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Executive Summary

The Upper East Tennessee Human Development Agency (UETHDA) is located in the northeast
corner of Tennessee. Nestled along the Appalachian Mountains, it is in the heart of poverty-ridden
American. UETHDA serves the following eight counties: Carter, Greene,

Hancock, Hawkins, Johnson, Sullivan, Unicoi, and Washington.

This comprehensive community assessment offers detailed information about numerous
topics, as well as an examination of the Community Service Block Grant (CSBG), Head Start (HS),
Weatherization, and Low Income Home Energy Assistance Programs’ (LIHEAP) service area challenges,
barriers, and strengths relative to how to solve programs that impede the achievement of self-sufficiency
for many residents of the eight service area counties. The data included in this document are based
on survey responses, the American Community Survey, the Census Bureau, the State of Tennessee’s
Department of Education, Health and Human Services, and Economic Development, Redfin, and other
real estate aggregation websites, and the Annie E. Casey Kids Count database.

The purpose of this Community Assessment is to highlight the changes that the UETHDA service area
has underground during the past five years. Like the rest of the United States, the Upper East Tennessee
Human Development Agency’s service area has changed in the past five years. COVID-19, changing
economic landscape, and societal factors have all contributed to the changing landscape of our region.

Demographic

According to the American Community Survey 5-year estimates, the total population in

the UETHDA service area increased from 2016 to 2021 by 8,510 (1.68%) residents, which outpaced
the state of Tennessee’s percentage of population growth of 0.75%. Washington County had the
largest increase of 4.78% while Carter County had the largest decrease of -0.69%. The median age of
UETHDA service area residents also rose by between 0.5 and 1.7 years. The majority of the population
growth was due to migration of US citizens, as the number of total women with births has remained
steady or decreased since 2019 in the UETHDA service area counties. The median age of residents
who moved from a different state to the UETHDA service area tended in the previous year tended
to be younger than the median age of the residents who hadn’t moved during that time with median
income levels being similar. Grandparents impact on primary care giving of grandchildren has
continued to increase during the 2016 to 2021 time period. The total population of children under the
age of five years significantly decreased in six of the service area’s eight counties with only Hancock
County showing a significant increase. The service area continues to be predominantly white and non-
Hispanic, though both the racial and ethnic characteristics have shown significant increases in non-
white and Hispanic populations from 2016 to 2021.

The majority of households in the UETHDA service area are married couple households and
this level is higher than both the rest of Tennessee and the nation though the number of both single
male and single female households has significantly increased since 2016 in all UETHDA service area
counties. Only Hancock County had a higher percentage of households with a member under the age
of 18 years than did the United States and the rest of Tennessee. In contrast, all UETHDA service area
counties had a higher percentage of households with at least one person over the age of 65 years than
the rest of the state and nation.
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Economic

In 2021, the median household income in Tennessee was 11.29% higher than the inflation
adjusted median household income in 2016. The median household income was lower in all
UETHDA service area counties than the rest of the state but rose significantly in all but Hancock
and Washington Counties from between 7.33% and 24.88%. The mean income/median income
ratio stayed relatively the same during this time period with only Hancock County showing a large
increase in this ratio.

Approximately 63.6% of the United States population aged 16 years and over is in the labor
force and 61.8% of the Tennessee population aged 16 years and over is in the labor force. In the
UETHDA service area, this percentage ranges from a high of 58.9% in Washington County to a
low of 41.8% in Johnson County. Unicoi and Greene Counties saw significant decreases in the
total number and percentage of the population aged 16 years and over that were unemployed from
2016-2021 with Unicoi County also showing a significant increase in both total and percentage of
the same population that were employed. Public administration is the industry that significantly
decreased the most in number of employed people from 2016 to 2022 with information showing
significant increases. Management, business, science, and art and production, transportation, and
material moving occupations saw the most significant increases during this time period. Workers
in the UETHDA service area are predominantly private wage and salary workers and this number
has significantly increased in Greene, Johnson, and Washington Counties from 2016 to 2021. The
number of workers who worked from home significantly increased in all UETHDA service area
counties apart from Carter, Hancock, Johnson, and Unicoi Counties. Greene, Johnson, Sullivan, and
Washington counties all had significant increases in the total population that worked full time year-
round from 2016 to 2021. The mean average hours worked by the female population significantly
increased from 2016 to 2021 in all UETHDA area counties except for Hancock, Hawkins, and
Unicoi Counties.

UETHDA service area counties all have a lower unemployment rate than the state of Tennessee
April 2023 level of 3.3%, though Hancock and Washington Counties are the only counties or large
city in the region that has a higher number of employed people in April 2023 than before the
COVID-19 pandemic. Greene and Hawkins Counties are the only areas in the region that have
lower labor force numbers in April 2023 than they did at the peak of the pandemic.

Per capita income significantly increased by 11.76% in 2021 over the inflation adjusted 2016
level in the United States and increased 12.03% in Tennessee. Only Hawkins, Johnson, and Unicoi
Counties in the UETHDA service area did not have significant increases, with Hancock County
having the largest increase by 45.85%. Washington County has the highest per capita income in the
UETHDA region at $32,225, roughly $700 lower than the state level.

Health

According to the 2023 edition of the Healthy County Rankings, the UETHDA service area
has two counties scoring in the top third in the state (Sullivan and Washington Counties) and five
counties in the bottom third, with Greene County being ranked 54 out of 95 counties. Hancock
County has the lowest health outcomes and health factors in the region, ranking second and
third lowest in the state in these areas. Sullivan and Hawkins County had increases in their health
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outcome rankings since 2016, Greene County remained the same, and the rest of the UETHDA
counties had decreases. Hawkins County was the only UETHDA county that had an increase in
the length of life ranking.

The percent of the population without health insurance decreased in the UETHDA service
area, with Unicoi County having the largest decrease by 3.3%. The number of women enrolled
in WIC increased in all UETHDA counties from 2016 to 2021 except for Sullivan County. The
number of people and the number of children on SNAP greatly decreased during this time in
Tennessee and all UETHDA area counties.

About 14.1% of people in the UETHDA service area experience food insecurity in 2021, a
decrease of 3.0% since 2016, with Hancock County having the highest food insecurity rate in
the state. The 3.0% was mainly due to large decreases in food insecurity rate for children, which
decreased between 13.89% and 46.91%.

The number of babies born with neonatal abstinence syndrome has decreased in Tennessee
and the UETHDA service area since 2016, while the total number of overdose deaths has greatly
increased during the same time period, with opioid’s being the most common drug in overdoses.
The total number of non-fatal overdoses has remained roughly the same. This could be due to
increased availability of Narcan and other opioid reversal agents or increasingly dangerous opioids.

Poverty

The poverty rate has decreased in the United States from 2016 to 2021 by 2.5% and by 2.9% in
the state of Tennessee. Carter, Johnson, and Unicoi Counties all had larger decreases in poverty
rate than the rest of the state and nation, though only Carter, Greene, and Unicoi County were
statistically significant decreases. Carter County had the largest drop in childhood poverty from
2016 to 2021 in the region by 7.3%, higher than the Tennessee decrease of 5.2%. Washington
County saw a significant 2.7% increase in the poverty rate for people above the age of 65 years.

The total number of people in the UETHDA service area experiencing Deep Poverty slightly
decreased from 2016 to 2021, though not statistically significantly. Carter County had the only
significant decrease in the total population in Deep Poverty during this time, as well as the only
significant decrease in percentage of children under the age of five in poverty. Johnson County
had significant decreases in the poverty percentage of people above the age of 60 years, while
Washington County had significant increases in the poverty percentage for the same age group.
Hancock County had a significant 25.3% increase in the poverty percentage for children under the
age of five years.

Unicoi, Greene, and Sullivan Counties all saw significant decreases in the percentage of
Hispanic population in poverty from 2016 to 2021, and no county saw a significant increase in
this percentage. Greene County had a significant 51.37% decrease in the total number of African
Americans in poverty. Carter, Greene, and Johnson Counties all had significant decreases in the
total number of men in poverty, while Hancock County had a significant increase. Carter and
Unicoi Counties were the only counties that showed a significant decrease in the total number of
women in poverty.

Carter and Unicoi Counties saw significant decreases from 2016 to 2021 in percentage of the
population aged 25 years and over in poverty, with Unicoi County also having a decrease in the
percentage of people with a High School Degree in poverty. Sullivan County had a significant
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increase in percentage of those with a Bachelor’s degree or higher in poverty and people with
some college or an associates degree in Hancock County also saw a significant increase in percent
in poverty.

Carter, Greene, Sullivan, Unicoi, and Washington Counties all had significant decreases in
the total population in the labor force that was in poverty from 2016 to 2021. The percentage
of population who worked full-time year-round in poverty did not significantly change in any
UETHDA service area county during this time. Sullivan County was the only UETHDA that saw
a significant decrease in the poverty percentage for the unemployed.

The percentage of all families below the poverty line significant decreased by 2.6% in the state
of Tennessee from 2016 to 2021 and significantly decrease in Carter, Greene, Johnson, Unicoi, and
Washington Counties during this time as well. During this time period, the percentage of families
with children under the age of five years significantly decreased in Carter, Greene, and Washington
Counties. Families with under four members have the lowest poverty rates and the percentage of
those in poverty decreases the most. Subsequently, families without children had the lowest poverty
rates of any family type, and Greene, Hawkins, Johnson, and Unicoi Counties all saw significant
decreases in the poverty percentage for families without children from 2016 to 2021. Johnson
County had a significant increase in poverty percentage for families with three to four children
from 2016 to 2021, while Carter and Sullivan Counties had a significant increase in families with
five or more children. Washington County was the only UETHDA service area county that had
a significant decrease in poverty percentage for families with five or more children. Families with
one worker saw significant decreases in their poverty percentage in all UETHDA service area
counties with the exceptions of Hancock, Hawkins, and Sullivan Counties. Homeowners had a
significantly lower percentage of families in poverty than did renters and educational attainment of
the household was inversely correlated with percentage of families in poverty.

Education and Child Care

In the UETHDA service area, the percentage of the population with at least a Bachelor’s
degree and at least a High School or equivalent degree has significantly increased in the UETHDA
service area from 2016 to 2021, with only Hancock and Unicoi Counties showing non-significant
changes in percent of population with a Bachelor’s Degree or higher. The total number of people
aged three years or older enrolled in school significantly decreased in all UETHDA counties with
the exception of Hancock, Greene, and Johnson, with Sullivan County School District having the
largest decrease at 16.53%, with the biggest changes occurring in the pre-school and kindergarten
classes. The average ACT scores decreased across the UETHDA region from the 2016-2017 school
year to the 2021-2022 school year by between 1.7 and 0.7 points and the percentage of students
scoring a 21 or higher decreased by between 2.4 and 14.8%, with the High School graduation rate
decreasing in seven school districts and increasing in six. The percentage of students receiving
special education classes has stayed roughly the same level from 2016 to 2022, with only Hancock
and Unicoi Counties showing multiple percentage point increases and Johnson County showing a
3.5% decrease, with learning and speech disabilities being the most common issue.

The total number of licensed childcare centers and capacity has increased in Tennessee from
2022-2023 by 0.77% and 2.2% respectively, while the UETHDA service area has seen an increase
by two centers and a decrease in capacity by 155 children. The average weekly cost of childcare
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in the UETHDA service area ranges from a low of $150 per week in Johnson County to a high of
$188.50 per week in Washington County. Tennessee has seen an increase of 9.6% for school aged
out of school care to 33.28% for two years to school aged care since 2018 with an average 52-
week cost of infant childcare reaching $11,510.72. In 2022, Hancock and Sullivan Counties were
two of the three worst childcare costs as percentage of median household income by county in
the state of Tennessee, with 34.5% and 29.6% of median household income being needed to pay
for childcare for two children. Hawkins County was the only UETHDA service area county that
ranked in the top 50% of Tennessee counties in this measure with 23.5%.

Housing and Homelessness

The housing market has changed dramatically in the United States since 2016 and the
UETHDA service area is no different. The total number of housing units increased by 4.17% in the
United States from 2016 to 2021 and increased 4.79% in Tennessee. In the UETHDA service area,
only Hawkins, Sullivan and Washington County had significant increases in the total number
of housing units ranging from 0.76% in Hawkins County to 2.55% in Washington County.
Washington County also had significant increases in the total number and percent of occupied
housing units, significant decreases in the total number and percent of vacant housing units, and
a large decrease in rental vacancy rate. Johnson County had a significant decrease in the total
number of housing units by 2.02%. Washington County’s increase in housing units was mostly
due to an increase in detached single unit houses, while Sullivan County had significant increase
in duplexes and three to four unit houses. The majority of housing units in the UETHDA service
area are three-bedroom units. Only Greene County had a significant change in percentage of
owner occupied housing units with a subsequent decrease in renter occupied housing units.

The average median single family home sales price significantly increased across the
UETHDA service area from 2017 to 2022 from between 3.5% in Greene County to 75.15% in
Johnson County. Washington and Sullivan Counties, the two largest in the region, saw their
average median single family home price increase by 60.2% each. The list price for single family
homes rose to a similar degree, with the sale to list price and proportion sold over list price also
increasing. In 2022, about 40% of single family homes sold above list in Washington and Sullivan
Counties, an increase by about 30%. Price per square foot also increased by a dramatic amount.
Assessed home value rose to a similar degree as the sales prices.

The median mortgage monthly payment increased significantly in all UETHDA service area
counties from 2016 to 2021 by between 13.49% and 41.32% with the lowest median mortgage
payment being $985 in Hancock County and the highest being $1,205 in Washington County.
Selected monthly owner costs as percent of income tended to decrease from 2016 to 2021 during
this time. Median rent also had a significant increase from between 11% to 22.89% with a low of
$532 in Hancock County and a high of $813 in Washington County. Gross rent as a percent of
income levels above 30% significantly decrease in the United States and Tennessee during this
time, but only Carter County had a significant decrease in the UETHDA service area. Over 40%
in every UETHDA area county have rent considered unaffordable. Fair Market Rent increase
between 20.15% and 32.98%. Only Sullivan and Hawkins Counties had fair market rent’s that
increased by less than the inflation rate from 2016 to 2023, by -2.91%.

The number of subsidized units available decreased in the UETHDA service area from 2016
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to 2022, with only Sullivan County having a 0.95% increase. Carter County had a 29.5% increase
in Section 8 housing and Washington County had a 25.03% increase. Conversely, Public Housing
decreased in every UETHDA county except for Hancock County which had a 19.05% increase.
Sullivan, Hawkins, and Carter Counties all had increase in the number of housing choice vouchers
during this time.

The total number of beds for the unhoused decreased by 14.6% from 2016 to 2022 in
the UETHDA service area. The total number of overall homeless in the 2022 point in time
count decreased by 12.5% from the 2016 point in time count a decrease of 56 individuals. The
Appalachian Regional Continuum of Care has the third lowest number of unhoused individuals
of the ten CoC’s in Tennessee.

Surveys

Overall, the needs reported by neighbors in 2023 decreased from the 2022 survey, with the
number of families reporting that they would benefit from Utilities assistance and Weatherization
of their Home slightly increasing. Utilities assistance was by far the top need with 81% of families
reporting they would directly benefit from this service. The top five needs in the region were
Utilities assistance, help with food/nutrition services, rent/mortgage assistance and affordable
housing, vehicle repair, and weatherization of their home. The younger age groups of survey
respondents reported much higher needs for childcare affordability and availability and
employment opportunities than the older age groups, who had higher needs for direct payment
services.

The Head Start Parents Survey reported high satisfaction and high quality of the UETHDA
Head Start program. The vast majority of parents were very satisfied with all aspects of the Head
Start program and thought their children were well prepared for kindergarten. The largest concerns
about their child’s kindergarten readiness were due to behavior and social interaction issues.
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Demographics

Population Profile
UETHDA is nestled along the Appalachian
Total Population Mountains and located in the heart of
poverty-ridden America and serves the

Location 2021 ACS Estimate 2016 ACS Estimate  Percent Change .
counties of Carter, Greene, Hancock,
United States 320725481 318558162 3.51 Hawkins, Johnson, Sullivan, Unicoi, and
Washington.
Tennessae 6597381 6545009 0.75
Based on the 2023 release of the US Census
Carter County 55314 56707 -0.69

American Community Survey (ACS) 2021
Greene County 69926 68502 208 estimates, the total estimated population of
Tennessee was 6,597,381, a 0.75% increase in
five years from 2016, and a smaller
Hawkins County 56803 56567 0.42 percentage increase than the United States,
which saw a 3.51% increase. In the UETHDA
service area, Washington County saw the
Sullivan Caunty 157843 156644 o7 largest increase of 4.78%, with Greene,
Sullivan, Hancock, and Hawkins Counties also
seeing population increases. Unicoi and
Unicol County 1rest 17545 3% Johnson Counties saw a slight decrease in
population over the past five years.

Hancock County 5685 6509 130

Jehnson County 17512 17923 -0.06

Washington County 132087 126044 478

Within the counties, twelve census tracts saw significant changes in population, with tract 433.01 in
Sullivan County having the greatest change at a 37% increase.

Census Tract Significant Percent Change in Population from 2021 to 2016
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Age Profile

The UETHDA service area has a significantly higher median age than both the United States (38.4 years
in 2021, 37.7 years in 2016) and the rest of the state of Tennessee (38.6 years in 2021, 38.5 years in
2016) with a low of 40.2 years in Washington County, and a high of 47.3 years in Unicoi County. This
difference has increased since 2016 with all UETHDA counties seeing a significant increase in the median
age except for Hancock and Washington Counties.
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The distribution of age groups in the UETHDA area skews higher than both Tennessee and the United
States and saw significant increases from 2016 to 2021. Overall, the significant changes show an aging
population in Northeast Tennessee.
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Statistically Significant Changes in UETHDA County Age F?"DUP Percent of Population from 2021 to 2016

Greene and Hancock Counties were the only UETHDA service area counties that did not see a significant
decrease in the percent population of children under five years from 2016 to 2021. In general, the
percentage of the population for the 60+ Years age groups were higher in the UETHDA counties than
both the rest of Tennessee and the United States. The percentage of the population aged 18 years and
over also significantly increased in all UETHDA counties.
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Special Age Groups 2021
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Census Tract SIgnificant Percent Change bn 62+ Years Peroent of Age Group from 2021 to 2016

Several census tracts had large gains in percentage of population under five years, mostly due to
construction of new schools. The Hampton area in Carter County and the area around the Tri-Cities
Airport in Sullivan saw large increases in this under five population.

