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RECOMMENDATIONS

INTRODUCTION

The recommendations in this section are the culmination of several months of research, discussion and public en-
gagement. Throughout the planning process, the leaders and citizens of Cumberland County have displayed the 
energy, enthusiasm and judgment that will be necessary to implement these recommendations. From the hundreds 
of ideas considered for improving the county, the following goals and objectives were selected as the priorities for 
immediate action. Although the Plan is long range in nature, there is a sense of urgency. In particular, the economic 
indicators highlight a need for actions to strengthen the local economy.

ISSUES AND OPPORTUNITIES

The following section summarizes the most important issues and opportunities facing the county. These issues were 
identifi ed using results from analysis or local conditions and trends, steering committee input and public participation 
activities.

Economic development is the most important issue facing the county. Cumberland County is located between two of 
the largest commercial and industrial centers in east central Illinois (Effi  ngham and Mattoon- Charleston). These places 
provide signifi cant job opportunities for commuters.  The local economy is dominated by small businesses. There 
are only three employers with more than 100 employees. A small proportion of total employment is wage and salary 
employment and the average wage per job is lower than any in the neighboring counties. Most of the employment 
growth in recent years has been non-farm proprietors, while farm employment has been decreasing.

Greenup and Neoga are the dominant commercial centers in the county. They remain small towns with low popula-
tions and buying power densities. However, both have access to interstate highways and are the best future locations 
for new business development. Most of the manufacturing employment is located in these municipalities.

Regional economic conditions have a strong infl uence on the county’s economy. Nearly two-thirds of workers com-
mute out of the county to jobs. More residents work in Coles and Effi  ngham counties than in Cumberland County. 
Most out-of-county commuters have higher incomes than in-county workers, resulting in a relatively high income 
profi le for Cumberland County.

Historical population and housing growth trends are similar to neighboring rural counties with one important excep-
tion. After reaching a peak in 1900, total population declined until 1970, when completion of the interstate highway 
system and rapid growth in Coles and Effi  ngham counties spurred population and housing growth. Unlike neigh-
boring counties, Cumberland County’s population and housing growth is taking place in the rural part of the county. 
Nearly sixty percent of the county population lives in the unincorporated area. Only fi ve counties in Illinois have a 
larger proportion living in the rural countryside. The rural growth is widely dispersed except for small subdivisions and 
Lake Mattoon in the northwestern corner of the county.

The sprawling low density residential development in the unincorporated area creates many challenges for county 
government and service providers. On a per unit basis, low density rural housing has higher capital costs, generates 
more vehicle miles traveled, creates less tax revenue than the cost of providing public services, and has greater envi-
ronmental impact than residential development in urban settings or planned subdivisions.

Over eighty percent of all housing units are owner occupied, higher than any neighboring county except Jasper, but 
there are signifi cant diff erences in ownership among the municipalities in the county. Toledo has the lowest rate at 69 
percent and Jewett is highest at 82 percent. All are below the 89 percent home ownership rate in the rural part of the 
county. Much of the growth in owner occupied housing in the last twenty years happened in the rural area.
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The proportion of households organized as families is higher than any county in the 
region and has remained unchanged for two decades. However, a decreasing pro-
portion of those families have children—down by 11 percent in the last ten years. At 
the same time, the number of single parent families with children is increasing. The 
number of children has been decreasing for over a decade, leading to a 23 percent 
decrease in school enrollment between 2003 and 2023 (Cumberland and Neoga).

The two most important demographic trends are the increase in the 50+ population 
and the larger than expected losses in the 25 to 44 age group. For over a decade, 
persons in the 50+ age group have been migrating into the county in larger than ex-
pected numbers. Most of these new residents are buying homes. At the same time, 
the county has experienced a larger than normal out-migration of young adults. 
This is likely to result in lower birth rates and further decreases in school enrollment, 
if not reversed.

The housing stock is primarily comprised of one-unit, detached single family homes 
(82%). However, a relatively large proportion of units are mobile homes (14%). The 
housing stock is in good condition based on a comprehensive parcel level assess-
ment in 2013. Only 9.9 percent is in poor condition with an additional 2.9 percent di-
lapidated. Similar proportions of substandard units are located in the municipalities 
and the rural areas. Maintaining the quality of the existing housing stock is a high 
priority because of the high cost of new construction.

The transportation infrastructure is especially important in the county because of 
the large proportion of residents that commute to jobs outside the county. There 
are 875 miles of roads, 82% (715 miles) are under local control and 27% of the local 
roads are unimproved or gravel/aggregate surfaces. All of the unimproved roads 
are in the rural part of the county where most of the county’s growth is occurring. 
A county-wide survey found that 51% of residents were satisfi ed with streets and 
roads. With diminishing levels of State funding, there is a need for strategic thinking 
about how to maintain the current transportation system.

Flood plains cover 7.8 percent of the county (27.1 square miles). Currently there are 
only 31 structures in the fl oodplain with the largest concentration of properties in 
Neoga (9). The County Engineer rigorously enforces the ordinance restricting devel-
opment in fl ood prone areas. Continued vigilance is necessary to prevent damage 
to property and threats to personal safety.

Agricultural land covers nearly 80 percent of Cumberland County, followed by forest 
(17.5%), water and wetland (2.5%) and urban built up land (1.2%). The agricultural 
land is primarily row crops (86.5%). Small grains (4.5%) and pasture (7.8%) are also 
important. Over the last two decades, the number of people living on farms has 
increased. At the same time, the number of professional farms has decreased, but 
the size of farms and equipment has increased.

VISION

Through the process of developing a county-wide comprehensive plan, the follow-
ing vision statement for the county was developed.

Cumberland County off ers a safe environment where all its citizens may reside, work, 
shop, learn and play. The rural character of our county is preserved through measures 
that protect our natural and cultural resources, minimize residential sprawl, and save 
farmland. Cumberland County is enriched by modern agriculture and agribusiness. The 
county is striving to retain and recruit responsible, productive business and industry 
that off er family-wage jobs and employ the skilled workforce in the county. Adequate 

Cumberland County off ers a 
safe environment where all 
its citizens may reside, work, 
shop, learn and play. The rural 
character of our county is 
preserved through measures 
that protect our natural and 
cultural resources, minimize 
residential sprawl, and save 
farmland. Cumberland 
County is enriched by modern 
agriculture and agribusiness. 
The County is striving to retain 
and recruit responsible, pro-
ductive business and industry 
that off er family-wage jobs 
and employ the skilled work-
force in the County. Adequate 
public facilities, services and 
transportation infrastructure 
will be provided to enhance 
the health, safety and welfare 
of all residents. County and 
local governments will work 
together to solve problems in 
a fi scally responsible manner.

VISION
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public facilities, services and transportation infrastructure will be provided to enhance 
the health, safety and welfare of all residents. County and local governments will work 
together to solve problems in a fi scally responsible manner.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The Goals and Objectives of a Comprehensive Plan are statements that describe 
specifi c elements of the vision. They represent the values and priorities of the com-
munity and serve as a guide for evaluating future land use and planning decisions. 
The shared vision articulated in the goals also provides guidance for decision mak-
ers at the local, county and State levels. The goals in the Comprehensive Plan are 
general in nature, so they can remain relevant over the long-term. These goals also 
provide a framework for the development of attainable policies and actions consis-
tent with community values. The goals and objectives are based on the analysis of 
trends and conditions in the community, surveys of residents, input from communi-
ty leaders and farmland owners;, as well as feedback given at public forums.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Goal 1: Support retention and creation of jobs providing wages and benefi ts suffi  -
cient to support families.

1. Encourage and provide support as needed to create a business retention 
and expansion program.

2. Adopt an “economic gardening” approach to economic development that 
focuses attention on business retention and expansion and nurturing local-
ly-owned small businesses.

3. Explore opportunities in business recruitment, working to develop a plan 
that provides the greatest potential for rate of return, and look for partner-
ing opportunities to off set costs.

4. Maintain the Location One Information System database of available prop-
erties and assets available within Cumberland County.

5. Encourage and provide support as needed in identifi cation and develop-
ment of industrial and commercial sites throughout Cumberland County.

6. Encourage and facilitate access to new markets for agricultural products.
7. Identify key industry sectors for growth opportunities, and then pursue 

development of policies and investment of resources to take advantage of 
emerging opportunities.

Goal 2: Recognize the Cumberland County Economic Development Corporation 
as the countys primary economic development agency, by providing a stable and 
consistent funding source and continued encouragement of a high level of collab-
oration among all local governments and private and public sector organizations 
promoting economic development.

1. Invest in capacity-building of Cumberland County Development Corpora-
tion to be the lead development agency on critical economic development 
issues identifi ed by the county.

2. Continue to provide fi nancial support to the Cumberland County Develop-
ment Corporation and provide assistance in other fund raising eff orts.

3. Name the Cumberland County Development Corporation as the lead eco-
nomic development contact for Cumberland County.

Goal 3: Support eff orts to provide education and training that will enhance employ-
ability and opportunities for advancement for all residents.

Economic Gardening is an 

economic development 

strategy and model that 

emphasizes the growth and 

support of existing small 

and medium-sized busi-

nesses within a community 

or region as a means to 

stimulate local economic 

prosperity.  This approach 

diverges from traditional 

economic development 

practices that often focus 

on attracting large corpo-

rations or industries from 

outside the area. Economic 

Gardening also places en-

trepreneurs and local busi-

ness owners at the center of 

economic development ef-

forts.  It recognizes them as 

key drivers of job creation 

and economic growth.

Economic Gardening 

was pioneered in 1987 in 

Littleton, Colorado, and has 

since been adopted and 

adapted in various commu-

nities and regions around 

the world as a progressive 

approach to economic 

development.
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1. Take a more active role in regional workforce development organizations 
and programs.

2. Explore collaborative opportunities in the development of additional sec-
ondary and post-secondary vocational educational programs.

