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ABSTRACT

Municipalities have the authority per Ohio Revised Code (ORC) Sections 3735.65-70 to
adopt resolutions describing the boundaries of Community Reinvestment Areas (CRA)
after surveying the housing within their jurisdictions; still, CRAs must be areas in which
housing facilities or structures of historical significance are located and new housing
construction and repair of existing facilities or structures are discouraged.

The goal of the report that follows was to create such a housing survey as noted above to
determine whether a CRA should or should not be created and to determine what areas
should be and should not be included, if a CRA should be created. To justify the creation
of any CRA, it was the duty of the report to show:

1. That the area includes housing facilities or structures of historical
significance.
2. That new housing construction and repair of existing facilities or

structures was discouraged within the area.

To accomplish the report goal, City of Urbana staff compared data from the US Census,
analyzed the city’s 2010 Urbana Housing Conditions Survey and collected and analyzed
building permit records.

The US Census divided the city into sections or neighborhoods called “block groups”
(BG) and all 2010 Housing Conditions Survey and building department permit records
were analyzed in the same way for consistency and convenience. The sections or BGs are
shown in Map 2. The report rated the performance of each BG against data from other
Urbana BGs, Champaign County, the State of Ohio and the United States using the
following indicators of investment and disinvestment:

population change

the number of low to extremely low income families

the ratio of structures/facilities occupied by owners to those occupied by renters
the ratio of structures/facilities occupied to those vacant

location of historic structures/facilities

new housing construction

the condition of existing structures/facilities

the number of building permits issued

The report concluded that the area shown in Map 1 included housing facilities of
historical significance and structures of historical significance and that new housing
construction and repair of existing facilities or structures was discouraged within the area;
therefore, the report proposed that the area in Map 1 receive assistance and
encouragement for remodeling of existing and construction of new facilities or structures
through the Community Reinvestment Area process outlined in the ORC.
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CITY OF URBANA

Section Summary: Investment in Urbana plateaued, while Champaign County, the
State of Ohio and the United States experienced increased investment.

Where investment and disinvestment occurred was based on Census data, the city’s 2010
Urbana Housing Conditions Survey and building department permits. Based on the that
information Urbana requires a CRA to assist in and encourage remodeling and new
construction in the area shown in Map 1.

Investment in Urbana was comparable per the 1990 Census to the county, state and
country, overall investment in Urbana plateaued and fell behind compared to the
investment reported in the 2000 Census in the county, state and country, based. A closer
look at the data from the 2000 Census and the 1990 Census revealed certain BGs in
Urbana experienced significant investment and other certain BGs experienced significant
disinvestment by comparison; thereby, that contention resulted in overall stagnation.

Items considered by this report as indicators of investment and disinvestment are below:

population change

the number of low to extremely low income families

the ratio of structures/facilities occupied by owners to those occupied by renters
the ratio of structures/facilities occupied to those vacant

location of historic structures/facilities

new housing construction

the condition of existing structures/facilities

the number of building permits issued

Data tables and highlights specific to each of the above indicators can be found in the
sections following this introduction, where each Urbana BG is compared to other Urbana
BGs and to the overall performance of Champaign County, the State of Ohio and the
United States.

Those considering this report must keep in mind that statistical information published by the US Census Bureau is a product based on
the collection, tabulation, editing and handling of questionnaires and, as such, errors in the data are possible. Because of sampling
and non-sampling errors, there may be discrepancies in the reporting of similar types of data; however, the discrepancies will not
negate the usefulness of the Census data to conduct this report.

POPULATION

Section Summary: Some BGs experienced population growth, while others experienced
population decline; meaning, overall minor population change; however, county, state
and country population changes were major. (Population decrease means
abandonment of areas; whereas, population increase means occupation of areas.)

Urbana’s population change (+2%) was insignificant compared to the population changes
experienced by the county (+8%), state (+5%) and country (+13%) between the 2000
Census and the 1990 Census. Table 1 describes population change in Urbana, Champaign
County, the State of Ohio and the US.
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Table 1
Change between 2000 &
1990 2000 1990
#) | (%) @) #)
Urbana City 260 2% 11,613 11,353
Champaign Co. 2,871 8% 38,890 36,019
Ohio 506,025 5% 11,353,140 10,847,115
United States 32,712,033 13% | 281,421,906 | 248,709,873

Sources: 2000 Census, 1990 Census

Table 2 Compares data for individual population of each BG, strong population growth in
occurred in certain BGs and was negated by strong population decrease in other certain
BGs; of course, this resulted in the mere +2% overall population change. Map 3 depicts
the information described in Table 2, highlighting top and bottom performers.