Census Tract SIgnificant Percent Change bn Under 5 Years Percent of Age Group from 2021 1o 2016
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Sex Profile

The UETHDA service area follows both the national and state trend of having a higher female population
than male, with the exceptions of Johnson and Unicoi Counties which have more male residents than
female residents. Johnson County has the highest percentage of male residents at 54.1%. This trend
reverts by the 65 years and older age group, with female residents becoming the majority with 53.1% of
the population.
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Sex Profile 2021
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Statistically significant changes in the gender profile are in the chart below. In general, the percentage of
male’s aged 65 years and over increased across the region over the past five years.
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Fertility and Birth Rates

From 2019-2021 there were 14,272 total women with births in the UETHDA service area. Sullivan County
had the most total women with births during this time period, while Hancock and Johnson Counties had
the highest percentage of total women with births. Carter County had the lowest percentage of total
women with births at 2.74%.
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Total Women with Births from 2019-2021
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In school districts, Johnson City Schools had the highest total number of women with births during this
time period with 3,554 total women with births, followed by Kingsport City with 2,241 and Sullivan
County at 2,167. Hancock County Schools had the highest percentage of women with births followed by
Kingsport City. Kingsport City School District should expect to see the most growth in school age
populations over the next few years due to both the large total number of women with births and the
high percentage of total women having births.
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School District Total Women with Births from 2019-2021
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[

R

W Bristol ity School District

Unieel Ceunty Schaol Distriet
B Washingtan County Schanl Divtries

[

[ Baistol City School District, Tennesses
Carier Cownty School District, Tennasses
Elizabethion City Schocl Divtrii, Tennesen
Gresne County Schanl Divrier, Tennsawes
Gresneville City Schood District, Tennesses
Hancoek ©oanty Schond Dhatrict, Tennesses
Haebing Counly Sehaal NS, Tan Nadsin
Jshneaiis Clry 5 fbai] (ATRA, Tonabiies

= County School Digtrict, Tannetes
Tmmmlmm

I!lu n Couniy Scheol District, Tennecees
Unized County Schael District, Tennessan

B Waskingten County Lcheal District, Tennewes

The typical women with a birth from 2019-2021 in the UETHDA service area was white, non-Hispanic,
aged 20-34 years, did not receive public assistance, was in the labor force, had a High School or
equivalent degree, and was above the poverty line. The trends over these three years are in the charts
below, including both total UETHDA area births and individual counties and school districts.
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Total Women wi'lh Births from 2019-2021
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20159-2021 UETHDA Area Total Women with Births Education and Poverty Characteristics

The percentage of women with births by educational and poverty measures are listed in the graph
below. It’s important to note that the percentages are based on the categorical level percentage, not
the total percentage of women with births. For example, 3.35% of total women with Less than a High
School Degree aged 15-50 years had births from 2019-2021.

2019-2021 UETHDA Area Percent of Women with Births Education and Poverty Characteristics
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2019-2021 Total Women with Births Education and Poverty Characteristics
e ey ernar Gy P pik Laury

2015-2021 Percent of Women with Births Education and Poverty Characteristics
LS P ernar Gy P pik Ly

Elderly

The population in the United States and Tennessee aged 65 years and older has increased significantly
since 2016, with the United States increasing 15.22% and Tennessee increasing 14.33%. With the
exception of Hancock County, all UETHDA service area counties increased in total population 65 years
and older at a lower rate than the rest of Tennessee and the United States. Hancock County increase by

19.95%.

The number of Households with one or more people aged 65 years and over increased at a higher rate
in the United States (16.14%) and Tennessee (14.66%) and were significant increases. This pattern held
true in the UETHDA service area counties apart from Sullivan (7.8%) and Unicoi (6.26%) Counties and
Unicoi County’s increase was not statistically significant.
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2021 65 Years and Older Age Group
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In the UETHDA service area, the total number of people aged 65 years and over with a disability
increased in all but Johnson County, though only Carter County was a significant increase. The
population 65 years and over in poverty only increased significantly in Washington County, rising
61.43%, while it decreased significantly in Johnson County by 40.14%. The percentage of residents 65
years and over in poverty in Washington County was still third lowest in the UETHDA service area at
9.3% and Johnson County improved to the lowest in the region at 8.9%, and both were within the
margin of error for no statistical difference.

Percent Changes in 65+ Age Groups from 2016 to 2021

Carter County Greene County Hancock County
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Population 65+ -5 Population 65+ -s Population 65+ —5
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Pop. Pov. Status s.s Pop. Pov. Status s-s Pop. Pov. Status 5-5
Households with 1- 65+ Households with 1-5» Households with 1-5

Hawkins County Johnson County Sullivan County
Population 65+ w{thalmisability Population 65{Ewélsa Disability Population 65+ wite8Disability
Population 65+ -7 Population 65+ -a Population 65+ - §
significant
Pop. Pov. Stafis-B3a in Poverty -+ in Poverty Pop. Pov. Status 65+(in Regerty FALSE

M rue
Pop. Pov. Status 5-1 Pop. Pov. Status s. Pop. Pov. Status 5.1
Households with 1-1 65+ Households with 1-11 65+ Households with 1-on 65+

Unicoi County Washington County 25 0 25 50

Population 65+ with b Bigability Population 65+ wifh @isability

Population 65+ -2 Population 65+ -4
Pop. Pov.[Statedi#5+ in Poverty Pop. Pov. Status s_
Pop. Pov. Status s'z Pop. Pov. Status 6-4

Households with 1£P&8on 65+ Households with 1.@55»

25 0 25 50 25 0 25 50

According to the 2021 ACS estimates, approximately 32.7% of grandparents living with children under
the age of 18 years were responsible for their care in the United States, and Tennessee reported 46.6%.
In the UETHDA service area, all counties reported higher percentage than this with the exception of
Greene County which reported 34.1%. The majority of these grandparents were female and between
23.4% to 54.5% of these grandparents had been responsible for the care of the grandchildren for more
than five years.
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From 2016 to 2021, Washington County saw a 78.05% increase in the number of grandparents living
with and responsible for the care of children under 18 years, Johnson County reported an increase of
32.55%, and Carter County saw an increase of 4.74%. The rest of the saw a decrease in this number.

The total number of grandparents living with grandchildren under 18 increased in all counties with the
exception of Hancock (significant 59.91% decrease), Sullivan (non-significant 1.58% decrease), and
Hawkins County (non-significant 5.89% decrease). These numbers combined with the increase in
poverty numbers for the 65 years and over age group suggest a trend of worsening independence in this
population in Washington County to match the other UETHDA service area counties.

Percent Changes in Grandparents from 2016 to 2021
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Migration and Residence Changes

During the height of the COVID-19 pandemic, many workers were able to work from home. This
presented some with the opportunity to migrant from higher cost of living areas to areas with a lower
cost of living like the UETHDA service area and led to local news stories about “Balancing the Boom:

Growth in the Tri-Cities.”

The areas that saw the most average net migration in since 2017 were concentrated around Johnson
City, Kingsport, Bristol and Rogersville, along with the West Ridge Highschool area in Sullivan County and
the area near Watauga Lake in Carter and Johnson Counties.

Tap 25% dverage in total percent of Population thal moved From 20172021

Moved from Different County in Tennessee

In 2021, between 1.8% and 4.8% of the population over one year old in UETHDA service area counties
had moved from a different county in Tennessee to one of the UETHDA service area counties, with a
median age that was lower than the rest of the county they moved into. This trend has been fairly
consistent since 2017. In Unicoi County, the median age of citizens moving from a different county in
Tennessee increased to roughly the same level as the rest of the population of the county. In Hawkins
and Greene Counties, the median income of people moving the previous year increased from 2017 to
2021, while the rest of the counties stayed consistent. The percentage of homeowners who moved from
a different county in Tennessee has increased over time since 2017 with the exception of Hancock
County. The graphs reflecting this follow below.
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Percent of Population Groups that Moved within the sarme State, Different County in 2021
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Percent of Poverty, Renters, and 75k+ Income that Moved within the same State, Different County
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The average percent of the under five years population that moved from a different county in
Tennessee was mainly centered around Kingsport and Johnson City within Sullivan and Washington
Counties, respectively.

Top 25% Average Parcent of Tracts for Under 5 Population that meowved from different County In TN from 2017-2021

Moved from Outside Tennessee

The percentage of population who moved from a different state in 2021 was highest in Washington
County at 3.5%. Compared to moving from a different county in Tennessee, the population that has
moved from outside to the UETHDA service area has been trending towards a higher median income
and median age since 2017, as well as a greater percentage of homeowners.

Percent of Population Groups that Maoved from Different State in 2021
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Percent of Population Groups that Moved from Different State
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Median Age of Citizans who Moved from Different State
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The under five years population localized for census tract shows the top areas for moving from a
different state in the past five years centralized around the Kingsport and Johnson City areas.
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Top 25% Average Tracts where the Under 5 Population has moved from & different State 2017-2021

Both the population that moved to the UETHDA service area from another county in Tennessee and
another state in the United States show trends towards a higher income and more home ownership
than the previous years of migration patterns. This trend is expected to continue as preliminary data
from 2022 shows an even greater increase in the total population of the UETHDA service area, though it
is not yet known if this is due to an influx of new residents from other areas or due to a decrease in the
population departing the region.

Under Five Years

In 2021 in the United States, approximately 5.9% of the population is under the age of five years,
amounting to 19,064,128 people, and 18.5% of them live under the poverty threshold. Since 2016, both
the total number of people under the age of five years and the percentage has decreased (19,554,400
and 6.2% in 2016), and the percentage in poverty has also decreased from 23.6%. In Tennessee, both
the total population of people under the age of five years and the percentage of population under five
has increased since 2016, rising from 394,353 and 5.9% to 396,215 and 6.1% in 2021. The percentage of
people under five in poverty has decreased during this time period from 28.9% in 2016 to 22.2% in 2021.

In the UETHDA service area, the total population and percentage of population under five years has
significantly decreased since in all counties with the exception of Hancock County, where the total
population under five years has significantly increased by 5.09% and the percentage of population under
five years has non-significantly increased from 4.1% to 4.2%, and Greene County, where the total
population under five years non-significantly increased by 1.05% and the percentage of population
under five years stayed the same.
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Carter County saw the largest decrease in under five years poverty, with a significant 42.71% reduction
in total under five years population in poverty and a reduction in under five years poverty percentage
from 35.8% to 22.3%. Johnson County also saw a significant reduction in total population under five
years in poverty by 37.83%. Hancock County was the only county who saw a significant increase in the

poverty percentage of people under five years rising from 37.7% to 63.0% since 2016.

Percent Changes in Under 5 Years from 2016 to 2021

Carter County

Total Po*ﬁ Under 5 Years
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Pop. Podlls under 5 in Poverty
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Total P*n Under 5 Years

Pop. Pov. sxa-m Poverty Percent
Pop. Pov. sra-s in Poverty
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: i
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Washington Cou
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Census Tract SIgnificant Percent Change bn Under 5 Years Percent of Age Group from 2021 1o 2016
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Hancock County

Total Populahnder 5 Years
Percent po;*am Under 5 Years

Sullivan County
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Change in total under 5 years Population in School Districts from 2021 to 2016

Elizabethton City School District has seen the largest increase in total population under five years since

2016 at 46.87%, followed by Bristol City Schools at 30.24%. Hawkins County Schools saw the largest
decrease at 12.64%.

Race and Ethnicity Profile

The population in the UETHDA service area is predominantly non-Hispanic and white, especially when
compared with the United States and rest of Tennessee. In the United States, approximately 68.2% of
the population is white and 81.6% is non-Hispanic. In Tennessee, 77.8% of the population is white and
94.8% is non-Hispanic. In the UETHDA service area, Hancock County has the highest percentage of white
residents at 98.3% and Washington County has the lowest percentage at 89.5%. Black/African American
is the next highest racial group in the region comprising a high of 4.1% of the Washington County. The
Hispanic population in the UETHDA region ranges from 1.6% in Hawkins County to 5.6% in Unicoi
County.
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Differance in Percentage af Population comprised by Racial or Etfnic 2021 1o 2016
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Since 2016, the percentage of white and non-Hispanic residents has decreased in the United States by
5.1% and 1.1% respectively, while Tennessee has remained roughly the same. These numbers have
decreased in the UETHDA service area counties as well, but not to the same degree. Washington County
had the largest change, with a decrease of 2.8% in the white population and 1.3% in the non-Hispanic
population. Hancock County had a slight increase in the white population by 0.3%, though it was not
statistically significant. The statistically significant changes in race and ethnic groups from 2016 to 2021
are listed in the graph below.

Statistically Significant Race Percentage of Population Changes 2021 to 2016
ot Corny e Sy ik § gty
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Cenzus Tract SIgnificant Percent Change Black Percent of Population fram 2021 to 2016

Census Tract SIgnificant Percent Change Hizspanic Percent of Population from 2021 to 2016

Household Characteristics

According to the 2021 ACS estimates, there are approximately 213,024 households in the UETHDA
service area, a 1.5% increase from the 2016 ACS estimate of 209,833 households. The majority of
households in both the United States and Tennessee are married-couple households (47.8%) and, with
the exception of Hancock County (44%), all UETHDA service area counties have a higher percentage of
married-couple households than do the rest of the state and country, with Hawkins having the highest in
the region at 50.5%.

30.6% of households in the United States have at least one person below the age of 18 years. With the
exception of Hancock County, this percentage is lower in the UETHDA service area than the county and
the rest of the state, with a low of 25.1% of households in Washington County. The percentage of
households with at least one person over the age of 64 years is higher in all UETHDA counties than the
national percentage of 30.2%, from a low of 30.7% in Washington County, to a high of 40.3% in Hancock

24



UETHDA | 2023 Community Needs Assessment

County. Both the average household and average family sizes in the UETHDA service area are lower than
national and state levels.

The percentage of single female householders with children under 18 years is lower in the UETHDA
service area than the rest of the country and state. This is balanced by the generally higher percentage
of single male householders with children under 18 years in the service area versus the rest of the
country.

PORL Hiimed il Ty

Since 2016, the total and percentage of households involving single males or females has significantly
and dramatically increased in the United States and Tennessee, while the number of single parents with
children under the age of 18 years has significantly decreased. This pattern holds true for the UETHDA
service area as well.

Percent Changes in Households from 2016 to 2021
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Percent Changes in Male Households from 2016 to 2021
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Percent Changes in Female Households from 2016 to 2021
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Household Income

The median household income in Tennessee was $58,516 in 2021 according to ACS estimates. This was
11.29% higher than the 2021 inflation adjusted 2016 estimate of $52,582.05. In the UETHDA service
area, the median household income likewise significantly increased from 2016 (in 2021 dollars) in all but
Washington and Hancock Counties and ranged from a low of 7.33% in Sullivan County, to a high of
24.88% in Johnson County. Hancock County had a non-significant decrease of 6.12% ($31,581 in 2016,
$29,650 in 2021).
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2021 Mean and Median Incomes
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Percent Changes in Household Mean and Median Incomes from 2016 to 2021
*2016 has been adjusted for 12.9% inflation to 2021
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In all but Greene and Washington Counties, Non-Family Households median income increased from
2016 (in 2021 dollars) to 2021 in the UETHDA service area. The number of workers in families did not
significantly change from 2016 to 2021 except for the number of families with No Workers significantly
decreased by 12.24% in Carter County, and the number of families with one Worker decreased by
22.15% in Unicoi County.
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Percent Changes in Nonfamily vs All Households Mean and Median Incomes from 2016 to 2021
*2016 has been adjusted for 12.9% inflation to 2021
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The distribution of Household Income is skewed towards the higher income brackets in the United
States. That skew is much smaller in both the UETHDA service area counties and Tennessee as a whole.
Hancock County has the highest percentage of households with less than $10,000 income at 13.4%.
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2021 Household Income Distribution
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The skew towards higher income brackets in the United States leads to a Mean/Median Income Ratio of
1.41, which is unchanged from 2016 when adjusted for inflation, and the Mean/Median Income Ratio
was also unchanged in Tennessee during this time period at 1.40. In the UETHDA service area counties,
this ratio increased in Hancock (43.38% increase), Sullivan (3.57% increase), and Washington (2.13%
increase) Counties and decreased in the other counties.
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HH Incomes and Changs in Kean/hedian Ratio from 2006 to 2021
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Birthplace and Language Spoke at Home

In the United States, 26.6% of people live in a different state than which they were born and
approximately 13.6% of the population was born outside of the county and 21.7% speak a language
other than English at home, with the predominate other language being Spanish. The percentage
Tennessee residents born in another state is higher than the national level at 34.8%, but the foreign
born and percentage of residents who do not speak English at home is much lower at 5.3% and 7.4%
respectively. In the UETHDA service area, the Foreign-Born and non-English at home speakers are even
lower than the rest of the state, with Washington County having the highest percentage of Foreign-Born
residents at 3.7%, and Hawkins County having the lowest at 1%. Between 4.9% (Unicoi County) and 1.2%
(Hawkins County) of UETHDA service area residents speak Spanish at home.

021 Gth Plece ard Language Sooken o lhome

+ogmiarar o (L E P Fiogwss  brurs Pands o wr o v B Soche 0 L onwe e B S gl Tl imma iowa . Pocrm B o mmwn i Brachoion e e Frumr o s ai
o ELEEE R Lt ] Boagr e o B L wepry W e D v e S R gt SR SRT IOy FTres e

" A T —

Education

In the United States, approximately 33.7% of the population aged 25 years and over have a bachelor’s
degree or higher, and 88.9% of the same population have at least a High School or Equivalence degree.
These percentages are lower in the state of Tennessee, with 29.0% having a Bachelor’s degree or higher,
and 88.8% having at least a High School or Equivalent degree. In the UETHDA service area counties, the
percentage of population 25 years or older who have at least a High School Degree or Equivalent ranges
from a low of 81.3% in Hancock County to a high of 90.6% in Washington County. The percentage of 25
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years or older residents with a Bachelor’s degree or higher is also highest in Washington County at
33.1% and lowest in Hancock County at 11.1%.

These percentages have significantly increased in the last five years in the nation, Tennessee, and
UETHDA service area counties, with the exception of Bachelor’s degree or more in Hancock County,
which saw a non-significant decrease in percentage. Hancock County saw the largest change in percent
of population with at least a High School or Equivalent degree, increasing by 5.5%.
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Percent Difference in at least Highschool and Bachelors Degrees from 2016 to 2021
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School District Enrollment

Using the 2021 ACS estimates for School District Enrollment, the total number of people aged 3 or more
years enrolled in schools has decreased in the United States by 1.3% and by 0.39% in Tennessee. With
the exception of Greene County which saw a non-significant 1.22% increase, these numbers have
decreased even more in the UETHDA service area counties. Johnson, Washington, and Greene Counties
saw a large decrease in the total number of students enrolled in pre-school. *

*note: the ACS margin of error for children enrolled in preschool is at least 50% or equal to the actual statistical estimate. Small geographical
areas lose accuracy of interpretation.

20001 amd A0 Tokal Sohusal Erred imesat

EETEE e ELT 2 e Bt hevas 258 T R i e E T
LI S ETMER R e FERRIEN PR LD SRR 3= ST o R FIRAnE RPN GO
Trmheper Sy fammsy Flamermrry  Freed oo I Do e et ey Fog e P » Pemarrwy  Deesiesm e o Caiage e Lo

Lo P n Brdeqrme o hobod scrce svon v femrpens o Schod

e v e e e AR A e e i —raiiren s e e e s .