3. Promote cooperative programs between schools and economic develop-
ment organizations that provide area youth with opportunities to learn 
about the local economy, employment opportunities, and entrepreneurship.

Goal 4: Promote the protection of economically productive resources like prime 
farmland.

1. Work closely with agricultural leaders and organizations to develop strate-
gies for protecting prime farmland.

2. Encourage agri-tourism, production of specialty crops, direct marketing, 
farmers markets and other agricultural diversifi cation strategies as a means 
of enhancing the economic vitality of agriculture.

3. Target value-added agriculture enterprises for location and expansion in 
Cumberland County.

4. Provide information about modern agriculture production to potential 
residents to foster understanding and tolerance between farmers and their 
residential neighbors.

UTILITIES, INFRASTRUCTURE AND TRANSPORTATION

Goal 1: Create a long term capital improvement and maintenance plan for the Coun-
ty Highway Department.

1. Continue to promote the development of a multi-year capital improvement 
and maintenance plan for Cumberland County.

2. Explore additional funding opportunities for maintenance and improve-
ment of county, township and municipal roadways. Continue to pursue 
grant funds for road construction, maintenance and improvements.

 Goal 2: Promote and support intergovernmental transportation system planning 
maintenance and construction with the appropriate federal, state, municipal and 
township governments.

1. Encourage collaborative eff orts and planning among county, township and 
municipal governments.

2. Work to create opportunities for county, township and municipal govern-
ments to co-apply for funding to sustain and rebuild land transportation 
systems within Cumberland County.

3. Continue to maintain safety of railroad bridges, crossings and key roadways 
with high accident counts.

4. Coordinate all transportation planning with Illinois Department of Transpor-
tation to guarantee compliance with state transportation plans.

Goal 3: Encourage the expansion and the availability of aff ordable high speed inter-
net access to residential, business and public sector users.

1. Coordinate eff orts to expand broadband service across all units of govern-
ment including regional development eff orts.

2. Pursue grants and other sources of funding for expansion and enhancement 
of internet services.

Goal 4: Support the expansion of public potable water availability throughout the 
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county.

1. Continue to support the expansion of rural water systems.
2. Encourage utility providers to establish best management and sustainabil-

ity practices like those outlined in the Rural and Small Systems Guidebook to 
Sustainable Utility Management.

3. Work with utility providers to guarantee the physical security and safety of 
water sources and distribution systems.

4. Encourage energy and water conservation practices.

Goal 5: Seek grant funding to replace aging water and sewer systems throughout 
the county. 

1. The water treatment plant in Greenup has reached the end of its useful life 
and future failure is imminent. Seeking grant funding to replace the water 
treatent plant is necessary in completing replacing the plant. Please see 
Attachment K for additional details.

2. The well fi eld in Greenup is in poor condition and only four of the fi ve wells 
are operational due to the IEPA shutting one well down.  The village should 
secure adequate and dependable water production. Please see Attachment 
K for additonal details.

3. The Village of Greenup  has a water distribution system that is aging and 
preventative maintenance is ongoing.  The village should seek grant funds 
to replace aging sections of water line.

4. The Village of Toledo should seek grant funds to replace aging water lines 
throughout the community.

5. The City of Neoga should seek grant funds to replace sections of aging wa-
ter lines in the community.

HOUSING

Goal 1: Encourage the development and preservation of long-term aff ordable hous-
ing for low and moderate income residents and for retirement living options.

1. Provide support for development of retirement living communities and oth-
er housing developments for aging residents and potential residents.

2. Encourage property owners to maintain properties to acceptable communi-
ty standards and enforce nuisance ordinances requiring property owners to 
dispose of junk, abandoned cars and dilapidated buildings.

3. Promote and support the rehabilitation of existing housing units to create a 
larger stock of safe, aff ordable housing.

4. Support Cumberland County Housing Authority in their eff orts to expand 
the quantity and improve the quality of aff ordable housing.

5. Encourage infi ll housing development in urban areas to take advantage of 
existing infrastructure and services.

6. Encourage municipalities to increase infrastructure for infi ll housing.

LAND USE AND GROWTH MANAGEMENT

Goal 1: Establish a land use and growth management program to enable greater 
control over land use and development.

1. Consider creating a more eff ective building permit process for new con-
struction to track residential, commercial and industrial construction and 
development.

2. Research the feasibility of adopting and enforcing building codes for new 
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construction.
3. Prohibit development in fl ood plains.
4. Decrease fl ooding and drainage problems by incorporating storm water 

management practices, such as detention and infi ltration, in new develop-
ment.

5. Consider forming an Agricultural Areas Committee under the Agricultural 
Areas Conservation and Protection Act (505 ILCS5/) to protect farmland.

6. Encourage those wishing to build to visit the Soil and Water Conservation 
District to determine building sites that are suitable.

RECREATION AND TOURISM

Goal 1: Reintroduce the idea of building a lake for future recreation and fl ood con-
trol.

1. Building a lake along the Embarrass River and/or other tributaries would 
reduce fl ooding around Greenup and areas to the south and create a recre-
ation spot for residents and tourists.

Goal 2: Promote use of the two existing motocross and ATV tracks.

1. Consider working with owners of the tracks to develop a marketing plan to 
promote ATV use in designated areas.
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REGIONAL CONTEXT AND SETTING

INTRODUCTION

Every place is infl uenced by connected communities. Those connections include shared natural resources like water 

and air, as well as the transportation systems that provide for the movement of goods, services, and people. Regional 

context and location can have a signifi cant infl uence on development potential. The following is from the U.S. Depart-

ment of Agriculture Economic Research Service:

An area’s geographic context has a signifi cant eff ect on its size and its access to larger economies. And, access to larger econ-

omies-centers of information, communication, trade, and fi nance-enables a smaller economy to connect to national and 

international marketplaces.

Although we live in a world where globalization increasingly infl uences our everyday lives, it is still our nearest neigh-

bors that will often have the biggest infl uence on development potential. To understand the opportunities and threats 

Cumberland County faces, it will be useful to examine the regional context of the county.

REGIONAL LOCATION

Cumberland County is located in east central Illinois. The county shares a boundary with fi ve other counties: Coles on 

the north, Clark on the east, Effi  ngham and Jasper to the south, and Shelby to the west. These neighboring counties 

will often be used as benchmarks for comparing Cumberland County’s performance on important demographic and 

socioeconomic indicators in the Community Profi le. Because they share many of the same locational attributes, like 

access to transportation infrastructure, weather and climate, labor force and natural resources, they are good barome-

ters of local development opportunity.

The county is crossed by several highways and railroads, providing excellent connections with neighboring counties 

and larger metropolitan areas. Interstate 70 is the primary east-west transportation corridor crossing the southern and 

central part of the county with an interchange at Greenup. Indianapolis and St. Louis are both located 125 miles from 

Greenup on I-70. Interstate 57 crosses the northwest corner of the county with an interchange at Neoga. Chicago and 

Nashville, TN are within 200 miles of the county via I-57. U.S. Highway 40 follows the alignment of I-70 and serves as 

a local access highway. Illinois State Highway 130 crosses I-70 at Greenup and provides north-south connections to 

Charleston and Newton. State Highway 121 connects the county to Mattoon and Decatur.

Despite its distinctly rural appearance, Cumberland County is classifi ed as a micropolitan county by the U.S. Offi  ce of 

Management and Budget. Micropolitan counties are typically rural counties with a large commercial and employment 

center that has at least 10,000 residents. Micropolitan counties are further classifi ed as central or outlying depending 

on whether they are receiving commuters (central counties) or exporting workers to the central county. Cumberland is 

an outlying county in the Mattoon-Charleston micropolitan area because over 25% of all employed residents com-

mute to Coles County for employment. Effi  ngham is also a micropolitan county.

Nearly 20 percent of Cumberland County residents that work are employed in Effi  ngham County. Effi  ngham, Mattoon 
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and Charleston are the dominant commercial centers in the region, and each of 

these cities has a population greater than Cumberland County. All are within a 25 

mile radius of Toledo, which is near the geographic center of the county. The fi gure 

below from the U.S. Census Bureau shows the Metropolitan Statistical Areas in green 

and dark tan and the Micropolitan Statistical Area in light tan.

PROXIMITY TO METRO AREAS

Rural counties near metropolitan areas often experience positive spillover eff ects 

from their larger neighbors. The most notable is access to employment. The propor-

tion of rural workers commuting to larger neighboring counties has been increasing 

throughout Illinois for the last twenty years. The most recent data indicates that 

nearly one-third of Illinois residents in rural counties commute across a county 

boundary to their place of employment. Many rural counties become part of the 

metropolitan area they are near as the proportion of all workers commuting to the 

metro county hits a threshold of 25 percent.

Cumberland County does not have strong ties to any metropolitan areas. The 

nearest metropolitan area is Terre Haute, Indiana, located 50 miles east of Toledo. 

Despite the excellent transportation connection via Interstate 70, less than one per-

cent of the labor force commutes to Terre Haute. The closest Illinois metro areas are 

Decatur (68 miles) and Champaign-Urbana (75 miles).

While Decatur has had a minimal impact, Champaign-Urbana is the most rapidly 

growing downstate metro area in Illinois, and has been attracting an increasing 

proportion of Cumberland County workers.
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HISTORY OF CUMBERLAND COUNTY

We acknowledge that this land was once home to the Illini and Kickapoo people, 

who lived here harmoniously for generations. European settlers arrived, leading to 

changes and the displacement of Native Americans, particularly during the 1832 

Blackhawk War. We honor the Kickapoo’s enduring connection to this land, their 

resilience, and the pioneer settlers who established Cumberland County.

