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Background

e Toledo, Ohio
* Water Crisis
* Isthere an issue with access and affordability?

* Focus Groups
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Questions

* What is the perception in our more challenged
neighborhoaqds 2

» Are there issues with Water.quality.and affordability?

* What can we say about'water affordability at the' €ty and
county scale?

Are there any spatial trends for disconnection notices within Junction and Lucas County?
Do hotspots exist?

What are the overall trends in the data?
*  Owners & Renters
e Access to assistance (social services)
*  Water infrastructure

* What might we learn about the relationship between equity and water affordability and other
dimensions of peoples’ lives?




Methods

Survey

Students/in Uhiversity of Toledo class in Urban Planning conducted
this water-equity'study/(foeas gfoup and survey) in the Junction
Neighborhood, Toledo

Door-to-door to investigate water'access and perceptions within the
Junction neighborhood

Disconnection notices

Household characteristics, income, age
Issues with water bills?
Water quality/safety

Analysis of shut-offs
Shut-off notice data, city and county, 2008-2017



Study Area

475 75

87% African-American
Median household income: $20,335
27% population decrease since 2010



Understanding Toledo

POVERTY

Federal Poverty Level (FPL) in 2017:
+ One member is $12,060

= Four members is $24,600

In 2017:

«  26.5% of City of Toledo's
residents lived in Poverty,
compared to 19% of Lucas s
County's residents. e £3tm tommch L

M ajor Serests

38.2% of City of Toledo's children Foserty Distibtion

lived in Poverty, compared to e
28.1% of Lucas County's children. 2001 - 30,00

M0 - 4000

30.4% of City of Toledo's N 40.01 - 50.00
. . . B I 50.0] - 60000
immigrants were in Poverty, ‘ 001 - 100,00
compared to 23.8% of Lucas

County's immigrants.

Highly Concentrated Poverty Tracts in Toledo
{2007y
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In 2017:

15% of City of Toledo’s residents had no high
school diploma.

32.2% of City of Toledo’s residents had a hi?h
school diploma as their highest educationa
attainment.

34.5% of City of Toledo’s residents had some
college credits, no degree.

17% of City of Toledo’s residents had a
bachelor’s degree and above.

70% of the jobs created in the City require
only a high school diploma or G.E.D.
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Understanding Toledo

Houscholds with SNAP/Food Stamp
(2017)

Legend

= ity Council Line

PUBLIC e
% Food Stamp

ASSISTANCE

B 30.20. 500
ln 2017’ T0led0 reSIdentS on 8 . 500] - 6000

SNAP/Food Stamp assistance were - G011
reported at 26.4%, with 9.73% on SSI.




Understanding Toledo

H 0 U s I N G Cost of Howsing Exceeding 30 Percent of Gress Household Income, 2117

48% percent of City of Toledo's residents are renters
and 52% own their home. Households should be
spending less than 30% of gross household income
on housing.

In 2017:

» 45% of City of Toledo's renters paid more than
30% of gross household income on housing

Legend

21% of City of Toledo's homeowners paid more — ity Counl i
than 30% of gross household income on housing | e
L0 - L340

Households in District 4 {Old West End and Totco), ! 1500 - 3840
spent at least 45%, and District 1 had Kenwood- ) -

Sheridan, The Colony, Onyx and Roosevelt 001 - 1902
neighborhoods as high concentration areas