G L et EFCkR A3 re T e T St [ErTE itk T suantid it

it LT [T BiEry i i T et oA oy - [LTTIE v

Lame =N Pt = 18] a0y o LY e . o 1 L) o

o

e (11 aiih i ik s S iMia s il [Tt i it

[ e =3 7 (5 - e ek L £ ] 2 >3

Koy

[T e eTy 11, ] ey an i LiTEa o FTe) e o

[

SaVRIOF ki) [ iz EA L3 i Lot ] T E 180 L g

Coamy

Ry (T 1188 it e iy B e fuss 1488 fi2sh ] vk

Ca

Washnguoe 1 i LEL i W L) s 16z8 Lm L4y BT 0

L1

L= pied] B i i ] L] [ e L] m 8 s b

=

32



UETHDA | 2023 Community Needs Assessment

[ o i U [} [
' " - -
o = 1 % =
i . < - ]
= w0 = e

Percent Change in County Level School Enroliment from 2016 to 2021
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In UETHDA area school districts, Johnson, Washington, and Sullivan County School Districts as well as
Greeneville City Schools, estimated preschool enrollment has significantly decreased since 2016, while
Unicoi County Schools has seen a significant increase in this estimated population. The total estimated
number of students enrolled in Greeneville City Preschools for 2021 is 20, with a +23 margin of error.
Even with this error, the total number enrolled in the UETHDA Head Start Partnership with Greeneville
City Schools in 2021 was 113. This difference could be explained due to ACS estimates using
geographical location of estimated students and not actual school enrollment numbers. The purpose of
these estimates by school district and changes since 2016 is to show the overall trend of a decreasing
birth rate and native Tennessean population that are expected to continue to lower school enrollment

numbers.
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Percent Change in School District Enroliment from 2016 to 2021
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Significant Changes in total 3+ Years Population in School Districts from 2021 to 2016

Percent Change
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2016 Total Enrollment of 3+ Years Population in School Districts

2016 Estimate
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Change in total Preschool Enroliment in School Districts from 2021 to 2016
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Significant Changes in total Preschool Enroliment in School Districts from 2021 to 2016

Percent Change
40

2021 Total Preschool Enrollment in School Districts

2021 Estimate

*Note: These total numbers have been added for clarity and are just an estimation.
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2016 Total Preschool Enrollment in School Districts

2016 Estimate
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School Report Cards

According to the 2021-2022 Tennessee School System District Profile, there are 13 school districts in the
UETHDA service area with approximately 68,918 students enrolled, a decrease of approximately 1,500
students (2.14%) from 2016-2017. The number of economically disadvantaged students ranges from a
low of 20% in Bristol City Schools to a high of 46% in Carter County Schools, with an average of 31.3% of
students being economically disadvantaged in an individual district. This is a decrease from the 2016-
2017 level of 36.1%. Between a low of 12% in Johnson City Schools to a high of 27% in Hancock County
Schools of students have a disability, with an average of 16.9% per school district, a slight decrease from
the 2016-2017 average of 16.5% per school district. The school districts follow the demographic pattern
of the surrounding region in being predominantly white and non-Hispanic. Johnson City Schools have
the lowest percentage of white students at 68% while Hancock County Schools had the highest
percentage of 98%. The number of ethnic and racial minority students has increased by about 5% from
2016-2017 for the districts as a whole.
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The 2021-2022 ACT scores by school district were lower across the board than the 2016-2017 for
UETHDA area school districts. The difference in the percentage of students scoring below 19 increased
from between 3.5% in Greene County Schools and 16.6% in Carter County Schools and the percentage of
students scoring 21 or higher decreased from a low of 2.4% in Greene County to a high of 14.8% in
Bristol City. The overall composite score decreased by 0.7 points in Greeneville City and Elizabethton
City and 1.7 points in Carter County Schools.

PO MO AT S @l DR Yt JOLA 6L T

Between a low 83.8% in Carter County Schools and high of 98.5% in Greeneville City Schools graduated
in 2022 with an average graduation rate of 96.5% for the UETHDA area school districts. 87.85% of
students considered economically disadvantaged graduated in 2022 with a low of 79.4% in Hancock
County Schools and a high of 95.2% in Greeneville City Schools. Females graduated at a higher
percentage than males and non-economically disadvantaged students graduated at a higher rate than
economically disadvantaged ones. An average of 83.2% of students with disabilities graduated, a 11.2%
lower rate than students without disabilities. Black/Hispanic/Native students graduated at an average of
90.3% rate while white students graduated at a 93.4% average rate.
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Unicoi County Schools had the largest increase in all student’s graduation rate from 2017 to 2022 with a
6.7% increase, while Carter County Schools had the largest decrease by 7.0%. Bristol City Schools say the
largest decrease in graduation rates among Black/Hispanic/Native students by 17.9% and Unicoi County
saw a 13.6% increase in graduation rate in the same group. Johnson City Schools had a 11.2% increase in
graduation rate for economically disadvantaged students in 2022 compared to 2017, while Elizabethton
City Schools saw a 16.9% decrease in economically disadvantaged students’ graduation rate.
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Special Education

In 2022, a total of 117,520 students in Tennessee were involved in the special education programs at
their schools, a total of 12.17% of students. This was an increase of roughly 1,500 students but a
decrease in percentage of total students by 0.43% since 2016. Sullivan County had the most total
number of students in special education in their school districts at 2,954 followed by Washington County
at 1,918 in their school districts. Both counties saw decreases in the number of special education
students since 2016.

Number of Students in Special Education from 2016 to 2022
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Hancock County had the highest percentage of students in special education at 24.82%, an increase of
4.1% since 2016 and the largest increase in the region. Unicoi, Hawkins, and Carter Counties also saw
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increases in the percentage of students in special education since 2016. Johnson County had a 270 total
student increase in special education but saw a 3.48% decrease in percentage of students since 2016.

Percent Students in Special Education from 2016 to 2022
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The number of students with learning disabilities and language impairments has declined since 2016
across the region, though they are still the most common cause for special education placement. The
other categories of special education type have risen or remained roughly the same during this time

period.
Number of Children in Special Education by Type from 2016 to 2022
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Percent Special Education by Type from 2016 to 2022
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Childcare Centers

As of May 2023, there are a total of 4,208 licensed childcare centers in the state of Tennessee with a
capacity of about 325,678 children. This is an increase of thirty-two centers (0.77%) since April of 2022
and a capacity increase of about 7,123 children, a 2.2% increase in capacity. The UETHDA region has a
total of 265 licensed childcare centers with a capacity of 18,952, an increase of two centers and a
decrease in capacity of 155 children (7.9% decrease in capacity). The total number of centers for
children under three years has increased since 2022 for both the state and the region, but this may be
due to better record keeping and classification of centers on the state of Tennessee’s database, as only
49 centers in the state were listed as having capabilities for the under three years old population with
one center in the UETHDA region. The number of centers for children under five years increased by 2.9%
in Tennessee and by 7.3% in the UETHDA region. The capacity for under five years increased by 34.1%
since April 2022 in the UETHDA region to 9,163, with Carter County having the highest increase of
131.7% capacity, Johnson County having a 169% increase in capacity, and Washington County also
reporting a 42.6% increase in capacity for children under five years of age. Sullivan County had a three
center decrease in number of centers and 11.8% decrease in capacity for children under five years of
age. Hancock County also reported a decrease of one in number of childcare centers for children under
five years, but this may be due to record keeping on the state’s website, as the total capacity overall is
exactly the same as April 2022.

Hawkins and Sullivan County had the worst ratios of under five years population to available licensed
childcare slots at 4.17 and 4.10 children per slot (Hancock was not included due to questions about
record keeping). This is a decrease in ratio for Hawkins County by 2.3 and an increase in Sullivan County
by 1.6 from April 2022.
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Licersed Childcare Prowiders as of May 2023
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Market Rate Survey

According to the 2022 Tennessee Market Rate survey, the average weekly childcare cost of an infant in
the UETHDA region ranged from a low of $150 in Johnson County to a high of $188.50 in Washington
County and all UETHDA counties were below the weekly infant cost for Tennessee at $221.36. Sullivan
County had the highest weekly toddler cost averaging $169, and Unicoi County had the lowest at $120
and again, all UETHDA counties were below the Tennessee average rate of $203.67 for weekly toddler

childcare. The 52 week average childcare cost for the state of Tennessee for children over two years is

approximately $9,977.76. All UETHDA counties had lower costs than the state rate, but still ranged from
a low of $5,720 in Hawkins County to a high of $8,580 in Washington County. Unicoi County was the
only UETHDA county with a higher average cost in any childcare category for school age children during

in-school time at $125 per week per child vs $82.76 per week per child in the state.

1022 Teancasee Marke: Rate Survey Childisars Cota far 1 Child

7 # 4 & 85 |¢=

Childcare costs in the Market Rate Survey increased from 2018 to 2022 by between 9.8% for school aged
out of school children to 33.28% for children aged two years and over. Unicoi County saw the largest
increase in average weekly childcare costs in children aged two years and over by 48.83%.
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Percent Change in MSR Childcare Costs from 2022 to 2018
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Department of Labor Women’s Bureau 2018 Study
According to the Department of Labor Women’s Bureau 2018 Study on childcare, Greene, Sullivan, and
Washington County had higher yearly median childcare prices than did the other UETHDA counties,
ranging from $10,714 for infant center-based care to $3,416 for school aged center-based care in 2022
inflation adjusted dollars.

Median Childcare Costs in 2018 (in 2022 Inf Adj Dollars)
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Tennessee Child Welfare Report

According to the State of Tennessee Child Welfare Report for 2022, 23.9% of a household’s median
income would go to childcare for two children in the state of Tennessee. All UETHDA counties, with the
exception of Hawkins County, had a higher percentage of childcare cost to median household income
than the state level. Hancock County had the 94" (out of 95 counties) percentage and Sullivan County
had the 93 amounting to 34.5% and 29.6% of household median income respectively. Hawkins County
was the only UETHDA county in the top half of the county rankings in the state, with the remaining
counties following in the bottom third of the counties in the state. Sullivan and Hancock counties were
noted in the state report has having especially high childcare cost burdens.
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Childcare Burden as Percent of Median HH Income for 2 Children
State County Ranking in Black
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Employment

Labor Force Profile

In the United States, approximately 167,869,126 people aged 16 years and over (63.6%) are in the labor
force, with 63.1% of them in the civilian labor force. 59.6% of this population is employed and 3.5% are
unemployed. The average unemployment rate for the nation in 2021 was 5.5% as it recovered from the
COVID-19 pandemic.

In Tennessee, the percentage of people 16 year and over in the labor force was lower at 61.8% and the
percentage of this population employed was lower as well at 58.2% with a 2021 annual average
unemployment rate of 5.3%, which was better than the national level. The percentage of the population
in the labor force in the UETHDA service area counties was lower than both the nation and the rest of
the state, ranging from a low of 41.8% in Johnson County, to a high of 58.9% in Washington County.
Partially due to their low labor force numbers, the average annual unemployment rate was lowest in
Johnson County at 4.6% and was highest in Hancock County at 8.8% in 2021.
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2021 Labar Force Profile
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Since 2016, both Greene and Unicoi Counties have seen significant decreases in the number of
unemployed population 16 years and over and a significant 2% increase in both the total and percent of
population 16 years and over. Washington County had mixed changes during this time period. Both the
total and percentage of population 16 years and over, the total number of people in the labor force, and
the employed population have significantly increased, while the percent of population in labor force has
non-significantly decreased and the percentage of residents 16 years and over not in the labor force has
significantly increased. This could point to a growing population in Washington County, with a slightly
higher rate of people not in the labor force.

Percent Change Labor Force Profile from 2016 to 2021
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The percentage of women in the labor force is again lower in UETHDA service area counties than in the
nation and rest of the state. For parents with children under six years, Greene, Hawkins, and Sullivan
Counties had higher percentages of all parents being in the labor force than did the United States and
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rest of Tennessee, while the other counties were below those levels. Both Hancock and Greene Counties
had higher percentages of both parents in the labor force than did the state and nation.

2021 Lebor Force Female and Working Parents
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Since 2016, Sullivan County has seen the largest increase in percentage of both parents in labor force
with children under six years old. Unicoi County has seen a 17% increase in the number of females 16

years and older in the labor force.

Percent Change Labor Force Female and Working Parents Profile from 2016 to 2021
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Occupation and Industry

From 2016 to 2021 in the United States, the total civilian employed population has increased by 6%,
outpacing the total population change of 3.51% and in Tennessee it rose 9% in the same time period,
and both saw the largest gains in transportation, warehousing, and utilities and construction and loses in
information. Carter, Johnson, and Greene Counties saw significant decreases in the number of workers
in Public Administration. Unicoi County and Washington County saw the only significant increases in
total civilian working populations, with Unicoi County having the highest at 15%. Johnson County saw
the largest overall significant change with a 132% rise in the number of workers in the information
industry. Greene County saw a significant 16% increase in the number of workers in the manufacturing
industry.
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Percent Change in Industry Number of Workers Profile from 2016 to 2021
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The largest significant change in occupation for the UETHDA service area counties was in Unicoi County
which had a 58% increase in management, business, and arts and science’s occupations from 2016-
2021, while Hancock had the largest significant decrease which was in natural resources, construction,
and maintenance. Washington County had a 5% increase in number of civilian working population, and
this was mostly in management, business, and arts and science’s occupations which saw a significant
15% increase. Likewise, Unicoi County’s increase in civilian working population also came from that
sector of occupation. Interestingly, Carter County had a 20% decrease in the number of service workers

from 2016-2021.

2021 Percentage of Workers in Qccupations Profile
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Percent Change in Total Workers in Occupations from 2016 to 2021
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Per Capita Income

Since 2016, the United States has seen a significant increase of 11.76% in per capita income from
$33,676.94 (12.9% inflation adjusted) to $37,638. Likewise, Tennessee has seen a significant increase of
12.03% from $29,375.45 to $32,908 in inflation adjusted per capita income. The UETHDA service area
also saw significant increases from between 7.05% in Washington County to 45.85% in Hancock County,
except for Hawkins, Johnson, and Unicoi Counties, who also increased but it was not statistically
significant. Washington County has the highest per capita income at $32,225 and Carter County has the
lowest at $25,267.

Per Capita income Change fram 2016 to 2021
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Per Capita Income Changes from 2016 to 2021
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Class of Workers

Of the approximately 157,510,982 Civilian workers in the United States, 79.8% of them are private wage
and salary workers, 14.1% government workers, 5.9% self-employed, and 0.2% are unpaid family
workers. The percentages are roughly the same in both Tennessee and the UETHDA service area
counties. Hancock County has a higher percentage of government workers at 27.9% than do the others
and Sullivan County has a lower percentage of government workers at 11.8%. Johnson County has the
highest percentage of self-employed workers at 11.3% and Greene County has the highest percentage of
unpaid family workers at 0.5%. Only 66.9% of workers in Hancock County are private wage and salary
workers.
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Since 2016, Greene County has seen a significant 7.59% increase in private wage and salary workers and
only a 3% non-significant increase in overall civilian working population. Hancock County saw a
significant 59.09% decrease in the number of self-employed workers and a non-significant increase of
36.6% in the number of government workers. Johnson County saw a significant 20.49% increase in the
private worker population along with a 38.49% decrease in the number of government workers. Both
Unicoi and Washington Counties had significant increases in the total number of civilian employed
workers (14.89% and 4.85% respectively). Most of these gains were in government workers in Unicoi
County (49.3% increase) and in private wage and salary workers in Washington County (7.82%).

Percent Change in Class of Workers from 2016 to 2021
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Employment: Transportation to Work

The overwhelming majority of workers (73.2%) in the United States drive to work alone and both
Tennessee and the UETHDA service area counties have even higher percentages than the country. 80.5%
of workers in Tennessee drove to work alone and all UETHDA counties were higher than the state,
ranging from a low of 81.4% in Johnson County to a high of 86.7% in Hawkins County. The next highest
mode of transportation to work was carpooling, ranging from a low of 5.1% in Hawkins County to an
over 10% in both Johnson and Hancock Counties. Unicoi County had the highest percentages of
employees who used public transportation or walked to work at 0.5% and 3.3% respectively.

The average commute time to work in the nation was 26.8 minutes and was 25.5 minutes in Tennessee.
Carter, Greene, Sullivan, Washington, and Unicoi Counties all had shorter average commute times than
the nation and state, and Hancock County had the highest average commute time of 30.9 minutes.
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Approximately 9.7% of workers in the United States worked from home in 2021 and 8.0% of
Tennesseans worked from home. These percentages were lower in the UETHDA service area ranging
from a low of 1.2% in Hancock County to a high of 6.2% in Sullivan County. The total number of workers
working from home in the United States rose by 126.09% from 2016 to 2021 driven by the COVID-19
Pandemic with a similar 125.63% rise in Tennessee. Greene, Hawkins, Sullivan, and Washington Counties
saw a large significant increase in the number of employees working from home, while Hancock County
saw a significant 70.11% decrease in these workers. Unicoi and Hawkins Counties had significant
increases in the average commute time in 2021 when compared to 2016.

Percent Change in Work Transportation from 2016 to 2021
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Employment: Work Status

In the UETHDA service area, Greene, Johnson, Sullivan, and Washington Counties all saw significant
increases in the number of workers who worked full-time year-round in 2021 when compared to 2016,
ranging from increases of 5.82% in Sullivan County to 15.18% in Johnson County. The total population
that did not work significantly decreased in Greene, Hancock, and Sullivan Counties, and the median age
of workers aged 16-64 significantly decreased in Hancock County. Greene, Sullivan, and Washington
Counties had significant increases in average hours worked between 1.57% in Sullivan County to 6.1% in
Greene County, with total average hours worked reaching 40 hours per week in Greene County.
Hancock County had the lowest average hours worked at 38.5 hours per week. In total, between 62.5%
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in Hancock County and 69.7% in Unicoi County worked full-time year-round, increases in all counties
(though not all significant) from 2016.
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Percent Change in Total Population Hours Worked from 2016 to 2021
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Sullivan, Greene, and Washington Counties saw significant increases in the male population that worked
full-time year-round in 2021 compared to 2016 and Carter, Johnson, Unicoi, and Washington Counties
saw significant increases in the female population that worked full-time year-round. Johnson County
had a higher percentage of females that worked full-time year-round than males.
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The percentage of males who usually did not work was lower than females in all counties except for
Hancock County where 34.4% of females usually did not work and 43.0% of males usually did not work.

Percent Change in Male and Female Work Status and Hours Worked from 2016 to 2021
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Unemployment

Unemployment in the state of Tennessee has dropped to almost historic lows from the peak of the
COVID-19 Pandemic with an April 2023 unemployment rate of 3.3%. All counties and the tri-cities were
below this level (unadjusted at time of publishing) with Johnson County having the lowest rate at 2.4%.
All county levels are below the 2016 unemployment rate levels of between 5-8%.
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Unemployement Rate from 2016 to April 2023
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Sullivan County had the highest total number of people in the labor force but unemployed at 1871 and
had the highest total number of employed people in the region at 66,870 people employed. The total
number of employed people in the region is generally higher in 2023 than it was in 2016 with the
exception of Johnson City and Greene and Hawkins Counties.