In 1842, Coles County included the territory that included Douglas, Coles and 

Cumberland Counties. The area was too large to accomodate the citizens and 

Coles County was broken up into the three counties on May 1, 1843. The act of the 

legislature provided that Greenup shall, for the present, be the county seat, and that 

the county seat shall, hereafter, be permanently located by an election to be held 

on the 1st Monday of August, 1843. This election resulted in Sconce’ Bend (platted 

as DeKalb for election purposes) on the Embarras River, in Cottonwood Township, 

receiving a majority of a bare seven votes out of the 431 polled. However, a ques-

tion as to whether the county had good title to the property, resulted in the county 

commissioners once again submitting the matter to the people. In February, 1849, 

an act of legislature authorized another election and a site of forty acres off ered 

by Nelson Berry, being part of the land on which Toledo is located, was selected 

over Greenup, Pleasantville (now Jewett), Jerome, Buck’s Knoll and “Bill Dad” at the 

mouth of Bear Creek. Nothing came of this election and the seat of justice remained 

at its temporary location.

On June 10, 1854, the Original Town of Prairie City, was platted by Nelson Berry, 

John Berry, Lewis Harvey and William P. Rush. They established sixteen blocks and 

a public square and named it Prairie City. Its site covers the geographical center of 

Cumberland County and was originated for the purpose of accommodating the 

county seat.

In 1855, a third election was held and the result was 608 votes for Prairie City and 518 

for Greenup. Neoga had sprung up almost overnight as a result of activity in build-

ing the Illinois Central Railroad and the citizens on the west side of the County de-

sired a central location. In 1855 a contract was let to Wiley Ross and Bennet Beals for 

the erection of a Courthouse at a cost of $10,500. The site of the public square was 

very unpromising as a pond of water covered most of it and much work was done in 

fi lling in the area. A jail did not seem a vital necessity to the County at an early date 

and no attempt was made to build one until 1859.

On the night of November 4, 1885, the courthouse was razed by fi re. All of the coun-

ty records and fi les were destroyed in this fi re. A new courthouse was built in 1887.

Cumberland County of-

fi cially became a county 

on May 1, 1843 after 

Douglas and Cumber-

land counties were split 

off  from Coles County. 

The county seat was 

placed in Greenup until a 

Courthouse was built in 

Toledo in 1855 at a cost 

of $10,500. In 1885, the 

courthouse burned to 

the ground and a new 

courthouse was built in 

1887.
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HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT

The historical development of an area can provide important insight into current 

land use and development patterns. The fi rst settlers arrived in the early 1800’s. 

Wooded bluff s along the Embarrass River were the fi rst places settled in the fl edg-

ling county. The arrival of the Cumberland Road, now recognized as the National 

Road, in the early 1830’s spurred development and migration. Greenup, named 

after a large landowner and engineer who worked on the National Road, was 

platted in 1834 and incorporated in 1843 as the de facto county seat. After some 

dispute among leaders and citizens the county seat was moved to Toledo in 1857. 

Toledo was incorporated as a village on that date. In the 1850’s, surveys were un-

derway for at least two railroads, although it would be 1856 before construction 

was completed on the Illinois Central line that crossed the northwest corner of the 

county, passing through Neoga. In that same year, Neoga was platted and fi nally 

incorporated as a city in 1894. It is the only place in Cumberland that is incorpo-

rated as a city. By 1870, the Vandalia-Terre Haute Railroad was completed across 

the southeast corner of the county, passing through Greenup and Jewett. Jewett 

was originally platted as Pleasantville in 1844 but changed to Jewett in 1870. Al-

though located near the National Road, Jewett experienced little growth in the 19th 

century. By 1900, when Cumberland reached peak population, fi ve railroads crossed 

the county.

Cumberland County remained a distinctly rural and agricultural place throughout 

the 20th century. Mineral resources that lead to boom and bust cycles of develop-

ment in many east central Illinois counties had little impact because of the scarcity 

of economically recoverable oil and coal. The only exceptions were a small oil fi eld 

in Union Township and a small underground coal mine south of Neoga. The surge 

of industrial development in the region during the mid-20th century also bypassed 

the county. The lack of manufacturing jobs coupled with the mechanization of 

agriculture and associated decline in farm jobs culminated in several decades of 

population decline. At the same time, neighboring Coles and Effi  ngham prospered 
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and experienced steady growth. The arrival of the interstate highway system in the 

1960’s provided new opportunity for development which went largely unrealized.

1900 Railroad Map

The  historical development patterns in the county help us understand one of Cum-

berland County’s biggest areas for improvement, it’s lack of a dominant commercial 

center.  In nearly all Illinois counties of similar size, a dominant commercial center 

emerged during the 20th century. These centers, like Shelbyville (Shelby County) 

and Marshall (Clark County) in adjoining counties, reached population and buying 

income thresholds that support Wal-Mart stores and a diverse retail and service 

sector. They also developed a large enough tax base to provide suffi  cient resources 

for economic development programs to recruit and retain industry. In Cumberland 

County, the three largest municipalities remained small towns with less than two 

thousand residents.

Another striking characteristic is that the larger percentage of it’s population live in 

the unincorporated areas of the county. In 1900, nearly eighty percent of it’s popula-

tion lives in the rural countryside.  Although the rural population declined through-

out much of the 20th century, the majority of county residents still live in the rural 

part of the county. This widely dispersed pattern of development without a domi-

nant commercial center has infl uenced the county’s potential for development.
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INTRODUCTION

This section provides insight into a variety of diff erent characteristics pertaining to the people of Cumberland County. 

People are a community’s most important resource, acting as consumers, leaders, volunteers, laborers, entrepreneurs, 

wealth holders, and investors. Having a basic understanding of the people that make up the county is integral in de-

veloping recommendations for future actions. More importantly, the thoughts and opinions about the desired future 

of the county by the people who live, work, play, and do business here are what truly guides the plan. The data pro-

vided in the following sections helps inform where the county has been and where it currently stands in order to help 

guide decision-making toward a better future. The information presented in this section helps provide some context 

for charting a realistic course towards a desired future.

HISTORIC TRENDS

Cumberland County historic population trends refl ect those of neighboring rural counties, while the more populous 

micropolitan neighbors (Coles and Effi  ngham) have experienced growth.

Cumberland County reached peak population in 1900 (16,124). Neighboring rural counties Clark, Shelby and Jasper 

also reached their maximum population in 1900 when farm employment reached a peak in the United States. In 

Illinois, 40% of all counties reached a peak population by 1910. During the 1900 to 1930 period population declined, 

sometimes precipitously, in all of the rural counties. In response to the Great Depression, many rural areas in Illinois 

experienced a population rebound between 1930 and 1940. This was true for Cumberland and all the surrounding 

counties. After 1940, the downward trend continued in the rural counties.

County population changes (max population highlighted), U.S. Census Bureau

Population rebounded between 1970 and 1980. A period referred to by demographers as a Rural Renaissance, when 

many people migrated from urban to rural areas. The interstate highway system in the region was also completed 

during this period. Regional population increased 11.1%, the only double digit growth in the 1900 to 2020 period. 

Since 1980, Cumberland’s population fl uctuated, decreasing between 1980 and 1990 by 3.5%, increasing 5.5% from 

Coles Effi  ngham Shelby Clark Cumberland Jasper

Count Change Count Change Count Change Count Change Count Change Count Change

1920 35,108 1.7% 19,556 -2.5% 29,601 -6.6% 21,165 -10.0% 12,858 -10.0% 16,064 Change

1930 37,315 6.3% 19,013 -2.8% 25,471 -14.0% 17,872 -15.6% 10,419 -19.0% 12,809 -11.5%

1940 38,470 3.1% 22,034 15.9% 26,290 3.2% 18,842 5.4% 11,698 12.3% 13,431 -20.3%

1950 40,328 4.8% 21,675 -1.6% 24,434 -7.1% 17,362 -7.9% 10,496 -10.3% 12,266 4.9%

1960 42,860 6.3% 23,107 6.6% 23,404 -4.2% 16,546 -4.7% 9,936 -5.3% 11,346 -8.7%

1970 47,815 11.6% 24,608 6.5% 22,589 -3.5% 16,216 -2.0% 9,772 -1.7% 10,741 -7.5%

1980 52,260 9.3% 30,944 25.7% 23,923 5.9% 16,913 4.3% 11,062 13.2% 11,318 -5.3%

1990 51,644 -1.2% 31,704 2.5% 22,261 -6.9% 15,921 -5.9% 10,670 -3.5% 10,609 5.4%

2000 53,196 3.0% 34,264 8.1% 22,893 2.8% 17,008 6.8% 11,253 5.5% 10,117 -6.3%

2010 53,873 1.3% 34,242 -0.1% 22,363 -2.3% 16,335 -4.0% 11,048 -1.8% 9,698 -4.6%

2020 46,863 -13.0% 34,668 1.2% 20,990 -6.1% 15,455 -5.4% 10,450 -5.4% 9,287 -4.1%
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1990 to 2000, decreasing by 1.8% from 2000 to 2010, and fi nally decreasing by 5.4% 

in 2020. All of the rural counties in the region, except Jasper, had similar population 

fl uctuations, which indicates regional economic integration is likely infl uencing 

population trends. The same forces that infl uence Cumberland‘s growth are active in 

Clark, Shelby and Jasper Counties.

The micropolitan neighbors, Coles and Effi  ngham Counties, experienced signifi cant-

ly diff erent growth patterns. Coles grew consistently over the 1860 to 2010 period, 

except for a small decline between 1980 and 1990. Coles County then experienced a 

13% decrease in 2020, much of this loss due to enrollment at Eastern Illinois Univer-

sity. Although Effi  ngham had a more inconsistent growth pattern, losing population 

between 1910 and 1930 and again between 1940 and 1950, it compensated with 

meteoric growth between 1970 and 1980 in response to the completion of the 

interstate highway system.

Township population changes 1920 to 2020. U.S. Census Bureau

All townships lost population between 1900 and 2020.  The county is divided into 

eight townships also referred to as minor civil divisions by the Bureau of the Census. 