THE UEIYERIITT OF




0) 3
® °
3 s ) o
N/ e s 0 % ¢ ¥ i
.
Sylvania city, e y /,i 4
= §
o |
. '\ { i -
. d : S & (LR X » e
l_" L e °. Y {Q»; / & i i
s °e N cle ~z»\'_\ ~ éi ¢ ¢t
o’ e ° "c i =1 [ = 3 N A~ A
o ’ el 5° = P\é . ™ e o s w/%iﬁ | ; ] > 4 <."
14 ° - Ottawa Hill\s village 1% = .Fo fo¥ ° <P
o , d o' Vile 2 — 50 o Nal [JTaBoe Y > s z
o 2 ol A R e [] - ,‘ ST =& Toledo Gity g ¢ Oregon city
o dg om0 o DD ° Ro J °
° $ g L] ,-3' *?e ¢ ° S, 0y O\ =
|l 2 o% ° » : Y — A (i)
% pe 08 % RS e £ 3 .
: S oy oL 3 et e s Shutoff Orders by Tota
°c é ® ) 3 o
conlos el s ‘el : - LS
° Ce : X?:!: ® ¥y [ ’“.c‘; /’u fodel < od ¢ St Xad ) 2013
Fd o S L3 |\
° |

D WD / 5 " ;3&.‘. Jew "l ) o & < 2014

‘ ® e ? :/,‘ LS 0 5 &8
Hollaﬁca village he, o W :'.f " " " .0 : g 2015
L) ° "' ..(‘ 7
ooy Ha NS ot bt Y - 2016
Bc £ o .2 c.. :'.= o 3 'e ’!“ ‘:. ‘,_/-‘
et BT L 3] N Y A . 2017
e i Sy (2 [ ] Lucas_County_places
o | . e ® 0 g : )
s . )) 4 ‘ | Lake Erie
| Maumee River

E LucasBlocks

Lucas County Blockgr

7
)




Disconnection Notices, Owners
and Amount Owed

Unit Contact & Owner Locations

TN
/ >

Legend
Owner Not Occupied $$ Owed
Dollars
° 0.010000 - 50.000000
50.000001 - 100 000000

100.000001

) 150.000001 -

200.000001 - 250.000000

Location of property owners within the United States.
) Symbol size based on amount owed for past due water.
'300.000001 - 1477.000000
- 0 250 500 1,000 Miles
[ states 2 2009 2000 201 2012 20 2015 2006 201 | I C (SRS S
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Overall Disconnection Notices,
Hotspots

DISCONNECTION ORDER RECORDS
BY YEAR & ADDRESS

14000 1400
12000
10000
8000
6000
4000

2000 0
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

TOTAL UNITS; 1 DISCONNECT ORDER UNITS > 1 DISCONNECT ORDER

Disconnection orders were at the highest at the
later years of the last recession, 2011 — 2014.

Junction Neighborhood was not a hotspot.
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Owner occupied and non-

owner occupied

DISCONNECT ORDERS
CONTACT OCCUPIED/CONTACT NOT OCCUPIED

0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
- \_\_/\/
03
0.2
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
e OWNER OCCUPIED NOT OWNER OCCUPIED

Over time,

-Shutoff orders for owner -occupied
decreased

-Shutoff orders for non-owner occupied
increased.

Water

Average number of days with Disconnected
Water by year

100
20
80
60 |
50
1]
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Renters whose
landlords are farther
away tend to have
larger bills
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Disconnection Notices
Spatial distribution, amount owed

®
Ntl e amounar!wed in Junction

borhood are not large

High incidence of disconnection
notices




Disconnection Notices

Units with
Multiple
Disconnect

Orders

Homeownershlp and over time

Proportion of Proportion of
Disconnect Orders Disconnect Orders
Owner Occupied Owner NOT occupied

Owner-occupied homes tend to

have a lower incidence of disconnection notices.
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Disconnection Notices

Amount Owed and Distance to Community Assistance
Centers

@ee Qoo

Water

No relationship between
amount owed and distance to
assistance

TTTTTTTTTTTTTTT
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Results

e Spatial clusters of shutoffs and water disconnection orders exist

* The Junction neighborhododisisimilar to average neighborhoods in
Toledo, not a signifiéant hatspot over time

 Many of the highest water bills in'Junétion are on locations where
houses have been demolished.

* Proximity to social services does not impact # of disconnection orders

* Owner occupied / Non-owner occupied water access differences can
be seen in the data

 The majority of disconnection orders are for Non-owner occupied units

Water 18
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