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INTRODUCTION

For some time, those of  us in the Cleveland Fed’s 
Community Development Department have been 
hearing a common concern: that the growing share of  
single-family homes (SFHs) that are being purchased by 
investors rather than occupied by owners might impact 
low- and moderate-income (LMI) neighborhoods.1 
This concern has been raised in our Community 
Issues Survey, in meetings of  our Community 
Advisory Council, and by contacts across the Fourth 
Federal Reserve District.2 Some have worried that 
investors’ ability to purchase SFHs with cash is making 
it difficult for households to compete with them on 
home purchases. Another concern is that out-of-state 
SFH investors—the share of  which is growing—are not 
repairing or improving their properties at the same rate 
as other types of  owners.

These concerns drove one public agency to take direct 
action. When a large, out-of-state property owner went 
bankrupt, the Cincinnati Port Authority (CPA) 
stepped in and purchased nearly 200 properties, 
outbidding a dozen investment firms. The CPA’s 
goal is to repair, rehabilitate, and then sell the 
properties at the lowest possible price to the 
LMI tenants that are currently occupying the 
properties.

The purchasing of  SFHs by investors is not unique to 
the Fourth District; it is occurring in communities across 
the country and has spurred related research around the 
Federal Reserve System by the Federal Reserve Banks of  
Minneapolis, Philadelphia, and Richmond.

Amid the uncertainty and apprehension, this report 
examines trends in purchases and ownership of  SFHs 
by investors from 2018 through 2024 for seven counties 
in the Fourth District. First, spatial analysis is used 
to identify where high levels of  investor activity are 
occurring based on the share of  SFH purchases made 

by investors. Next, the neighborhood characteristics 
of  these investor hotspots are examined. Last, several 
questions that we commonly hear regarding investor 
activity in these hotspots are answered. These questions 
relate to the share of  SFHs purchased by investors, 
how investor ownership of  SFHs has changed over 
time, the prevalence of  out-of-state investors, the use 
of  cash for purchases, and the use of  building permits. 
Geographically, the focus is on seven large counties: 
Six are in Ohio (Cuyahoga, Franklin, Hamilton, Lucas, 
Montgomery, and Summit), and one is in Pennsylvania 
(Allegheny).

There is no standard definition of  a property investor, 
so this paper defines it as an entity with a name that 
contains key terms such as “LLC,” “co,” or “corp” 
or as individuals, entities, or trusts that have averaged 
two property transactions per year during the period 
studied. Nonprofits, governments, homebuilders, and 
banks are excluded. This broad definition allows all 
types of  investors to be included such as speculators 
(those buying a property with the intention of  reselling 
it at a higher price), flippers (those buying a property 
with the intention of  renovating and reselling it for a 
profit), and landlords to fully capture the impact of  
property investors on the SFH landscape. More on this 
identification process can be found in the methodology 
section.
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KEY FINDINGS IN INVESTOR HOTSPOTS  

	 Neighborhoods investors tend to operate in: 
In the seven counties, 79 percent of  hotspot census 
tracts are considered LMI compared to only 25 
percent of  non-hotspot tracts. In addition, hotspot 
tracts have lower home values, rents, and price-to-
rent ratios and higher shares of  vacancy, non-white 
residents, and rent burden (the share of  households 
spending more than 30 percent of  their income on 
housing costs).

	 Share of  SFH purchases made by investors: 
Across the portions of  the seven counties identified 
as hotspot tracts, 43 percent of  SFH purchases in 
2024 were made by investors. Twenty-two percent of  
SFH transactions involved owner-occupants’ selling 
to investors (up 2 percentage points from 2018), 
while investors’ selling to other investors made up 21 
percent of  transactions (up 7 percentage points from 
2018).

	 Investor ownership of  SFHs and its change 
over time: In 2024, investors owned 27 percent of  
SFHs on average across the seven county hotspot 
census tracts, an increase of  1.8 percentage points 
from 2018. The share of  SFHs owned by investors 
ranged from a high of  33 percent in Summit 
County to a low of  21 percent in Allegheny County. 
However, Allegheny County saw the largest increase 
since 2018 (up 3.3 percentage points).