Unemployed People from 2016 to April 2023
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Employed People from 2016 to April 2023
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The lower unemployment rates in the region may be due to the general decrease in the number of
people in the labor force across the region and the changes in the labor force profile as discussed in
previous sections.

Labor Force from 2016 to April 2023
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Poverty

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services issues the Federal Poverty Guidelines in the Federal
Register annually. The 2023 Poverty Guidelines are listed in the table below.
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2023 Poverty Guidelines for the 48
Contiguous States and DC

Persons in Family/Household  Poverty Guideline

1 514,580
2 §19,720
3 524,860
4 530,000
5 535,140
g 540,280
7 545,430
g 550,560
For Each Extra Person: add 553,140

Individual Poverty

According to the 2021 ACS estimates, there were approximately 40,661,636 (12.6%) people living in
poverty in the United States, down from the 2016 ACS estimates of 46,932,225 (15.1%). Tennessee saw
a similar pattern with approximately 955,929 (14.3%) people living below the poverty level in Tennessee
a decrease from 1,100,169 (17.2%) in 2016. Note: the number of people for whom poverty status is
determined is lower than the actual population. Changes and interpretation will be based on the
population for whom poverty status is determined.
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2021 Percentage of All People in Poverty and Difference fram 2016
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In the UETHDA service area, the percentage of all people in poverty has changed from a significant 5.6%
decrease in Unicoi County to a non-significant 1.8% increase in Hancock County. In addition to Unicoi
County, Carter and Greene Counties also had significant decreases in the percentage of people in
poverty; 4.9% in Carter County and 2.9% in Greene County. Carter County also saw a significant 7.3%
reduction in poverty for those under the age of 18 years. Johnson County had a significant 7.5%
decrease in the poverty rate for people aged 65 years or older, while Washington County had a
significant 2.7% increase in poverty rate in the same age group.

Percent Differenece in Percentage of People in Poverty from 2016 to 2021

United States Tennessee Carter County Greene County

Percent o‘ple below Poverty Level- -
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Individual Poverty: Income Levels

In 2021, the UETHDA service area counties had approximately 35,471 people (6.88% of the population)
living in “Deep Poverty” (below <50% of the poverty line). This was a decrease of 2.01% from the 2016
number of 36,197 in Deep Poverty, though this decrease was not statistically significant. Johnson County
had the largest mean income deficit, which is the difference between the poverty threshold and the
household’s income.
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2021 Total Individuals at Income Levels relative to Poverty Lines
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Carter, Greene, Hawkins, Unicoi, and Washington Counties all saw the percentage of the measured
population in Deep Poverty decrease from 2016, while Hancock, Johnson, and Sullivan Counties saw it
rise. Sullivan County had the largest increase of 2.51%.

2021 and 2016 Total and Percentage of Measured Populabon in Deep Powerty
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Carter County saw a 33.4% decrease in total number of people in Deep Poverty, the largest and only
significant change in this population in the UETHDA service area. Carter, Johnson, and Unicoi Counties
all saw significant increases in the mean income deficit of its residents.
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Percent Change of Total People in Income Ranges relative to Poverty Line from 2016 to 2021
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Individual Poverty: Age Groups

The total number of people in poverty has significantly decreased in Carter, Greene, Johnson, and Unicoi
Counties since 2016. Hancock County was the only county in the UETHDA service area where this
number increased (by 6.83%), though this increase was not statistically significant. Johnson County was
the only one of the counties that saw a significant decrease in the total number of people in poverty
who did not see a subsequent significant decrease in percentage of measured population in poverty.
Johnson (19.43%) and Carter (20.93%) Counties also saw a significant decrease in the total population
under five years in poverty, and Carter County’s percentage of under five years in poverty also
significantly decreased by 13.5%. Hancock County saw the percentage of people under five years in
poverty increase significantly by 25.3% and the total number of measured populations under five years
in poverty increased by 65.87% though it was not significant.
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JOX1 Pervientage af Peoplein Peverty in Age Groups
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Johnson County had a 40.18% and 40.14% significant decrease in the total number of people aged 60
years and over and 65 years and over in poverty from 2016 to 2021, corresponding to a 7.8% and 7.5%
decrease in the percentage of the population in these age groups in poverty respectively. Washington
County had a large significant increase of 80.84% and 61.43% in the total number of these populations
in poverty and a significant 3.9% and 2.7% increase in the percentage of these 60 plus years and 65 plus
years populations in poverty.

Percent Change of Total People in Age Groups in Poverty from 2016 to 2021
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Percent Difference of Percentage in Poverty in Age Groups from 2016 to 2021
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Individual Poverty: Race and Gender

In all but Hancock County, the both the total number of females in poverty and the percentage of
females in poverty was higher than males in 2021, and both saw their total number and percentage
decrease since 2016. Hancock County has a higher male population in poverty than female and saw the
both the percentage and total number of males in poverty increase significantly since 2016. Both Carter
and Unicoi Counties had significant decreases in both the total and percentage of females in poverty
during this time period.
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2011 Pacentape of People in Poverty by Raoe, Gender, aned Ethnicty

LR ] s T il Lo Rap MOy VINLA Wl B kit WaSeE . Per Fam P MR FOR P ViR Name og Wi Sl Tt Fun P SEE R B M R
gl = Rewtrte Frrmia i ST W Rrette Badk = foverty Smpriaam m Frearmy izar m Foviny Fact bk - Omkate Flacd = Fowe Ty or More Pacm im simaenes i Poverm opens im Feviey
Lacamar. [ Bprced [T Farcwr Fassam Eycew Fruem, Parnam Faroger Pty Pproeng Epcpr Farmees
ot Comeny ua 1] e et 1] i) 2 M w3 1] i
] s ité s ng k] ais §3a Ly Ll ] ate 23
Sty
o 1] ia ] e o 1) e [ %] - =3
Foay
Fawir na s BB 51 154} Fit a8 LY ] @ay &1 B
Lty
e aan e M ns 3 n an Wi 4 (-1 ] i nz
oy
[ i ] s Hi 1] 1] e B ™ Fub "
oy
Ighnic i Comanty Wi B B ¥y (1] 1] B Wi 13 L =i
e ik T} w1 o] A W [ L 1} w0 i
Larty

The white population in general has a lower percentage of its population in poverty than any other race
in the UETHDA service area, with the exception of the Asian population in Carter, Sullivan, and
Washington Counties, and the non-Hispanic population has a lower percentage of people in poverty
than does the Hispanic population.

Percent Change in Race, Ethnicity and Gender in Poverty from 2016 to 2021
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Unicoi, Greene, and Sullivan Counties all saw significant decreases in the percentage of Hispanic
population in poverty from 2016 to 2021, and no county saw a significant increase in this percentage.
Carter and Unicoi Counties saw a significant decrease in the percentage of white people in poverty from
2016 to 2021, and Carter (5.8%) and Johnson (5.4%) Counties had a significant decrease in the non-
Hispanic poverty rate during this time.
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Percent Difference of Percentage in Poverty by Race, Gender, and Ethnicity from 2016 to 2021
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Individual Poverty: Education

The total number of people in poverty is generally lower the higher the educational attainment of a
person, and the UETHDA service area counties are no exception. The overall poverty rate for people
aged 25 years or older ranges between a low of 12.4% in Sullivan County to a high of 24.6% in Hancock
County. For those with less than a High School Degree or equivalent, this percentage ranges from 26.4%
in Washington County to 40.7% in Johnson County and for those with a Bachelor’s degree or higher, this
range is from 3.0% in Hawkins County to 9.2% in Unicoi County.

2021 Total People by Education Level in Poverty
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2021 Percentage of Peaple in Poverty by Educational Altainmernt
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The total number of people aged 25 years and over in poverty significantly decreased in Carter, Johnson,
and Unicoi Counties from 2016 to 2021, with Unicoi County having the largest decrease of 27.28%.
Carter, Unicoi, Hancock, and Sullivan Counties all saw significant decreases in the total number of people
25 years and over with less than a High School degree or equivalent in poverty over these five years, and
Carter and Unicoi County also saw the total number of people 25 years and over with a High School
degree or equivalent in poverty significantly decrease. Hancock County saw a significant 82.87% increase
in the total population 25 years and over with some college or an Associate’s degree in poverty, and
both Sullivan and Washington Counties has a significant increase in the number of people 25 plus years
of age with a Bachelor’s degree or higher in poverty.

Percent Change in 25+ Years in Poverty by Education Level from 2016 to 2021
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Carter, Greene, Johnson, and Unicoi Counties all saw the percentage of people aged 25 plus years in
poverty significant decrease from 2016 to 2021. Hancock County had the largest increase in any
percentage of people in poverty by educational attainment in those with some college or an Associate’s
degree by 9.7% and Johnson County saw the largest decrease in poverty percentage in the same
category at 7.9%. The percentage of people with a Bachelor’s degree or higher in poverty significantly
increased by 2.2% in Sullivan County.
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Percent Difference of Percentage in Poverty by Educational Attainment from 2016 to 2021
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Poverty rate and employment status are inherently linked in American and the UETHDA service area is
no exception. The both the total number and percentage of people employed in poverty is dramatically
lower than those unemployed, ranging from 6.2% of employed people in poverty in Unicoi County to
17.6% in Hancock County, and from 23.7% in Greene County to 56.5% in Johnson County. Those in the
labor force also had a lower percentage in poverty than those not in the labor force, ranging from 7.4%
in Unicoi County to 21.0% in Hancock County vs the overall poverty rate of those aged 16 and over of
13.4% in Unicoi and 25.3% in Hancock County. Likewise, those that worked full-time year-round had a
lower poverty rate than those that worked only part-time or part-year and those that did not work.
Those that worked full-time year-round had a poverty rate from 2.3% in Unicoi County to 8.0% in
Hancock County, and those that only worked part-time or part-year had a poverty rate ranging from

18.5% in Sullivan County to 34.6% in Hancock County.

2021 Taoral People by Employment Status in Poverty
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Percent Change in 16+ Years in Poverty by Employment Status from 2016 to 2021
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The percentage of those 16 plus years in poverty significantly decreased from 2016 to 2021 in Carter,
Greene, Johnson, and Unicoi Counties from between 5.7% in Unicoi and Johnson Counties to 2.4% in
Greene County. Those that were employed saw their poverty rate significantly decrease in Carter,
Greene, Johnson, Unicoi, and Washington Counties during this time period, but Hancock County saw the
percentage of employed people in poverty significantly increase by 8.9%. Johnson County was the only
county that had increases in poverty percentage for those who did not work during this time period,
though it was not statistically significant. No counties saw significant changes in poverty percentage for
those that worked full-time year-round, but Carter, Unicoi, and Washington had significant decreases in
those that worked part-time or part-year in poverty. Greene County had a significant 4.2% decrease in
the poverty rate for those who did not work.
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Percent Difference of Percentage in Poverty by Employment Status from 2016 to 2021
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Household Poverty

In the United States, 8.9% of all families were below the poverty level in 2021, a decrease of 2.1% from
2016. The number is higher in Tennessee with 10.3% of all families falling below the poverty line, a
decrease of 2.6% from 2016. In the UETHDA service area, between 10.0% in Washington County, and
22.5% in Hancock County of all families live in poverty. These families in poverty levels have decreased
from between 7.2% in Johnson County to 0.4% in Sullivan County since 2016, with the exception of
Hancock County which had a 1.6% increase. Families with children have a higher poverty rate across the
board than do families without children. 38.0% of families with children under 18 years of age in
Hancock County live in poverty, while Washington County has the lowest poverty rate for families with
children at 15.8%, a number lower than the Tennessee level of 16.3%. This poverty rate is also a
decrease since 2016, with the exception of Hancock and Hawkins County, which saw slight increases of
2.4% and 2.1% respectively.

The younger a family’s children the more likely they are to live in poverty. For families with only children
under the age of five years, the poverty rate ranges from a low of 12.4% in Carter County to a high of
42.5% in Hancock County. Unicoi and Hancock Counties saw the poverty rate for families with children
under five years increase since 2016 by 8.3% and 11.2% respectively, while the remaining UETHDA
counties, state, and nation all saw this rate decrease. Carter and Johnson Counties saw a decrease in
poverty rate for families under five years by over 20%.
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Single female householders without a spouse and with children had the highest poverty rates of all
families with a 33.6% rate in the United States and 37.6% in the state of Tennessee. With the exception
of Washington County (31.6%), all of these rates are all higher in UETHDA Counties ranging between
45.4% in Carter County and 76.5% in Hancock County. The rates are even higher for single female
householders without a spouse with children only under five years. 37.8% of these families in the United
States live in poverty, 47% in Tennessee, and all the UETHDA service area counties except for
Washington County (44.0%) and Carter County (34.6%) have a higher rate than the state and nation. In
the remaining UETHDA counties, Sullivan County has a single female householder without a spouse and
with children under five years of 66.7% and Johnson County has the highest at 100%.

Carter and Washington Counties saw the most significant decreases in different family poverty rates
since 2016. In Carter County, all family’s poverty fell by 4.5%, families with children fell by 8.7%, families
with only children under five years fell by 20.4% and single female householders without a spouse and
with children under five years only fell by 40.4%. Washington County saw a 2.1% decrease in all family’s
poverty rate, a 5.2% reduction in poverty rate in families with children under 18 years, and single female
householders without a spouse and with children under 18 years fell by 19.3%. Hancock County had no
significant changes in family poverty from 2016 but had non-significant increases across all family types.
Hawkins County was the only UETHDA county that had no real changes in family poverty rate. Sullivan
County was the only UETHDA county that had a significant increase in any family poverty category, a
10.8% increase in single female householders without a spouse and with at least one child under the age
of 18 years.
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Percent Differnece in Percentage of Families in Poverty from 2016 to 2021
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Family Poverty: Family Size

The percentage of families in poverty generally increases with the size of the family. Carter County was
the only county that showed a lower poverty percentage for families with three or four people when
compared to families with two people, though the difference was well within the margin of errors for
both groups. Due to the low number of people in larger families, the poverty percentage for those larger
families is difficult to compare to smaller families and is within the margin of error of those with three or
four people.

2021 Poverty Percentage by Family Size
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The percentage of families in poverty significantly decreased in 2021 from 2016 for families of two and
three or four in Carter County, families of three or four in Greene County, families of two in Johnson
County, families of five or six in Sullivan County, families of two and five or six in Unicoi County, and
families of three to four and seven plus people in Washington County. The only family size that saw an
increase in percentage of families in poverty during this time period was families of seven plus people in
Johnson County which increased by 57.9% to a level of 81.8% of these families living in poverty.
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Percent Difference in Poverty Percentage for Family Sizes from 2016 to 2021
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Family Poverty: Number of Children

The percentage of families in poverty without children is much lower than the percentage in poverty
with children, ranging from a low of 3.9% in Johnson County to a high of 8% in Carter County.
Washington County had the lowest percentage of families with one or two children in poverty at 13.2%
while Hancock County had the highest at 30.3%. Johnson County reported the highest percentage of
families with three or four children in poverty at 85.2% while Greene County families with three or four
children had a poverty percentage of 25.8%, comparable with families with one or two children in other
counties.

2021 Poverty Parcantage by Number of Children
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In Carter County, the percentage of families with one or two children in poverty significantly decreased
by 11.9% from 2016 to 2021, while the percentage of families with five or more children in poverty
significantly increased by 44%. Greene County saw a significant decrease in the percentage of families
with no children and one or two children in poverty by 2.7% and 5.8% respectively. Hawkins County had
a 3.9% significant decrease in poverty for families without children and no other significant changes.
Johnson County reported significant decreases in percentage of families with no children and one or two
children in poverty by 7.9% and 13.6% respectively, but a 35.5% increase in families with three or four
children below the poverty line. Sullivan County was the only UETHDA county to show a significant
decrease in poverty percentage for families with three or four children (11.6%) but also showed a
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significant 45.6% increase in families with five or more children in poverty. Unicoi County had a
significant 5.1% decrease in poverty rate for families without children and Washington County had
significant decreases in families with one or two and five or more children in poverty by 6.1% and 35.9%
respectively.

Percent Difference in Poverty Percentage by Number of Children from 2016 to 2021
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Family Poverty: Number of Workers

The number of workers and the number of hours worked by workers in families has a direct inverse
relationship with the likelihood of that family to be below the poverty line. The percentage of families in
poverty where the householder worked full-time year-round was significantly lower than all families
where the householder worked for anything other than full-time year-round, families with no workers,
and generally lower than families with two workers. Sullivan and Greene Counties were the only
counties where families with two workers had a lower poverty percentage than families with the
householder working full-time year-round. Families with three workers in poverty had the lowest
poverty percentage of any group in 2021.

2021 Poverty Percentage by Number of Warkers
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The percentage of families in poverty with 1 worker in poverty significantly decreased in Carter, Greene
Johnson, Unicoi, and Washington Counties from between 6.4% to 15.9%. Families where the
householder worked also significantly decreased in Carter, Johnson, Unicoi, and Washington Counties as
well, ranging from a 4.1% decrease in Washington County to an 8.8% decrease in Johnson County.
Washington County was the only county with a significant 7.4% decrease in the percentage of families
with three or more workers in poverty. Sullivan, Hawkins, and Hancock County saw no significant
changes in the poverty percentages based on number of workers in a family.
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Family Poverty: Renters vs Homeowners, Education, Other Factors

Like previous years, poverty levels were tied to education, homeownership, and the utilization of public
assistance. Householders with less education tended to have higher family poverty rates than those with
at least some college and families that were homeowners had a lower poverty rate than families that
rented. Hancock and Unicoi Counties were the only counties in the UETHDA service area where
householders with less than a high school degree had lower poverty rates than those with a high school
degree, though the increasing high school graduation rates during recent years is likely leading to a
decrease in demarcation for this level of education. Carter and Hancock County had higher rates of
householders over the age of 65 years and those on social security than did the rest of the counties.
Families with social security had higher poverty rates than did families where the householder was over
the age of 65 years.
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X021 Poverty Percentage by Home Ownership, Education, and other Factoes
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Carter, Greene, and Johnson Counties saw significant decreases in poverty percentage for families with
householders with some college or an associate degree ranging from 4.3% in Greene County to 16.1% in
Johnson County. Greene and Washington Counties saw decreases in renters in percentage of renters in
poverty, 11% in Greene and 8.8% in Washington County. Johnson County had a 11.9% decrease in
poverty for families on social security. Unicoi County had significant decreases in the percentage of
homeowners in poverty, families with the householder 65 years or older, families with SSI or cash public
assistance, and families with the householder who had less than a high school degree in poverty.
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Housing

The housing market has increased in cost during the recent years across both the country and
Tennessee and the UETHDA service area has followed suit. Both the cost of housing and the availability
has been impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic, with the cost of materials rising initially due to supply
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chain issues and the comparatively lower priced pre-pandemic housing market in East Tennessee
attractiveness to buyers who could work from home. Johnson City also offered cash benefits for high
income workers who would move to the region, further driving the increase in housing prices. These
factors and more have led to a radically changed housing market in the UETHDA service area in 2023
compared to the 2010’s.