Table 2
Change between 2000 &
1990 2000 1990
@ | (#) #)
CT 103 BG 3 4 0% 1,175 1171
BG 4 69 6% 1,267 1198
BG 1 65 9% 825 760
COT 104 BG 2 876 968
BG 3 215 24% 1,121 906
BG 4 783 865
BG 1 70 6% 1,309 1239
T 105 BG 2 744 799
BG 3 1,150 1,207
BG 4 1,123 1,197
BG 1 959 21% 1,281 1,059
BG 2 6 1% 585 579
CT 106 .
BG 3 872 978
BG 4 ) 7% 1,131 1,059

*Top Performers

*From a set of numbers, the top 50% of the numbers from the set above the median are considered “Top Performers”.
**From a set of numbers, the bottom 50% of the numbers from the set below the median are considered "Bottom Performers".

Sources: 2000 Census, 1990 Census
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CONCENTRATIONS OF LOW AND MODERATE INCOME
FAMILIES

Section Summary: Urbana’s MFI gap tripled between the 2000 Census and the 1990
Census; however, the state and the country MFI gaps essentially closed. (Greater MFI
gaps mean less money to invest.)

Urbana’s overall Median Family Income (MFI) gap tripled (-15%) in the 2000 Census
compared to the 1990 Census (-5%); additionally, comparing the MFI gap from the 2000
Census data and the 1990 Census data of the state and the country revealed that the MFI
gaps decreased for both jurisdictions. In 1990, Urbana’s overall MFI gap was -5%, which
was between the MFI gap of the State of Ohio (-10%) and the MFI gap of the United
States (-2%). In 2000, Urbana’s overall MFI gap was -15%, but the MFI gap of the State
of Ohio (-1%) and the MFI gap of the United States (-1%) moreorless closed. Urbana fell
behind, in comparison to the performance of the state and country. See Table 3 for
detailed information.

Table 3
[ cdian Family Income (MFD) - City. County. State & Country |
2000 MFI 1990 MFI
©) | (%) ) | (%)
Urbana City $  42857.00 -15% | $ 3431700 -5%
Champaign Co. $ 50,430.00 - $ 36,051.00 -
Ohio $  50,037.00 1% $ 3235100 -10%
United States $  50,046.00 1% $ 3522500 2%

Sources: 2000 Census, 1990 Census

According to HUD, there are three levels of low income: low, very low and extremely
low. To qualify as low income, a household must earn 80 percent or lower than the
median income of the county where one lives. To qualify as very low income, a
household must earn 50 percent or less of the median income of the county where one
lives. To qualify as extremely low income, a household must earn 30 percent or less of
the median income of the county where one lives.

Table 3, above, shows Urbana’s overall MFI in 2000 was 85% percent of the county
median income; meaning, the overall MFI of Urbana nearly qualified as low income.

A closer inspection of the 2000 Census data and the 1990 Census data revealed the MFI
gap in every BG of the city grew larger; in fact, six of the fourteen city BGs qualified as
low income, which was double the number qualifying as such in the 1990 Census. Table
4 depicts the gap between the county median income and each BGs” MFL.
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Table 4
[ Median Family Income (FI) Data by Block Group BG) |
2000 MFI 1990 MFI
$) | (%) ®) | (%)
CT 103 BG3 $ 42,462.00 -16% $ 36,121.00 0%
BG4 $ 46,856.00 -7% $ 38,472.00 7%
BG1 $ 33,906.00 -33% $ 36,875.00 2%
CT 104 BG2 $ 35,074.00 -30% $ 28,750.00 -20%
BG3 $ 38,173.00 -24% $ 26,094.00 -28%
BG4 $ 32,083.00 -36% $ 29,306.00 -19%
BG1 $ 31,750.00 -37% $ 32,009.00 -11%
CT 105 BG 2 $ 49,545.00 2% $ 36,150.00 0%
BG3 $ 47,417.00 -6% $ 38,295.00 6%
BG4 $ 48,571.00 -4% $ 36,500.00 1%
BG1 $ 64,265.00 27% $ 46,382.00 29%
CT 106 BG 2 $ 48,036.00 -5% $ 28,977.00 -20%
BG3 $ 42,604.00 -16% $ 37,857.00 5%
BG 4 $ 35,288.00 -30% $ 28,333.00 21%
Above Low Income Qualification
Low Income Qualification

Sources: 2000 Census, 1990 Census

OWNER OCCUPIED V. RENTER OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS

Summary: The gap between Urbana’s renter occupied housing units and the county,
state and country renter occupied housing units increased between the 2000 Census
and the 1990 Census; in fact, Urbana’s renter occupied housing units increased, while
the renter occupied housing units decreased in the other three jurisdictions. (Owner
occupied units are better maintained, than renter occupied units.)