	 Share of  SFH purchases made by out-of-
state investors: Out-of-state investors accounted 
for 26 percent of  all investor-purchased SFHs on 
average across the seven county hotspot tracts 
in 2024, unchanged from 2018. In 2024, three 
counties saw their shares remain above 2018 levels 
(Cuyahoga, Lucas, and Allegheny). Lucas County 
has experienced particularly high out-of-state investor 
activity, with these investors accounting for more than 
50 percent of  all investor-purchased SFHs from 2020 
through 2024.

	 Out-of-state ownership of  SFHs and its 
change over time: Out-of-state investors owned  
16 percent of  investor-owned SFHs on average  
across the seven county hotspot tracts in 2024, an 
increase of  3 percentage points from 2018. Their 
2024 ownership shares ranged from a high of   
27 percent in Lucas County to a low of  12 percent  
in Franklin County, and the changes from 2018 
ranged from +11.2 percentage points (Lucas County) 
to −5.7 percentage points (Hamilton County).

	 Cash purchases: In 2024, investors in the seven 
county hotspot tracts used cash for the majority of  
their SFH purchases (60 percent), but that marked  
a decrease of  19 percentage points from 2018.

	 Building permits: Within six months of  
purchasing a SFH, investors in seven cities’ hotspot 
census tracts pulled permits (a general indication 
that a property is being improved) on a greater share 
of  those properties (7.1 percent) than did owner-
occupants (5.9 percent).3 However, in Cleveland and 
Toledo, owner-occupants pulled permits at higher 
rates. In addition, in-state investors pulled permits at 
a higher rate (7.9 percent) than out-of-state investors 
(4.9 percent), a trend that occurred in all the cities 
except Dayton.
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IDENTIFYING INVESTOR HOTSPOTS

The share of  SFH purchases made by investors 
throughout all seven counties rose from 13 percent in 
2018 to 17 percent in 2021 and then to 22 percent in 
2024. However, looking at only countywide trends can 
dilute what is occurring in smaller geographic areas and 
obscure their impact. To get a clearer picture of  investor 
activity, a spatial analysis based on the share of  SFH 
purchases made by investors is done to identify where 
the activity is geographically concentrated at the census 
tract level in each of  the seven counties (see more on this 
process in the methodology section). These maps identify 
four cluster types:

	 Hotspot (light red) or non-hotspot (or "cold spot") 
clusters (light blue): groups of census tracts 
containing either high or low levels of investor 
activity.

	 Hotspot (dark red) or non-hotspot (or "cold spot") 
(dark blue) individual tracts: individual census 
tracts with high or low levels of investor activity .
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Cuyahoga County, OH 
Single-Family Home 
Investor Hotspots (2018–2024)

Franklin County, OH 
Single-Family Home 
Investor Hotspots (2018–2024)

Source: Author’s calculations using CoreLogic Owner Transfer data
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Hamilton County, OH 
Single-Family Home 
Investor Hotspots (2018–2024)

Lucas County, OH 
Single-Family Home 
Investor Hotspots (2018–2024)

Source: Author’s calculations using CoreLogic Owner Transfer data

CLUSTER TYPES:

■■ Not significant or insufficient data

■ Hotspot cluster

■ Hotspot (single census tract)

■ Cold spot (single census tract)

■ Cold spot cluster
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Montgomery County, OH 
Single-Family Home 
Investor Hotspots (2018–2024)

Summit County, OH 
Single-Family Home 
Investor Hotspots (2018–2024)

Source: Author’s calculations using CoreLogic Owner Transfer data

CLUSTER TYPES:

■■ Not significant or insufficient data

■ Hotspot cluster

■ Hotspot (single census tract)

■ Cold spot (single census tract)

■ Cold spot cluster
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INVESTOR HOTSPOT FINDINGS
These findings are based on several questions and concerns that we have heard around the Fourth District.

What types of  neighborhoods do investors tend 
to operate in?