Housing: Occupancy and Units
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From 2016 to 2021, the number of total housing units has significantly increased in the United States by
4.17% while the number of occupied housing units increased by a greater percentage at 5.35%.
Subsequently, the percent of occupied housing units increased by 1.14% and the number of vacant
housing units, percentage of vacant housing units, and rental vacancy rates greatly decreased.
Tennessee showed a similar pattern with the only difference that the decrease in the number of vacant
housing units was not statistically significant. Both Washington and Sullivan Counties saw significant
increases in both the number of total housing units and the number of occupied housing units and
Hawkins County saw a significant increase in the number of total housing units. Washington County had
the most similar housing occupancy and housing unit changes to Tennessee and the United States but its
decreases in vacancy and rental vacancy rate were much greater, with the rental vacancy rate
decreasing by 46.88%. Johnson County showed a significant decrease in the number of total housing
units by 2.02% and a 500% increase in the rental vacancy rate.
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Housing: Units by Type

2021 Housing Unit Type
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The majority of housing units in the United States, Tennessee, and UETHDA service area are one unit
detached units comprising 61.6%-71.9% of units. Tennessee showed a pattern similar to the nation with
significant increases in total housing units, a one unit detached units, one unit attached units, 20+ unit
complexes, and boat, RV, and Van living units, and significant decrease in mobile homes and two-unit
duplexes.

In the UETHDA service area, Sullivan County had its significant increase in total housing units due to
increases in two-unit duplexes and three-four unit complexes, while Washington County’s increase in
total housing units were due a significant increase in one unit detached units. Hawkins County’s
significant increase in the total number of housing units was due to a slight, non-significant increase in
the number of one unit detached units, and non-significant increases in number of mobile units and
boat, RV, and van units. Unicoi County saw a large significant increase in one unit attached units and
two-unit duplexes and a significant decrease in one unit detached units and 20+ housing unit complexes.
Johnson County’s significant decrease in the total number of housing units was driven by a significant
decrease in 10-19 housing unit complexes and a non-significant decrease in one unit detached units.
Sullivan County also had a significant decrease in the number of mobile homes.
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Percent Change in Total Housing Units by Size 2016 to 2021
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Housing: Built Date

In the UETHDA service area, Washington County has had the most houses built from 2020 to 2021,
followed by Hawkins County and Carter County. Hancock and Unicoi County reported no new housing
units built from 2020 on but there were likely units built that fell within the statistical margin of error.
The built date distributions of the two largest UETHDA service area counties show that Sullivan County
had a distribution of more houses built earlier in the 1900’s than did Washington County. The majority
of houses in the region were built from the 1970’s on.
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Housing: Bedroom Number
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The average housing unit in the county and UETHDA service area is a three-bedroom housing unit,
making up between 43.3% and 51.7% of units in the region. Since 2016, the number units without a
bedroom significantly increased in Greene County (to 449 units, 1.4%) and Washington County (to 1206
units, 2.0%). Johnson and Hancock Counties were the only counties in the service area with more units
with no bedrooms than units with five or more bedrooms.

Percent Change in Bedroom Number in Housing Units 2016 to 2021

United States
Total Housifg @dits

No Bedrooms

1 Bedrobn2gs

2@aooms

3 Bedrodma gt

4 Bedrooms

o
18,

Tols

5+ Bedrooms

Ciah
Hancock County
Total Hoaging Units
No Bedrooms 2031
1 Bedroom 9
2 Bedroofnss 2
3[Badraoms
4 Bedroofsady

5+ Bedrooms

Unicoi County
Total Housing Unit§_-134
No Bedrooms
1 Beadhoom
2 Bedrooms (ods
3Bedrooms  [[344

(2l

4 Bedrooms

5+ Bedrooms

Tennessee

Carter County.

2
i
a4
e
e
Cands
Hawkins County Johnson County
(=T
(=D (o122
=
(Casps
[
(33
()
Washington County
=

Greene County

(Codr
(= 140
239
=3
[
G
[Tod
Sullivan County
(1ds
e
G Significant
FALSE
= TRUE

Housing: Occupied Units and Renters and Owners Households Size

The majority of housing units in the United States, Tennessee, and the UETHDA service area are owner
occupied units and only Washington County had a lower percentage of owner-occupied units than did
the rest of the state of Tennessee at 64.8% in 2021, likely due to East Tennessee State university and the
younger median are of the county. The average household size for owner occupied units was slightly
higher than rental units, with the exceptions of Greene and Hancock Counties.
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2021 Renters and Cwners and Household Size
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Since 2016 the total number of owner-occupied housing units increased significantly by 5.95% in Greene
County while the number of renter-occupied housing units significantly decreased by 15.05%. The total
number of renter-occupied housing units increased significantly by 7.5% in Washington County. The
average household size significantly increased in by 9.78% in Greene County to the same level of owner-
occupied units, while it significantly decreased by 15.9% in Unicoi County to 2.01, the lowest average
size in the region. Unicoi County also saw a significant increase in the average household size of owner-
occupied units by 6.22%. Greene County was the only that had a significant change in the percentage of
homeowners vs renters during this time frame, with the percentage of owner-occupied units increasing
4.2%.

Percent Change in Renters and Owners and Household Size 2016 to 2021
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Percent Difference in Percent of Renters and Owners 2016 to 2021
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Housing: Occupancy Start Date

Washington County had the highest percentage of households that moved into their units in 2019 or
later and the highest percentage from 2015-2018. Greene County had the highest percentage of
households that moved from 2010-2014, while Johnson County had the highest percentage that moved
from 2000-2009. Hawkins County had the highest percentage of people moved into their homes from
1990-1999, and Hancock County had 20.4% of their residents who moved into their housing units before
1990.
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2021 Housing Occupancy Start Date Distribution
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Housing: Vehicle per Housing Units and Occupants Per Room

In 2021, the vast majority of housing units have one occupant or less per room and the percentages in
the UETHDA service area counties were all higher than the United States. Hancock County had a higher
percentage of 1.51 occupants per room than did the state, nation, and other UETHDA counties. Hancock
County was the only county in the UETHDA service area with a higher percentage of occupied housing

units with no vehicles available than the rest of the United States.
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Percent Change in Totals for Vehicles per Housing Units and Occupants per Room 2016 to 2021
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QceatPed Housing Units 3+ Vehicles Available (3)
Occupied(Haaking Units No Vehicles Available (e osks
Unicoi County Washington County
1 or Less Occupant per Room 3
1.01-{.5 ®chapants per Room (203
1,534 ccupants per Room [
Occupied Housing Units 1 Veh(cle-fajlable

©ccupied Housing Units 2 Vehicles Availabe_13 285
Occupied Housing Units 3+ Vehicles Avallabldr (1837
Occupied Housing Units No Vehicles Availgbla1) (535

Percent Difference in Percent in Vehicles per Housing Units and Occupants per Room 2016 to 2021

United States
Percent 1 or LesE@ccupant per Room
Percent 1.01-L50ccupants per Room
Percent 1.51+ Ofcagants per Room
Pertdnt Occupied Housing Units 1 Vehicle Availabip
Percent Occlipigdl Housing Units 2 Vehicles Available
Percent Occupied Housing Units 3+ Vehicl§=pvailable
Percefit@Jcupied Housing Units No Vehicles Available

Hancock County
Percent 1 or Leds@ccupant per Room
percent 1.01-1.5[0ahpants per Room
Percent 1.51+ Occufands per Room
Percefit ®kcupied Housing Units 1 Vehicle Availiblep
Percent Occupied Housing Units 2 Vehicl§s Availab)
PErgent Occupied Housing Units 3+ Vehicles Available
Percent Occupied Hofisigg Units No Vehicles Available

Unicoi County
Percent 1 or Less Occupant per Ragn

Percent 1.01-1.5 Ocfugants per Room

Percent 1.51+ Occupafitsgger Room

Perédnt Occupied Housing Units 1 Vehicle Available
Percent Occupied Housing Units 2 Vehiclds Aailable
Percent Occupied Housing Un{tsB} Vehicles Available
Percent Occupied Housing (fnét No Vehicles Available

Housing: Heating Source

Tennessee Carter County Greene County
O3 )
)
3 [
3 3
) (&=
Hawkins County Johnson County Sullivan County
=
o (3 @
Significant
FALSE
) TRUE
B =]
Washington County
03
=3
3
D)

The majority of housing units in the UETHDA service area are heated by electricity, and the majority of
new housing units built are being built with electric heating. Johnson County has the highest percentage
of housing units without a heating source at 1.3% which is a slightly higher percentage than the national
level of 1.2%. 1% of Hawkins County housing units lack complete plumbing, amounting to 219 units.
Washington and Hancock Counties both have a higher percentage of housing units that did not have
complete kitchen units than the national percentage of 0.8%. All UETHDA counties except Sullivan and
Washington have a higher percentage of housing units without landline telephone service available.
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Percent Difference in Heating Source and Amenities for Housing Units 2016 to 2021

United States Tennessee Carter County Greene County

Percent Occul ousing Units Heated by Coal
Percent Qccupied Housing Units Heate{l Iy Electricity
cupied Housing Units Heated by Kerosene [ -0
Percent o:zup-e dusing Units Heated by No Fuel

&

g Units Heated by Wood
ousing Units Lacking Complete Kitched d
lousing Units Lacking Complete Plu %
Occupied Housing Units No Telephanet$ervice Available

Hancock County Hawkins County sullivan County

Percent Occupi§dBsusing Units Heated by Coal
Pert%ccupled Housing Units Heatefl I8y Electricity
Perc ccupied g Units Heated by Kerosene [0}
Percent Occupied figusing Units Heated by No Fuel
Percent Occupied sing Units Heated by Other Fuel [oj
Percent Occupied Holusing Units Heated by Solar Energy (g
Percent Oc Housing U eated by Tank Gas (o}
Perceupled Houslng u leated by Utility Gas Cod
g Units Heated by W

Percent Occu .E!! nuslng Units Lacking Complete Kitchen ()

nt&:uplzd Housing Units Lacking Com) Plumbing
jﬁm Occupied Housing Units No Telephol ice Available

-

Significant
FALSE
TRUE

Unicoi County ‘Washington County
Percent Occupied Holiglng Units Heated by Coal
Percent Occupied Housing Units Heate{l by Electricity
Perent Occupied Housing Units Heated by Kerosene ’
fousing Units Heated by No Fuel [od

Percent Occupied
Percent Occupied Holigjng Units Heated by Other Fuel (o}

Percent Occupied Houlng Units Heated by Solar Energy [
Percen@upled Housing Units Heat Tank Gas o3
Percent Occupied Houging Units Heat i
Percent Occupied s Heated by Wood

Percent Occupied Hou: s Lacking Complete Kitchen
Percent Qccupied Housig03nits Lacking Comalete Pluml
percen@upied Halising Units No Telephanetjeriice AVlaBle

Percent Change in Totals Heating Source and Amenities for Housing Units 2016 to 2021

United States Tennessee Carter County Greene County

Total Occufpigdiéiousing Units

Occupied g Units Heated by Utility Gas

Occupied g Units Heated by Tank Gas.

Occupipd ifsg Units Heated by Electricity

] jusing Units Heated by Kerosene

using Units Heated by Co al

iediBbUsing Units Heated by W

Occupied jng Units Heated by ola Entitgy

Occupie Units Heated bv Other Fuel

Occupie Units Heated by No Fuel

Occupie g Umts Lacking Cumplete Plumbing %
i f

e g Units Lacking Complete Kit
g;&en Housmg Umts No Telephone Service ble
Hancock County Hawkins County Johnson County Sullivan County
Total Occupled Holistndnits 4
s Heated by Utiiy G
ﬂccupled Hnu ling-t Heated by Tank
ied Housin, eated by Elenrlcltv
Q ied H inits Heated by Kerosene
Occupied Holusi jts Heated by Coal

Occupied Housihg Biits Heated by Wood
Occupied Housing I“ its Heated by Solar Energy

Significant
FALSE

= TRUE

Occupied Housing ligfits Heated by Other Fuel
ousihz Bas Heated by No Fuel

is Umts Lacking Complete Plun

Bnits Lacking Complete Kitche}

sing Umts No Telephone Service Alailabips

Occupj
Occupigd

Unicoi County

Total Occupied Hous(ngAijets

Occupied Housipg Unit{ Weated by Utility Gas
Occupied Housihg Bajs Heated by Tank Gas
Occupied ted by Electricity

Occupied its Heated by Kerosene
i Upits Heated by Coal

H
H

using Ul ated by Wood [ 20p7
Q ing Units Heated by Solar Energy -140°
Occupied Hou: its Heated by Other Fuel 67
Occupied Hou: eated Fuel
Occupied Hous ng Units. Iackmg m
Occupied Ho nits Lacking Complete itchen
Occupied Hol jits No Telephone Service
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Housing: Home Sale Price

The median home sale price has risen dramatically in the past five years across the UETHDA service area.
According to data by Redfin, the 2017 average median sale price for single family residential homes rose
from between $8,171.47 (3.5%) in Greene County to $187,541.67 (75.15%) in Johnson County. Note*
the low number of home sales listed in Redfin in Greene and other counties may have led to a higher-
than-normal median sales prices during 2017. Washington County has the highest median sales price for
all single-family residential homes at $303,780 and Hancock County has the lowest at $211,900.

Median Single Family Home Sales Price 2017 to 2023
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Average Median Home Sales Price in 2017 and

2022
region 2017 Average 2022 Average  Difference
Washington County, TN 189215.2 303780.0 114564.79
lohnson County, TN £2000.0 2455417 1B754167
Sullivan County, TN 1473821 236183.3 BBBO1.25
Greene County, TN 225049.0 2332204 B171.47
Hawkins County, TN 167670.8 226900.0  59225.17
Unicoi County, TN 135350.0 217300.0  B2549.96
Carter County, TN 1476045 213366.7 64762.12
Hancock County, TN 1456167 211500.0 6228333

Similarly, the median list price for single family residential homes from between 0.83% and 43.71%
across the region. Johnson County saw the largest percent increase in list price from $149,900 to
$266,279.20 and Greene County saw the smallest percentage increase and total increase.
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Median Single Family Home List Price 2017 to 2023

Carter County, TN Greene County, TN
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Average Median Home List Price in 2017 and

2022
region 2017 Average 2022 Average  Difference
Washington County, TN 188029.2 300732.9  112703.75
Johnson County, TN 145500.0 266279.2  116379.17
Hancock County, TN 1644499 1529354  BB4B5.49
Greene County, TN 248102.3 150170.8 2088.08
Sullivan County, TN 154062.5 2139808B.2  B5745.7%
Hawkins County, TN 160664.3 1384008 7773648
Unicoi County, TM 1594550.0 230800.0  35850.00
Carter County, TN 183070.0 2191208 3605083
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Median Single Family Home Sale to List Ratio 2017 to 2023
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The sales price to list price ratio has also increased across the UETHDA service area since 2017, though
to a lesser extent. The sales price to list price was generally below one but has trended closer to one
with several consistent spikes above one especially during 2022. The proportion of homes that sold
above list price increased dramatically in Sullivan County. In 2017 only 8% of single-family residential
homes sold above list price. That percentage to 40.6% in 2022. Washington County also saw a rise from
12.1% to 39.1% during this period. Hancock County saw a decrease during this time from 29.6% to

14.7%.

Single Family Homes Proportion that sold over List Price 2017 to 2023
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Average Sold above List Price in 2017 and 2022

region 2017 Average 2022 Average  Difference
Sullivan County, TN 0.0804723 04080664 0.33
Washington County, TN 0.1207074 0.3911226 0.27
Carter County, TN 0.1774832 0.3565241 0.18
Hawkins County, TN 0.1554048 0.32686741 0.13
Unicoi County, TN 0.2000000 0.2808240 0.08
Greane County, T 0.0500000 0.2717441 022
Johnson County, TN 0.0000000 018179038 018
Hancock County, TN 0.2562563 0.1467262 -0.15

The median price per square foot also rose during this time period. Washington County has the highest
price per square foot at $162.54, an increase of 41.92% and $68.14. Johnson County had the second
highest average median price per square foot at $162.55, an increase of 86.28% from 2017. Sullivan
County had the lowest average median price per square foot at $135.70, an increase of 43.19% from
2017.

Median Single Family Home Price per Square Foot 2017 to 2023
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Average Median Price per Square Foot in 2017

and 2022
region 2017 Average 2022 Average  Difference
Washington County, TN 94.40731 162 5457 63.14
lohnson County, TN 2161785 157.5916 135.97
Carter County, TN 78.B2088 143.9785 65.16
Greene County, TN 95.30969 143.0613 47.75
Unicoi County, TN 95.25399 140.8582 4460
Hawkins County, TN B7.11629 1400241 5291
Hancock County, TN 115.30958 136.4765 18.17
Sullivan County, TN 77.08051 135.6989 53.61

The total number of single-family residential homes sold, and the real estate has dramatically increased
from 2017. Except for Hancock County, which rose 61.58%, the monthly number of homes sold rose
above 93% for all UETHDA counties, with Greene County having the largest percentage increase at
97.25%. The real estate inventory increased from a low of 40.1% in Hancock County to a high of 96.67%
in Unicoi County.

Single Family Homes Sold 2017 to 2023
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Single Family Homes Inventory 2017 to 2023
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Percent Change in Housing Market 2016 to 2021
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Housing: Home Value
Similar to the sales price, home value of owner-occupied units has risen significantly since 2016. The
only UETHDA county that saw a non-significant increase in home value was Hancock County, which rose
18.11% but was not statistically significant. Greene County had the largest increase in owner occupied
home value by 28.5% to $146,100. Washington County has the highest median owner-occupied home
value at $176,500. The median owner-occupied home value in Tennessee and the United States was still
higher than the UETHDA service. The national median owner-occupied home value was listed at
$244,900 in 2021 and was $193,700 in Tennessee, rises of 32.59% and 32.67% respectively.
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The total number of owner-occupied housing units only rose significantly in Greene County by 5.95%.
The other UETHDA counties did not have statistically significant rises but still rose between 0.46% in
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Carter County, to 6.08% in Hancock County. The total number of owner-occupied housing units did rise
significantly by 7.04% in the United States and 6.59% in Tennessee.

