIAL AND SUPPLEMENTAL POVERTY MEASURES

Measurement Units

Poverty Threshold

Threshold Adjustments

Updating Thresholds

Resource Measure

SOURCE: US. Census Bureau

OFFICIAL POVERTY MEASURE

Families (individuals related by birth, marriage, or adoption)
or unrelated individuals

Three times the cost of a minimum food diet in 1963

Vary by family size, composition, and age of householder

Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers: all items

Gross before-tax cash income

SUPPLEMENTAL POVERTY MEASURE

Resource units (official family definition plus any co-resident unrelated children, foster children,
and unmarried partners and their relatives) or unrelated individuals (who are not otherwise includ-

ed in the family definition)

Based on expenditures of food, clothing, shelter, and utilities (FCSU)

Vary by family size, composition, and tenure, with geographic adjustments for
differences in housing costs

5-year moving average of expenditures on FCSU

Sum of cash income, plus noncash benefits that resource units can use to meet their
FCSU needs, minus taxes (or plus tax credits), work expenses, medical expenses,
and child support paid to another household

® The official measure does not account for differences in housing costs in different parts of the country

= The supplemental measure considers government assistance and necessary expenses to establish a more accurate amount of

resources available

TABLE 3

CHRONIC AND EPISODIC POVERTY RATES, UNITED STATES, 2011-2012 AND 2013-2014

2011-2012 2013-2014
Percentage of population in poverty every month in a 24-month period (chronic poverty rate) 5.0% 6.4%
Percentage of population in poverty for at least 2 consecutive months in a 24-month period (episodic poverty rate) 271% 27.5%

SOURCE: Poverty Dynamics: An Overview of Longitudinal Poverty Estimates Produced by the United States Census Bureau

m Using a monthly poverty threshold as opposed to an annual one allows for a deeper understanding of the duration of poverty
® The episodic poverty rate (27.1%) in 2011-2012 was nearly twice as high as the U.S's official annual poverty rate in 2012 (15.0%)

® Episodic poverty rates capture the many people who filter in and out of poverty, unlike the overall annual poverty rate

TABLE 4

ITEMS INCLUDED IN THE SELF-SUFFICIENCY STANDARD, OHIO

COST WHAT IS INCLUDED IN EACH BUDGET ITEM
Yes: Rent, utilities, and property taxes
Housing
No: Cable, internet, or telephone services (telephone service is included under miscellaneous costs)
Yes: Full-time family day care for infants, full-time center care for preschoolers, and before and after school care for school-age children
Child Care
No: After school programs for teenagers, extracurricular activities, babysitting when not at work
Yes: Groceries
Food
No: Take-out, fast-food, restaurant meals, or alcoholic beverages
Yes: car ownership cost (per adult)—insurance, gasoline (including gasoline taxes), oil, registration, repairs, monthly payments—or public transportation when
Transportation adequate (assuming only commuting to and from work and day care plus a weekly shopping trip)

No: Non-essential travel or vacations

Yes: Employer-sponsored health insurance and out-of-pocket costs
Healkth Care
No: Health savings account, gym memberships, individual health insurance

Yes: Federal and state income tax and tax credits, payroll taxes, and state and local sales taxes
Taxes
No: Itemized deductions, tax preparation fees or other taxes (property taxes and gasoline taxes are included under housing and transportation costs, respectively)

Yes: Clothing, shoes, paper products, diapers, nonprescription medicines, cleaning products, household items, personal hygiene items, and telephone service
Miscellaneous
No: Recreation, entertainment, pets, gifts, savings, emergencies, debt repayment (including student loans), or education

SOURCE: University of Washington, Center for Women’s Welfare, Self-Sufficiency Standard for Ohio

®  The Self-Sufficiency Standard is a measure that identifies the minimum amount of income a given household needs to
adequately meet basic needs without receiving any additional public or private assistance

® [t only provides the minimum to meet daily needs and does not include any allowance for savings, college tuition,
debt payments, or emergencies

20
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TABLE 5

MONTHLY EXPENSES AND SELF-SUFFICIENCY WAGES, SAMPLE COUNTIES, 2019

MONTHLY EXPENSES COSHOCTON COUNTY (LOW)
Housing $695 $750
Child Care $517 $755
Food $698 $794
Transportation $468 $468
Health Care $515 $516
Miscellaneous $289 $328
Taxes $337 $523
Self-Sufficiency Wages
c\z;lr('i’;‘;v:gixer $8.24 $10.28
Monthly Household Income $2,901 $3,593
Annual Household Income $34,807 $43117
Minimum Wage And Poverty
Threshold (for comparison)
(23;?‘3;70 Minimum Wage $8.55 $8.55
2018 Federal Poverty Level $25,465 $25,465

Threshold (Annual)

SOURCE: University of Washington, Center for Women’s Welfare, Self-Sufficiency Standard for Ohio; Ohio Department of Commerce; U.S. Census Bureau

NOTES: Figures represent the monthly expenses and self-sufficiency wages for a family of two adults and two school-age children. These are not average or median amounts earned, but the amount needed to be self-suf-
ficient for a family of four. Coshocton, Tuscarawas, and Warren Counties were chosen because they represent the low end (least expensive self-sufficiency wage), the middle (closest to the median of the self-sufficiency wages
of all 88 counties), and high end (most expensive self-sufficiency wage) for that family type. Taxes were calculated as total tax burden minus tax credits (i.e., the Earned Income Tax Credit, the Child and Dependent Care Tax

Credit, and the Child Tax Credit).

TUSCARAWAS COUNTY (MIDDLE)

WARREN COUNTY (HIGH)

$979
$1,068
$811
$468
$503
$383

$722

$12.78

$4,500

$54,003

$8.55

$25,465

® The Self-Sufficiency Standard calculates the full costs of basic needs without help from public subsidies or informal assistance

®  The measure takes into account an area’s cost of living to determine the minimum amount of income needed to meet

basic needs

® A family of two adults and two school-age children in Ohio needs an annual household income of at least 137% FPL to be

self-sufficient (Coshocton)

®  The hourly minimum wage in Ohio provides annual wages at self-sufficiency for Ohio counties on the low end of the cost

range, but for counties with a higher cost of living, the minimum wage is not high enough for a family to maintain

self-sufficiency

TABLE 6

ASSET POVERTY RATES, OHIO AND THE UNITED STATES, 2002-2014

2002 2004 2006 2009
Ohio 22.0% 24.2% 21.9% 27.3%
United States 25.2% 22.4% 22.4% 271%

SOURCE: Prosperity Now Scorecard; data was not collected every year

2010

26.3%

26.0%

20m

237%

254%

2014

27.3%

25.3%

®  Asset poverty is a measure of the financial cushion needed to withstand a financial crisis (i.e. medical emergency, job loss, etc.)

= More than one out of every four households in Ohio does not have enough combined assets to cover three months’ living

expenses at the FPL threshold

TABLE 7

LIQUID ASSET POVERTY RATES, OHIO AND THE UNITED STATES, 2006-2014

2006 2009 2010
Ohio 39.5% 43.6% 432%
United States 414% 43.1% 43.9%

SOURCE: Prosperity Now Scorecard; data was not collected every year

20m

44.7%

43.5%

2014

40.3%

40.0%

® Liquid assets are those which can be easily exchanged for cash (e.g., gold, savings accounts, government bonds)

® Four out of every ten Ohio households lack the liquid assets needed to stay out of poverty for three months

TABLE 8

POVERTY RATES, OHIO AND THE UNITED STATES, 2013-2018

2013 2014 2015
Ohio 16.0% 15.8% 14.8%
United States 15.8% 15.5% 14.7%

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 1-year estimates

2016

14.6%

14.0%

2017 2018

14.0% 13.9%

13.4% 13.1%

® Both Ohio and U.S. poverty rates have decreased since 2013; however, the gap between the Ohio and U.S. poverty rates

is has widened.

TABLE 9

CHANGE IN POVERTY, OHIO, 2013-2018

2013 2018
Population for whom poverty 11.248 753 11362304
status is determined o B
Persons below the poverty level 1,796,942 1,578,673

SOURCE: US. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 1-year estimates

CHANGE
2013-2018

113,551

-218,269

% CHANGE
2013-2018

1.0%

-121%

®  Ohio’s population is growing and fewer people (218,269) are in poverty in 2018 than were in poverty in 2013
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TABLE 10

POPULATION, POVERTY RATES, AND OTHER MEASURES OF ECONOMIC NEED, OHIO COUNTIES

TABLE 10 CONT.