In the seven counties, these hotspot census tracts 
account for 11 percent of  the land area, but in 2024, 
they accounted for 49 percent of  investor purchases 
of  SFHs (up from 44 percent in 2018). In addition, 79 
percent of  these hotspot census tracts are considered 
LMI compared to only 25 percent of  the non-hotspot 
tracts. Table 1 compares the median neighborhood 
characteristics of  hotspot and non-hotspot tracts 
based on the American Community Survey’s five-year 
estimates (2019–2023). Hotspot tracts had lower home 
values, rents, and price-to-rent ratios and higher shares 
of  vacancy, non-white residents, and rent burden (the 
share of  households spending more than 30 percent of  
their income on housing costs).

The results align with those in the academic literature. 
For example, Mills, Malloy, and Zarutskie (2016) 
found that investors seem to be drawn to markets with 
lower price-to-rent ratios (an indicator of  an excess 
supply of  homes for sale), which appear to offer a higher 
potential return on buying a home and renting it out. 
Also, Lee and Wylie (2024) found higher shares of  
investor activity in neighborhoods with lower housing 
values and higher shares of  minority individuals.

What share of  SFH purchases are made by 
investors, what share of  SFHs are owned by 
investors, and how have those two shares 
changed over time?

One concern is that investors are accounting for an 
increasing share of  SFH purchases, thus boosting the 
share of  SFHs that are owned by investors. This concern 
stems partly from the fact that SFHs are traditionally 
owner-occupied, meaning that increased investor interest 
in purchasing SFHs puts investors in competition with 
traditional homebuyers (Stoney, 2024). But does this 
concern reflect what is really happening? Across the 
seven county hotspot census tracts, the share of  all SFHs 
purchased by investors is indeed increasing. In 2024, 
43 percent of  SFH purchases were made by investors, 
up 9 percentage points from 2018. However, this has 
not boosted investors’ SFH ownership (which increased 
only 1.8 percentage points) as much as one might 
expect. Why? Because not all investor purchases actually 
increase investor ownership. For example, an investor 
could purchase a SFH from another investor, and this 
transaction would not increase the number of  SFHs 
owned by investors because the owner type would not 
change.
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TABLE 1. MEDIAN NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS BY CLUSTER TYPE IN THE SEVEN COUNTIES

Cluster type Hotspots Non-hotspots

Median share of SFHs purchased by investors (2018–2024) % 34 % 9

Share of non-white residents % 58 % 12

Vacancy % 13 % 5

Price-to-rent ratio 10.22 18.07

Home value $ 91,500 $ 204,950

Rent $ 732 $ 906

Rent burden % 33 % 22

Source: US Census Bureau, 2019–2023 American Community Survey five-year estimates

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/1540-6229.12189
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https://www.richmondfed.org/publications/research/econ_focus/2024/q4_district_digest#:~:text=Investor%20purchases%20consistently%20account%20for%20a%20larger,home%20sales%20than%20mid%2D%20or%20high%2Dpriced%20sales.&text=Because%20some%20investors%20purchase%20single%2Dfamily%20homes%20from,and%20a%20declining%20number%20of%20homeowners%20overall.


Figure 1 breaks down SFH transactions into different 
combinations of  who is buying or selling to whom 
within the seven county hotspot census tracts. The 
share of  transactions between owner-occupants has 
declined steadily since 2018 (dark blue), while investor-
related transactions have been increasing, though at 
different rates. The share of  owner-occupant-to-investor 
transactions (dotted line), the type that could lead to 
increased shares of  investor-owned SFHs, increased 
only 2.5 percentage points from 2018 through 2024. 
Meanwhile, the shares of  investor-to-investor transactions 
(this would not change the share of  SFHs owned by 
investors) and investor-to-owner-occupant transactions 
(this could decrease the share of  investor-owned SFHs) 
increased 7 and 6 percentage points, respectively.

Table 2 shows the overall share of  SFHs owned by 
investors in 2024, the percentage point change since 2018, 
and the percentage point change in the share of  owner-
occupant-to-investor transactions. The share of  investor-
owned SFHs was determined using CoreLogic ownership 
data. This dataset is available through 2024 for all the 
counties except Cuyahoga, for which it is available only 

through 2023. Within the seven county hotspot census 
tracts, investors owned 27 percent of  SFHs in 2024, up 
1.8 percentage points from 2018. The 2024 shares ranged 
from a high of  33 percent in Summit County to a low 
of  21 percent in Allegheny County. However, Allegheny 
County saw the largest increase since 2018 (+3.3 
percentage points). For comparison, non-hotspot census 
tracts saw 9 percent of  their SFHs owned by investors 
in 2024, an increase of  only 0.3 percentage points 
since 2018. The share of  owner-occupant-to-investor 
transactions (last column in Table 2) increased in every 
county except Cuyahoga, although Cuyahoga’s share was 
the highest of  the seven counties in each of  its years.