Percent Change in Home Values 2016 to 2021

United States Tennessee Carter County Greene County
©wner Occupifd#Busing Units J
cupied nits <$50,000 Value 1 -35.=1
QweaepOccupied Units $50,000-$99,999 Value _-28b9 21}
©ine2@zupied Units $100,000-$149,999 Valud__2bs (s
Owner Jd Units $150,000-5199,999 Value. Codr Cash
©wner Occupied [Inits$200,000-5299,999 Value (Cazds Cazdr o2k
©wner Occupied Units ssonsa,sss Value (Ceads 2 b
©wner Occupied Units $500,000-5999,88%Value 10 o7
©wner Occupied Units $1,000,000+ Value__77. (Ceskb (241 Sape
Owner Occupied Units Niedziovalue Cazbr Ciske
Hancock County Hawkins County Johnson County Sullivan County
©wnér @deupied Housing Units 23 ok
olwnedoccupied Units <$50,000 Value 2050 -16p3 (20
clwrslr Occupied Units $50,000-$99,999 Value | 19}5 1672 -27}8
QwaekDccupied Units $100,000-$149,999 Value i (T2} ek Significant
©wner Occupied Uniu{_s_sih,oomsws,s” Value [a9ls “iabs ek FALSE
©\inezccupied Units $200,000-5299,999 Value (Caad [t [ 2508
Owner Occupied Units $300,000-5499,387¥ alue ([Cosd [ 2s)e [Tssds TRUE
©wner Occupied Units $500,000-$999,999(Valie [Cet (=] 76,
©wner Occupied Units $1,000,00013 ke [Cagh Cezds
Owner ied Units Median Value 21k [Cazds Tzt
Unicoi County Washington County
©Owner 0dcuprd Housing Units

Qursdceupied Units <$50,000 Value EN G
OwagpDccupied Units $50,000-$99,999 Value |31
Owner occuxs $100,000-$149,999 Value  [__-14J7

©wner Occuj ts $150,000-5199,999 Value sk

©wner Occupied Uni 6,000-$299,999 Value (ash

©wner Occupied Units $300,000-$499,999 Vatue (a4

©wner Occupied Unitf $88§5000-$999,999 Value [Ces
©wner Occupied Units $1,000,000+ Value Casds

©wner Occupiel @Median Value D3]

Percent Difference in Home Value 2016 to 2021
United States Tennessee Carter County Greene County

percent c{widr Occupied Units <$50,000 Value A b
Peragnt Owner Occupied Units $50,000-$99,9996alue (3 b
PercéngOwner Occupied Units $100,000-5149,9998Value (23 2
Percent Owfierccupied Units $150,000-$199,999 Value  [[-1B = ]
Percent Owner Occupied (nith $200,000-$299,999 Value =3 ] =3
Percent Owner Occupied Units $300,000(58$9,999 Value (23 (s34
Percent Owner Occupied Units $500,0008$999,999 Value G o3
Percent Owner Occupied (nis $1,000,000+ Value 34

Hancock County Hawkins County Johnson County sullivan County

PercénBdwner Occupied Units <350,000 Value (4 b

Peragnt Owner Occupied Units $50,000-$99,9995kalue = kb

Perceit@wner Occupied Units $100,000-5149,999 Value (_-1p =3 = Significant
Percent Owner Occupied Units $150,000(5899,999 Value = = = ‘gm,ﬂ[
Percent Ownef Gejupied Units $200,000-$299,999 Value (3] ok TRUE
Percent Owner Occupied Units §200,000-$499,999 Value 3] [

Percent Owner Occupigll Units $500,000-$999,999 Value 3 ()

Percent Owner Ocfupled Units $1,000,000+ Value 3 )

Unicoi County Washington County
Percent Owner{O&ipied Units <$50,000 Value (=
Feroint Owner Occupied Units $50,000-$99,9995alue
Percent Owner Occupied Units $08}000-$149,999(Valle
Percent Owner Occupied Units $[581000-$199,999 Value ()
Percent Owner Occupied Units $200,000(5299,999 Value (3]
Percent Owner Occupied Units $300,088:$499,999 Value =3
Percent Owner Occupied Units@500,000-$999,999 Value @
Percent Owner Occupied Un(t931,000,000+ Value

The overall distributions of owner-occupied home values have also shifted higher from 2016 to 2021. In
the United States, the home value shift home occurred above $300,000 and in Tennessee it was above
$200,000. Carter, Greene, and Washington Counties also had a shift point of $200,000, Hancock,
Hawkins, and Sullivan Counties had a shift point at $150,000, and Johnson and Unicoi Counties had no
definite shift point, but all rose more generally.
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2021 Home Value Distribution
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In 2021, the majority of owner-occupied homes were valued at $300,000-5499,999 in the United States
and $200,000-5299,999 in Tennessee. Washington County had the home value distribution most similar

to Tennessee.
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2021 Home Value Percent Distribution
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2016 Home Value Percent Distribution
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The median mortgage for owner occupied homes rose from $1,180 to $1,337 in the state of Tennessee,
a rise of 13.31%. Carter, Greene, Hancock, Sullivan, and Unicoi Counties all saw percentage increases in
mortgage costs higher than both the state of Tennessee and the United States. Washington County’s
mortgage percentage increase was 11.68%, rising from $1,079 to $1,205, a lower percentage increase
than the state and nation, but the highest median mortgage rate in the UETHDA service area. Carter,
Greene, Hawkins, Sullivan, and Washington counites all had median mortgage payments of over $1,000

per month in 2021.
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The only UETHDA service area county that had a significant increase in the number of housing units with

a mortgage was Greene County, a rise of 9.45%.
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Percent Change Mortgage Costs 2016 to 2021
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In 2021, the most common mortgage value in the UETHDA service area was between $500-5999 in all
counties except Washington County, where it was $1,000-51,499. The percentage of mortgages in the
$1,000-$1,499 rose the most as the mortgage costs increased.
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2021 Mortgage Cost Percent Distribution
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Housing: SMOCAPI

Selected monthly home-ownership costs as a percent of household income, or SMOCAPI, is a measure of
mortgage and other homeowner related costs to household income and measures the affordability of
housing for homeowners. According to the US Census Bureau, selected monthly owner costs are calculated
from the sum of payment for mortgages, real estate taxes, various insurances, utilities, fuels, mobile home
costs, and condominium fees. SMOCAPI values of above 30% put families at an increased risk for foreclosure
and financial issues. In the United States and Tennessee, SMOCAPI values decreased from 2016 to 2021. This
pattern also occurred in the UETHDA service area.
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In 2021 in the United States, 27.2% of homeowners had SMOCAPI values above 30%, while the Tennessee
had 23.7% of SMOCAPI values above 30%. In the UETHDA service area, Unicoi County had the lowest
percentage of SMOCAPI values above 30% at 14.2%, while Hancock County had the highest at 34.4%. Sullivan
County had SMOCAPI unaffordability rate at 25.2%, Washington County at 22.7%, Carter County at 25.8%,
Greene County, Hawkins County at 20.7% and Johnson County 21.9%. These numbers have improved since

2016.
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United States Tennessee

SMOCAPI <20% (s

SMOCAPI 20-24.9% 07

SMOCARI 2831.9%

smdcapds0-34.9%

SMBEAPI 35%+

smo¢arsget Computed

Hancock County

Hawkins County
SMOCAPI <20% [
=234

Cad

SMOCAPI 20-24.9%
SMOCAPI 25-29}#%
SM@EZRPI 30-34.9%

SMOCAPI 35%+

sk
=D Tipr

SMOCAPI Not Computed

Unicoi County ‘Washington County
SMOCAPI <20%
SMOCAPI 20-24.9%
SMOCAPI 25-29.9%
SMOCAPI 30328%
sn{ocaBbssy+

SM@Eb®I Not Computed

=D

100

Carter County
e
7
s
" ae)s
Johnson County
[Cssds
[z (oo
(Casdbs =R
[Cedo

Greene County

28,
Cds
Sullivan County
Ciode
Significant
FALSE
[Cisds TRUE
e
35



UETHDA | 2023 Community Needs Assessment

Percent Difference in SMOCAPI 2016 to 2021
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The majority of homeowners have housing with SMOCAPI values below 20%, pointing to affordability in
the UETHDA region for people who owned a home during this time. There is a dichotomy present in the
distribution of SMOCAPI values with the two most common values being below 20% or above 35%.

2021 SMOCAPI Percent Distribution
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Housing: Monthly Rent
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Similar to mortgage costs, monthly rent prices have increased in the United States from 2016 to 2021.
Median Rent in the United States rose from $949 to $1,163 (22.55%) and they rose from $782 to $951
(21.61%) in Tennessee. Median rent had the largest percent increase in the UETHDA service area in
Johnson County where it rose 22.89% to $596 per month. Washington County has the highest median
rent in the UETHDA service area at $813 per month, an increase of 15.16% since 2017.
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Percent Change in Monthly Rent 2016 to 2021
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The largest increase in monthly rent category was in the $1,000-$1,499 range, with all monthly rent
categories shifting right to the higher end of the range.
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2021 Monthly Percent Distribution
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Housing: GRAPI

Gross Rent as Percent of Income or GRAPI is similar to SMOCAPI. It is the percentage of monthly income
that goes to rent and GRAPI over 30 percent is considered unaffordable. As previously shown, renters
generally have lower household incomes that do homeowners, leading to higher GRAPI’s and more
unaffordable housing. In 2021, in the United States, 49.4% of renters have a GRAPI over 30% and 47.2%
of renters in Tennessee do as well. Hancock Johnson, and Unicoi Counties all had GRAPI over 30% higher
than national and state levels at 54.4%, 54.1%, and 49.9% respectively. Washington County had the next
highest GRAPI over 30% percentage at 47.2%. Greene County had the lowest GRAPI over 30%
percentage at 38.1%.
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The percentage of renters with GRAPI over 30% significantly decreased in the United States and
Tennessee from 2021 to 2016 by 1.7% and 2.2% respectively. In the UETHDA service area, Carter County
was the only county with a significant change, decreasing by 11.5% to 41.5%. Hancock County showed
the largest increase, by 8.1% but was not significant. Washington County has the highest median rent in
the region but is offset by a higher median income for renters, and its percentage of renters with GRAPI
above 30% decreased by 3.9%, though this was not significant.
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Percent Change in Monthly GRAPI 2016 to 2021
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The distribution of GRAPI percentage categories highlights how GRAPI above 35% is by far the most
dominate category in the United States, Tennessee, and UETHDA service area. It has slightly improved
since 2016, but almost one out of two renters in the United States live in unaffordable housing. The best
county in the UETHDA service area, Greene County, still has more than one out of every three renting

housing living in unaffordable housing.
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2021 GRAPI Percent Distribution
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Housing: Fair Market Rent

Fair Market Rent (FMR) is a measure published by the Department of Housing and Urban Development
and represents the cost to rent a moderately-priced dwelling unit in the local housing market. The
current FMR for Tennessee for a two-bedroom apartment is $1,156, a $483 and 71.77% increase since
2016, greatly outpacing the general inflation percentage of 23.75%. Adjusting the inflation rate to the
FMR rate in 2016, the expected monthly FMR percent increase was 38.8% (a monthly rent of $832.84),
meaning it rose 32.97% or $323.16 per month over expected, meaning Tennessee renters are paying
$3,877.92 more per year than would be expected based on the 23.75% inflation rate since 2016.
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2023 Fair Market Rent

Location Studio  1Bedroom 2 Bedroom 3 Bedroom 4 Bedroom
Tennessee BET 952 1156 1507 1773
Carter County 700 724 B7S 1107 1295
Greene County 578 661 747 1062 1201
Hancock County 574 578 747 o909 1272
Hawkins County 533 627 793 1041 1170
Johnson County 509 661 747 o909 1051
Sullivan County 583 627 793 1041 1170
Unicai County 700 724 B75 1107 125¢
Washington County 700 714 B7S 1107 1299

2016 Fair Market Rent

Location Studio  1Bedroom 2 Bedroom 3 Bedroom 4 Bedroom
Tennessee 473 534 E673 893 1032
Carter County 452 517 B58 B57 1079
Greens County 4432 445 586 757 842
Hancock County 426 4449 586 773 1015
Hawkins County 431 4529 E60 2e0 Q46
Jehnson County 426 506 5E6 727 1023
Sullivan County 431 429 E60 2e0 Q45
Unicai County 452 517 B58 B57 1079
Washington County 452 517 BSE B57 1079

The increase in the UETHDA service area was not as dramatic as the rest of Tennessee. Washington,
Unicoi, and Carter Counties had the highest FMR increases, at 32.98% each, while Sullivan and Hawkins
Counties had the lowest percent increase at 20.15%, a rate slightly lower than the overall inflation rate.
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With the exception of Greene County, housing units without a bedroom increased at the highest rate in
Tennessee and the UETHDA service area at between 34.74% in Hancock County to 87.53% in Tennessee.

Percent Change in Fair Market Rent from 2016 to 2023

Tennessee Carter County Greene County
Studio [Coads (Cerd (255 [Csad [Csdr [Caod7
1 Bedroom [Caads [Czsds (s [Caods 2093
2 Bedroom i () G w2
3 Bedroom (Casd7 [Cesde [29)7 [Caadr ()
4 Bedroom D = Czde (Cisds
Hancock County Hawkins County Johnson County
Studio o [Casd sk
1 Bedroom (Cz83s [EE] (Czsgs Lo (T Change
2 Bedroom (a0 (r2 23 C2s (X = Percent Change Inf Adj
3(Beddvom Tazde ) = 3 Tk Percent Change Total
4 Bedroom (_137 (25 [ode [C2a3s (=D
Sullivan County Unicoi County Washington County
Studio (BEE] D [Czs)s =3 [z5)s
1 Bedroofn 184 [Czss s [Ca0ds [Cs3s [Caode
2[Beddiom 5 (Toade 736 Tz
3 fededem [C21ds (] 7 [Cads 7
4 Bed{oonds [Caads =232 (2030 (=23 (2030

Housing: Public Housing

Over 14,000 individuals (under 3% of the population) benefit from the Department of Housing and
Urban Development Public Housing programs. Each county had a decrease in the number of housing
units available through various HUD programs since 2016, except for Sullivan County which had a 0.95%
increase (27 units). Unicoi County had the largest decrease in available subsidized units with an 8.25%
reduction (14 units). Over 90% of available subsidized units are occupied in each UETHDA service area
county, and the average Household Income per Year ranges from a low of $10,758 in Hancock County to
a high of $15,194 in Hawkins County. Over 90% of households using public housing subsidies of some
kind are considered in “Very Low Income” and between 61% and 76% are considered “Extremely Low
Income.” Between 22% and 36% of people in HUD programs for subsidized housing have disabilities and
most have been in the program for 4 to 6 years.
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Percent Change in HUD Public Housing Measures 2016 to 2022
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Percent Differenece in HUD Public Housing Measures 2016 to 2022
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Below is a list of all HUD subsidized housing programs and their statistics for 2022 in each program.
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The number of Section 8 housing projects increased the most in Carter County by 29.5% to 417 units and
in Washington County in 2022 comparted to 2016 by 25.03% to 1089 units. Unicoi County showed the
largest decrease, by 7.04% to 66 units.

Percent Change in HUD Section 8 Measures 2016 to 2022
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Hancock County was the only county in the UETHDA service area that had an increase in Public Housing
Units from 2016 to 2022 with a 19.05% increase to 25 units. Sullivan County had the largest decrease by

55.19% to 354 units.
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Percent Change in HUD Public Housing Measures 2016 to 2022
Carter County Greene County Hancock County

subgigled Units Available B (Tiods

Tothl Naedier of People [Codr 1

People Per Unitf_526 @) [21ds

Average Household Contribution fierduimth [Cazds Cardr

Average HUD Contribution per Month [Ceads [

HH Income per Year [Ca0s e
Average Months on Waiting List @ O

Average Months sfncegviove In [Ce3s (3631

Average UtilitBllowance ) 33

Hawkins County Sullivan County Unicoi County
Subsidized Ufitsajilable [EERT) [9
Total Number{of Pedple [eado Code
People Per Units (2sht ]
Average Household Contribution per Month [ 4731 [2s3e
Average HUD Contribution per Month  [_34)o a7
HH Income per Year (Cee [Cos: [
Sullivan County
Aliealze Months on Waiting List 4 s3ks iva
Average Months since Mveags [Cads =D Unicoi County

‘Washington Count
Average Utility Allowance [0 “odss 4 gton County

Washington County
Subsidized Units Avaflablas}s
Total Number of People (23}
People Per Units [Cao9s
Average Household Contribution per Mdnti2632
Average HUD Contribution per Month (Y
HH Income per Year a1k
Average Months on Waiting Ext
Average Months since Move{In-1139

Averag7atility Allowance

Location
Carter County
Greene County
Hancock County
Hawkins County

Percent Differenece in HUD Public Housing Measures 2016 to 2022

Carter County Greene County Hancock County.

ot 'e;xe s Major 47Dt Income 2] [j‘J G =

i ) E G

4 St J"" neo 3

SSVeTy ] o

(HEF v |ls ith ¢ {J\'ﬁ:n @] E]

HH 1 A E| E]

HH wit (A =

HH gtk Disl w B

i) HQE‘GZ_ Years ]

H with Utility Aljwance [d ©

ore Bedrooms THan. Peop |@ 3

u ation fn Cepays Tract in =) O

HifOlner g‘ccﬁﬁs 5?‘5'%..[; é“’r'a'n‘(ilﬁetacheu Homes Kl 9

Hawkins County Sullivan County Unicoi County

ggv; ﬁ"wrfuégges Majorlt |ncon¥:2j () u U@ Location

seHH O?\'A :]‘{I i "wme B Carter County

é@@, oy G 2 reene couy
Hancock County

EE Minority =] &) E @ Hawkins County

Sulli C
HH mhsyzmi‘{i‘fl owance!d E] [ ullivan County
e QO S ha f ¢ B @ B

&)
&=

ey

Unicoi County
u|auon in Censug Tr

Washington County
Baner Gccupants of E] (sl @H}

i
le Griily Detacti@ll Homes
Washington County

PR ces & on% ff incomd e

Brity of income

;
by RS oy
ul atlon ln ensus Tr:
@mg

i Detathea Homes

Sullivan County had the largest increase in Housing Choice Vouchers from 2016 to 2022, a 44.53%
increase to 1,519 vouchers, while Hancock County had the largest decrease by 62.5%, to three vouchers.
The average time on the waitlist for vouchers greatly decreased in most UETHDA counties, with the
exception of Johnson County, which had a 560% increase to 99 months. The average time on the waitlist
for housing choice vouchers in the area is about ten months.
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Percent Change in HUD Housing Choice Vouchers Measures 2016 to 2022
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Housing: Homelessness

With the growing cost of housing and other societal factors, homelessness has been an increasing
problem in the UETHDA service area and across the country. The department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) oversees continuums of care (CoC’s) across the nation to provide resources and
shelter for the unhoused. The Appalachian Regional Coalition on Homelessness (ARCH) is the HUD
continuum of care for the eight counties in the UETHDA service area.