POPULATION, POVERTY RATES, AND OTHER MEASURES OF ECONOMIC NEED, OHIO COUNTIES

OHIO ADAMS ALLEN ASHLAND ASHTABULA ATHEN AUGLAIZE BELMONT BROWN BUTLER
Population and population change Population and population change
1 Total population, 2018 11,689,442 27,724 102,663 53,745 97,493 1 Total population, 2018 65,818 45,804 67,505 43,602 382,378
1 Percentage minority population, 2018 21.3% 3.8% 19.3% 4.5% 10.7% 1 Percentage minority population, 2018 10.7% 4.2% 74% 3.7% 19.5%
1 Population change, 2013-2018 112,866 -383 -2,384 593 -2,239 1 Population change, 2013-2018 1,234 -24 -2,054 -510 10,980
1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 1.0% -14% -2.3% 1.1% -2.2% 1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 1.9% -0.1% -3.0% -12% 3.0%
Individual poverty rates Individual poverty rates
2 Population in poverty, 2018 1,568,586 5,382 13,901 5,308 16,353 2 Population in poverty, 2018 17,237 3,132 8,272 5,064 45,821
2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 13.8% 19.7% 14.4% 10.4% 174% 2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 30.7% 6.9% 13.0% 11.8% 12.4%
2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 19.2% 29.1% 18.7% 12.6% 24.0% 2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 26.8% 8.2% 17.7% 18.4% 15.4%
3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 8.1% 11.8% 7.2% 6.6% 11.0% 3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 13.1% 71% 7.9% 8.8% 5.9%
3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 11.1% 22.0% 11.1% 13.3% 19.0% 3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 284% 7.9% 12.8% 15.5% 10.9%
3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 31.2% N 351% N 274% 3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 47.0% N N N 20.0%
3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 14.0% N N N N 3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 45.3% N N N 18.5%
3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 25.9% N 24.9% N 37.7% 3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 56.6% N N N 28.4%
Family poverty rates Family poverty rates
3 Families in poverty, 2018 307,191 1,19 2,772 1,100 3,440 3 Families in poverty, 2018 2,117 896 1,511 1,497 7,854
3 Family poverty rate, 2018 10.4% 16.6% 10.4% 8.0% 14.2% 3 Family poverty rate, 2018 174% 6.9% 9.0% 12.1% 8.3%
3 Married couples with related children in their care, 5.9% 13.5% 56% 103% 11.6% 3 Married couples with related children in their care, 133% 2.3% 56% 5.4% 51%
poverty rate, 2018 poverty rate, 2018
3 Single women with related children in their care, 421% 59.1% 43.9% 27.0% 44.3% 3 Single women with related children in their care, 53.6% 40.6% 405% 573% 38.4%
poverty rate, 2018 poverty rate, 2018
Other measures of economic need Other measures of economic need
3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 6.6% 9.2% 6.6% 6.1% 10.5% 3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 17.9% 41% 5.8% 6.7% 6.5%
3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 32.0% 49.6% 33.6% 32.2% 42.5% 3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 49.1% 24.3% 32.4% 34.8% 27.8%
2 Median household income, 2018 56,155 42,154 50,301 54,362 46,950 2 Median household income, 2018 40,416 63,754 48,989 55,334 61,053
Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to o o o o, o Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to o o o o o
4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 5.4% 8.1% 3.2% 11.0% 7.3% 4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 84% 11.3% 13.7% 7.2% 54%
Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o
4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 317% 34.1% 38.5% 237% 33.3% 4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 38.7% 22.7% 237% 25.2% 39.8%
5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 19.6% 25.6% 201% 20.5% 23.6% 5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 24.0% 16.8% 211% 22.3% 18.0%
Percentage of children who are both food insecure o, o o, o o, Percentage of children who are both food insecure o, o, o 5, o,
5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 6.7% 44% S4% 57% 3.3% 5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 58% 6.6% 6.8% 6.0% 7.6%
6 Percentage_ of public school students K-12, free or 335% 53.0% 35.8% 39.0% 59.3% 6 Percentage_ of public school students K-12, free or 41.6% 17.9% 40.7% 48.4% 345%
reduced-price lunch, 2018 reduced-price lunch, 2018
7 Zg{;entage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 12.0% 193% 11.4% 73% 18.2% 7 Zg{;entage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 13.8% 6.0% 11.8% 12.6% 8.7%
Percentage of population who are enrolled in ® o ® ® ® Percentage of population who are enrolled in o 5 o ® 9
8 Medicaid, 2018 23.3% 35.8% 25.8% 18.2% 30.1% 8 Medicaid, 2018 21.5% 13.7% 22.0% 27.9% 217%
3 ;’g;gentage of population with no health insurance, 6.5% 8.7% 6.7% 87% 9.9% 3 ;g.:‘;entage of population with no health insurance, 6.3% 41% 6.0% 75% 58%
9 Unemployment rate, 2019 4.5% 71% 4.5% 4.6% 5.3% 9 Unemployment rate, 2019 5.8% 3.3% 5.5% 5.4% 41%
10 gg.:';entage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 5.6% 19.0% 73% 33% 17% 10 ;g.:';entage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 10.6% 31% 79% 8.9% 2.9%
3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 45.8% 59.9% 47.2% 32.8% 51.5% 3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 58.1% 37.4% 41.5% 44.0% 46.9%
3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 18.8% 21.2% 16.2% 17.8% 20.2% 3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 19.5% 14.1% 13.2% 20.7% 18.4%

SOURCES: (1) US. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity
Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures
and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency.

SOURCES: (1) US. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity
Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures
and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency.

NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018
ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on
the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by
weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the
same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together.

NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018
ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on
the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by
weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the
same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together.
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TABLE 10 CONT.

POPULATION, POVERTY RATES, AND OTHER MEASURES OF ECONOMIC NEED, OHIO COUNTIES

TABLE 10 CONT.

POPULATION, POVERTY RATES, AND OTHER MEASURES OF ECONOMIC NEED, OHIO COUNTIES

CARROLL CHAMPAIGN CLARK CLERMONT CLINTON COLUMBIANA COSHOCTON CRAWFORD CUYAHOGA DARKE
Population and population change Population and population change
1 Total population, 2018 27,081 38,754 134,585 205,466 42,057 1 Total population, 2018 102,665 36,629 41,550 1,243,857 51,323
1 Percentage minority population, 2018 4.0% 6.7% 16.0% 6.6% 6.5% 1 Percentage minority population, 2018 6.2% 4.2% 4.8% 41.2% 41%
1 Population change, 2013-2018 -1178 -706 -2,051 5,026 210 1 Population change, 2013-2018 -3,288 -93 -1,162 -21,621 -983
1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 -4.2% -1.8% -1.5% 2.5% 0.5% 1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 -3.1% -0.3% -2.7% -17% -1.9%
Individual poverty rates Individual poverty rates
2 Population in poverty, 2018 3,431 3,809 19,467 16,745 4,802 2 Population in poverty, 2018 14,938 5,559 5,688 217,166 4,800
2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 12.9% 10.0% 14.9% 8.2% 11.8% 2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 15.1% 15.4% 14.0% 17.9% 9.5%
2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 17.3% 14.8% 21.7% 10.2% 16.6% 2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 22.3% 24.2% 204% 26.6% 12.6%
3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 7.3% 5.5% 7.5% 77% 8.7% 3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 7.0% 7.0% 10.6% 10.8% 5.5%
3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 12.8% 10.4% 13.5% 9.2% 12.4% 3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 13.6% 16.1% 14.6% 9.6% 9.7%
3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 N N 274% N N 3! Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 51.0% N N 32.9% N
3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 N N N N N 3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 N N N 13.9% N
3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 N N 29.1% 14.8% N 3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 N N N 29.2% N
Family poverty rates Family poverty rates
3 Families in poverty, 2018 769 897 4,071 3,581 1,122 3 Families in poverty, 2018 2,939 1,050 1,193 41,475 918
3 Family poverty rate, 2018 9.9% 8.6% 114% 6.6% 10.1% 3 Family poverty rate, 2018 10.5% 10.8% 10.5% 13.7% 6.4%
3 Married couples with related children in their care, 9.2% 6.9% 6.0% 3.8% 33% 3 Married couples with related children in their care, 70% 10.6% 79% 63% 37%
poverty rate, 2018 poverty rate, 2018
3 Single women with related children in their care, 50.5% 34.7% 40.8% 317% 41.0% 3 Single women with related children in their care, 45.5% 50.7% 487% 44.0% 36.2%
poverty rate, 2018 poverty rate, 2018
Other measures of economic need Other measures of economic need
3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 5.7% 4.9% 71% 4.3% 6.0% 3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 6.4% 6.8% 6.7% 8.5% 4.5%
3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 33.6% 29.4% 37.5% 24.6% 33.8% 3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 36.7% 42.2% 38.4% 36.1% 33.2%
2 Median household income, 2018 50,002 57,701 50,089 65,280 53,947 2 Median household income, 2018 44,938 46,420 44,715 50,006 53,853
Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to o, o, o o o Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to o o 5 5 o
4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 8.9% 5.0% 4.8% 9.1% 7.3% 4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 6.5% 3.5% 7.9% 3.9% 12.3%
Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o
4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 35.7% 36.3% 42.3% 372% 36.6% 4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 29.9% 40.3% 34.5% 39.9% 23.3%
5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 211% 18.4% 21.3% 17.3% 21.0% 5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 22.3% 22.1% 22.7% 21.5% 18.9%
Percentage of children who are both food insecure o o o o, o, Percentage of children who are both food insecure o o, o o o,
5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 38% 53% 4.0% 7.8% 4.8% 5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 47% 1.8% 43% 73% 42%
6 Percentage. of public school students K-12, free or 48.6% 36.3% 36.4% 315% 415% 6 Percentage. of public school students K-12, free or 42.3% 50.8% 473% 39.9% 333%
reduced-price lunch, 2018 reduced-price lunch, 2018
7 Zg{;entage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 9.9% 93% 12.6% 6.5% 137% 7 gg;gentage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 14.9% 16.5% 141% 17.4% 6.4%
Percentage of population who are enrolled in ® ® ® ® o Percentage of population who are enrolled in ® ® ® 5 ®
8 Medicaid, 2018 20.8% 20.1% 29.6% 16.3% 24.9% 8 Medicaid, 2018 25.9% 28.1% 31.2% 29.7% 18.9%
3 :g;;entage of population with no health insurance, 9.2% 5.6% 6.8% 57% 5.9% 3 :g;gentage of population with no health insurance, 79% 11.0% 6.9% 6.0% 5.9%
9 Unemployment rate, 2019 5.3% 3.8% 4.6% 41% 5.3% 9 Unemployment rate, 2019 5.2% 6.2% 5.2% 52% 3.9%
10 :g.:'gentage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 6.8% 6.2% 6.5% 2.4% 9.4% 10 :g.:'gentage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 9.4% 11.2% 8.9% 57% 5.0%
3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 38.9% 32.9% 42.4% 43.5% 42.9% 3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 45.7% 40.0% 39.4% 49.5% 38.6%
3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 16.6% 17.9% 17.7% 18.6% 19.0% 3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 15.9% 17.3% 17.8% 22.4% 15.2%

SOURCES: (1) US. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity
Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures
and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency.

SOURCES: (1) US. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity
Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures
and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency.

NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018
ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on
the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by
weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the
same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together.

NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018
ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on
the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by
weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the
same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together.
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POPULATION, POVERTY RATES, AND OTHER MEASURES OF ECONOMIC NEED, OHIO COUNTIES

DEFIANCE DELAWARE ERIE FAIRFIELD FAYETTE FRANKLIN FULTON GALLIA GEAUGA GREENE
Population and population change Population and population change
1 Total population, 2018 38,165 204,826 74,615 155,782 28,666 1 Total population, 2018 1,310,300 42,276 29,979 94,031 167,995
1 Percentage minority population, 2018 13.9% 15.5% 16.9% 14.3% 77% 1 Percentage minority population, 2018 37.4% 11.3% 6.8% 4.5% 16.4%
1 Population change, 2013-2018 -400 191,443 -1,441 6,999 -17 1 Population change, 2013-2018 91,315 78 -703 173 4,082
1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 -1.0% 10.5% -1.9% 47% -0.1% 1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 7.5% 0.2% -2.3% 0.2% 2.5%
Individual poverty rates Individual poverty rates
2 Population in poverty, 2018 3,372 8,271 7,769 14,172 4,227 2 Population in poverty, 2018 198,207 3,303 6,407 5,341 18,567
2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 9.1% 41% 10.6% 9.3% 151% 2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 15.5% 7.9% 22.1% 5.7% 11.6%
2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 14.0% 3.8% 16.9% 11.6% 23.0% 2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 22.2% 10.4% 30.9% 6.8% 13.3%
3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 4.2% 41% 54% 6.0% 6.3% 3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 9.1% 5.6% 12.3% 51% 6.4%
3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 9.9% 4.3% 9.2% 9.3% 15.4% 3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 10.2% 8.1% 21.9% 5.8% 10.4%
3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 N 9.9% 27.8% 8.3% N 3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 29.3% N N N 26.5%
3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 N N N N N 3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 18.1% N N N 12.0%
3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 151% N 28.9% 18.9% N 3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 28.0% 21.5% N N 18.2%
Family poverty rates Family poverty rates
3 Families in poverty, 2018 833 1,574 1,747 2,826 1,029 3 Families in poverty, 2018 34,784 821 1,306 1,051 3,666
3 Family poverty rate, 2018 7.9% 3.0% 8.8% 7.0% 12.8% 3 Family poverty rate, 2018 11.7% 6.9% 17.1% 4.0% 8.5%
3 Married couples with related children in their care, 46% 19% 5.0% 3.0% 8.8% 3 Married couples with related children in their care, 79% 3.0% 16.5% 3.0% 48%
poverty rate, 2018 poverty rate, 2018
3 Single women with related children in their care, 50.0% 15.6% 39.0% 347% 46.6% 3 Single women with related children in their care, 38.6% 34.9% 577% 28.0% 45.4%
poverty rate, 2018 poverty rate, 2018
Other measures of economic need Other measures of economic need
3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 37% 2.2% 4.8% 3.9% 7.5% 3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 7.6% 3.8% 6.9% 2.5% 6.0%
3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 26.0% 11.5% 29.8% 25.9% 37.6% 3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 33.2% 27.8% 40.4% 19.4% 25.5%
2 Median household income, 2018 56,740 103,536 53,135 67,654 47,733 2 Median household income, 2018 60,383 62,800 43,785 84,093 68,380
Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to o o o o, o Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to o o o o, o
4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 11.8% 7.5% 5.8% 6.0% 2.5% 4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 3.6% 114% 6.3% 10.0% 4.8%
Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o
4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 271% 274% 37.3% 34.6% 51.3% 4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 41.8% 22.9% 377% 18.9% 38.8%
5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 18.2% 13.7% 20.4% 17.2% 21.8% 5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 19.4% 17.9% 24.2% 16.1% 18.3%
Percentage of children who are both food insecure o o o o o Percentage of children who are both food insecure o o o 9 o
5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 1% 9.5% 7.3% 2% 5.9% 5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 6.8% 0% 5.3% 6.1% 84%
6 Percentage_ of public school students K-12, free or 36.4% 11.9% 39.1% 39.6% 474% 6 Percentage. of public school students K-12, free or 351% 29.6% 536% 15.4% 217%
reduced-price lunch, 2018 reduced-price lunch, 2018
7 Zg{;entage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 91% 2.5% 12.0% 27% 15.5% 7 :g;;entage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 12.4% 70% 22.6% 31% 6.8%
Percentage of population who are enrolled in ® ® o ® ® Percentage of population who are enrolled in o o ® ® ®
8 Medicaid, 2018 21.8% 6.8% 21.8% 19.3% 29.2% 8 Medicaid, 2018 24.5% 16.2% 32.3% 7.9% 16.2%
3 ;’g.:‘gentage of population with no health insurance, 6% 3.9% 5.0% 51% 74% 3 ;g;gentage of population with no health insurance, 81% 45% 10.6% 8.8% 45%
9 Unemployment rate, 2019 44% 3.4% 5.6% 4.0% 41% 9 Unemployment rate, 2019 3.8% 44% 6.1% 4.3% 4.0%
10 ;g.:';entage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 70% 15% 6.4% 5.4% 115% 10 ;g.:';entage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 49% 48% 11.9% 2.4% 27%
3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 39.4% 371% 41.0% 48.5% 40.9% 3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 451% 36.9% 45.3% 40.3% 43.0%
3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 14.1% 18.1% 16.7% 18.7% 19.3% 3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 19.9% 13.9% 19.7% 19.4% 15.9%

SOURCES: (1) US. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity
Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures
and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency.

SOURCES: (1) US. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity
Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures
and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency.

NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018
ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on
the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by
weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the
same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together.

NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018
ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on
the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by
weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the
same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together.
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POPULATION, POVERTY RATES, AND OTHER MEASURES OF ECONOMIC NEED, OHIO COUNTIES

GUERNSEY HAMILTON HANCOCK HARDIN HARRISON HENRY HIGHLAND HOCKING HOLMES HURON
Population and population change Population and population change
1 Total population, 2018 39,022 816,684 75,930 31,480 15,174 1 Total population, 2018 27,086 43,058 28,385 43,892 58,504
1 Percentage minority population, 2018 5.4% 35.0% 1.1% 51% 5.2% 1 Percentage minority population, 2018 10.2% 5.0% 3.7% 2.2% 10.2%
1 Population change, 2013-2018 -681 11,499 354 -261 -427 1 Population change, 2013-2018 -733 -132 -268 290 -318
1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 -17% 14% 0.5% -0.8% -2.7% 1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 -2.6% -0.3% -0.9% 0.7% -0.5%
Individual poverty rates Individual poverty rates
2 Population in poverty, 2018 7,232 122,843 7,370 4,327 2,285 2 Population in poverty, 2018 2,865 6,550 3,944 4,054 6,376
2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 18.8% 15.4% 9.9% 14.7% 15.3% 2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 10.8% 15.4% 14.1% 9.4% 11.1%
2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 26.8% 21.9% 13.3% 17.7% 21.8% 2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 17.4% 21.9% 21.2% 12.6% 14.6%
3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 9.2% 8.8% 6.5% 71% 11.1% 3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 7.2% 12.9% 6.8% 10.8% 7.3%
3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 18.6% 9.7% 10.5% 16.6% 16.9% 3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 8.9% 20.2% 13.6% 11.1% 12.2%
3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 N 30.8% N N N 3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 N N N N N
3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 N 11.7% N N N 3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 N N N N N
3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 N 28.1% 22.5% N N 3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 N N N N 25.5%
Family poverty rates Family poverty rates
3 Families in poverty, 2018 1,639 22,526 1,528 948 466 3 Families in poverty, 2018 535) 1,759 750 847 1,568
3 Family poverty rate, 2018 16.0% 11.5% 7.6% 12.5% 11.1% 3 Family poverty rate, 2018 6.8% 15.5% 9.7% 84% 10.2%
3 Married couples with related children in their care, 11.4% 44% 2.8% 14.3% 97% 3 Married couples with related children in their care, 33% 14.0% 5.0% 10.0% 70%
poverty rate, 2018 poverty rate, 2018
3 Single women with related children in their care, 58.9% 43.1% 43.6% 38.9% N 3 Single women with related children in their care, 36.4% 48.8% 44.9% N 46.3%
poverty rate, 2018 poverty rate, 2018
Other measures of economic need Other measures of economic need
3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 8.3% 7.9% 5.2% 7.2% 6.5% 3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 4.5% 9.0% 6.3% 34% 6.0%
3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 40.3% 32.5% 28.8% 36.4% 35.2% 3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 25.6% 40.5% 34.4% 30.8% 34.5%
2 Median household income, 2018 44,623 57,300 61,579 49,580 50,301 2 Median household income, 2018 57,705 49,161 50,568 60,828 55,202
Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to o, o o o o, Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to o o o, o, o
4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 9.5% 3.7% 13.2% 8.4% 8.3% 4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 12.2% 14.1% 7.6% 10.0% 7.2%
Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o
4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 314% 43.6% 257% 274% 21.7% 4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 12.2% 30.4% 39.1% 17.9% 29.3%
5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 25.0% 19.9% 17.3% 20.9% 22.0% 5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 17.5% 24.5% 20.3% 18.2% 21.6%
Percentage of children who are both food insecure 5, o o o, 5, Percentage of children who are both food insecure o, o, o o, o
5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 5.0% 2% 5.5% 4.8% 4.0% 5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 8.1% S4% 57% 4.6% 5.0%
6 Percentage. of public school students K-12, free or 49.6% 355% 29.4% 45.2% 37.0% 6 Percentage. of public school students K-12, free or 29.9% 497% 447% 331% 44.0%
reduced-price lunch, 2018 reduced-price lunch, 2018
7 ;g;;entage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 13.6% 12.8% 73% 101% 14.9% 7 ;g;;entage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 57% 15.3% 19.0% 2.9% 12.6%
Percentage of population who are enrolled in o ® ® O ® Percentage of population who are enrolled in o o ® 9 o
8 Medicaid, 2018 28.2% 24.4% 16.4% 20.6% 24.4% 8 Medicaid, 2018 15.0% 29.8% 231% 8.7% 24.3%
3 ;g.:';entage of population with no health insurance, 76% 6.9% 48% 90% 99% 3 ;g.:';entage of population with no health insurance, 3.6% 8.6% 70% 39.5 76%
9 Unemployment rate, 2019 5.5% 41% 34% 44% 5.3% 9 Unemployment rate, 2019 4.9% 5.5% 51% 3.3% 5.9%
10 :g.:';entage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 113% 2.9% 51% 78% 117% 10 ;g.:'gentage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 49% 12.9% 13.8% 35% 75%
3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 55.1% 47.7% 36.8% 40.2% 38.2% 3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 34.6% 47.9% 34.2% 33.1% 40.9%
3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 18.1% 20.8% 15.7% 17.8% 16.8% 3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 15.9% 21.0% 19.4% 17.5% 18.0%

SOURCES: (1) US. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity
Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures
and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency.