Historically, townships served an important function in rural counties where the ma-

1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020

 Cottonwood 1,076 830 875 705 633 568 556 529 508 521 485

 Crooked Creek 940 745 842 651 601 505 545 414 427 422 325

 Greenup 2,699 2,069 2,692 2,447 2,361 2,412 2,587 2,500 2,411 2,413 2,257

 Neoga 2,479 2,158 2,104 2,176 2,129 2,308 2,958 2,952 3,291 3,124 2,778

 Spring Point 1,272 1,044 1,173 1,007 1,022 956 1,092 1,131 1,207 1,294 1,332

 Sumpter 1,914 1,524 1,945 1,756 1,691 1,745 1,970 1,872 1,967 1,980 2,051

 Union 1,699 1,381 1,353 1,099 915 742 771 698 758 690 667

 Woodbury 779 668 714 655 584 540 583 574 684 604 555
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jority of the population lived in the unincorporated area. Population trends in the 

county’s townships provide a more detailed view of how overall population trends 

were distributed at a fi ner geographic unit of analysis. Unlike other census bound-

aries that change every ten years, the minor civil divisions have remained constant 

since being established in the 1800’s.

Township population trends refl ect the overall county trends which have been 

downward since 1900. The most populous townships of Greenup, Neoga and 

Sumpter are home to the three largest municipalities. The infl uence of urbaniza-

tion is obvious as these townships not only have the largest population but also 

have experienced some of the smallest population losses over time. Between 1900 

and 2020, the smallest and most rural townships (Cottonwood, Crooked Creek and 

Union) experienced losses of over 65%. Woodbury was close behind with a 52% 

population loss. Spring Point and Sumpter Townships are unique among the town-

ships without an urban area because they have experienced substantial growth 

since 1970. This is likely the result of the close proximity to Effi  ngham, Toledo, and 

Greenup.  

The urban population increased throughout most of the 20th century, reaching a 

peak in 1980. However, a very large proportion of the population lives in the rural 

part of the county.

In the following discussion, the word ‘rural’ means anyone living outside one of the 

incorporated places (Greenup, Jewett, Neoga, and Toledo) and ‘urban’ refers to peo-

ple living within the municipal boundaries. Throughout most of the 20th century 

outmigration from the rural areas of the county led to overall population declines. 

However, the urban population increased slowly with some fl uctuations through-

out most of the 20th century. The urban population reached a low point of 3,046 in 

1930 but rebounded to a high of 4,905 in 1980. Between 1900 and 1980, the portion 

of county residents living in one of the incorporated places increased from 20.8% 

to 44.3%. This trend reversed in 1980 when the proportion of the population living 

in the rural area started to increase. The increase was the result of the decrease in 

the urban population from 4,905 to 4,610 (-6%) and a moderate increase in the rural 

population (4.6%). The total population in the county has fallen to 10,450 residents 

in 2020 compared to 11,062 in 1980. There was a 5.4% decrease in population from 

2010 to 2020, which is comparable to that of Jasper, Clark, and Shelby Counties.   

Coles County had a 13.0% decrease, while Effi  ngham County had a modest 1.2% 

increase.
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Year County 

Total

Urban 

Population

Rural 

Popula-

tion

Percent 

Urban

Percent 

Rural

1900 16,124 3,351 12,773 20.8% 79.2%

1910 14,281 3,564 10,717 25.0% 75.0%

1920 12,858 3,409 9,449 26.5% 73.5%

1930 10,419 3,046 7,373 29.2% 70.8%

1940 11,698 3,535 8,163 30.2% 69.8%

1950 10,496 3,563 6,933 33.9% 66.1%

1960 9,936 3,855 6,081 38.8% 61.2%

1970 9,772 4,167 5,605 42.6% 57.4%

1980 11,062 4,905 6,157 44.3% 55.7%

1990 10,670 4,687 5,983 43.9% 56.1%

2000 11,253 4,784 6,469 42.5% 57.5%

2010 11,048 4,610 6,438 41.7% 58.3%

2020 10,450 4,101 6,349 39.2% 60.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

The large rural population is unusual when Cumberland is compared with other 

Illinois counties. In 2010, nearly 88 percent of all Illinois residents lived in an incor-

porated area compared with only 42 percent in Cumberland County. Only six other 

Illinois counties have larger rural populations. Five of those counties have a smaller 

population total and three are only half as large – they are among the most rural of 

all Illinois counties. All municipalities in Cumberland County had fewer residents in 

2020 than 1980.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Cumberland Coun-
ty Population has 
remained relatively 
fl at over the past 100 
years.  Much of the 
development has oc-
curred in rural parts of 
the county. Like many 
rural counties in Illinois, 
Cumberland County 
lost signifi cant popula-
tion from 2010 to 2020.
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The most rural townships, Cottonwood, Union, and Crooked Creek all had densities 

less than one-half the county average density of 32.5. Spring Point had the largest 

proportional increase in population density between 1990 and 2020 as a result of 

the relatively large 14.4% increase in the township population. This was the largest 

growth rate among all townships in Cumberland County.

POPULATION AND HOUSING DENSITY

Source: ESRI Infographics

County population and housing densities in Cumberland are similar to the neigh-

boring rural counties but signifi cantly lower than the micropolitan counties (Coles 

and Effi  ngham).

Across the six-county region there are dramatic diff erences in population densities. 

The diff erences are primarily a function of the degree of urbanization. Coles Coun-

ty, with two large urban centers (Mattoon and Charleston) has the highest density, 

followed by Effi  ngham. The more rural counties have signifi cantly lower densities. 

Jasper has the lowest density with only 18.8 persons per square mile in 2020, only 

about one fi fth of the 92.2 in Coles County. Cumberland County, with a 2020 pop-

ulation density of 30.2 persons per square mile, is similar to neighboring Shelby 

County. Statewide densities are signifi cantly higher because of the highly urbanized 

Chicago metro area.

Housing densities in 2010 varied from a low of 8.8 persons per square mile in Jasper 

County to 46.1 in Coles County. Cumberland County, with a density of 14.1, is similar 

to Shelby County. As with population, the densities for all counties are signifi cantly 

lower than the State.

Township population and housing densities highlight the impact of urban areas and 

the population growth in some rural areas.

Township population densities provide a more detailed view of the county popu-

lation distribution. The townships with the highest densities are those with urban 

centers. Neoga, the township with the largest population, also has the highest pop-

ulation density (50.8 persons per square mile in 2010). Greenup was close behind at 

50.8 followed by Sumpter (43.3). Densities are highest in these townships because 

each of them is home to an urban area with a population greater than 1,000. All 

other townships had densities of less than 25 persons per square mile except for 

Woodbury. The most rural townships, Cottonwood, Union and Crooked Creek, all 

had densities less than one-half the county average density of 32.5. Spring Point 

had the largest proportional increase in population density between 1990 and 2020 

as a result of the relatively large 14.4% increase in the townships population. This 

was the largest growth rate among all townships.
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 Population and housing densities in the urban places are very low and changed 

very little over the last twenty years.

The fi gure below displays population and housing densities for the urban places. 

Jewett has the lowest densities because of the large area of undeveloped land that 

is inside the municipal boundary. Densities are signifi cantly higher in the three larg-

est communities. Toledo has the highest density with 2.0 persons per acre, followed 

by Neoga (1.6) and Greenup (1.2). These densities are slightly higher than similar 

sized municipalities in surrounding counties.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Population density calculations for 2020 census blocks reveals the widely dispersed 

low density rural population and higher but still relatively low densities in urban 

places.

The county is divided into 1,469 census blocks which provides a high level of preci-

sion for analysis of population density. Only ten percent of the land area based on 

block boundaries has no population of housing units. The vast majority of the coun-

ty has population densities of less than 1.6 persons per acre which is the Census Bu-

reau defi nition of the threshold for an urban area. This area of very low population 

density accounts for 89.6 percent of the land area of the county and 64 percent of 

the population. This widely dispersed low density housing development across the 

rural area of the county is unusual when Cumberland County is compared with most 

rural counties in Illinois and presents unique challenges for provision of services and 

infrastructure. Census blocks with population densities greater than 1.6 persons per 

square mile are primarily concentrated in the urban areas. Thirty six percent of the 

county population is concentrated in less than 0.5 percent of the land area in those 

communities.

Cumberland County, like the surrounding region, has little racial diversity.  Like 

many rural Illinois counties, Cumberland County is very homogeneous in terms 

of racial composition. 95.2% of the county’s population is white compared to 98.2 

percent at the time of the 2010 Census. Only 4.8 percent of the county is either of a 

single minority racial group or of two or more races. This contrasts dramatically with 

Illinois and the US where racial diversity is signifi cantly greater. In 2020, the propor-

tion of persons in Illinois who are non-white was more than ten times larger than in 

Cumberland County.

1990 2000 2010 2020

Persons 

per acre

Housing

Persons 

per acre

Housing

Persons 

per acre

Housing

Persons 

per acre

Housing

units 

per 

acre

units 

per 

acre

units 

per 

acre

units 

per 

acre

Jewett 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.1

Greenup 1.6 0.7 1.4 0.6 1.4 0.6 1.2 0.5

Neoga 2.1 0.8 2.1 0.8 1.8 0.7 1.6 0.6

Toledo 2.5 1.0 2.3 1.0 2.1 0.9 2 0.8
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The age structure of the population and recent changes in age are similar to neigh-

boring counties with a few exceptions.

The age distribution highlights the diff erences between Cumberland County and 

the neighboring counties. Coles County is excluded because of the diff erence in to-

tal population, as Coles County is nearly four times larger than Cumberland County. 

The age distribution for Cumberland County is very similar to the neighboring rural 

counties of Clark, Jasper, and Shelby, except for the proportion of persons aged 0 to 

19 and 70 years and older. The relatively larger proportion of children and lower pro-

portion of persons aged 70 and older may seem insignifi cant but the median age 

highlights the impact of the small diff erences in age distribution. The median age in 

Cumberland (40.9) is lower than all of the neighboring counties except Effi  ngham, 

which attracts many young adults because of the robust economy.