The Champaign County, the State of Ohio and the United States renter occupied housing
units decreased -2%, but Urbana’s renter occupied housing units increased +1% in the
2000 Census; and, Urbana’s percentage of renter occupied housing units was already
higher than that of the county, state and country in the 1990 Census. Again, the gap
between Urbana and the county, state and country increased. Table 5 shows the ratio of
owner occupied to renter occupied housing units from the 2000 Census and Table 6
shows the ratio of owner occupied to renter occupied housing units from the 1990
Census.
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Table 5
2000
Occupied Units Owner Occupied Renter Occupied
#) @ | @ @ | (%
Urbana City 4,859 2,942 61% 1,917 39%
Champaign Co. 14,952 11,353 76% 3,599 24%
Ohio 4,445,773 3,072,522 69% 1,373,251 31%
United States 105,480,101 69,815,753 66% 35,664,348 34%
Sources: 2000 Census
Table 6
1990
Occupied Units Owner Occupied Renter Occupied
#) DR @ |
Urbana City 4,513 2,791 62% 1,722 38%
Champaign Co. 13,253 9,795 74% 3,458 26%
Ohio 4,087,546 2,758,149 67% 1,329,397 33%
United States 91,947,410 59,024,811 64% 32,922,599 36%

Sources: 1990 Census

Table 7 and Table 8 show certain BGs had a low amount of renter occupied housing
units, but also show other certain BGs had a high percent of renter occupied housing
units. Map 4 depicts the top and bottom performers from Table 7.

Table 7
2000
Owner Renter
Occupied Units QOccupied QOccupied
(#) @ | @ | » | »
CT 103 BG 3 448 342 76% | 106 24%
BG 4 537 476 89% 61 11%
BG 1 391 332 85% 59 15%
T 104 BG 2 339 239 71% | 100 29%
BG 3 467 177 38% (1290 62% |
BG 4 317 207 65% | 110 35%
BG 1 589 328 56% | 261  44%
T 105 BG 2 343 194 57% | 149  43%
BG 3 474 312 66% | 162 34%
BG 4 503 197 39%
CT 106 BG 1 507 444 88% 63 12%




URBANA COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT AREA: HOUSING SURVEY

10

BG 2 241 144 60% 97 40%
BG3 353 223 63% 130 37%
BG 4 378 220 58% 158 42%

*Top Performers

*From a set of numbers, the bottom 50% of the numbers from the set below the median are considered “Top Performers”.
**From a set of numbers, the top 50% of the numbers from the set above the median are considered "Bottom Performers".

Sources: 2000 Census

Table 8
1990
Owner Renter
Occupied Units Occupied Occupied
#) @] ®» | ®» | @
CT 103 BG3 388 328 85% 60 15%
BG 4 491 445 91% 46 9%
BG 1 342 282 82% 60 18%
BG 2 353 231 65% 122 35%
CT 104 BG3 354 164 46%
BG4 317 198 62% 119 38%
BG 1 541 281 52%
CT 105 BG 2 352 207 59% 145 41%
BG3 484 321 66% 163 34%
BG 4 494 209 42%
BG1 386 350 91% 36 9%
BG2 232 141 61% 91 39%
CT 106 ’ ’
BG 3 382 247 65% 135 35%
BG4 368 230 63% 138 38%

*Top Performers

*From a set of numbers, the bottom 50% of the numbers from the set below the median are considered “Top Performers”.
**From a set of numbers, the top 50% of the numbers from the set above the median are considered "Bottom Performers".

Sources: 1990 Census

VACANCY RATES

Section Summary: A large majority of Urbana vacancies in the 2000 Census resulted
from properties for rent and those BGs identified as having higher vacancies than
others should be considered in any proposed CRA. A high percent of vacant properties
indicated saturation of available properties.