SOURCES: (1) US. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity
Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures
and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency.

NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018
ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on
the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by
weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the
same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together.

NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018
ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on
the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by
weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the
same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together.
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JACKSON JEFFERSON KNOX LAKE LAWRENCE LICKING LOGAN LORAIN LUCAS MADISON
Population and population change Population and population change
1 Total population, 2018 32,384 65,767 61,893 230,514 59,866 1 Total population, 2018 175,769 45,358 309,461 429,899 44,413
1 Percentage minority population, 2018 4.1% 9.6% 47% 12.3% 5.3% 1 Percentage minority population, 2018 10.2% 6.7% 22.1% 31.6% 11.7%
1 Population change, 2013-2018 -425 -2,394 1,037 434 -1,984 1 Population change, 2013-2018 7,305 -37 6,374 -6,248 1,154
1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 -1.3% -3.5% 17% 0.2% -3.2% 1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 4.3% -0.1% 2.1% -14% 2.7%
Individual poverty rates Individual poverty rates
2 Population in poverty, 2018 5,350 12,052 8,039 16,970 11,093 2 Population in poverty, 2018 15,591 5,095 42,562 78,398 4,215
2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 16.8% 19.0% 13.8% 7.5% 18.8% 2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 9.1% 114% 14.2% 18.7% 10.7%
2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 24.5% 26.8% 204% 10.6% 25.3% 2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 12.5% 16.2% 21.6% 25.0% 14.1%
3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 13.0% 8.4% 9.0% 5.8% 11.5% 3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 6.1% 7.9% 7.3% 9.8% 47%
3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 19.5% 16.1% 14.0% 6.9% 18.4% 3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 10.9% 12.7% 9.5% 12.8% 9.5%
3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 N 36.9% N 22.9% N 3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 134% N 36.8% 35.6% N
3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 N N N N N 3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 N N 18.3% 19.9% N
3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 N N N 21.5% N 3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 N N 25.9% 28.9% N
Family poverty rates Family poverty rates
3 Families in poverty, 2018 1,406 2,184 1,544 3,325 2,312 3 Families in poverty, 2018 3,484 1,237 8,088 15,574 752
3 Family poverty rate, 2018 15.4% 12.6% 9.8% 5.4% 14.9% 3 Family poverty rate, 2018 7.8% 9.7% 10.1% 14.5% 71%
3 Married couples with related children in their care, 137% 9.9% 6.9% 41% 8.1% 3 Married couples with related children in their care, 58% 9.9% 4% 83% 53%
poverty rate, 2018 poverty rate, 2018
3 Single women with related children in their care, 515% 533% 50.9% 261% 504% 3 Single women with related children in their care, 36.8% 46.8% 46.4% 45.2% 35.9%
poverty rate, 2018 poverty rate, 2018
Other measures of economic need Other measures of economic need
3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 9.7% 8.9% 7.2% 3.6% 6.8% 3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 5.0% 6.4% 6.0% 9.0% 5.3%
3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 44.9% 37.6% 30.9% 22.5% 41.3% 3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 274% 31.5% 28.9% 38.5% 24.5%
2 Median household income, 2018 44,726 42,821 56,885 65,883 43,031 2 Median household income, 2018 66,145 61,699 59,265 47,865 61,645
Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to o, o o o, o Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to o, o o, o o,
4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 11.9% 6.6% 9.4% 10.0% 5.7% 4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 6.7% 6.5% 5.0% 44% 9.7%
Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o
4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 371% 34.7% 20.6% 24.5% 351% 4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 33.5% 30.9% 38.4% 44.4% 35.5%
5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 24.9% 23.6% 19.5% 17.2% 22.4% 5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 18.7% 19.9% 20.3% 22.2% 17.9%
Percentage of children who are both food insecure 5, o, 5, o o, Percentage of children who are both food insecure o o o, o o,
5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 32% 6.1% 6.0% 7.9% 4.5% 5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 6.5% 0% 3% 6.9% 9%
6 Percentage. of public school students K-12, free or 477% 547% 373% 32.3% 45.2% 6 Percentage. of public school students K-12, free or 35.8% 414% 29.5% 379% 29.3%
reduced-price lunch, 2018 reduced-price lunch, 2018
7 gg;gentage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 18.9% 20.0% 9.0% 70% 19.9% 7 ;g;gentage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 27% 11.4% 11.8% 177% 8.9%
Percentage of population who are enrolled in ® o o ® o Percentage of population who are enrolled in 5 ® ® ® ®
8 Medicaid, 2018 33.3% 29.9% 19.9% 14.9% 32.8% 8 Medicaid, 2018 19.7% 20.5% 20.3% 30.0% 18.1%
3 ;g;gentage of population with no health insurance, 9.9% 5.9% 93% 51% 5.9% 3 :g;;entage of population with no health insurance, 6.4% 79% 51% 6.9% 6.9%
9 Unemployment rate, 2019 6.6% 6.3% 4.3% 47% 5.6% 9 Unemployment rate, 2019 4.0% 3.7% 5.4% 5.3% 3.8%
10 :g.:'gentage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 14.9% 105% 6.3% 2.6% 15.6% 10 :g.:'gentage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 5.0% 71% 45% 6.7% 6.6%
3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 43.8% 47.8% 42.3% 42.4% 46.7% 3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 45.9% 36.4% 50.8% 47.0% 31.9%
3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 21.1% 16.0% 18.7% 18.8% 20.8% 3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 16.8% 17.3% 18.8% 20.0% 17.8%

SOURCES: (1) US. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity
Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures
and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency.

SOURCES: (1) US. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity
Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures
and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency.

NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018
ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on
the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by
weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the
same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together.

NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018
ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on
the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by
weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the
same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together.
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MAHONING MARION MEDINA MEIGS MERCER MIAMI MONROE MONTGOMERY MORGAN MORROW
Population and population change Population and population change
1 Total population, 2018 229,642 65,256 179,146 23,106 40,959 1 Total population, 2018 106,222 13,790 532,331 14,604 35,112
1 Percentage minority population, 2018 24.4% 11.9% 6.2% 3.4% 5.0% 1 Percentage minority population, 2018 8.0% 2.9% 29.4% 8.0% 41%
1 Population change, 2013-2018 -4,745 -703 4,522 -338 345 1 Population change, 2013-2018 3,023 -715 -1,898 -299 261
1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 -2.0% -11% 2.6% -14% 0.8% 1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 2.9% -4.9% -0.4% -2.0% 0.7%
Individual poverty rates Individual poverty rates

2 Population in poverty, 2018 36,520 9,772 11,474 4,064 3,066 2 Population in poverty, 2018 8,329 1,917 87,187 2,443 4,106

2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 16.5% 16.5% 6.5% 17.8% 7.6% 2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 7.9% 14.1% 16.9% 17.0% 11.9%

2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 24.3% 24.7% 7.5% 25.9% 10.1% 2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 11.6% 19.1% 251% 25.2% 17.2%

3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 8.9% 71% 5.3% 9.3% 6.0% 3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 6.5% 77% 8.7% 12.0% 5.0%

3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 11.5% 15.4% 5.8% 22.3% 6.4% 3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 8.7% 15.8% 12.1% 18.7% 10.0%

3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 40.2% N 27.7% N N 3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 N N 33.2% N N

3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 N N N N N 3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 N N 10.9% N N

3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 35.1% N 16.3% N N 3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 N N 30.9% N N

Family poverty rates Family poverty rates

3 Families in poverty, 2018 8,205 1,820 2,186 1,052 463 3 Families in poverty, 2018 1,715 498 18,046 672 651

3 Family poverty rate, 2018 13.7% 11.5% 4.5% 16.8% 41% 3 Family poverty rate, 2018 6.4% 12.5% 13.4% 15.8% 71%

3 Married couples with related children in their care, 6.5% 93% 31% 15.1% 2.4% 3 Married couples with related children in their care, 49% 12.8% 8.0% 16.4% 75%

poverty rate, 2018 poverty rate, 2018
Single women with related children in their care, o o, o o o Single women with related children in their care, o o 5
3 poverty rate, 2018 49.4% 42.3% 32.5% 58.5% 57.8% 3 poverty rate, 2018 35.6% N 43.8% N 23.9%
Other measures of economic need Other measures of economic need

3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 7.3% 8.1% 2.2% 9.8% 2.3% 3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 3.9% 7.2% 77% 7.5% 34%

3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 37.3% 39.2% 17.5% 431% 25.0% 3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 27.3% 38.0% 36.2% 46.3% 28.8%

2 Median household income, 2018 48,010 45,419 76,475 44,286 62,782 2 Median household income, 2018 59,922 46,314 51,071 40,557 60,452

Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to 5 o, o o, o Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to o o o, 5 o

4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 6.0% 6.0% 11.3% 10.0% 12.2% 4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 4.4% 16.4% 3.5% 7.0% 8.3%

Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o
4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 33.8% 39.1% 29.4% 25.0% 19.4% 4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 30.2% 29.1% 40.9% 28.1% 25.0%
5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 23.0% 214% 16.0% 25.9% 15.1% 5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 17.4% 27.2% 21.6% 24.6% 17.8%
Percentage of children who are both food insecure o, o, o o 5, Percentage of children who are both food insecure o, o 5, o, o
5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 6.2% 45% 9.1% 36% 6.9% 5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 45% S4% 6.0% 42% 59%
6 Percentage_ of public school students K-12, free or 37.9% 39.5% 211% 474% 1201% 6 Percentage_ of public school students K-12, free or 317% 45.6% 33.9% NA* 39.3%
reduced-price lunch, 2018 reduced-price lunch, 2018
7 Zg{;entage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 185% 15.4% 5.0% 22.0% 46% 7 Zg{;entage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 6.7% 134% 12.9% 157% 9.9%
Percentage of population who are enrolled in ® ® ® ® ® Percentage of population who are enrolled in ® 2 ® ® ®

8 Medicaid, 2018 31.9% 33.3% 11.4% 32.9% 12.2% 8 Medicaid, 2018 19.1% 24.7% 26.6% 29.5% 21.3%

3 ;’g;gentage of population with no health insurance, 5.4% 6.0% 49% 7% 41% 3 ;’g;gentage of population with no health insurance, 5.4% 6.8% 70% 8.5% 6.4%

9 Unemployment rate, 2019 5.9% 44% 4.3% 7.3% 2.8% 9 Unemployment rate, 2019 3.9% 7.8% 4.5% 6.0% 4.5%

10 ;g.:';entage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 8.0% 9.9% 2.6% 131% 2.9% 10 ;g.:';entage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 46% 9.8% 41% 14.9% 7%

3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 48.7% 49.8% 40.9% 48.5% 36.2% 3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 37.3% 54.0% 47.5% 48.7% 37.4%

3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 18.7% 18.2% 18.3% 18.3% 16.2% 3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 15.3% 15.5% 19.5% 18.1% 19.0%
SOURCES: (1) U.S. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity SOURCES: (1) U.S. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity
Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures
and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency. and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency.

NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018 NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018
ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on
the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by
weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the
same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together. same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together.

* All schools in this county are covered under the Community Eligibility Provision (CEP).
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POPULATION, POVERTY RATES, AND OTHER MEASURES OF ECONOMIC NEED, OHIO COUNTIES
MUSKINGUM NOBLE OTTAWA PAULDING PERRY PICKAWAY PIKE PORTAGE PREBLE PUTNAM

Population and population change Population and population change

1 Total population, 2018 86,183 14,354 40,769 18,460 36,033 1 Total population, 2018 58,086 28,067 462,927 40,997 33,780
1 Percentage minority population, 2018 8.6% 5.0% 7.8% 77% 3.3% 1 Percentage minority population, 2018 7.5% 5.0% 10.7% 3.7% 7.6%
1 Population change, 2013-2018 543 -324 -268 -383 31 1 Population change, 2013-2018 1,736 -336 1,236 -676 -341
1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 0.6% -2.2% -0.7% -2.0% 0.1% 1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 3.1% -12% 0.8% -1.6% -1.0%

Individual poverty rates Individual poverty rates

2 Population in poverty, 2018 13,996 2,109 3,807 1,922 5,846 2 Population in poverty, 2018 6,413 5,648 17,564 3,936 1,835
2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 16.6% 18.1% 9.5% 10.3% 16.4% 2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 12.1% 20.5% 11.3% 9.7% 5.5%
2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 24.0% 19.0% 12.5% 14.7% 22.9% 2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 15.6% 30.9% 14.3% 14.4% 6.5%
3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 9.0% 6.9% 54% 8.9% 12.1% 3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 9.9% 8.9% 51% 77% 6.0%
3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 14.8% 15.5% 9.8% 9.8% 19.0% 3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 11.6% 19.4% 11.5% 11.5% 5.9%
3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 26.9% N N N N 3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 N N 28.0% N N
3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 N N N N N 3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 N N 29.1% N N
3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 N N N N N 3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 N N 22.7% N N
Family poverty rates Family poverty rates
3 Families in poverty, 2018 2,766 297 810 410 1,422 3 Families in poverty, 2018 1,261 1,069 3,353 975 514
3 Family poverty rate, 2018 12.5% 9.0% 6.8% 7.6% 14.6% 3 Family poverty rate, 2018 8.9% 14.1% 8.5% 8.7% 5.3%
3 Married couples with related children in their care, 6.5% 131% 34% 6.3% 8.6% 3 Married couples with related children in their care, 51% 10.8% 56% 47% 2.9%
poverty rate, 2018 poverty rate, 2018
Single women with related children in their care, 515% N 53.99% N 51.9% 3 Single women with related children in their care, 38.6% 41.0% 435% 534% 417%
poverty rate, 2018 poverty rate, 2018
Other measures of economic need Other measures of economic need
3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 6.9% 41% 4.8% 51% 8.9% 3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 6.2% 9.3% 6.1% 4.0% 2.2%
3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 37.5% 33.2% 26.7% 28.8% 40.0% 3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 27.5% 43.0% 29.3% 29.8% 21.8%
2 Median household income, 2018 49,586 48,792 58,345 53,876 51,534 2 Median household income, 2018 58,742 45,163 63,689 53,904 64,304
Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to o o o, o o Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to o o o o o
4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 6.3% 18.4% 11.2% 14.6% 8.3% 4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 3.3% 44% 8.4% 10.6% 9.5%
Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o
4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 33.9% 16.3% 18.7% 14.6% 314% 4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 45.8% 38.6% 29.6% 29.2% 9.5%
5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 21.9% 22.6% 20.2% 17.6% 23.0% 5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 18.8% 23.7% 19.5% 18.8% 15.5%
Percentage of children who are both food insecure o, o, o 5, o Percentage of children who are both food insecure o 5, o, o o
5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 57% 45% 1% 6.9% 51% 5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 7.5% 5.0% 76% 5.8% 64%
6 Percentage_ of public school students K-12, free or 39.6% 493% 36.8% 39.8% 34.8% 6 Percentage_ of public school students K-12, free or 29.6% 471% 29.3% 36.6% 2.5%
reduced-price lunch, 2018 reduced-price lunch, 2018
7 Zg{;entage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 193% 87% 7% 91% 17.6% 7 Zg{;entage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 10.5% 24.3% 78% 9.6% 56%
Percentage of population who are enrolled in ® ® 9 ® ® Percentage of population who are enrolled in o ® ® ® ®
8 Medicaid, 2018 31.3% 18.9% 16.7% 15.5% 29.1% 8 Medicaid, 2018 19.5% 37.6% 17.2% 21.0% 12.1%
3 ;g.:‘;entage of population with no health insurance, 6.9% 70% 49% 6.3% 59% 3 :g;gentage of population with no health insurance, 6.5% 8.6% 5.8% 6.9% 31%
9 Unemployment rate, 2019 5.3% 6.7% 6.3% 41% 5.6% 9 Unemployment rate, 2019 4.3% 6.5% 4.6% 41% 34%
10 ;’g.:';entage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 10.6% 87% 42% 8.6% 13.6% 10 :g.:'gentage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 6.9% 20.6% 51% 58% 45%
3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 511% 31.6% 39.9% 37.7% 46.0% 3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 43.6% 48.8% 51.6% 42.8% 36.2%
3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 18.6% 16.2% 16.2% 14.8% 19.3% 3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 18.6% 14.6% 201% 17.8% 11.4%

SOURCES: (1) US. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity
Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures
and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency.

SOURCES: (1) US. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity
Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures
and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency.

NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018
ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on
the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by
weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the
same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together.

NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018
ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on
the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by
weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the
same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together.
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POPULATION, POVERTY RATES, AND OTHER MEASURES OF ECONOMIC NEED, OHIO COUNTIES