Beds

The total number of beds available for the unhoused in the UETHDA service area decreased by 14.6%
from 2016 to 2022 moving from 508 total year-round beds to 362. The total non-domestic violence year-
round beds also decreased, by 36.01% or 157 total beds. Homeless Management Information Systems
(HMIS) number of beds decreased as well, by 50 beds or 23.36%. Year-round emergency shelter beds
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and year-round temporary housing both saw decreases in the number of beds, by 45 beds (12.4%) and
101 beds (69.66%) respectively.
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The other CoC’s in Tennessee showed similar decreases in the total number of beds for the unhoused,
with only Upper Cumberland in northern middle Tennessee adding a substantial number of beds from
2016 to 2022, adding 38 total year-round beds (11.14%), 41 non-DV year-round beds (15.95%), 45 HMIS
year-round beds (30.2%) and 68 Emergency Shelter year-round beds (25.37%). The
Chattanooga/Southeast TN CoC added a total of 22 Emergency Shelter beds (10.19%), Memphis/Shelby
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County CoC added 453 Emergency Shelter beds (84.67%), and Murfreesboro/Rutherford County CoC
added 49 HMIS year-round beds (38.89%) and 35 Temporary Housing beds (61.4%).

Differenece in Number of CoC Beds 2016 to 2022
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The 2022 ARCH Point in Time (PIT) count for 2022 showed 392 total unhoused people in the UETHDA
service area, a decrease of 56 individuals from 2016 (12.5% reduction). Similarly, the number of
unhoused people under the age of 18 decreased to 43, a reduction of five individuals. There is a higher
number of male unhoused people than female and other genders with 253 males, 139 females, and zero
transgender or other gender types. The number of male unhoused people decreased from 2016, going
from 307 to 253 in 2022, a reduction of 54 people. The total number of female unhoused people was
reduced by 2 during the same time frame, to 139 people, and the number of transgender or other
gender types stayed the same at zero. The number of chronically homeless individuals changed from
117 to 26 in 2022, a decrease of 91 people (77.78%). The total number of unsheltered homeless

decreased by 38 from 2016 a reduction of 6.02%.
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The Nashville-Davidson County CoC had the highest number of Overall Homeless in 2022 with 1916,
followed by Knoxville/Knox County CoC at 1178, and Memphis/Shelby County CoC at 1055. The UETHDA

service region had the sixth highest PIT count in 2022 for CoC’s in Tennessee.

Total Count of Homeless Individuals in 2022
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Differenece in Total Number of Homeless 2016 to 2022
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Knoxville/Knox County CoC had the largest percent change from 2016 to 2022 with a 57.49% increase,
followed by Upper Cumberland CoC with 53.41% increase. Central Tennessee CoC and Rutherford

County CoC also showed increases by 30.74% and 21.24% respectively.
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Percent Differenece in Number of Homeless 2016 to 2022
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There were 18 total unaccompanied youths in the 2022 ARCH PIT count, the fifth highest total in the
nine CoC’s in Tennessee. This was a decrease of seven youths from 2016, a reduction of 28%.
Knoxville/Knox County CoC and Upper Cumberland CoC were the only Tennessee CoC’s that had
increases from 2016 in the overall homeless unaccompanied youth to 2022.

Total Count of Homeless Youth in 2022
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Differenece in Total Number of Homeless Youths 2016 to 2022
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Upper Cumberland CoC showed the largest percent increase in Unaccompanied Homeless Youth by

87.5%, followed by Knoxville/Knox County CoC at 70.73%.

Percent Differenece in Number of Homeless Youth 2016 to 2022
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Tennessee has seen an increase in the overall number of unhoused people since 2021, but is still below
the 2008 levels, and the rate of change during this 14-year time frame is similar to the United States as a
whole. All relevant surrounding states to Tennessee showed a decrease since 2008 with a spike from
2021 to 2022. This suggests that the COVID-19 Pandemic played a role in either the total number of
unhoused people or the PIT counts of the unhoused people. The total number of unsheltered homeless
people has increased in Tennessee since 2008, the only state in the relevant surrounding states to show

an increase in this population.
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TN and Relavent Total Counts of Homeless and Chronically Homeless from 2007-2022
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ARCH shows a similar pattern to Tennessee, with a decrease since 2008 in the overall homeless, though
the unsheltered homeless counts did not increase like the state. Chattanooga/Southeast Tennessee CoC
showed the largest increase in the unhoused population during this time period and Jackson/West
Tennessee CoC showed the largest decreases.

TN CoC Total Counts of Homeless and Chronically Homeless from 2007-2022
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Health

According to the 2023 edition of the Healthy County Rankings, the UETHDA service area has two
counties scoring in the top third in the state (Sullivan and Washington Counties) and 5 counties in the
bottom third, with Greene County being ranked 54 out of 95 counties. Hancock County has the lowest
health outcomes and health factors in the region, ranking second and third lowest in the state in these
areas. Hancock County did see an improvement in its clinical care ranking from 2016, improving to 71*
in the state, but also saw a 48-place reduction in its physical environment ranking during the same time
period.
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2023 Health County Rankings
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Washington County scores highest across the board in the UETHDA service area, coming in 21 in health
outcomes, sixth in health factors, ninth in health behaviors, and third in clinical care. Sullivan County
ranked fifth in clinical care in the state, and Unicoi County ranked fifth in physical environment. Johnson
County saw the biggest decrease in rankings since 2016, dropping 26 places in health outcomes, 48 in
health factors, 32 places in length of life, 61 spots in health behaviors, and 43 spots in social and
economic factors. Hawkins County had the biggest drop in any category in the UETHDA service area with
a 79-county decrease in physical environment ranking, all the way down to 87" in the state, the lowest
physical environment ranking in the UETHDA service area. Unicoi’s 45 county increase in physical
environment was the largest increase in any ranking in the UETHDA service area.

Change in Rank from 2016 to 2023
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Overall, Unicoi County improved the most since 2016 and Johnson and Carter Counties decreased the
most. Hancock stayed relatively level at the lowest part of the rankings in the state of Tennessee and
Washington and Sullivan Counties maintained their relatively high rankings in the state.
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County Ranking Change from 2016 to 2023
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Health Insurance

In the United States, only 8.8% of people are without health insurance and the number increases to
10.1% in Tennessee. 67.8% of United States citizens have private health insurance and 35.4% have
public coverage. In Tennessee two out of three people have private health insurance and 36.2% have
public health insurance coverage. In the UETHDA service area, Johnson County has the highest
percentage of uninsured people at 12.8%, followed by Carter County at 12.2%, both higher than the
state level. All UETHDA counties except for Unicoi County at 8.3% have a higher level of uninsured
population than the United States. Only Washington County has a higher percentage of population with
private health insurance than does the state and nation.

2021 Health Insurance Profile
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The percent of people with health insurance increased significantly since 2016 by 2.9% and the percent
of population with public health coverage increased significantly by 2.4%. Unicoi County had the largest
increase in percent of population with health insurance at 3.3%. Greene, Sullivan, and Hawkins Counties
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also had significant increases in percentage of people with health insurance. Hancock County saw an
8.3% increase in percentage of population with public health coverage and Johnson County saw a
significant decrease by 9.5% in percentage of population with private health coverage.

Percent Difference in Health Insurance from 2016 to 2021
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The total number of Tennessee children receiving Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) nutritional
benefits decreased from 2016 to 2022 by about 10,000 people. In the UETHDA service area, only Sullivan
County was a decrease in the total number of children receiving WIC during the same time period, from

3,188 to 2,519.

Number of Infants and Children benefiting from WIC from 2016 to 2022
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The percentage of children receiving WIC benefits is higher in the UETHDA service area than the state of
Tennessee. In 2022 31.7% of children in Tennessee received WIC while the percentage in the UETHDA

service area ranged from a low of 34% in Sullivan County to a high of 75.07% in Hancock County.

Hancock County’s six-year pattern showed a decrease till 2021 then a 15% increase from 2021 to 2022.
Sullivan County had a steady decline from 2016 to 2020 with an increase to 2018 levels at 34%. Hawkins
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County has seen the most dramatic change in the UETHDA service area counties, from 46.4% in 2016 to
70.83% in 2022, the third highest percentage in the area. Unicoi County has also seen a substantial
increase, from 57.92% in 2016 to 71.34% in 2022. The percentage increase in all counties by at least 10%
from 2021 to 2022 with the exception of Sullivan County.

Percent of Infants and Children benefiting from WIC from 2016 to 2022

34

32

30

28

75

70

65

60

40

36

32

SNAP

The number of people on SNAP benefits has decreased since 2016 in the United States and Tennessee.
Similar states near Tennessee have followed a similar trend, with a large decrease from 2016 to 2019,
and an increase from 2020 on. Tennessee and South Carolina had the most similar patterns from that
time, with the increase post 2019 still falling well below the 2016 levels.
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Number of People on SNAP from 2016 to 2022
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In the UETHDA service area, Sullivan and Washington Counties had the highest number of residents
receiving SNAP benefits and the total number has decreased by 5,000 to 7,000 since 2016.
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Number of People on SNAP from 2016 to 2022
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Hancock County has the highest percentage of residents with SNAP at 29.9% in 2022 in the UETHDA
service area. This is a decrease from the high of 41.5% in 2017. Only Washington County has a lower
percentage of residents on SNAP than the rest of the state of Tennessee. All UETHDA counties followed
the similar pattern as the state of Tennessee, with a large decrease in total number and percentage of
population on SNAP since 2016.

Percent of People on SNAP from 2016 to 2022
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Children on SNAP

Similarly to all people, the number of children on SNAP has decreased in Tennessee and the UETHDA
service area since 2016. 32.3% of children in Tennessee were on SNAP in 2016; that number decreased
to 24% in 2022. Washington and Greene Counties were the only UETHDA counties with a lower
percentage of children with SNAP than did the state. Hancock County has the highest percentage of
children with SNAP at 44.5% in 2022, a decrease from 69.3% in 2017.
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Number of Children on SNAP from 2016 to 2022
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The total number and percentage of people in Tennessee that receive TANF benefits has decreased
since 2016. 11.1% of Tennesseans received TANF benefits in 2016 (roughly 73,518 people) and has
decrease to 4% (roughly 27,642) in 2022. The total number and percentage of people in the UETHDA
service area followed the state pattern of a large decrease during that time period. The only UETHDA
service area county with a lower percentage of population receiving TANF was Washington County at
3.9% a decrease from 7.3% in 2016. Hancock County has the highest percentage of TANF utilization in
the UETHDA service area at 13.9%, a decrease by 16.1% from 2017.
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Number of People who Received TANF from 2016 to 2022
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Children on TANF
Children receiving TANF also showed a large decrease since 2016. In 2016, 3.8% of children receiving
TANF benefits, this percentage deceased to 1.5% in 2022. All UETHDA counties had a decrease in
number and percentage of children receiving TANF and all counties had a higher percentage of children
on TANF than the rest of the state. Hancock County has the highest percentage of children on TANF at
5.4%, a decrease by over 50% from the 2017 high of 11.6%.
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Number of Children on TANF from 2016 to 2022
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Food Insecurity

According to the 2021 food insecurity data released in the Mind the Meal Gap by Feeding America,
11.5% of Tennesseans, about 801,000 people, have food insecurity. This is a decrease of 3.0% from 2016
and a decrease of about 166,000 people. Hancock County has the highest food insecurity rate in the
state at 19.2% and all UETHDA service area counties have a higher food insecurity rate than the rest of
the state, with a low in Washington County at 12.6%. The food insecurity rate has declined in Tennessee
since 2016, from 14.5% to 11.5% in 2021, and the UETHDA service area food insecurity rate has followed
suit. Overall, about 71,380 (14.1%) people in the UETHDA service area are food insecure.

Since 2016, the UETHDA service area counties have increased in county ranking in Tennessee with the
exception of Washington County. Hawkins County had the largest increase, moving thirty places worse
on the rankings of the 95 counties. Tennessee as a whole has moved one slot better in the state rankings
during this time, from the 15" worst state in food insecurity to the 16" worst.
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The food insecurity rate for children is higher than for all people, with a 12.8% rate in Tennessee.
Washington County has the lowest food insecurity rate for children, with 10.7% being food insecure, the
215 best county in Tennessee. Tennessee itself has moved from the 18" worst in child food insecurity to
the 26" during this time.
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Hawkins, Hancock, Greene, and Sullivan Counties all have more food security people in 2021 than they
did in 2016. Washington and Johnson Counties were the only counties in the UETHDA service area that
showed decreases in both the total number of food insecure people and the total number of food
insecure children.

Feeding America Food Insecurity Difference from 2021 to 2016
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The food insecurity rate decreased by 20.69% for all people in the state of Tennessee and by 35.03% for
children. Washington County showed the largest percent decrease in food insecurity rate at 5.97%
reduction and Hancock County had the largest percent increase at 14.29%. The overall food insecurity
rate in children greatly decreased across the UETHDA service area, ranging in decreased from 19.41% in
Hancock County to 46.5% in Washington County.
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Feeding America Food Insecurity Percent Change from 2021 to 2016
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National School Lunch Program

In 2019 (the last available data), roughly 485,279 children (46.7%) were eligible for free or reduced-price
lunch. With the exception of Sullivan (40.6%) and Washington (32.58%) Counties, all of the UETHDA
service area counites had a higher percentage of eligible children than the rest of the state. Hancock
County has the highest percentage of eligible students at 83.16%

u,nh

Percentage of Children Eligible for Free or
Reduord School Lunch

Location 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015
Tennessee 4670 4950 51.25 4899 439
Carter 5740 5743 57.38 5201 544
Gresne 48.05 5326 53.23 2855 485
Hanoock B3.16 B6T1 B8990 8252 754
Hawldns 5250 5201 5335 4634 471
Johnzon 6803 7196 TA21 TATS T
Sullivan 4060 4190 4413 3870 384
Unicol 47.90 4592 4013 4745 457
Washington 3255 3340 3372 3337 343
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Child Well-Fare

The total number of children with reported child abuse cases has decreased in the Tennessee since 2016
to 70,350 cases in 2022. In the UETHDA service area, Sullivan County had the highest total number of
reported child abuse cases in 2022 at 1,977 cases, down from 2,456 cases in 2016.

Number of Children with Reported Child Abuse from 2016 to 2022
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The percentage of children with reported child abuse cases has also decreased in Tennessee and the
UETHDA service area since 2016. In 2016, 4.9% of Tennessee children had a reported child abuse claim
and that number decreased to 4.6% in 2022. Carter County had the highest percentage in the UETHDA
service are at 7%, while Washington County had the lowest at 5%. All UETHDA counties had a higher
incidence of reported child abuse than did the rest of the state of Tennessee.
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Percent of Children who Reported Child Abuse from 2016 to 2022
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Neonatal Abstinence Syndrome (NAS) is a group of conditions caused when a baby withdraws from

narcotics or other drugs they were exposed to in the womb. The incidence of NAS has decreased by
almost 50% in Tennessee from 2016 to 2021, with only 539 cases being reported state-wide. In the

UETHDA service area, Sullivan County had the highest total number of NAS cases in 2021 at 74.

Number of Babies born with NAS from 2016 to 2022
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The percent of births with NAS cases has also decreased by about 50% in Tennessee during this time

frame to 0.66% of all births. The NAS rates in the UETHDA service area are dramatically higher than the
remainder of Tennessee, ranging from a low of 1.15% last reported in Greene County to a high of 6.1%
at last report in Hancock County. Hawkins County had the highest reported incidence in 2021 at 5.57%.
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Percent of Babies born with NAS from 2016 to 2022
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Neonatal Deaths

The total number of neonatal deaths has decreased in Tennessee from 2016 to 2021. Data gathered
from the UETHDA service area was incomplete and was only available until 2019.
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Number of Neonatal Deaths from 2016 to 2022
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The percentage of births that resulted in neonatal deaths decreased as well in Tennessee, from 0.42% to
0.32% in 2021. The percentages available in the UETHDA service area were generally higher than the
state level, peaking at 0.88% in Washington County in 2018.
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Percent of Births with Neonatal Deaths from 2016 to 2022
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Overdose Deaths

The number of drug overdose deaths from drugs of abuse has increased in the state of Tennessee and
Northeast Tennessee is no exception. In 2017, there were 98 overdoses from all drugs of abuse in
Northeast Tennessee. That number has almost doubled in 2021 to 174. All counties in the UETHDA
service area in overdose deaths since 2019, with the exception of Johnson County, which saw its number
decrease from ten to nine. Sullivan County is the most populated county in the service area and also has
the most overdose deaths.

Overdose Deaths by Year from 2017-2021
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The majority of new overdose deaths have been due to opioids, including prescription opioids. Stimulant
overdoses, such as methamphetamine or cocaine have risen as well.

Opioid and Stimulant Overdose Deaths by Year from 2017-2021
Northeast Tennessee Carter Greene
74
150 ///

/
s 124
A14

10055 1= 110
s——g3 /
73— ~
p—

——45 ——42

Hawkins Johnson
25 - u
3 a2 10.0 / 0
20 /4
Z 7.5 Indicator
/T
2 15 7 Z —— Al Drug Overdose Deaths
"t —A2 5.0 ~— Drug Overdose Deaths Involving All Opioids
4 10— I 0 ~— Drug Overdose Deaths Involving All Stimulants
- - 2.5 ~— Drug Overdose Deaths Involving Prescription Opioids
5 & 55—
== — —=
0 o 0.00
Sullivan Unicoi
7 60 5
- ~
50
60 8 /60
- N\ e a0 7
a0 2 fad 30 33 —
o0 2
2 9
7
20 15 ———20 =1
4 [~ 10 = 12 .
— Y =
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

The number of non-fatal overdoses that result in inpatient or outpatient stays has slightly decreased in
Northeast Tennessee since 2017, lowering from 1,296 in 2017 to 1,042 in 2021. This possibly shows less
overdoses are being treated at ER’s or by EMT’s through the use of naloxone, or that more people are
overdosing and dying without treatment.

Non-Fatal Overdose by Year from 2017-2021
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Survey Results

Surveys were conducted from April through June 2023 to assess the needs of the UETHDA service area.
Three surveys were created for three different target populations; Head Start Parents, the residents of
the UETHDA service area, and the UETHDA board.

Neighbors Survey

Sample size needed was calculated based on the UETHDA service area total population of 515,451,
giving a needed total survey number of 385 for 95% confidence and a 5% margin of error. The total
surveys were proportionally divided based on county population for each of the 8 UETHDA counties. The
survey was promoted online as well as case workers contacting clients and other community members
who do not use UETHDA. A total of 425 surveys were received and all counties hit their target number
for statistical significance.

2023 Neighbors Survey Sample Size Needed

County Population Estimate  Survey's Needed  Survey's Received
Carter County 56314 42 46
Greene County 69926 52 &7
Hancock County 6695 5 5
Hawkins County 56803 42 42
Johnson County 17912 13 14
Sullivan County 157843 117 130
Unicoi County 17891 13 13
‘Washington County 132067 99 100
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2023 Neighbors Survey Responses by County
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The age group for survey responders was more evenly distributed this year than previous years. The
majority of respondents were 18-29 years old at 77 respondents. 70 or greater had the fewest
responses at 57.