Changes in the age distribution between 2000 and 2010 show many similarities 

between Cumberland and neighboring counties. All of the counties experienced 

losses in the following age groups: 0 to 19, 30 to 39, and 40 to 49. The decreasing 

number of children is expected because of the slow growth (or losses) in the 20 to 

29 and 30 to 39 age groups. The relatively large growth in the 50 to 59 and 60 to 69 

age groups is expected because these age groups include the relatively large baby 

boom generation, which is aging in place in many rural areas. At the time of this 

writing, 2020 Census data for age distribution was not available for comparison.

A detailed examination of population changes by age indicates signifi cant losses in 

the 15 to 24 and 45 to 49 year age groups. There were larger than expected gains in 

the 60 to 69 age group indicating age selective in-migration. 

Source: ESRI Infographics
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The growth in the 50 to 69 age groups is larger than expected. This can only be 

explained by age selective migration. Persons in this age group are moving into the 

county at a faster rate than mortality or out-migration is occurring. While the growth 

is not extraordinary it is a notable demographic event. Effi  ngham is the only neigh-

boring county with higher growth rates in these age groups. The population losses 

in the 70 to 84 age group are similar to the trends in neighboring counties, with 

the exception of Effi  ngham. The growth in the 85+ cohort is also similar to regional 

trends although larger than in most neighboring counties. This indicates an increas-

ing proportion of elderly residents are choosing to age in place. To retain this aging 

population it will be important to consider the potential demand for new housing 

and health services that cater to this demographic segment.

The rate of natural increase (births-deaths) was positive in the 2010 Census, but 

declined in the 2020 Census.  There are three diff erent factors that infl uence popula-

tion change over time – births, deaths, and migration. Births and deaths determine 

natural population change and migration refers to any movement of people in or 

out of the county. Net migration is calculated simply by subtracting the number of 

people who leave the county (out migrants) from the number of people who move 

into the county (in migrants) in any given time period. The natural rate of change 

in the county population has been positive for fi fteen of the twenty years between 

1990 and 2009. During this period, births exceed the number of deaths by 393. This 

rate of natural increase was signifi cantly higher than neighboring rural counties but 

lagged behind Effi  ngham, which had the highest rate in the region. Natural increase 

was signifi cantly higher in the 1990 to 1995 period than in recent years. The rate 

of natural increase was very low or negative for the 1998 to 2006 period. The most 

recent data, except for the spike in 2007, indicates the rate of natural increase is 

relatively low by historic terms.

Because the total number of females in the 25 to 39 age groups is decreasing, the 

birth rate is likely to decrease in the future. Cumberland suff ers from “brain drain,” 

high levels of young adults migrating out of the county, which is a common malady 

in many rural counties. At the same time, the county is attracting new residents in 

the 50+ age group.

In most of rural America, migration is almost always the biggest determinant of 

population change over time. Migration is often infl uenced by a multitude of social 

and economic forces. For example, the availability of living wage jobs and aff ord-

able housing are often important variables for young adults while retirees may be 

attracted to places with quality health care and recreational amenities. Net migra-

tion by age is shown in the graph below. In the 1990’s there was a small net in-mi-

gration of 90 persons. This increase was the result of families with children moving 

into the county as evidenced by the large numbers of the 30 to 44 age group and 

for children aged 0 to 14. In the 2000’s there was a net out-migration of 221. The 

losses were primarily a result of large out-migration of the young adult population, 

especially the net loss in the 25 to 29 age group (-252). It is likely this large out-mi-

gration was a result of the stagnant economic conditions encountered as a result 

of the recession that started in 2007. The out-migration of young adults is typical 

of rural counties as is the less pronounced but positive growth in the 30 to 39 age 

POPULATION FACTS AND 

OBSERVATIONS

• Cumberland’s age distribu-

tion similar to Clark, Jasper, 

and Shelby except for 0-19 

and 70+ age groups.

• Growth in 50-59, 60-69 due 

to aging baby boom gener-

ation.

• Population losses in 15-24, 

45-49 age groups; gains in 

60-69 age group suggest 

selective in-migration.

• Growth in 50-69 age 

groups explained by age-se-

lective migration.

• Rate of natural increase 

(births-deaths) positive in 

2010 Census, declined in 

2020 Census.

• Brain drain” in Cumber-

land, young adults leaving, 

attracting 50+ age group.

• Net migration: small in-mi-

gration in 1990s, out-mi-

gration in 2000s, due to 

economic conditions.

• Out-migration of young 

adults typical in rural 

counties; positive growth in 

30-39 age group.

• County attracting over 50 

age group for three de-

cades, leading to growth in 

their housing ownership.
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group. The county has been attracting persons in the over 50 age group for nearly 

three decades resulting in dramatic growth in the proportion of housing owned by 

persons in this age group. In 2020, 50 percent of all owner occupied housing units 

were owned by a person 55 or older.
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HOUSING

INTRODUCTION

The following section analyzes many diff erent characteristics of households and housing in Cumberland County. A 

community’s housing stock is a key asset and normally refl ects changing demographic and socioeconomic conditions, 

so it is important to understand the characteristics of families and individuals who live in the housing units.

HOUSING PROFILE

The number of housing units in Cumberland County remained nearly steady until about 2010, but has since fallen by 

more than 200 households.   The county has a very large proportion of family households when compared with neigh-

boring counties.

All persons live in a household. The total number of households is equal to the number of occupied housing units. 

Households are classifi ed into two major categories. Families are household comprised of related individuals. 

Non-families are households with a single person living alone or unrelated people living together. The table on the 

next page summarizes most of the important characteristics of households in the county. The most important fi ndings 

from the analysis of household data include:

1. Cumberland County has a very high proportion of family households (71.3%), larger than any of the neighboring 

counties. 

2. The number of families without children has decreased signifi cantly since 2000.  In 2000, 52.05% of families did 

not have children.  In 2020, this number jumped to 63.79%.

3. The proportion of one person households decreased slightly since 2010, losing 1.81%.  In comparison, the number 

of one person households grew by 6.36% in the State of Illinois.

4. From 2010 to 2020, the number of households with children decreased from 1,346 to 1,019 (-24.04%). Households 

with children has decreased by nearly 33% over the past 20 years.

5. Over the last 20 years, an increasing number of children are living in single parent households. While the number 

of married couple families with children decreased from 1,184 to 962 (-18.8%) the number of single parent families 

with children increased by 51 (15.0%). In 2020, 5.0 percent of all households with children were single parent.

Home ownership is higher (80.71%) than all neighboring counties except Jasper (83.44%) but changed very little over 

the last decade. There are signifi cant changes in the age structure of homeowners with signifi cantly lower rates of 

ownership for young adults.

Homeownership is an excellent gauge of socioeconomic stability and a housing policy priority. People who own 

homes have stronger connections to the places they live. However, it is important to have a viable rental market for 

persons and families that are attracted to an area but are not ready to be homeowners. Renting is a fi rst step towards 

homeownership. The county experienced little change in the proportion of housing owned and rented between 2000 

and 2020, but the age distribution of owners and renters changed signifi cantly. Population losses in the 25 to 44 age 

group resulted in a signifi cant shift in the age of both renters and homeowners. In 2000, 27.1 percent of all housing 
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Household Type 2010 2020 Change 2010 to 2020

Count % Count % Count %

  Total households 4,377 100 4126 100.00% -251 -5.73%

    Family households 3,121 71.3 2748 66.60% -373 -11.95%

      Male householder 2,439 55.7 110 2.67% -2329 -95.49%

      Female householder 682 15.6 152 3.68% -530 -77.71%

    Non-family households 1,256 28.7 1378 33.40% 122 9.71%

      Male householder 640 14.6 (X) (X) (X) (X)

        Living alone 516 11.8 (X) (X) (X) (X)

      Female householder 616 14.1 (X) (X) (X) (X)

        Living alone 549 12.5 (X) (X) (X) (X)

Householder living alone (X) (X) 1195 29.00% (X) (X)

Family Type and Presence of Children

  Families 3,121 100 2748 100.00% -373 -11.95%

    With related children under 18 years 1,346 43.13% 1094 39.81% -252 -18.72%

      With own children under 18 years 1,274 40.82% 995 36.21% -279 -21.90%

        Under 6 years only 288 9.23% 158 5.75% -130 -45.14%

        Under 6 and 6 to 17 years 267 8.55% 276 10.04% 9 3.37%

        6 to 17 years only 719 23.04% 561 20.41% -158 -21.97%

  Married-couple families 2,524 80.87% 2486 90.47% -38 -1.51%

    With related children under 18 years 962 30.82% (X) (X) (X) (X)

      With own children under 18 years 928 29.73% 878 35.32% -50 -5.39%

        Under 6 years only 208 6.66% 145 16.60% -63 -30.29%

        Under 6 and 6 to 17 years 203 6.50% 268 30.50% 65 32.02%

        6 to 17 years only 517 16.57% 464 52.80% -53 -10.25%

  Female householder, no husband present 378 12.11% 152 58.00% -226 -59.79%

    With related children under 18 years 235 7.53% (X) (X) (X) (X)

      With own children under 18 years 205 6.57% 73 48.03 -132 -64.39%

        Under 6 years only 38 1.22% 146 9.60% 108 284.21%

        Under 6 and 6 to 17 years 43 1.38% 62 4.10% 19 44.19%

        6 to 17 years only 124 3.97% 131 86.30% 7 5.65%

  Male householder, no wife present 219 7.02% 110 42.00% -109 -49.77%

    With related children under 18 years 149 4.77% (X) (X) -(X) (X)

      With own children under 18 years 141 4.52% 44 40.00% -97 -68.79%

        Under 6 years only 42 1.35% 13 11.40% -29 -69.05%

        Under 6 and 6 to 17 years 21 0.67% 13 11.40% -8 -38.10%

        6 to 17 years only 78 2.50% 85 77.30% 7 8.97%
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was owned by a person aged 25 to 44. By 2010 the proportion dropped to 22.1 per-

cent. That number changed slightly in 2020 and stands at 23.8% percent. A similar 

decrease occurred for rented housing. A large majority of the homes belonged to 

persons in the 55 to 64 age group. This was the most rapidly growing age group 

over the 2010 to 2020 period and also was the age group with the largest number of 

new migrants into the county.