RICHLAND ROSS SANDUSKY SCIOTO SENECA SHELBY STARK SUMMIT TRUMBULL TUSCARAWAS
Population and population change Population and population change
1 Total population, 2018 121,099 76,931 58,799 75,502 55,207 1 Total population, 2018 48,627 371,574 541,918 198,627 92,176
1 Percentage minority population, 2018 14.5% 10.4% 15.7% 6.7% 10.6% 1 Percentage minority population, 2018 74% 13.7% 234% 12.8% 5.6%
1 Population change, 2013-2018 -1,211 -345 -1,250 -2,641 -638 1 Population change, 2013-2018 -536 -3,534 -16 -7,701 -434
1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 -1.0% -0.4% -2.1% -3.4% -11% 1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 -11% -0.9% 0.0% -3.7% -0.5%
Individual poverty rates Individual poverty rates
2 Population in poverty, 2018 16,416 13,099 5,769 16,288 6,372 2 Population in poverty, 2018 4,293 52,330 63,889 34,413 11,107
2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 14.4% 18.4% 10.0% 22.6% 12.1% 2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 9.0% 14.4% 12.0% 17.6% 12.3%
2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 20.7% 25.5% 134% 28.8% 16.2% 2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 11.8% 23.2% 17.5% 257% 17.3%
3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 8.5% 9.4% 9.1% 12.7% 7.9% 3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 6.2% 74% 6.9% 7.8% 8.8%
3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 12.2% 17.0% 11.3% 23.5% 12.6% 3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 8.3% 10.9% 9.3% 14.8% 12.2%
3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 32.6% 26.8% 33.2% N 52.0% 3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 N 36.8% 29.9% 38.3% N
3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 N N N N N 3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 N N 15.3% N N
3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 31.3% N 19.1% N 20.7% 3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 N 28.7% 17.5% 29.2% 28.1%
Family poverty rates Family poverty rates
3 Families in poverty, 2018 3,087 2,554 1,586 3,461 1,485 3 Families in poverty, 2018 925 9,934 12,988 7,211 2,433
3 Family poverty rate, 201 1% 8% 2% 8% .07% 3 Family poverty rate, 201 0% .0% 4% 3% 9%
il 8 10.1% 12.8% 10.2% 17.8% 10.5% il 8 7.0% 10.0% 9.4% 13.3% 9.9%
3 Married couples with related children in their care, 57% 8.0% 3.6% 13.5% 73% 3 Married couples with related children in their care, 2.5% 47% 4% 76% 74%
poverty rate, 2018 poverty rate, 2018
3 Single women with related children in their care, 42.2% 477% 435% 62.5% 491% 3 Single women with related children in their care, 34.8% 467% 39.5% 50.4% 43.9%
poverty rate, 2018 poverty rate, 2018
Other measures of economic need Other measures of economic need
3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 6.1% 74% 6.2% 11.1% 7.3% 3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 4.0% 6.0% 6.1% 8.0% 5.0%
3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 36.8% 37.5% 31.6% 44.9% 34.3% 3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 26.9% 32.2% 30.6% 37.1% 34.2%
2 Median household income, 2018 49,668 49,385 53,978 41,267 52,165 2 Median household income, 2018 63,398 52,310 58,890 47,424 51,030
Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to o o o o, o, Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to o, o, o o o,
4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 5.3% 51% 10.4% 9.0% 7.5% 4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 9.5% 5.0% 5.8% 6.3% 8.3%
Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o
4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 36.1% 36.5% 30.6% 38.2% 33.2% 4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 26.3% 37.6% 40.3% 34.2% 26.1%
5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 21.3% 21.8% 19.0% 251% 20.8% 5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 17.1% 20.5% 19.4% 24.3% 20.1%
Percentage of children who are both food insecure o o, o o o Percentage of children who are both food insecure o, o, o o o
5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 47%h 57% 6.3% 6.8% 6.2% 5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 6.8% 6.2% 6.8% 6.1% 54%
6 Percentage. of public school students K-12, free or 40.6% 44.0% 41.9% 137% 417% 6 Percentage. of public school students K-12, free or 33.0% 39.5% 274% 43.1% 38.9%
reduced-price lunch, 2018 reduced-price lunch, 2018
7 :g;gentage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 14.9% 19.0% 85% 25.0% 11.2% 7 gg;gentage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 6.9% 121% 10.8% 14.4% 10.8%
Percentage of population who are enrolled in ® o ® ® ® Percentage of population who are enrolled in ® ® ® o ®
8 Medicaid, 2018 25.8% 34.5% 20.8% 35.6% 20.4% 8 Medicaid, 2018 16.0% 231% 23.6% 27.6% 20.6%
3 :g;;entage of population with no health insurance, 79% 6.5% 5.4% 6.3% 47% 3 :g;;entage of population with no health insurance, 41% 5.6% 5.9% 73% 87%
9 Unemployment rate, 2019 4.9% 4.6% 4.5% 6.8% 4.4% 9 Unemployment rate, 2019 3.8% 4.9% 47% 6.2% 4.6%
10 :g.:'gentage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 78% 13.2% 5.6% 18.9% 55% 10 :g.:'gentage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 61% 59% 47% 5.9% 5.9%
3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 43.8% 49.2% 41.3% 50.8% 42.5% 3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 33.3% 42.8% 46.7% 49.5% 42.8%
3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 18.3% 18.8% 16.0% 19.9% 151% 3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 15.9% 17.2% 18.7% 16.9% 16.3%

SOURCES: (1) US. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity
Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures
and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency.

SOURCES: (1) US. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity
Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures
and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency.

NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018
ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on
the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by
weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the
same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together.

NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018
ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on
the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by
weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the
same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together.
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UNION VAN WERT VINTON WARREN WASHINGTON WAYNE WILLIAMS woobD WYANDOT

Population and population change Population and population change

1 Total population, 2018 57,835 28,281 13,139 232,173 60,155 1 Total population, 2018 115,967 36,804 130,696 21,935

1 Percentage minority population, 2018 10.8% 6.3% 3.6% 14.2% 5.0% 1 Percentage minority population, 2018 6.5% 7.6% 12.0% 51%

1 Population change, 2013-2018 4,444 -67 -164 12,929 -1,200 1 Population change, 2013-2018 570 -619 1,694 -521

1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 8.3% -0.2% -12% 5.9% -2.0% 1 Percentage population change, 2013-2018 0.5% -17% 1.3% -2.3%
Individual poverty rates Individual poverty rates

2 Population in poverty, 2018 2,724, 2,344 2,474 11,709 9,251 2 Population in poverty, 2018 10,496 3,482 14,733 1,723

2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 5.0% 8.4% 19.0% 5.2% 15.9% 2 Overall poverty rate, 2018 9.4% 9.7% 11.9% 8.0%

2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 51% 11.5% 28.8% 5.9% 21.7% 2 Child (under age 18) poverty rate, 2018 13.8% 14.2% 10.9% 10.2%

3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 8.5% 6.2% 11.7% 4.4% 8.7% 3 Senior (age 65 and older) poverty rate, 2018 6.1% 7.5% 6.3% 9.5%

3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 6.5% 10.4% 21.0% 44% 14.7% 3 White (non-Hispanic) poverty rate, 2018 11.7% 13.3% 12.4% 9.7%

3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 N N N N N 3 Black/African American poverty rate, 2018 40.8% N 32.6% N

3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 N N N N N 3 Asian poverty rate, 2018 N N N N

3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 N N N N N 3 Hispanic/Latino (of any race) poverty rate, 2018 N N 17.2% N

Family poverty rates Family poverty rates

3 Families in poverty, 2018 647 570 494 2,081 1,835 3 Families in poverty, 2018 2,687 906 1,851 348

3 Family poverty rate, 2018 4.5% 71% 14.2% 34% 11.2% 3 Family poverty rate, 2018 8.9% 9.3% 6.0% 5.7%

3 Married couples with related children in their care, 3.4% 17% 16.1% 2.0% 97% 3 Married couples with related children in their care, 6.9% 75% 48% 19%

poverty rate, 2018 poverty rate, 2018
Single women with related children in their care, o o o, o o Single women with related children in their care, o, o o, o,
3 poverty rate, 2018 24.8% 40.2% 48.7% 19.9% 46.4% 3 poverty rate, 2018 42.5% 454% 228.9% 26.9%
Other measures of economic need Other measures of economic need

3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 3.3% 4.8% 9.6% 2.0% 5.9% 3 Percentage of population below 50% FPL, 2018 4.5% 6.4% 6.5% 3.5%

3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 19.6% 32.5% 43.3% 14.7% 33.8% 3 Percentage of population below 200% FPL, 2018 32.0% 32.5% 28.3% 30.4%

2 Median household income, 2018 84,861 54,331 43,457 87,391 50,904 2 Median household income, 2018 59,142 54,581 64,282 55,995

Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to ® o ® ® ® Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth rose to ® ® o o

4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 10.2% 4.7% 10.9% 9.6% 10.2% 4 the top fifth, 1980-2012 71% 9.4% 9.1% 11.8%

Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o o Probability a child raised in the bottom fifth stayed o o o o
4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 347% 34.9% 25.5% 294% 30.9% 4 in the bottom fifth, 1980-2012 252% 224% 26.8% 1.8%
5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 15.3% 18.4% 25.1% 14.6% 214% 5 Child food insecurity rate, 2017 19.2% 19.6% 16.5% 16.9%
Percentage of children who are both food insecure o o o o, o Percentage of children who are both food insecure 5, o o, o
5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 8.1% 22% 58% 92% 58% 5 and ineligible for food assistance, 2018 44% 43% 7.8% A%
6 Percentage. of public school students K-12, free or 21.8% 374% NA* 16.1% 241% 6 Percentage_ of public school students K-12, free or 377% 37.9% 273% 29.0%
reduced-price lunch, 2018 reduced-price lunch, 2018
7 Zg{;entage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 49% 27% 19.0% 2.6% 12.2% 7 Zg]r;entage of population receiving SNAP benefits, 8.5% 97% 5.0% 71%
Percentage of population who are enrolled in o > ® 5 o Percentage of population who are enrolled in o ® o ®

8 Medicaid, 2018 10.6% 17.7% 25.2% 9.7% 22.3% 8 Medicaid, 2018 16.8% 20.0% 12.0% 16.2%

3 ;g;gentage of population with no health insurance, 46% 57% 9.5% 49% 6.8% 3 ;g;;entage of population with no health insurance, 12.9% 55% 44% 5.8%

9 Unemployment rate, 2019 3.5% 3.5% 6.2% 3.9% 5.6% 9 Unemployment rate, 2019 3.6% 3.6% 4.0% 3.2%

10 :g.:'gentage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 4.0% 6.6% 19.4% 16% 8.9% 10 ;g.:';entage of households receiving HEAP benefits, 51% 47% 2.8% 6.6%

3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 35.5% 41.7% 59.5% 36.9% 44.7% 3 Percentage of renters cost-burdened, 2018 40.2% 43.0% 42.5% 30.2%

3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 19.7% 14.9% 21.6% 17.0% 16.7% 3 Percentage of owners cost-burdened, 2018 17.5% 16.0% 18.4% 15.7%
SOURCES: (1) U.S. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity SOURCES: (1) U.S. Census Bureau, Population Estimates; (2) U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE); (3) U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS); (4) Equality of Opportunity
Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures Project; (5) Feeding America, Map the Meal Gap; (6) Ohio Department of Education; (7) Ohio Department of Job and Family Services, Public Assistance Monthly Statistics; (8) Ohio Department of Medicaid, Medicaid Expenditures
and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency. and Eligibles Report; (9) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; (10) Ohio Development Services Agency.

NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018 NOTES: The first column identifies the source of the data by number. For (3), Ohio numbers and percentages represent 2018 ACS one-year estimates, whereas all county numbers and percentages represent 2014-2018
ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on ACS five-year estimates. For county poverty rates by race, ethnicity, and family type, data are suppressed here if the denominator is less than 500 individuals, as indicated with the letter “N.” For (4), probabilities are based on
the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by the current family income of a cohort of adults born between 1980 and 1982 whose family income 30 years ago was in the bottom quintile of the national income distribution at that time. State-level probability is derived by
weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the weighting county-level probabilities based on annual birth data from the U.S. Census Bureau. For (6) data include applications at traditional schools only. For (7) Defiance and Paulding were listed together in the dataset so the
same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together. same percentage was applied to both counties; the same approach applies to Hocking, Ross, and Vinton, which were also listed together.

*Schools in this county are covered under the Community Eligibility Provision (CEP).
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Ohio 11,046,987 2,919,858 26.4% 11,689,442 3,617825 32.0% 5.5% 20.9%
Adams 27,002 11,422 42.3% 27,724 13,645 49.6% 7.3% 17.2%
Allen 102,300 31,103 30.4% 102,663 33,479 33.6% 31% 10.4%
Ashland 50,238 13,315 26.5% 53,745 16,439 32.2% 5.7% 21.6%
Ashtabula 100,870 32,803 32.5% 97,493 40,284 42.5% 10.0% 30.7%
Athens 53,844 25,513 474% 65,818 217,570 49.1% 17% 3.6%

Auglaize 45,636 9,263 20.3% 45,804 10,945 24.3% 4.0% 19.8%
Belmont 66,997 24,728 36.9% 67,505 20,852 324% -4.6% -12.3%
Brown 41,684 13,185 31.6% 43,602 14,911 34.8% 31% 9.9%

Butler 321,387 68,274 21.2% 382,378 101,555 27.8% 6.5% 30.7%
Carroll 28,404 9,054 31.9% 27,081 9,114 33.6% 17% 5.3%

Champaign 38,096 8,640 23.5% 38,754 11,128 29.4% 5.9% 25.2%
Clark 141,106 37,904 26.9% 134,585 49,471 37.5% 10.7% 39.8%
Clermont 176,027 34,425 19.6% 205,466 49,524 24.6% 5.0% 25.7%
Clinton 39,397 9,878 251% 42,057 13,707 33.8% 8.8% 35.0%
Columbiana 108,138 35,283 32.6% 102,665 36,779 36.7% 41% 12.6%
Coshocton 36,240 11,579 32.0% 36,629 15,194 42.2% 10.2% 32.0%
Crawford 46,296 14,069 30.4% 41,550 15,879 38.4% 8.0% 26.5%
Cuyahoga 1,365,658 397,268 29.1% 1,243,857 442,990 36.1% 7.0% 241%
Darke 52,534 13,752 26.2% 51,323 16,900 33.2% 71% 26.9%
Defiance 38,723 7,573 19.6% 38,165 9,748 26.0% 6.4% 32.9%
Delaware 107,078 11,895 111% 204,826 22,248 11.5% 0.4% 3.2%

Erie 77,628 17,993 23.2% 74,615 22,039 29.8% 6.6% 28.6%
Fairfield 119,747 23,068 19.3% 155,782 38,847 25.9% 6.7% 34.6%
Fayette 27,822 8,122 29.2% 28,666 10,536 37.6% 84% 28.7%
Franklin 1,045,966 273,900 26.2% 1,310,300 412,871 33.2% 7.0% 26.6%
Fulton 41,597 8,384 20.2% 42,276 11,595 27.8% 7.6% 37.9%
Gallia 30,069 12,278 40.8% 29,979 11,863 40.4% -04% -1.0%
Geauga 89,980 14,404 16.0% 94,031 18,051 19.4% 34% 21.3%
Greene 140,103 29,478 21.0% 167,995 39,980 25.5% 4.5% 214%
Guernsey 40,179 16,658 41.5% 39,022 15,576 40.3% -1.2% -2.9%

Hamilton 826,628 214,755 26.0% 816,684 257,874 32.5% 6.5% 25.0%
Hancock 69,451 15,123 21.8% 75,930 21,148 28.8% 7.0% 32.1%
Hardin 29,825 9,503 31.9% 31,480 10,606 36.4% 4.5% 14.2%
Harrison 15,551 5,772 371% 15,174 5274 35.2% -1.9% -51%
Henry 28,649 6,254 21.8% 27,086 6,870 25.6% 3.8% 17.5%
Highland 40,286 13,362 33.2% 43,058 17,148 40.5% 7.3% 22.1%
Hocking 27,447 9,068 33.0% 28,385 9,566 344% 14% 4.2%

Holmes 37,953 15,195 40.0% 43,892 13,206 30.8% -9.3% -23.2%
Huron 58,652 15,445 26.3% 58,504 19,918 34.5% 8.2% 31.0%
Jackson 32,103 12,532 39.0% 32,384 14,346 44.9% 5.8% 14.9%
Jefferson 71,820 25,103 35.0% 65,767 24,238 37.6% 2.6% 7.6%

Knox 50,963 15,027 29.5% 61,893 17,840 30.9% 14% 47%

Lake 224,680 36,556 16.3% 230,514 51,126 22.5% 6.3% 38.5%
Lawrence 61,639 25,968 42.1% 59,866 24,640 41.3% -0.8% -2.0%
Licking 141,726 31,863 22.5% 175,769 46,099 274% 5.0% 22.1%
Logan 45,208 10,974 24.3% 45,358 14,108 315% 7.3% 29.9%
Lorain 275,784 64,023 23.2% 309,461 86,013 28.9% 5.7% 24.7%
Lucas 446,417 135,038 30.2% 429,899 162,568 38.5% 8.2% 27.2%
Madison 35,612 8,155 22.9% 44,413 9,510 24.5% 1.6% 71%

Mahoning 250,542 77,925 311% 229,642 83,562 37.3% 6.2% 20.0%
Marion 61,415 16,780 27.3% 65,256 23,328 39.2% 11.9% 43.4%
Medina 149,347 21,430 14.3% 179,146 30,813 17.5% 3.2% 22.3%
Meigs 22,768 10,189 44.8% 23,106 9,873 43.1% -17% -3.8%
Mercer 40,359 8,503 21.1% 40,959 10,047 25.0% 3.9% 18.4%
Miami 97,256 21,045 21.6% 406,222 28,226 273% 5.6% 26.0%
Monroe 14,995 5,700 38.0% 13,790 5,295 38.0% 0.0% 0.1%

Montgomery 542,982 145,454 26.8% 532,331 186,448 36.2% 9.4% 35.2%
Morgan 14,614 6,315 43.2% 14,604 6,704 46.3% 31% 7.3%

Morrow 31,172 8,119 26.0% 35,112 9,946 28.8% 2.7% 10.4%
Muskingham 81,903 26,560 32.4% 86,183 31,386 37.5% 5.1% 15.7%
Noble 11,829 4,236 35.8% 14,354 3,963 33.2% -2.6% -7.2%

42
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Ottawa 40,239 7,919 19.7% 40,769 10,712 26.7% 7.0% 35.7%
Paulding 20,156 5,234 26.0% 18,760 5,381 28.8% 2.8% 10.9%
Perry 33,741 11,570 34.3% 36,033 14,238 40.0% 57% 16.7%
Pickaway 46,174 12,065 26.1% 58,086 14,434 275% 13% 5.1%
Pike 27,226 11,211 41.2% 28,067 11,963 43.0% 1.8% 4.3%
Portage 144,317 34,149 23.7% 162,927 45,439 29.3% 5.6% 23.7%
Preble 41,755 9,394 22.5% 40,997 12,051 29.8% 7.3% 32.3%
Putnam 34,353 6,715 19.5% 33,780 7,324 21.8% 2.2% 11.5%
Richland 122,277 36,372 29.7% 121,099 41,729 36.8% 7.0% 23.6%
Ross 67,870 21,422 31.6% 76,931 26,636 37.5% 5.9% 18.8%
Sandusky 60,823 14,556 23.9% 58,799 18,369 31.6% 77% 32.2%
Scioto 75,683 32,219 42.6% 75,502 32,633 44.9% 2.3% 5.5%
Seneca 57,264 16,102 28.1% 55,207 17,935 34.3% 6.2% 22.1%
Shelby 46,961 9,938 21.2% 48,627 12,950 26.9% 57% 271%
Stark 368,573 95,337 25.9% 371,574 117,131 32.2% 6.3% 24.5%
Summit 533,162 130,220 244% 541,918 162,791 30.6% 61% 251%
Trumbull 220,572 62,432 28.3% 198,627 73471 371% 8.8% 311%
Tuscarawas 89,481 27,490 30.7% 92,176 31,176 34.2% 3.5% 11.4%
Union 38,511 6,359 16.5% 57,835 10,246 19.6% 31% 19.0%
Van Wert 29,168 6,853 23.5% 28,281 9,059 32.5% 9.0% 384%
Vinton 12,643 5,409 42.8% 13,139 5,622 433% 0.5% 1.2%
Warren 152,000 20,637 13.6% 232,173 32,250 14.7% 12% 8.5%
Washington 61,383 20,328 33.1% 60,155 19,917 33.8% 0.7% 2.1%
Wayne 108,474 27,855 25.7% 115,967 35,884 32.0% 6.3% 247%
Williams 37,996 9,157 241% 36,804 11,590 32.5% 84% 34.9%
Wood 113,406 26,012 22.9% 130,696 34,884 28.3% 54% 23.6%
Wyandot 22,457 5420 241% 21,935 6,604 30.4% 6.2% 25.8%

CHILD POVERTY BY AGE GROUP, OHIO, 2018

Total 810,413 836,555 893,302 2,540,270

In poverty 180,837 126,029 146,750 495,616

®  Liquid assets are those which can be easily exchanged for cash (e.g., gold, savings accounts, government bonds)

® Four out of every ten Ohio households lack the liquid assets needed to stay out of poverty for three months