Data from the 2000 Census and the 1990 Census showed minimal changes in vacancy
rates in the city, county, state and country; in fact, Urbana’s vacancy rates appeared
similar to that of the county, state and country — see Table 9, Table 10 and Table 11. The
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majority of Urbana’s vacancies appeared to come from properties for rent, which
correlated with Urbana’s high overall renter occupied housing units in the 2000 Census —
see Table 12.

Despite typical vacancy rates, there were areas with higher vacancy rates than others.
Those areas should be considered when creating a CRA — see Table 12 and Map 5.

Table 9
2000
Total Housing Units Occupied Vacant
#) @ lml ®» | ®w
Urbana 5821 5436 93% 385 7%
Champaign Co. 14,055 13,253 94% 802 6%
Ohio 4,388,705 4,087,546  93% 301,159 7%
United States 103,626,251 91,947,410 89% | 11,678,841 11%
Sources: 2000 Census
Table 10
1990
Total Housing Units Occupied Vacant
#) @ lwml ®» |
Urbana 5782 5436 94% 346 6%
Champaign Co. 14,030 13,253 94% 777 6%
Ohio 4,371,488 4,087,546  94% 283,942 6%
United States 102,228,734 91,947,410 90% | 10,281,324 10%

Sources: 1990 Census

Table 11
[ VacancyAnalysis- City, County. State & Country |
2000
For For Other
Rent | Sale Rented or Sold, Not Seasonal Vacant
Occupied
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Urbana City 39% 14% 11% 6% 6%
Champaign
Co. 32% 26% 17% 13% 13%
Ohio 42% 16% 11% 16% 16%
United States | 22% 10% 6% 31% 31%

Sources: 2000 Census
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Table 12
2000
For For Other
Rent Sale Rented or Sold, Not Seasonal Vacant
Occupied
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
BG
CT 3 17% - 8% 8% 8%
103 BG
4 20% 14% 7%
BG
1 27% 17% 7% 7%
BG
CT 2 62% 15% 23% 0% 0%
104 BG
3 63% 11% 11% 7% 7%
BG
4 54% 31% 0% 8% 8%
BG
1 7% 4% 11% 11%
BG
CT 2 33% 29% 10% 14% 14%
105
0% 0%
13% 9% 2% 2%
BG
BG
CT 2 53% 29% 6% 6% 6%
106 BG
3 56% 22% 22% 0% 0%
BG

*Top Performers

o |

*From a set of numbers, the bottom 50% of the numbers from the set below the median are considered “Top Performers”.
**From a set of numbers, the top 50% of the numbers from the set above the median are considered "Bottom Performers".

Sources: 2000 Census

HISTORIC DISTRICTS AND NATIONAL REGISTER

Section Summary: Structures of historical/architectural significance are located within

the proposed CRA.

Structures of historical/architectural significance are located within the proposed CRA.
Using the 2000 Census, City of Urbana staff determined that 1,967 (37%) of the 5,317

12

housing units in the city were built in or before 1939. According to the National Register
and Survey Manager at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office & Ohio Historical Society,
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a majority of the Ohio Historic Inventory and National Register historic districts are
included within the proposed CRA; in fact, 75% of the properties on the Ohio Historic
Inventory in Urbana were included in the proposed CRA — that’s approximately 410
structures out of approximately 550 structures. Map 6 depicts historic structures from the
Ohio Historic Inventory in blue and depicts the National Register listed historic districts
in red; of course, the proposed CRA area is bolded in black and is not covered by hatch
marks.

The City of Urbana recognized the number of and importance of historic/architecturally
significant structures and established an historic overlay district to protect said historic
structures in the downtown in 1999. Map 7 shows the historic district located in the
center of Urbana — it is marked by hatch marks.

AGE OF HOUSING STOCK

Section Summary: 939 housing units (1.8%) in the proposed CRA were built in or after
1980; whereas, between 23% and 33% of the total housing stock of the county, state
and country was constructed in or after 1980. (Age of housing stock identifies areas of
potential historical significance and identifies where new construction did and did not
occur.)