Between 1990 and 2020, home ownership rates have fl uctuated in all incorporated 

places with overall rate of ownership up from 75.1 percent in 1990 to 80.71 percent 

in 2020. Most new housing units are being constructed in the rural eastern part of 

the county where home ownership rates are over 90 percent.

The number of occupied housing units increased by 339 (8.4%) between 1990 and 

2000 when the county population increased by 5.5 percent. Between 2000 and 

2010, there was a negligible growth of 0.2 percent as the county experienced a 

population decline. Nearly all of the new housing in the county is being developed 

in the unincorporated area. Between 1990 and 2000, 86 percent of new occupied 

units were in the unincorporated area. Almost all new occupied units between 2000 

and 2020 were in the unincorporated area, while the number of occupied units de-

creased in the incorporated areas. Toledo was the only place that experienced a dis-

cernible increase in occupied units between 1990 and 2010. Although 2020 Census 

data is not available for vacancy rates, American Community Survey data suggests 

that vacancy rates have climbed from 10.2% in 2010 to 12.88% in 2021, a refl ection 

on the population loss during that time period.

Source: 2020 Decennial Census

Home ownership rates increased slightly in Toledo and decreased slightly in Neoga 

and Jewett.  Greenup had a large increase in home ownership, going from 71.9% in 

2010 to 77.99% in 2021. Toledo has the lowest proportion of owners and Greenup 

had the largest proportional change between 2010 and 2021. Nearly all new hous-

ing is being constructed in the unincorporated part of the county. Between 1990 

and 2010, the number of occupied housing units increased by 348 (8.6%) in the 

unincorporated area of the county.  As of 2021, the percentage of people who own 

their home in Cumberland County is 80.71%.  Other than Jasper County, Cumber-

land County has the highest rate of home ownership in the region.   Vacancy rates 

were also highest in the unincorporated area, but this is the result of housing units 

that are used for recreational purposes and recorded as vacant during the census.

2000 2010 2020

Occupied 

Units

% 

Change

% 

Owned

Occupied 

Units

% 

Change

% 

Owned

Occupied 

Units

% 

Change

% 

Owned

Greenup 692 -0.8% 75.4% 670 -3.2% 71.9% 786 17.3% 78.0%

Jewett 83 2.4% 90.4% 84 1.2% 82.1% 101 20.2% 80.2%

Neoga 661 5.8% 76.1% 614 -7.1% 76.4% 478 -22.1% 75.1%

Toledo 510 3.0% 69.8% 528 3.5% 69.3% 474 -10.2% 83.0%

County 4,368 8.4% 82.1% 4,377 0.2% 82.0% 4,126 -5.7% 81.0%

KEY TAKEAWAYS

• Cumberland County has a 

very high proportion of fami-

ly households (71.3%), larger 

than any of the neighboring 

counties. 

• The number of families with-

out children has decreased 

signifi cantly since 2000.  In 

2000, 52.05% of families did 

not have children.  In 2020, 

this number jumped to 

63.79%.

• The proportion of one per-

son households decreased 

slightly since 2010, losing 

1.81%.  In comparison, 

the number of one person 

households grew by 6.36% 

in the State of Illinois.

• Over the last 20 years, 

an increasing number of 

children are living in single 

parent households. While 

the number of married 

couple families with children 

decreased from 1,184 to 

962 (-18.8%) the number of 

single parent families with 

children increased by 51 

(15.0%). In 2020, 5.0 percent 

of all households with chil-

dren were single parent.
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Cumberland County off ers aff ordable housing options for persons commuting to 

Effi  ngham county, where housing costs are signifi cantly higher. The median home 

value in Effi  ngham County is currently $158,000.

Source: ESRI Infographics

Housing sales and prices have recovered from the impact of the recession that start-

ed in 2007. Cumberland, like all neighboring counties, experienced lower numbers 

of sales and depressed prices, although the impacts and recovery have been diff er-

ent in each county. Average and median prices bottomed out in Cumberland Coun-

ty in 2009, but rebounded to levels much higher than before the recession. With 

the exception of Effi  ngham County, Cumberland County currently has the highest 

median value of owner occupied homes in the region.  As of the 2020 Census, Cum-

berland County median home value was $107,900.

Over 80 percent of housing units are traditional single family homes. In 2010, the 

county had the largest proportion of mobile homes in the housing stock when 
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compared with neighboring counties. The number of mobile homes has dropped 

considerably over the past decade.  As of 2020, Jasper County is leading the region 

for mobile homes.

The housing stock is primarily comprised of traditional single family detached 

houses. In 2021, an estimated 83.6 percent of all housing units are in this category, 

followed by mobile homes (10.9%) and multifamily housing with 2 or more units 

(4.8%). Housing diversity is highly variable among the four incorporated places. 

Jewett, the smallest place, has the least diversity in housing options.

Neoga has the highest level of diversity. Greenup has the largest proportion of 

housing in the one unit detached category followed by Neoga, Toledo and Jewett. 

Nearly 70 percent of all mobile homes are located in the unincorporated area of the 

county and they are widely dispersed across the county. In Jewett, 35 percent of all 

units are mobile homes followed by 18 percent in Toledo. Both Greenup and Neoga 

have relatively small proportions of their housing stock in mobile homes.

HOUSING SURVEY RESULTS

Approximately 93% of respondents to the 2023 community survey own their own 

home.   Nearly 81% said the cost and quality of housing for purchase is a problem.  

These results were considerably diff erent from the 2013 survey when most respon-

dents felt that housing costs and quality were reasonable.   This is most likely due 

to the extreme rise in housing costs over the past decade. The median household 

value increased by 24% from 2011 to 2021.

Approximately 61% said that the cost of rental housing in the county is a problem 

and 72% said that the quality of rental housing is a problem. Residents are moder-

ately concerned about the quality and cost of rental housing. The average cost per 

rental in the county currently stands at $667, an increase of about 20% since the 

2014 plan.

Per the community survey, 81% of residents felt a nuisance ordinance that would 

require residents to clean up their properties should be considered and/or enforced.  

This number is up from 65% in the 2014 plan.

HOUSING SURVEY TEXT 

RESPONSES

• There are not enough jobs to 

support the growth of local 

housing

• Senior Housing

• Would love to see more 

improvement grants

• Junk houses and property

• Prices are way to high for 

young people starting out

• Too many homes not being 

kept up

• Lack of unknown programs 

to restore or update homes

• Too many abandoned 

homes

• People need to clean up 

their yards and maintain 

them

• Aff ordable homes for young 

people

• Very few rentals

• Need more aff ordable rental 

units

• Need to remove homes in 

poor condition

• Need to assist people who 

are homeless and without a 

job

• Housing is lacking and unaf-

fordable in the area.

• The lack of housing

• Need more housing
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INTRODUCTION

“Economic development is a choice. It is willed within an economy. Economic development occurs when local lead-

ers choose to identify, invest in, and develop their list of comparative advantages to enable worker, fi rms, farms, and 

industries to better compete.” ~Steve Buttress

The recent economic crisis highlights the need for Cumberland County to create future business development strat-

egies that will retain and create jobs, increase household incomes and enhance workforce skills. Results from the 

community survey clearly indicate the need for quality, well-paying jobs as the highest priority for county residents. 

In order to create a comprehensive county-wide economic development plan, it is important to understand the 

composition of the local economy, how it changed over time and what assets and strengths the county can deploy 

to improve future development prospects. Economic development is very reactive in nature and good planning will 

improve the effi  ciency and success rate of development eff orts.

No discussion of the Cumberland County economy can proceed without examination of the surrounding region. Near-

ly two thirds of county residents commute across county boundaries to work, one of the highest rates of commuting 

for Illinois counties. Coles and Effi  ngham counties are particularly important since they provide employment for nearly 

50 percent of Cumberland County workers. This has been a persistent trend with little variation over the last 40 years. 

Examination of regional trends for smaller 

more rural neighbors (Clark, Jasper and Shelby 

counties) provide more realistic benchmarks 

for measuring the performance of Cumber-

land County’s economy. The table to the right, 

obtained from ESRI Infographics shows the 

average travel time to work from Cumberland 

County.

The following analysis will focus on some long 

term indicators from 1990 to the most current 

year of data available. In regards to the compo-

sition of the local economy, changes that were 

made in the methods used for classifying busi-

nesses limit the ability to analyze changes be-

fore 2000. Also, most of the data is county- wide 

because very little economic data is published 

for small towns in rural counties. Comparisons 

with neighboring counties will help to illustrate 

strengths and weaknesses in the local economy.

One of the best measures of economic perfor-

mance is job creation. The number of full and 

part time jobs in the six county region peaked 

in 2000 but in each county the peak occurred 
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on diff erent years between 1990 and 2020. Cumberland County is notable because 

it hit maximum employment in 2019 (6,124). With the exception of Effi  ngham, all 

other counties reached maximum employment prior to 2001. Over the 1990 to 2020 

period, Cumberland and Effi  ngham Counties both had considerable growth in total 

jobs while the rest of the region were fairly stagnant or fell slightly.