When looking at only the overall increase in the share of  
SFH purchases made by investors in the seven counties 
(+9 percentage points from 2018 through 2024), the 1.8 
percentage point increase in the share of  investor-owned 
SFHs might seem surprisingly low (Table 2). However, 
when focusing on only the transactions that can lead to 
greater shares of  investor-owned SFHs (owner-occupant-
to-investor transactions), then the changes in investors’ 
ownership share are less surprising.

TABLE 2. SFH OWNERSHIP IN HOTSPOT CENSUS TRACTS

Counties 2024 share of investor-owned SFHs Percentage point change since 2018

Change in share of  
investor-owned SFHs

Change in share of owner-occupant- 
to-investor transactions

Allegheny 21% 3.3 2.3

Cuyahoga (2023 share) 26% 1.5 –1.0

Franklin 30% 0.9 3.8

Hamilton 25% 0.6 1.7

Lucas 31% 2.8 5.5

Montgomery 30% 2.5 3.2

Summit 33% 1.2 3.5

Seven county average 27% 1.8 2.5
Sources: CoreLogic Property Basic and Owner Transfer Real Estate Data, RADAR, author’s calculations
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Figure 1. Who Is Buying 
and Selling to Whom in 
Seven County Hotspot 
Tracts (2018–2024)

 

Source: CoreLogic Owner Transfer 
Real Estate Data, RADAR, author’s 
calculations
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What share of  investor SFH purchases are made 
by out-of-state investors, what share of  investor-
owned SFHs are owned by out-of-state investors, 
and how have those two shares changed over 
time?

Another concern was about a potential increase in the 
share of  SFH investor-owners that are from out of  state, 
as anecdotal reports have suggested that they may be less 
responsive to tenant maintenance or repair requests than 
in-state investor owners (Horowitz and Starling, 2024). 
In fact, a 2023 survey of  all occupied 1–3-unit homes in 
Cleveland (the primary city in Cuyahoga County) graded 
their exterior condition and found that 13 percent of  
occupied homes owned by out-of-state investors received 
grades of  “D” or “F,” compared to 5 percent of  all 
other occupied units (City of  Cleveland and Western 
Reserve Land Conservancy, 2023). First, I look at 
whether the share of  investor SFH purchases made by  

out-of-state investors has increased or decreased 
across the seven county hotspot census tracts from 
2018 through 2024 (Figure 3). This includes both 
owner-occupant-to-investor and investor-to-investor 
transactions because both types can have out-of-state 
investors as purchasers. In 2024, three counties saw 
their shares remain above 2018 levels (Cuyahoga, 
Lucas, and Allegheny). Lucas County in particular has 
seen strong activity from out-of-state investors, as these 
investors have accounted for more than 50 percent 
of  investor purchases of  SFHs in the last three years 
(2022–2024), and just over half  of  that activity (51 
percent) was attributed to investors from four states 
(California, Florida, New York, and Nevada). Out-of-
state investors are drawn to the region’s low home prices, 
which are about $200,000 less than the national median 
(Picciotto, 2025).
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Figure 3. Share of Investor 
SFH Purchases Made by 
Out-of-State Investors 
(2018–2024)

 