Age of housing stock identifies areas of potential historic significance and identifies
where new construction did and did not occur and, according to the 2000 Census data,
939 housing units (1.8%) in the CRA were built in or after 1980; whereas, 23% and 33%
of the total housing stock of the county, state and country was constructed in or after
1980. According to the 2000 Census data, 1,967 (37%) of the 5,317 housing units in the
city were built in or prior to 1939; furthermore, 1,504 (28%) housing units built after
1939 in the city are in BGs totally outside of the proposed CRA; meaning a large portion
of new home construction occurred completely outside of the CRA in only 20% of the
city BGs. Within the proposed CRA, most of the investment occurred in and prior to
1959 and this is described by Table 13 and depicted by Map 8.
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Table 13
2000
Total Houses Built 2000- Houses Built 1979- Houses Built 1959- Houses Built 1939 or
Houses 1980 1960 1940 Earlier
# (%) (%) (%) (%)

BG
CT 3 461 49% 14% 15% 22%
103 BG

4 645 41% 44% 4% 11%

BG

1 435 26% 28% 27% 19%

BG
CT 2 373 10% 16% 40%
104 BG

3 477 30% 33% 21% 16%

BG

BG

1 620 37% 36% 17% 10%

BG
CT 2 360 8% 41% 23% 28%
105 BG

3 510

BG

4 559

BG

1 536

BG
CT 2 258
106 BG

3 387

BG

4 404 13% 28% 19% 40%
Urbana City 5,226 20% 22% 23% 38%
Champaign
Co. 15,890 30% 23% 14% 32%
Ohio 4,783,051 23% 30% 25% 22%
United States | 115,904,641 33% 32% 20% 15%

Sources: 2000 Census

CONDITION OF HOUSING UNITS

Section Summary: Urbana’s 2010 Urbana Housing Conditions Survey determined that
the majority of houses in less than “Above Average’ condition were located within the
proposed CRA. (Surveying the conditions of existing structures/facilities identified
where repair of existing structures/facilities occurred.)

High % Built after 1960
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Surveying the conditions of the existing structures/facilities in the city identified where
repair of existing structures/facilities occurred.

In 2010, there were 11 structures/facilities were demolished by the city because of
unsafe/unsanitary conditions and 9 of those 11 demolitions were within the proposed
CRA.

In 2010, the City of Urbana conducted a citywide field survey of existing residential,
commercial and industrial property conditions. Structures were classified as one of four
conditions: “Above Average”, “Fair”, “Needs Work™ and “Dilapidated”. A total of 4,580
structures/facilities were surveyed and the survey determined that the majority of houses
in less than “Above Average” condition (1,898) were located within the proposed CRA.
Table 14 shows the results inside the proposed CRA, outside the proposed CRA and
citywide totals for all conditions, except “Above Average”.

Table 14
2010

""Needs
"Fair"' Work" "Dilapidated"
@ @ »l®| el @
Inside Proposed CRA 1,201 87% | 424  94% 69 97%
Outside Proposed CRA 175 13% 29 6% 2 3%
Citywide Totals 1,376 30% | 453 10% 69 2%

Sources: 2010 Urbana Housing Conditions Survey

NUMBER OF BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED

Section Summary: Of the building permits issued between 2001 and 2009, 40% were
outside the proposed CRA; in fact, those building permits were issued in only three
BGs or 20% of the city BGs; therefore, it was clear that an extraordinary amount of
investment occurred outside the proposed CRA. (Building permits roughly track where
construction occurs.)

Building permits roughly track where construction occurs. Table 15 and Map 9 show the
total number of building permits issued by BG during the years between 2001 and 2009.
Urbana staff concluded that 1,257 total building permits were issued between 2001 and
2009 and 759 of those permits were issued inside the proposed CRA and 498 of those
permits were issued outside the proposed CRA; in other words, 40% of the building
permits issued between 2001 and 2009 occurred in the only three BGs outside the CRA
and 60% of the building permits issued occurred inside the eleven other BGs in the
proposed CRA. It is clear that an extraordinary amount of investment occurred outside
the proposed CRA, compared to the amount spread among the eleven other BGs.
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Table 15

 BuldngPemitDaubyBockGrow®e) |

2009-2001 - Total Permits
Total | 2009 | 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005 | 2004 | 2003 [ 2002 | 2001
(#) (#) (#) (#) (#) (#) (#) (#) (#) (#)
cT103 | BG3 3 10 3 4 5 3 4 2 8
BG 4 0 0 2 3 1 3 2 3 0
BG 1 71 5 5 12 7 4 7 10 3 18
cT10a | BG2 82 7 12 11 6 11 7 11 9 8
BG 3 125 4 15 18 13 5 30 15 16 9
BG 4 55 6 3 3 7 9 5 8 9 5
BG 1 248 13 13 16 27 40 41 44 30 24
crios | BG2 2 2 4 3 2 3 5 6 2
BG 3 72 5 7 6 7 7 9 11 12 8
BG 4 137 14 4 5 9 13 29 33 15 15
BG 1 178 8 11 10 17 20 38 28 23 23
cri06 | BG2 72 8 4 4 5 4 9 12 4 22
BG 3 7 7 3 5 5 6 2 3 5
BG 4 89 7 8 7 4 14 2 12 18 17

*Top Performers

*From a set of numbers, the top 50% of the numbers from the set above the median are considered “Top Performers”.
**From a set of numbers, the bottom 50% of the numbers from the set below the median are considered "Bottom Performers".