Another way to look at job growth is to create a ratio of jobs to population. This ratio 

is one of the best indicators of local economic performance because it normalizes 

job growth by changes in population. Using this indicator, Effi  ngham has by far 

the most robust county economy with a ratio greater than 0.7 for most of the last 

20 years. This ratio is well above the state average. Coles County, which has experi-

enced a signifi cant loss of jobs (-11.1%) since 2007 had a ratio of 0.57 in 2020, down 

from a high of 0.68 in 2000. Cumberland County had the lowest ratio in 1990, but 

in recent years has outperformed its rural neighbors and had a 2020 ratio slightly 

higher than all but Effi  ngham County.

• Economic crisis un-

derscores the need for 

Cumberland County to 

devise business strate-

gies for job retention, 

creation, higher in-

comes, and improved 

workforce skills.

• Community survey 

highlights the demand 

for quality, well-paying 

jobs as the top priority 

for county residents.

• Comprehensive eco-

nomic development 

plan requires under-

standing local econ-

omy’s composition, 

changes over time, 

and available assets.

Challenges and Goals 

for Cumberland County:



Section 5
Economy

32

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, US Department of Commerce

The growth in Cumberland County employment is a positive indicator, but it is 

important to understand what types of jobs are being created. The above table 

displays employment trends for farm proprietors, non-farm proprietors and wage 

and salary jobs. The largest employment category is and has always been wage 

and salary. Across the six county region, wage and salary jobs are 75.5 percent of 

the total but only because of the large proportions in Coles (83.0%) and Effi  ngham 

(79.2%). The rural counties, like Cumberland, have signifi cantly smaller proportions 

of wage and salary jobs. The most rapidly growing employment category is non-

farm proprietors. Between 1990 and 2021, Cumberland County grew signifi cantly in 

terms of the wage and salary employment, while remaining steady or slowly falling 

in the other two categories.  These trends are fairly consistent with the counties 

surrounding Cumberland County with the exception of Coles County, which lost 

approximately 20% of wage and salary jobs from 2000 to 2020.  

There has been small growth in non-farm proprietors’ employment in Cumberland 

County and this is likely a result of two fundamental forces in the local and regional 

economy. First, the county is located between two counties that have commercial/

industrial centers (Effi  ngham, Charleston and Mattoon) that are larger than all of 

Cumberland County. Second, county residents unwilling to commute out of county 

for jobs are left with few options and are increasingly choosing self-employment.

The income profi le for these major categories indicates that most jobs in Cumber-

land County pay less than jobs in neighboring counties. In particular, the  growing 

non-farm proprietors’ category paid a relatively low $19,354 per proprietor, lowest 

among all counties. Income for non-farm proprietor only increased 15.4 percent 

since 2000. Farm proprietor income was the second lowest and had the smallest 

growth over the last decade. The wage and salary income per job was the lowest in 

the region at $30,629 but had the largest rate of growth. This suggests that Cumber-

land County workers have a great work ethic and are willing to work for less.

This data would seem to indicate that the county would have a very low income 

profi le and high rate of poverty. This is not the case because of the large proportion 

of residents that commute to jobs outside Cumberland County. Those commuters 

earn signifi cantly higher incomes than those who work at jobs in Cumberland Coun-

ty.

Farm Proprietors Non-farm Proprietors Wage and Salary
Jobs Percent Jobs Percent Jobs Percent

Coles 543 1.78% 4630 15.21% 25259 83.00%
Clark 542 7.65% 1870 26.40% 4672 65.95%
Shelby 997 11.47% 2249 25.87% 5446 62.66%
Cumberland 589 12.53% 1104 23.48% 3009 63.99%
Effi  ngham 1033 3.50% 5104 17.30% 23364 79.20%
Jasper 713 15.75% 1469 32.45% 2345 51.80%
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Source: US Census Bureau, ACS 2020

In 1990, Cumberland County ranked third statewide in the proportion of residents 

that commuted out of county for employment at 59.3 percent. Only Kendall and 

Menard Counties had larger proportions commuting. By 2020, Cumberland County 

still ranked third with 59.5 percent commuting to outside counties. Coles and Eff -

ingham counties are the destination for nearly 50 percent of all Cumberland County 

workers. An increasing proportion of workers are traveling farther to jobs with large 

proportional increases in commuting to Champaign County. The average commuter 

makes 15 percent more than workers who remain in Cumberland County for em-

ployment. With remote work becoming more readily available, Cumberland County 

will most likely remain fl at when looking at those who commute out of county.

The income profi le illustrates how commuter income infl uences Cumberland Coun-

ty’s income profi le. Despite the very low average earnings per job in the County, 

all of the per capita incomes are similar to or greater than surrounding counties. 

Cumberland County has the third highest per capita income (behind Effi  ngham and 

Jasper counties) and the highest per capita net earnings. 

The vast majority of businesses in Cumberland County have fewer than fi ve employ-

ees. The fi gure on the following page includes data for private sector employers, 

excluding public sector employment like local government and schools. There were 

790 non-employer establishments in 2011. These are businesses that fi le federal 

income taxes but do not participate in the unemployment insurance system and are 

assumed to have a single employee/proprietor. These businesses generated $22.4 

million in revenue in 2011.

Over 90 percent of business establishments have fewer than fi ve employees. The 

county is home to only one business with more than 100 employees.  The two 

school districts in the county, Neoga and Cumberland, employ more than 100 peo-

ple. Other services have the most establishments, which is no surprise because this 

category includes activities such as equipment and machinery repairing, promoting 

or administering religious activities, grant making, advocacy, and providing dry

2020 2010 2000 1990

Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent

Cumberland 2242 40.5% 1837 35.9% 1833 34.5% 1875 40.7%

Coles 1093 19.7% 1548 30.2% 1823 34.4% 1427 31.0%

Effi  ngham 1444 26.1% 919 18.0% 973 18.3% 767 16.7%

Clark 185 3.3% 317 6.2% 312 5.9% 163 3.5%

Douglas 49 0.9% 90 1.8% 37 0.7% 20 0.4%

Champaign 91 1.6% 75 1.5% 44 0.8% 27 0.6%

Moultrie 24 0.4% 52 1.0% 8 0.2% 15 0.3%

Other 408 7.4% 281 5.5% 277 5.2% 310 6.7%

Total 5536 5119 5307 4604

ECONOMIC FACTORS

• Cumberland County grew 

in wage/salary, steady in 

other categories from 1990 

to 2021.

• Surrounding counties show 

consistent trends, except 

Coles County lost 20% 

wage/salary jobs (2000-

2020).

• Cumberland’s non-farm 

proprietors growth due to 

regional economy forces.

• County between larger 

commercial/industrial 

centers, leading to self-em-

ployment.

• Income profi le: Cumberland 

jobs pay less than neighbor-

ing counties.

• Commuting: 59.5% outside 

Cumberland in 2020.

• Coles, Effi  ngham counties 

major commuter destina-

tions.

• Increasing commuting to 

Champaign County.

• Average commuter earns 

15% more.

• Commuter income aff ects 

Cumberland’s profi le.
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Source: US Census Bureau

cleaning and laundry services, personal care services, death care services, pet care 

services and other household level services.  Retail trade, construction, and health 

care have the most businesses in their respective sectors, employing just 28 per-

sons.

Between 1990 and 2017, total retail sales increased 99.8 percent in Illinois. In 2017, 

per capita sales were $13,574 and total sales topped $165 billion, after several years 

of lagging sales following the recession of 2008. During the same period, Cumber-

land County sales increased 75.7 percent from $29.3 million to $51.6 million. Despite 

the moderate growth in sales, the per capita sales for the county are among the 

lowest in Illinois at $4,649, ranking the county 96th out of 102 counties. Neighbor-

ing Effi  ngham and Coles counties are ranked fourth and seventeenth respectively. 

Cumberland County lags behind all neighboring counties in per capita sales and 

long term growth in retail sales. However, since 2009 when the recession forced 

retail sales down 7.3 percent in the region, Cumberland County has added new sales 

Type of Business

Total Estab-

lishments 1-4 5-9 10-19 20-49 50-99 100+

Total for all sectors 182 112 37 20 7 4 0

Mining, quarrying, and oil 

and gas extraction 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

Construction 19 15 0 0 0 0 0

Manufacturing 11 8 0 0 0 0 1

Wholesale trade 16 9 0 3 0 0 0

Retail trade 23 8 7 6 0 0 0

Transportation and ware-

housing 12 8 0 0 0 0 0

Information 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

Finance and insurance 14 10 0 3 0 0 0

Professional, scientifi c, and 

technical services 6 5 0 0 0 0 0

Management of companies 

and enterprises 3 0 0 0 0 0 0

Administrative and support 

and waste management 

and remediation services 7 5 0 0 0 0 0

Health care and social assis-

tance 18 5 8 0 0 0 0

Accommodation and food 

services 16 8 5 0 0 0 0

Other services (except pub-

lic administration) 25 19 6 0 0 0 0
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as rapidly as neighboring counties. If Cumberland County had sales identical to Jas-

per County, its slightly smaller neighbor to the south, the county would have added 

$5.8 million in tax revenue over the 1990 to 2012 period. These lost sales also mean 

lower employment and less commercial property to contribute to the tax base.

Gross domestic product is a good measure of the economy within an area.  Accord-

ing to a report by the Bureau of Economic Analysis, Cumberland County ranked last 

in the State of Illinois in 2021.  Cumberland County lost nearly 27 percent of the rev-

enue from gross domestic product in the period from 2018 to 2021, this most likely 

as a result of the COVID 19 pandemic.

Economy Survey Results

Approximately 34 percent of respondents noted they were dissatisfi ed with job 

opportunities and another 31% said they were neither satisfi ed or dissatisfi ed with 

job opportunities in the County.  When asked what the fi ve most important issues 

facing Cumberland County are, 136 respondents said jobs and economic oppor-

tunity  is an issue, second only to property taxes.  A question regarding priority for 

economic development programs overwhelmingly pointed to it being necessary.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

SURVEY TEXT RESPONSES

• High speed internet for all 

areas in the county.