2023 Neighbors Survey Responses by Age Group
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The majority of respondents were white, followed by Black or African American. The distribution of
respondents follows the racial distribution for the UETHDA service area.
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2023 Neighbors Survey Responses by Race
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Results

Survey takers were asked two main questions, what service/activity their immediate family would
benefit from and what service/activity their community would benefit from. Responses were then
broken down by county and age group to identify possible differences in needs for the eight UETHDA
service area counties.

The highest community level need in the UETHDA service area was again utilities assistance with
93.35%, followed by affordable housing at 90.02%, help with food/nutrition at 88.12%, rent/mortgage
assistance at 87.89%, and housing availability at 86.22%.

Overall, the highest responding need for UETHDA service area as a whole was help with Utilities
payments/high utilities bills with 81% of respondents saying their family would benefit from this service.
The next highest service response was help with food/nutrition services at 61.28%, followed by
rent/mortgage payment assistance at 51.07%, affordable housing at 45.61%, and vehicle repair at

42.52%.
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Averages for Family and Community Level Needs

Question Family Average  Community Average
Utilities assistance 81.00 93.35
Help with Food/Mutrition Services B61.28 BE.12
Rent/lMaortgage assistance 51.07 B7.B9
Affordable Housing 4561 90.02
Wehicle Repair 4252 71.50
Weatherization of home 34.68 76.25
Healthcare payment assistance 33.02 7548
Employment Opportunities 31.83 B2.66
Housing Availability 29.45 B6.22
Internet or technology assistance 27.55 58.41
Fimancial management or budgeting services 26.60 71.02
Jab skills training or skilled labor courses 21.38 7751
Childcare Affordability 1853 B171
Childcare Availability 18.53 78.86
Adult Education or Night Schoaol 15.20 B63.18
Afterschool programs 13.78 71.50
Parenting and interpersonal relationship classes 10.21 53.18
Homeless Services 6.89 B0.52
Substance abuse or addiction treatment 6.65 79.10

For community level needs, its often more interesting to look at what services people do not say the
community needs than what services people think the community does need. People generally respond
that services are need in their communities, especially with the selection bias in the surveys we are able
to conduct. The five lowest scoring community level needs were parenting/interpersonal relationship
skills training and adult education or night school at 63.18%, internet or technology assistance at
68.41%, financial management or budgeting services at 71.02%, and vehicle repair at 71.5%.
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2023 UETHDA Service Area Percent say Needed in Community
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When broken down by county, Utilities Assistance was still the number one family need for each
UETHDA service area county, ranging from 100% in Hancock County to 71.6% in Greene County.
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In Carter County, Utilities assistance (80.43%) was followed by Help with Food/Nutrition services
(73.91%), rent/mortgage assistance (45.65%), Vehicle repair (43.5%) and Affordable housing (39.1%).

In Greene County, Utilities assistance (71.67%) was followed by Help with Food/Nutrition services

(34.3%), Vehicle repair (31.3%) and Employment Opportunities, Healthcare payment assistance and

Rent/Mortgage assistance all at 29.8%.
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The top 5 needs in Hancock County were Utilities assistance (100%), Help with Food/Nutrition services

(100%), Affordable Housing (40%), Healthcare payment assistance (40%) and Internet or technology

assistance (40%).

In Hawkins County, the top five needs were Utilities assistance (73.8%), Help with Food/Nutrition

services (61.9%), Affordable Housing (59.5%), Healthcare payment assistance (57.1%), and

Rent/Mortgage assistance (52.4%).
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Johnson County had a top five needs of Utilities Assistance (92.9%), Help with Food/Nutrition services
(92.9%), Internet or technology assistance (85.7%), Rent/Mortgage assistance (85.7%), and Vehicle
repair (71.4%).

2023 Family Needs by County
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The top five needs in Sullivan County were Utilities assistance (83.1%), Help with Food/Nutrition services
(69.2%), Rent/Mortgage assistance (60.8%), Affordable housing (51.5%), and Vehicle repair (50.8%).

In Unicoi County, the top five needs were Utilities assistance (76.9%), Help with Food/Nutrition services
(53.8%), Affordable housing (46.2%) and Employment Opportunities and Rent/Mortgage assistance and
financial management or budgeting services all tied at 46.2%.

In Washington County, the top five needs were Utilities assistance (88%), Help with Food/Nutrition
services (59%), Rent/Mortgage assistance (54%), Affordable Housing (50%), and Vebhicle repair (45%).

2023 Community Needs by County
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The only low scoring community level needs when broken down by county were adult education or
night school, parenting and interpersonal relationship classes, healthcare payment assistance and
afterschool programs in Johnson County, and after school programs and adult education or night school

in Hancock County.

When broken down by age group, there were clear differences between the younger and older age
groups, but utilities assistance was still the highest family need for all age groups.

The 18-29 year old age groups top five needs were Utilities assistance (58.1%), Employment
Opportunities (54.0%), Rent/Mortgage assistance (47.3%), Affordable Housing (44.6%), and Childcare
Availability (41.9%).

The top five needs for the 30—39-year-old age group were Utilities assistance (80.6%), Rent/Mortgage
assistance (72.2%), Affordable Housing and Help with Food/Nutrition services at 55.6%, and
Employment Opportunities at 44.4%.

The top five needs for the 40—49-year-old age group were Utilities assistance (86.8%), Help with
Food/nutrition services (72.1%), Rent/Mortgage assistance (66.2%), Affordable housing (55.9%), and
Vehicle repair (45.6%).

Utilities assistance at 89.0%, Help with Food/Nutrition services at 58.9% affordable housing at 56.2%,
rent/mortgage assistance at 54.8%, and vehicle repair at 50.7% were the top five needs for the 50-59

year old age group.
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2023 Family Needs by Age Group
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The 60—-69-year-old age group had a top five needs of utilities assistance (88.7%), Help with
Food/nutrition services (71.8%), Vehicle repair (54.9%), weatherization of home (45.1%), and
Rent/Mortgage assistance (43.7%).

The 70 or greater age group had a top five needs of utilities assistance at 87.5%, Help with

Food/nutrition services at 75%, weatherization of home at 50%, Healthcare payment assistance at
41.1%, and Vehicle repair at 30.4%.

2023 Community Needs by Age Group

0

There were no community level needs that score under 50% in any age group.
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A person correlation was run to see if what survey respondents was conducted to see if a person’s
family need was correlated with a perceived need in the community. None of the family level needs had
a correlation factor above 0.2, which shows little correlation, which mostly were connected with
employment opportunities and financial management or budgeting services. For clarity in the graph
below, the correlation factor was multiplied by 10 for clarity.
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Differences Between 2023 and 2022 Survey

Comparison of the 2023 Community Needs neighbors survey and the 2022 Community Needs neighbors
survey was then conducted to see how the UETHDA services area needs have changed in the past year.

Overall, needs perceived decreased in the 2023 survey compared to the 2022 survey. The table below
shows the needs that statistically significantly changed and all of them were decreases. Adult education
or night school in the community, affordable housing at the individual level, individual level afterschool
programs, individual childcare availability, individual employment opportunities, financial management
or budgeting at both levels, individual healthcare payment assistance, help with food/nutrition in the
community, internet or technology assistance at both levels, job skills training or skilled labor courses at
the individual level, and parenting and interpersonal relationship classes in both the family and
community levels.
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UETHDA Service Area Differences in Proportion of Community Needs from 2023 to

2022
Question 2023 Mean 2022 Mean  Difference  Percent Difference
Adult Education er Night School Community 0.6318290 0.7089202 -0.08 -10.87
Affordable Housing Community 0.5002375 0.9178404 0.02 -1.92
Afterschool programs Community 0.71459644 0.7652582 -0.05 657
Childcare Availability Community 07885986  0.8215962 -0.03 -4.02
Employment Opportunities Community 0.8266033 0.8521127 -0.03 -2.59
Financial management or budgeting services Community 0.7102138 0.7793427 0.07 -B.87
Healthcare payment assistance Community 0.76848458 0.7910798 -0.03 -3.32
Help with Food/Nutrition Services Community 0.8812352 0.9436820 -0.08 -£.62
Homeless Services Community 0.8052257 0.830985% -0.03 -3.10
Internet or technelegy assistance Community {0.BB40355 0.7629108 -0.08 -10.33
Job skills training or skilled labor courses Community 0.7790974 08075117 -0.03 -3.52
Parenting and interpersonal relationship classes Community  0.6318290 0.7206573 -0.09 -12.33
Rent/Mortgage assistance Community 0.8738599 0.9014085 -0.02 -2.50
Substance abuse or addicton treatment Community 0.7909738 0.8122066 -0.02 -2.61
Utilities assistance Community 0.5334917 0.9577465 0.02 -2.53
Weatherization of home Community 0.7624703 0.7505534 0.00 0.25
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The only need that showed any increase in the community was weatherization of home which saw a
0.25% increase, though it was not statistically significant.

2023 Percent Difference from 2022 for Community Needs
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For needs that survey respondents said would benefit their families, they almost all also decreased. The
only two that had increases were weatherization of home and utilities assistance which rose 4.04% and
2.39% respectively.

UETHDA Service Area Differences in Proportion of Family Meeds from 2023 to

M2
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Parenting and interpersonal relationship classes and Afterschool programs were the needs that saw the
largest decreases at the family level.

2023 Percent Difference from 2022 for Family Needs
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In Community level needs, Carter County was the only county that showed increases in every need
questions from 2023 to 2022. Job skills training or skilled labor courses increased the most at 31.1% and
Affordable Housing increased the least at 1.28%.

In Greene County, Hancock, Johnson, and Unicoi Counties small sample sizes do not allow for reasonable
comparisons to be made from year to year.

Greene County’s largest perceived community need was Rent/Mortgage assistance by 8.53% and adult
education or night classes had the largest decrease by 35.9%.

Hawkins County saw a decrease in every perceived community need question in 2023 compared to
2022. Internet or technology assistance had the largest decrease at 38.2% and substance abuse or
addiction treatment had the least decrease at 3.1%.
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Sullivan County had two perceived community needs that increased in 2023 and they were
weatherization of home at 13.8% and afterschool programs at 3.97%. Adult education or night school
classes had the largest decrease at 16.1%.

Washington County had only one community need that increased in 2023 and that was weatherization
of home at 1.4%. The need that was perceived to decrease the most was financial management or
budgeting services at 22.3% and rent/mortgage assistance also decrease by over 20% at 21.2%.
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In Carter County, the individual family needs that increased in 2023 from 2022 were Substance abuse or
addiction treatment increased by 117%, help with food/nutrition services increased 12.0%, utilities
assistance increased 11.7%, and homeless services increased 8.7%. The family need that had the largest
decrease were afterschool programs by 78.3% and parenting and interpersonal relationship classes by
72.8%.
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Greene County only had one family level need that increased in 2023 from 2022 and it was parenting
and interpersonal relationship classes which increased by 288%. The two largest decreases were
homeless services and afterschool programs by 67.7%.

Hancock, Johnson, and Unicoi Counties small sample sizes do not allow for reasonable comparisons to
be made from year to year.

Hawkins County had four family level needs that increased: affordable housing, healthcare payment
assistance, rent/mortgage assistance, and utilities assistance which increased by 4.76% each. The two
largest decreases were parenting or interpersonal relationship classes at 56.4% and Internet or
technology assistance at 44.9%.

Sullivan County had three needs that showed large increases in 2023: Weatherization of home by 54.4%,
Homeless services by 30.1%, and rent/mortgage assistance at 13.2%. It also had the most perceived
family level needs that increased in 2023 at 8. The two needs that had the largest decreases were
substance abuse or addiction treatment at31.2% and healthcare payment assistance at 19.5%.

Washington County had four needs that increased in 2023 compared to 2022 and they were
weatherization of home at 49.2%, homeless services at 45.6%, utilities assistance at 8.95%, and
affordable housing at 6.12%. The two largest decreases in family level need were adult education or
night school at 65.3% and parenting and interpersonal relationship classes at 64%.

2023 Biggest Problem for Households

Families were also asked what is the biggest need their family was facing at this time. Utility Bills was by
far the most common answer for this with 166 survey responses. Affordable housing was next at 78,
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Food/Nutritional needs at 38 and living wage job opportunities at 36 were the next most common
responses. Childcare access and affordability at 23 and transportation issues at 22 were also above 20
responses and the next highest was none at 11.
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Likewise, survey takers were asked what the biggest need their community was facing.
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Affordable Housing was the most common response to a perceived community need at 114, followed by
utility bills at 71, substance abuse or addiction treatment at 56 and living wage job opportunities at 50.
Rent/mortgage payments at 48 responses could also be considered an affordable housing issue.
Food/Nutritional needs at 26 and childcare access and affordability at 22 were also above 20 total
responses.

2023 Neighbors Survey What is the biggest problem your Community is currently facing
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When broken down by County, Utility bills and affordable housing were the top two immediate family
level needs in every county except for Greene and Hancock, which had living wage job opportunities and
food/nutritional needs in second place for Greene and Hancock Counties respectively.

2023 County Level What is the biggest problem your family/household is currently facing?
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Carter County’s three biggest problem their community was facing were affordable housing and utility
bills, and substance abuse or addiction treatment.

In Greene County, Affordable housing, Substance abuse or addiction treatment, and living wage job
opportunities were the three largest needs and clearly separated from the other needs.
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Hancock County had an even split in biggest community need in all their survey respondents.

In Hawkins County, Utility bills, rent/mortgage payments, and substance abuse or addiction treatment
were the three largest perceived biggest problems in the community.

Johnson County had six responses that were about affordable housing and rent/mortgage payments,
and three responses that said utility bills were the biggest community problem.

Sullivan County had 41 responses that were either affordable housing or rent/mortgage assistance with
utility bills and living wage job opportunities being the next highest number of responses for community
level needs.

Unicoi County had seven responses for affordable housing as their biggest community need.

Washington County had 39 responses for affordable housing and rent/mortgage payment assistance.
Utility bills had the next highest number of responses for biggest community need at 20, followed by
food/nutritional assistance at ten.

2023 County Level What is the biggest problem your Community is currently facing?
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For biggest problem their family/household was currently facing, the 18-29 year old age group had a top
three of affordable housing, utility bills, and living wage job opportunities.

In the 30-39 year old age group, utility bills was the most common response for biggest family problem
at 23, followed by affordable housing at 17, and living wage job opportunities at 12.

For the 40-49 year old age group, Utilities bills was the most common response for biggest problem their
family was facing with 30 responses. Affordable housing was next with 14, and food/nutritional needs
rounded out the top three with ten responses.

Utilities bills were the biggest family problem for the 50-59 year old age group with 24 responses,
followed by 14 responses for affordable housing, and ten responses for food/nutritional needs.
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The 60-69 year old age group and 70 or greater age groups overwhelmingly had utility bills as the
biggest problem their family was facing. Affordable housing and food/nutritional needs were the next
two highest responses in each age group.

2023 Age Group Level What is the biggest problem your family/household is currently facing?
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For communities biggest need, the 18-29 year old age group said that affordable housing, substance
abuse or addiction treatment and rent/mortgage payments were most common responses.

Affordable housing was the biggest perceived community needs in the 30-39 year old age group,
followed by living wage job opportunities and utility bills.

The 40-49 year old, 50-59 year old, 60-69 year old and 70 or greater age groups all that affordable
housing and utility bills as the top two biggest problems in their communities. The 70 or greater age
group was the only one with utility bills as most common response.
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2023 Age Group Level What is the biggest problem your Community is currently facing?
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Finally, survey takers were asked what over services they would like to have in their community. The
open ended answers were attempted to be sorted by service type, though this was difficult. The only
theme that had more than five responses was “Better paying jobs”.

What other services would you lke to have in your community?
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Head Start Parent Survey

Parents of Head Start students were asked their level of satisfaction they had with the UETHDA Head
Start program at the conclusion of the 2022-2023 school year. Responses were collected from each
classroom with Dobbins classrooms having the highest number of responses.

Parents were overwhelmingly satisfied with the environment of their child’s classroom with a 4.8 out of
5 satisfaction level.

2. Please rate your satisfaction level with the environment of your child's classroom
(positive space, supportive environment, classroom art, etc.).
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4.80

Average Rating 100

50
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Parents were also highly satisfied with the classroom staff’s welcoming attitude, scoring a 4.82 out of 5
level of satisfaction.

3. Please rate your satisfaction level with classroom staff making you feel welcome in the
classroom when dropping your child off, at Parent Meetings, Parent/Teacher
Conferences, etc. (are they smiling, friendly, etc.).
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Parent’s confidence in their child’s kindergarten readiness was also high, but had a more spread
distribution than the classroom environment and staff’s welcoming attitude. Overall confidence for
kindergarten readiness was 4.52 out of 5, but there were many more 3 and 4 levels than the previous
two questions. When asked what concerns they had about their child not being ready for kindergarten,
behavior related issues was the most common concern.
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4, How confident are you that your child is ready for Kindergarten?
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The health services were also highly rated, scoring a 4.76 out of 5 level of satisfaction from Head Start
parents.

6. What is your level of satisfaction with the health services your child has received?
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Head Start parents were also highly satisfied with the family services they received through UETHDA
Head Start, with a 4.78 out of 5 satisfaction level.

159



UETHDA | 2023 Community Needs Assessment

7. What is your level of satisfaction with the family services (resources provided, Family
Partnership Agreement, home visits, etc.) your family has received?
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The Head Start Teaching Staff scored a 4.79 out of 5 satisfaction level, while the Family Engagement
Specialist had a 4.80 out of 5 satisfaction level.
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The majority of parents did not attend a parent curriculum session during the 2022-2023 Head Start
school year. When asked why they could not attend, the most common response were work schedule
and other schedule related issues.

10. Did you attend any of the Parent Curriculum sessions?
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All but 61 survey respondents said that they attended a parent meeting during the school year. The
most common response for why they couldn’t attend a parent meeting was work related issues.

12. Did you attend any Parent Meetings?

P 183
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The majority of Head Start parents did not participate in the Second Harvest monthly food distribution.
When asked why they did not participate, many said they were not in need of food and wanted to save
the food for those who truly need it. Several also stated food allergies.

14, Did your family participate in the Second Harvest Monthly Food Boxes?

® o 166

Finally, parents were asked how likely they were to recommend UETHDA Head Start to someone else.
222 out of 250 parents said they would Definitely Recommend Head Start for another child, and only 13
would not most likely recommend UETHDA Head Start for another child.

16. How likely would you be to recommend other children attend UETHDA Head Start, with

1=Would Not Recommend; 2=Maost Likely Mot Recommend; 3=Neither, 4=Maost Likely
Recommend; 5=Definitely Recommend
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Neighbor Satisfaction with Service

During the 2023 service year, neighbors were asked to fill out an anonymous survey about their level of
satisfaction with the services they received from UETHDA. This was conducted on a self-service tablet
device away from the neighborhood service centers employees to promote honesty and unbiased
observed responses. Neighbors were overwhelmingly “Very Satisfied” with the service they received
from UETHDA, with a 90.41% response rate. Only 2.89% of neighbors were less than Satisfied with the
neighborhood service center.

2023 Neighbors Satisfaction with Service
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