Sources: Champaign County Building Department permit records

ZONING

Map 10 is a copy of the City of Urbana zoning map. A mix of residential, commercial
and industrial uses and a historic overlay and commercial corridor overlay were included
in the area inside the proposed CRA. Any specific zoning regulations or text can be found
at urbanaohio.com or discussed with the City of Urbana Zoning Department at
937.652.4322.

MAJOR INDUSTRIES

Major industries were included within the proposed CRA; in fact, all manufacturing
zoning districts were included within the proposed CRA with the exception of a small

area southeast of E. Water St. and S. Main St.
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CONCLUSION

Summary: Map 1 is the proposed CRA. Housing facilities and structures of historical
significance were included in the area shown in Map 1; furthermore, new housing
construction and repair of existing facilities or structures was discouraged within the
area shown in Map 1.

Map 1 is the proposed CRA and areas of disinvestment in the City of Urbana are included
within its boundaries and the proposed CRA should be adopted as a CRA by the City of
Urbana Council and confirmed as a CRA by the Director of the Ohio Department of
Development. The findings of this report, based on the data presented by it, in the section
“Historic Districts & National Register” confirmed that housing facilities and structures
of historical significance were located within the proposed CRA and this was depicted by
Map 6. The findings of this report, based on the data presented by it, in the sections,
“Population”, “Concentrations of Low and Moderate Income Families”, “Owner
Occupied v. Renter Occupied Housing Units”, “Vacancy Rates”, “Age of Housing
Stock”, “Condition of Housing Units” and “Number of Building Permits Issued”” made
the case that investment predominantly occurred in a small portion of the City of Urbana,
in Champaign County, in the State of Ohio and in the United States, when compared to
the area in the proposed CRA.

e Overall population remained the same, but there were significant decreases in the
areas depicted by Map 3 — some as much as -9% to -11%. In contrast, Champaign
County, the State of Ohio and the United States all experienced significant overall
growth.

e The MFI gap increased in every BG and the number of BGs that qualified as Low
Income doubled and was shown in Table 4. In contrast, the State of Ohio and the
United States both closed the MFI gap completely.

® Renter Occupied Housing Units increased in Urbana, but decreased in Champaign
County, the State of Ohio and the United States, as shown in Tables 5 and 6. Map
4 highlighted areas of low and high percentages.

¢ Although vacancy rates did not change significantly, Map 5 pinpointed areas of
high and low vacancies caused by housing units being for rent.

¢ Old housing stock was shown to be concentrated in certain BGs by Map 8 and
98.2% of the houses in the proposed CRA were built before 1980.

e Within the proposed CRA, nearly all of the housing units in the city found to be in
“Fair”, “Needs Work™ and “Dilapidated” conditions are located inside the
proposed CRA and this is shown by Table 14.

¢ Map 9 showed that most of the building permits issued between 2001 and 2009
were for areas outside the proposed CRA.

The criteria for a CRA as defined by ORC Sections 3735.65-70 were met by this housing
survey’s proposed CRA and adoption and confirmation shall enable the City of Urbana to
offer tax abatement for real property improvements made within the proposed CRA.



Map 1. Proposed Community Reinvestment
Area (CRA)



Map 2. Block Groups (BG)
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Map 3. Population Data - Low & High
Percentages of Change
Top Performers

Between Top & Bottom
~ Bottom Performers
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Map 4. 2000 Owner Occupied:Renter Occupied
Housing - Low & High % of Renter Occupied
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Map 5. 2000 Vacancy Analysis - Low & High
Percentages of For Rent
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Map 6. Historic Structures & National Register

Listed Historic Districts
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Map 8. Housing Stock - Constructed 1959 &
Earlier:1960 & Later

High % Built after 1960
Distributed Evenly after/before 1960/1959
~ High % Built 1959 or Earlier
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Map 9. Building Permits - Low & High
Amounts Issued between 2001 & 2009
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Map 10. City of Urbana Zoning Map
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ABSTRACT
Describe goal of report, requirements to create CRA and
methodology.