CHILD FOOD INSECURITY, OHIO AND THE UNITED STATES, 2017

Ohio 2,601,997 510,030 19.6% 66.0% 34.0%

United States 73,641,038 12,540,000 17.0% 79.0% 21.0%

®  The child food insecurity rate in Ohio remains higher than the child food insecurity rate for the country as a whole

® Food insecure children in Ohio are also less likely to be eligible for federal food assistance than children in the U.S. in general
(34% compared to 21%)

INCOME TO POVERTY RATIO BY AGE GROUP, OHIO, 2018

Total 810,413 2,540,270 6,893,270 12,172,717
Below 50% FPL 88,189 10.9% 224,393 8.8% 419,802 6.1% 786,946 6.5%
Below 100% FPL 180,837 22.3% 495,616 19.5% 916,722 13.3% 1,759,510 14.5%
Below 200% FPL 359,578 44.4% 1,030,530 40.6% 1,952,402 28.3% 3,883,546 31.9%

®  More than six out of every hundred Ohioans live in extreme poverty, at less than half the federal poverty level

® More than three out of every ten Ohioans live below 200% of the federal poverty level
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TABLE 15

POVERTY BY RACE/ETHNICITY, OHIO, 2018

(NON-HISPANIC)

Count
Total 8,951,932
In poverty 966,796

%

10.8%

BLACK/AFRICAN-
AMERICAN

Count %
1,384,012

397,619 28.7%

SOURCE: US. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 1-year estimates

ASIAN
Count %
262,297
31,027 11.8%

® Black or African American residents have the highest poverty rate at 28.7%

® The poverty rate among Asian Ohioans is closest to non-Hispanic Whites, at 11.8%

TABLE 16

POVERTY BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND AGE, OHIO, 2018

PERSONS IN POVERTY

All age groups

Under age 6

Under age 18

Ages 18 to 64

Age 65 and older

POVERTY RATES

All age groups

Under age 6

Under age 18

Ages 18 to 64

Age 65 and older

LOFAL {Nonlfllf:l'g;imc)
1,578,673 966,796
180,837 88,504
495,616 246,259
916,722 593,142
166,335 127,395
% %
13.9% 10.8%
22.3% 15.6%
19.5% 13.6%
13.3% 10.9%
8.6% 75%

SOURCE: US. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 1-year estimates

BLACK/ AFRICAN-
AMERICAN

397,619
57,002
153,136
214,847
29,636
%
28.7%
49.4%
42.4%
25.3%

17.2%

MIXED RACE
Count %
346,561
85,404 24.6%
ASIAN MIXED RACE
31,027 85,404
1,532 20,183
6,289 50,937
22,385 33,448
2,353 1,019
% %
11.8% 24.6%
7.5% 315%
10.9% 28.1%
12.5% 21.9%
9.3% 7.9%

HISPANIC/LATINO
(OF ANY RACE)
Count %
441,653
104,992 23.8%
HISPANIC/LATINO
(OF ANY RACE)
104,992
17,394
46,879
52,826
5,287
%
23.8%
33.8%
29.7%
20.5%
20.5%

®  Adults age 65 and older have the lowest poverty rate in every racial/ethnic group, while those under age 6 have the highest

poverty rate for all groups except Asian Ohioans

m  The overall poverty rates for all age groups decreased relative to 2017 except for those age 65 and older, which increased;
non-Hispanic whites, African-Americans, and Hispanic/Latinos all saw increases in the poverty rates for those age 65 and older

TABLE 17

POVERTY BY FAMILY TYPE, OHIO, 2018

MARRIED COUPLES WITH
NO RELATED CHILDREN
IN THEIR CARE

Count %
Total 1,305,613
In poverty 38,169 2.9%

MARRIED COUPLES WITH
RELATED CHILDREN

IN THEIR CARE
Count %
806,954

41,855 52%

SOURCE: US. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 1-year estimates

SINGLE MEN WITH
RELATED CHILDREN
IN THEIR CARE

Count %
131,313

24,549 18.7%

SINGLE WOMEN WITH
RELATED CHILDREN

Count
382,543

153,323

®  As expected, married couples with no children have the lowest poverty rate of any family structure (2.9%)

IN THEIR CARE

40.1%

= Single women with children under 18 have a poverty rate over twice that of single men with children under 18 (40.1% and
18.7% respectively), and nearly eight times that of married couples with children under 18 (5.2%)

TABLE 18

POVERTY BY RACE/ETHNICITY OF HOUSEHOLDER AND FAMILY TYPE, OHIO, 2018

FAMILIES IN POVERTY TOTAL

All families 283,821

Married couples with
no related children 38,269
in their care

Married couples with

related children 41,855
in their care
Single men with related 24549

children in their care

Single women with

related children 153,323
in their care
POVERTY RATES %
All families 9.7%
Married couples with
no related children 2.9%
in their care

Married couples with

related children 5.2%
in their care
Single men with related 18.7%

children in their care

Single women with
related children 40.1%
in their care

WHITE
(NON-HISPANIC)

175,232

32,133

29,284

14,536

80,483

%

7.3%

2.7%

4.3%

15.3%

35.0%

SOURCE: US. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 1-year estimates

BLACK/ AFRICAN-

AMERICAN

76,091

3,277

5,678

6,052

55,478

23.9%

4.9%

11.0%

277%

471%

ASIAN

4,508

540

1,858

174

1,512

7.3%

24%

5.8%

10.4%

52.4%

MIXED RACE

10,297

455

1,416

1,521

6,402

22.0%

3.9%

9.9%

34.7%

54.1%

HISPANIC/LATINO
(OF ANY RACE)

18,212

1,689

4,340

2,380

9,309

20.6%

7.8%

14.5%

28.0%

47.6%

® Poverty rates for White non-Hispanic single mother households are the lowest at 35.0% (compared to other single woman with

related children under 18 households)

® Hispanic/Latino, African American, and mixed-race families all have poverty rates at least twice that of Ohio families overall
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POVERTY BY EMPLOYMENT TYPE, OHIO, 2018

Total persons age 16 and older 4,001,970 2,119,759 3,006,208

In poverty 98,754 2.5% 381,991 18.0% 649,682 21.6%

®  The poverty rate among people employed part-time or part-year is over seven times higher than the poverty rate among
people working full-time year round

POVERTY BY NUMBER OF WAGE-EARNERS, WORK EXPERIENCE, AND FAMILY TYPE, OHIO, 2018

Married couples 2,112,567 80,024 3.8%
Both work, full or part time 1,174,954 13,089 11%
One spouse works 558,548 32,067 5.7%
Neither work 379,065 34,868 9.2%

Single male household 227,620 31,589 13.9%
Works full-time 141,390 5,650 4.0%
Works part-time 38,151 12,578 33.0%
Does not work 48,079 13,361 27.8%

Single female householder 584,057 172,208 29.5%
Works full-time 269,910 31,808 11.8%
Work part-time 150,401 72,893 48.5%
Does not work 163,746 67,507 41.2%

® There are twice as many single female householders in poverty than married couple families in poverty (172,208 compared
to 80,024) although there are over three and a half times as many married couple families than there are single female
householders

POVERTY BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, OHIO, 2018

Total persons

age 25 and 709,388 2,557,850 2,296,016 2,311,505
older
In poverty 201,139 28.4% 345,510 13.5% 238,446 10.4% 89,470 3.9%

m Poverty rates decrease as educational attainment increases

®  More than one quarter of Ohioans without a high school diploma or equivalent live in poverty

POVERTY BY EMPLOYMENT TYPE, OHIO, 2018

Total seniors 1,074,458 854,306 1,928,764

In poverty 104,909 9.8% 61,426 7.2% 166,335 8.6%

®  The poverty rate for women age 65 and older is 36% higher than the poverty rate for men of the same age

®  The poverty rate for women age 65 and older increased 12.5% from 2017 (8.8%), and the poverty rate for men age 65 and older
increased 14.3% from 2017 (6.3%)

SUPPLY OF RENTAL UNITS AFFORDABLE AND AVAILABLE TO LOW-INCOME RENTERS BY INCOME, 2019

At or below

30% AMI 437,765 189,056 -248,709

At or below
30% AMI

718,505 574,964 143,741

®  For the lowest-income renter households in Ohio, there are only 43 affordable and available rental units for every
100 households
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EVICTION RATES, 2016

m  Statewide, there were approximately 35 evictions per 1,000 renter households in Ohio

640 3.3%
147 2.7%
968 2.7%
3,634 5.0%
130 2.8%
1,184 3.7%
332 3.9%
260 1.8%
18 0.7%
51 14%
338 2.6%
= 0.0%
3,451 3.8%
8 0.5%
37 1.3%
382 3.2%
18 1.5%
59 14%
28 1.6%
86 2.3%
156 2.8%
83 2.2%
515 2.5%
123 2.9%
25 1.0%
582 3.6%
138 1.5%
186 2.7%
297 2.8%
193 3.0%
216 3.8%
1,841 3.7%
3,288 41%
910 3.5%
190 1.6%
78 1.6%
73 2.6%
23 1.6%
410 21%
94 1.3%
219 17%
97 2.3%
324 1.8%
45 17%

NON-EMPLOYER ESTABLISHMENT GROWTH RATES, 2005-2015

10.4% 14% 7.5%
5.4% 47% -2.1%
-2.0% 32% 3.1%

0.0% 74%

13.9% 6.2%

-1.9% -14.7%

-5.2% 6.0%

2.7% 2.9%

-117% 11.6%

14.1% 84%

15% 0.6%

4.9% 10.7%

26.6% -3.8%

10.3% 12.6%

114% -10.4%

10.1% 20.5%

232% 10.0%

0.2% -3.5%

-8.3% 9.1%

15.8% -6.8%

10.6% 6.2%

= Non-employer businesses have no paid employees and are subject to federal income tax; most are self-employed
individuals operating a very small, unincorporated business with no paid employees (many gig workers fit the Census
definition of a non-employer)

m  Seven in 10 Ohio counties saw an increase in non-employer businesses from 2005 to 2015
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