Source: CoreLogic Owner Transfer 
Real Estate Data, RADAR, author’s 
calculations
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So, what about SFH ownership among out-of-state 
investors? Table 3 shows the overall share of  investor-
owned SFHs owned by out-of-state investors in 2024 
across the seven county hotspot census tracts and the 
percentage point change in this share since 2018.4 Across 
the hotspot census tracts in the seven counties, out-of-state 
investors accounted for 16 percent of  all investor-owned 
SFHs in 2024, an increase of  3.3 percentage points from 
2018. Among the counties, out-of-state investors owned 
between 12 percent (Franklin County) and 27 percent 
(Lucas County) of  SFHs, and the changes since 2018 
ranged from −5.7 percentage points (Hamilton County) 
to +11.2 percentage points (Lucas County). One notable 
trend is that the three counties with the highest share of  
out-of-state investor purchases (as shown in Figure 3) also 
have the highest shares of  out-of-state investor-owned 
SFHs and the largest increases in the share of  out-of-state 
investor-owned SFHs (Table 3) since 2018 (Cuyahoga, 
Lucas, and Summit). By comparison, in non-hotspot 

census tracts, 8 percent of  investor-owned SFHs were 
owned by out-of-state investors in 2024, an increase of   
2 percentage points from 2018.

How often do investors use cash to purchase 
SFHs?

Most investors (60 percent) used cash to purchase SFHs 
in the seven county hotspot census tracts in 2024, but that 
share was down 19 percentage points from 2018. The 
numbers are comparable in non-hotspot census tracts, 
where investors used cash 64 percent of  the time in 2024, 
a decrease of  15 percentage points from 2018. Although 
investors’ use of  cash is decreasing, it remains 
their most common method of  purchasing SFHs 
and is appealing to sellers, as sellers do not have to 
wait for the bank to make the mortgage, speeding up the 
closing process and reducing the risk of  a deal falling 
through.

10

TABLE 3. SHARE OF INVESTOR SFHs OWNED BY OUT-OF-STATE INVESTORS IN HOTSPOT CENSUS TRACTS (2018–2024)

Counties 2024 share Percentage point change since 2018

Change in share owned Change in share purchased

Allegheny 14% 5.5 6.3

Cuyahoga (2023 share) 22% 7.2 –0.5

Franklin 12% 0.4 –10.0

Hamilton 13% –5.7 –14.4

Lucas 27% 11.2 20.6

Montgomery 14% –0.1 –6.2

Summit 17% 6.0 0

Seven county average 16% 3.3 –2.1
Sources: CoreLogic Property Basic and Owner Transfer Real Estate Data, RADAR, author’s calculations

https://www.wsj.com/articles/want-that-house-youd-better-pay-in-cash-1512469800
https://www.wsj.com/articles/want-that-house-youd-better-pay-in-cash-1512469800
https://www.wsj.com/articles/want-that-house-youd-better-pay-in-cash-1512469800
https://www.wsj.com/articles/want-that-house-youd-better-pay-in-cash-1512469800


How often do SFH investors pull building 
permits?

This final question stems from the concern that investors 
make fewer repairs to their properties after purchase than 
owner-occupants. To answer this question, CoreLogic 
building permit data are used. Building permits can give 
an indication of  when the owner of  a property is making 
significant repairs or improvements such as upgrading the 
electrical system or replacing the roof. However, because 
the data are not available for all municipalities in the seven 
counties, each county’s primary city is used instead (see 
more in the methodology section). Figure 4 compares 
the share of  investors to the share of  owner-occupants 
in the hotspot census tracts who pull building permits 
within six months of  purchasing the SFH. In five of  the 
cities, investors pull permits at a higher rate (purple bars) 
than owner-occupants (green bars) (Akron, Cincinnati, 
Columbus, Dayton, and Pittsburgh), an indication that 
they are making repairs to their properties. This makes 
sense because investors tend to purchase homes 
that are older, smaller, less expensive, and more 
likely to require repairs and updates. However, this 

is not the case in Cleveland and Toledo, where owner-
occupants pull permits at a slightly higher rate. This is in 
line with findings from an analysis of  real estate investor 
activity in Cuyahoga County (which includes the city of  
Cleveland) by the Vacant and Abandoned Property Action 
Council. They found that investors pulled permits within 
six months of  purchase at a lower-than-expected rate 
given the condition of  the homes. They concluded that 
some investors are speculating (buying a property with the 
intention of  reselling at a higher price), while others might 
be making repairs without permits or moving tenants 
in without making repairs. Taking this one step further 
is a comparison of  the share of  in-state and out-of-state 
investors that pull permits in the hotspot census tracts. 
From 2018 through 2024, in-state investors pulled permits 
at a higher rate (7.9 percent) than out-of-state investors 
(4.9 percent). Dayton was the only city that saw out-of-
state investors pull permits at a higher rate than in-state 
investors during this period.
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Figure 4. Share of 
Investors Pulling Building 
Permits Within Six Months 
of Purchase by Buyer Type 
(2018–June 30, 2024)