INTRODUCTION
Concept: Urbana is behind county, state and country,
according to 2000 Census and 1990 Census data, 2010
Urbana Housing Conditions Survey and building
department permits; in fact, using 2000 Census and
1990 Census data, overall investment in Urbana was no
different in 2000, than 1990 Census; however, county,
state and country continued in positive trends;
therefore, Urbana stagnated, while other jurisdictions

positively changed.
SubConcept: Urbana’s level of investment was

comparable to county, state and country in 1990
Census.

SubConcept: Some areas experienced investment,
while others did not, which resulted in no change

overall for entire city.
POPULATION

Concept: Some areas experienced population
growth, while others did not, which resulted in
minor population level change; however, county,
state and country experienced much greater
population level changes. Population decrease
indicates desire to leave areas; whereas, population

increase indicates desire to move-into areas.
SubConcept: Despite population increase in some

areas, decrease in several others caused overall
population change to only be minor; however,
that was not the case for county, state and
country, which experienced larger increases.
MFI
Concept: Urbana’s MFI gap tripled between 2000
Census (-15%) and 1990 Census (-5%); however,
state (1%) and country (1% ) MFI gap grew
smaller. Greater MFI means less money to invest.
SubConcept: Gap in every BG increased and
number of BGs qualifying as low income doubled
Jrom 1990 Census.



OWNER OCCUPIED:RENTER OCCUPIED
Concept: Gap between Urbana’s renter occupied
housing units and county, state and country grew
between 2000 Census and 1990 Census; in fact,
while Urbana’s renter occupied housing units saw
an increase in 2000 Census, county, state and
country all saw a decrease in 2000 Census. Owner
occupied properties tend to be better maintained

than renter occupied properties.
VACANCY RATES

Concept: Vacancy rates between Urbana, county,
state and country are similar; but, large majority
of Urbana vacancies in 2000 Census result from
properties for rent and those BGs identified as
having higher vacancies than others should be
considered for CRA. High percent of vacant

roperties show saturation of available units.
HISTORIC DISTRICTS & NATIONAL REGISTER

Concept: Structures of historical/architectural

significance are located within the proposed CRA.
SubConcept: According to 2000 Census, 1,967
(37%) of 5,317 housing units in the city were built
in or before 1939.
SubConcept: According to the National Register
and Survey Manager at the Ohio Historic
Preservation Office & Ohio Historical Society, a
majority of the Ohio Historic Inventory and
National Register historic districts are included
within the proposed CRA; in fact, 75% of the
properties on the Ohio Historic Inventory in
Urbana are included in the proposed CRA.
SubConcept: City of Urbana created a historic
overlay district in 1999 to protect said historic
structures in the downtown.

AGE OF HOUSING STOCK

Concept: 939 housing units (1.8 %) in the proposed

CRA were built in or after 1980; whereas, county,

state and country had between 23% and 33% of

their total housing stock constructed in or after

1980. Age of housing stock identifies areas of

potential historical significance and identifies



where new construction is and is not occurring

presently.
SubConcept: 1,967 (37%) of the 5,317 housing
units in the city were built in or prior to 1939.
SubConcept: Within the proposed CRA, most
construction occurred in and prior to 1959.
SubConcept: 1,504 (28%) housing units built
after 1939 are in three (3) BGs totally excluded
Jrom the proposed CRA; meaning a large portion
of new home construction occurred completely
outside of the CRA in only 21% of the city BGs.

HOUSING CONDITIONS SURVEY

Concept: Urbana’s Housing Conditions Survey

determined that the majority of houses in less than

“Above Average” condition were located within

the proposed CRA. Surveying the conditions of the

existing structures/facilities shows where repair of

existing structures/facilities is occurring.
SubConcept: Urbana’s Housing Conditions

Survey determined that the majority of city
ordered demolitions from 2010 were within the
proposed CRA.
BUILDING PERMITS
Concept: 40% of the building permits issued
between 2001 and 2009 were outside the proposed
CRA; in fact, those building permits were issued in
only 3 BGs or 21% the city BGs; therefore, it is
clear that an extraordinary amount of investment
is occurring outside the proposed CRA. Building
permits roughly track where and what type of
construction is occurring.
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