 

Sources: CoreLogic Building Permit 
and Owner Transfer Real Estate 
Data, RADAR, author’s calculations
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CONCLUSION

For some time, communities have been grappling with the 
increase of  investor-owned SFHs and what that means for 
their neighborhoods. With that in mind, this report focuses 
on trends in areas with high levels of  investor activity in 
seven large counties in the Fourth Federal Reserve District 
from 2018 through 2024.

During this seven-year period, the share of  SFH purchases 
made by investors in these hotspot census tracts increased 
steadily in all seven counties, and that activity was 
concentrated in LMI neighborhoods, which is where 
much of  the affordable housing is located. However, 
because a substantial portion of  this activity involves 
transactions between investors, it has not translated into a 
particularly large increase in the share of  investor-owned 
SFHs in these neighborhoods. On the other hand, the 
share of  investor ownership accounted for by out-of-
state investors has seen a larger increase, particularly 
in Lucas County. While most investors still use cash for 
SFH purchases, it has become less common. Investor-
owners tend to pull building permits at a higher rate than 
owner-occupants, indicating that investor-owners may be 
improving and repairing these properties at higher rates, 
though this has not been the case across all the hotspot 
census tracts in recent years. 

DATA METHODOLOGY

Identifying investor-owned SFHs in the data

This analysis uses CoreLogic property transaction data 
from 2018 through 2024 and focuses exclusively on 
single-family homes based on land use codes. Transactions 
must be arm’s length deals, and the sale amount must 
be at least $1,000 to exclude potential gift sales. Mobile 
homes, family transfers, real estate owned (REO) property, 
and property in foreclosure by a bank are excluded.5 For 
every transaction, the buyer and seller are flagged as an 
“investor,” “owner-occupant,” or “other,” and the buyer 
is classified as in state or out of  state. Investors are defined 
as any entity with a name that contains keywords such as 
“LLC,” “co,” or “corp” or that averages two transactions 
per year during the period studied. The “other” category 
refers to entities such as land banks, homebuilders, 
cities, and churches, all of  which are excluded from the 
calculations.

Spatial cluster analysis

For the analysis, census tracts had to have at least 70 
investor transactions from 2018 through 2024 to remove 
outliers. The share of  SFH purchases made by investors 
was calculated for the remaining census tracts, and this 
variable was analyzed using the Local Moran’s I spatial 
statistic to return clusters of  high and low activity for 
each of  the seven counties. For example, a hotspot cluster 
would occur if  a census tract with a high share was 
surrounded by neighboring tracts with high shares. These 
clusters were the focus of  the analysis.

Building permit calculations

This analysis excludes nonconstruction permits containing 
keywords such as “zoning,” “occupancy,” or “disclosure,” 
which leaves permits for things such as mechanicals, 
electric, roof, and plumbing improvements. This analysis 
does not control for any building characteristics such as 
house size or the number of  bedrooms.
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ENDNOTES
1.	LMI refers to those with income of  less than 80 percent of  Area 

Median Income. Non-LMI refers to those with income of  greater 
than or equal to 80 percent of  Area Median Income. This report 
uses the 2024 Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council 
(FFIEC) file.

2.	The Fourth Federal Reserve District includes all of  Ohio, eastern 
Kentucky, western Pennsylvania, and the northern panhandle of  
West Virginia.

3.	Because these data are not available for all municipalities in the 
seven counties, each county’s primary city is used instead: Akron 
(Summit County), Cincinnati (Hamilton County), Cleveland 
(Cuyahoga County), Columbus (Franklin County), Dayton 
(Montgomery County), Pittsburgh (Allegheny County), and Toledo 
(Lucas County).

4.	Cuyahoga County data were available only through 2023, while 
data for the other counties were available through 2024.

5.	REO property is defined as property that is owned by a bank, 
government organization, or another lender after an unsuccessful 
sale at a foreclosure auction or deed in lieu of  foreclosure.
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