• Host more events on Main 

Street

• Fiber optic internet county

• Be more welcoming to new 

business

• Include and support Cum-

berland County Develop-

ment Corporation (men-

tioned twice)

• Residential developments 

funded by TIF districts

• More community events

• Lower property taxes (men-

tioned several times in 

survey questions)

• Send people to conventions 

to attract businesses

• Tourism

• Tourist destinations includ-

ing splash pads, ATV park

• TIF districts off ering to devel-

op subdivisions

• Tax incentives

• Clean up junk (mentioned 

several times throughout 

survey)

• More natural areas

• Sit down restaurants

• Grocery store

• Maintain city streets

• Support local business

• Bring in better food services 

and other businesses will 

follow

• More business variety
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LAND USE

The evaluation of current and future land use is an important and integral part of any comprehensive plan. This 

planning element should serve as a useful guide for future development-related issues. The future land use plan was 

created with the recognition that there are few easy land use decisions. With any plan, there are many uncertainties 

about future pressures for land resources. Care has been taken in researching public input, land use trends, and policy 

options to guide development.

PRESENT LAND USE

Cumberland County does not have a zoning ordinance in place and this has resulted in a unique and diverse situation 

in Cumberland County. Neighboring counties have shown an increase in population in their population centers since 

about 1970. Cumberland County is unique in that residential growth has occurred in rural areas and outside of the 

municipal boundaries. These observations have made developing a future land use plan very challenging.

The rural sprawl that has taken place in Cumberland County is uncharacteristic of most counties in the Midwest. With 

61% (up from 58% in 2010) of residents living in rural areas, Cumberland County ranks seventh in Illinois in this cate-

gory. Although all municipalities in the county have recorded a decline in population over the last 30 years, rural areas 

have gained considerable population. A look at the map below shows the rural residential development, especially 

in the center of the county. Areas west of Toledo have shown considerable growth, especially along and near State 

Highway 121 and areas to the south on the blacktop that connects State Highway 121 and Montrose. Other areas that 

have shown considerable growth in the rural areas are south of Greenup and East of Jewett. In this area, we observed 

several new homes.
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There are also large concentrations of homes scattered throughout the county. Hazel Dell, located in the southeast 

part of the county, is a small unincorporated area with about 45 homes. Lake Mattoon, located in the northwest part 

of the county, has the largest concentration of housing in the unincorporated portion of the county with 313 homes. 

Although most homes at Lake Mattoon are older construction, there has been a resurgence in the area over the past 

few years. With many of the older homes being removed and replaced with new and larger homes.

Agriculture and Agribusiness have a signifi cant impact on the economy in Cumberland County. Ag land is scattered 

throughout the county with major grain operations in Neoga, Greenup, Toledo, and Jewett. There are several large 

dairy operations in the southwest part of the county that serve Prairie Farms with milk. There are also large hog opera-

tions located south of Neoga near Interstate 57.

FUTURE LAND USE

Cumberland County is unique, in that there are no major industrial areas or retail centers. There are two small industri-

al parks in the county; one is near Interstate 57 in Neoga and the other is near Interstate 70 in Greenup. Neoga, Gree-

nup, and Toledo each have a grocery store and at least one gas station. Neoga & Greenup have Dollar General stores 
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near the interstate. Since most workers are transient and work outside of the county, most shopping is done in the 

communities that they work in.

The Steering Committee has identifi ed several areas that they feel will be the most likely areas for development. The 

areas identifi ed were housing, manufacturing and retail options close to the municipalities. Allowing residents to con-

tinue to build in locations outside of the cities was strongly suggested by the Committee. 
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NEOGA

The Committee felt there were several housing options around Neoga and identifi ed 331.37 acres of land that could 

have potential residential developments in the future. Most of the areas identifi ed were on the northern and western 

edge of the City. These proposed areas would all be great locations for development as they are contiguous to existing 

established residential areas. The Committee felt that future retail was a possibility west of Interstate 57 near the inter-

change and identifi ed 161.99 acres of land. This area has already shown some development in recent years with Dollar 

General, Brighton Cabinetry, and Nutrien Ag Solutions opening in the past 10 years.  Based upon past performance of 

the area, it is believed that further development will occur, especially with interstate proximity to the area.   In particu-

lar, the areas north of Route 45 on either side of Interstate 57 could be cleaned up and built on.  Major upgrades to the 

roadway would be required if development spurred more truck traffi  c. The Neoga future land use map is shown below.
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GREENUP

The Committee identifi ed 11.88 acres for possible future residential development near the Interstate 70 interchange. 

This area is located near the well-established Cumberland Heights Subdivision and only a few blocks from Haughton 

Park. The location is separated from the interstate by a wooded area which would keep noise to a minimum.  

The Committee also identifi ed 39.39 acres for possible retail development. All locations identifi ed are near Interstate 

70 and along or near State Highway 130. The new Love’s truck stop was completed a few years ago, generating major 

truck traffi  c in the area.  Before future development in this area takes place, major road upgrades will be needed.  The 

future land use areas for Greenup are shown below.
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TOLEDO

The Committee identifi ed 18.49 acres for future housing in Toledo. This area is bounded by well-established subdivi-

sions to the west and north and a church to the east. This is an ideal location for development. The Committee also 

identifi ed 24.12 acres for industrial development in an area that already shows promise for industrial and retail devel-

opment. Also identifi ed were 7.43 acres for retail development. This area is on State Highway 121 on the southeast 

side of Toledo. Lastly, the committee identifi ed the area around and one block off  of the square for redevelopment of 

retail and housing. 
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JEWETT

Th e Steering Committee identifi ed 55.22 acres of land for possible development of housing in an incorporated 

area of the Village. Th is area already has spotty development along township roads to the south of Jewett. Also 

identifi ed was an area for retail development on 2.53 acres on the south side of US Highway 40 on the east side 

of the Village. Th e property would be a great location for a small mom and pop type retail establishment. Th e 

map below shows the future development areas in Jewett.
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TRANSPORTATION

A transportation system represents a key element in the functional operation of a community. The transportation sys-

tem includes not only roads, but other modes of transit including public transportation services and pedestrian and 

bicycle transportation. Of particular importance is the local road system since it is under the control of local govern-

ment and often represents a signifi cant fi nancial investment. A wisely conceived road system can result in many ben-

efi ts and long term cost savings for the county and the communities within. Being an integral aspect of the county, it 

plays a major role in the effi  ciency, safety, and overall desirability of the community as a place to live and work.

The road system in Cumberland County is represented by four levels of government jurisdiction. These include village 

and city roads within the corporate boundaries, the township system, the county system, and the state and federal 

highway systems. Cumberland County currently has 32 miles of interstate, 48 miles of state and federal highways, 143 

miles of collector roads and 605 miles of local roads.

FUNCTIONAL STREET CLASSIFICATION

A functional street classifi cation uses traffi  c counts and connectivity of streets to other transportation routes to 

establish a hierarchy of roads. Within the county, traffi  c counts vary from a high of nearly 20,000 vehicles per day on 

Interstate 70 to fewer than 20 on some local roads. US Highway 45 south of Neoga, State Highway 121 between Gree-

nup and Toledo, and State Highway 130 have relatively high traffi  c counts of over 2,500, and are the primary arterials 

providing connectivity within the county. US 40 has fewer than 2,500 cars per day, but still provides considerable 

connectivity across the county.

• Arterials: Serve longer intra-county trips and traffi  c traveling through the county. They carry high volumes and 

provide links to the population centers.

• Collectors: Provide both land access service and traffi  c circulation within residential areas, commercial areas, and 

industrial areas. These facilities collect traffi  c from less traveled roads and channel it into the arterial system.

• Local Streets: Comprise all facilities not on one of the higher systems. They provide direct access to land and access 

to order systems. These streets off er the lowest level of mobility through traffi  c movements on this system is nor- 

mally discouraged.

TRUCK TRAFFIC

Truck traffi  c can pose a unique challenge for transportation planning. While large trucks are critical for commerce and 

industry, they are also a source of noise, congestion, and safety concerns. The main source of truck traffi  c is on Inter-

state 70 and the interchange at Greenup. Trucks often exit the interstate at Greenup and have diffi  culty fi nding a place 

to turn around once they have exited the interstate. Other truck traffi  c is expected in areas of industry, farming, and 

extraction.

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

The Cumberland County Highway Department has completed all construction activities that were mentioned in the 

2014 Comprehensive Plan. A bridge was also replaced on Marina Road (1250N) crossing the lake.  The Highway De-
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partment is also improving 275E from the Sigel Road to 550N and that construction 

will be completed this year.  Bridge construction adjacent to the covered bridge 

on old Route 40 west of Greenup will take place once there is environmental sign-

off . Future construction  includes improvments to the Hazel Dell Road from Illinois 

Route 130 to Illinois Route 49. Future projects include bridge replacement over the 

lake on 100E north of Neoga and near Camp New Hope.  A second future project 

being considered is resurfacing Burma Road from Toledo to 1050N. Grant funds will 

be sought for these projects.

SIDEWALKS

Sidewalks represent a large public and private investment in city and village infra-

structure. Because many sidewalks are constructed either by the homeowner or 

developer, the private landowner has a signifi cant stake in this component of the 

transportation system. Sidewalks enhance pedestrian safety and help to create a 

walkable community that encourages physical activity. Sidewalks provide access to 

important points of interest including schools, parks, and government offi  ces, and 

to the central business district. The city and villages in Cumberland County are en-

couraged to maintain this system as resources permit.  Planning ahead by complet-

ing sidewalk studies is benefi cial when trying to get grant funds for replacement.

RAILROAD

There are three railroads that cross Cumberland County. The Canadian National 

Railway is perhaps the busiest railroad in the county and runs parallel to US High-

way 45 from south to north. This railroad provides Amtrak service to Chicago and 

New Orleans, with stops in Effi  ngham and Mattoon. The CSX Railroad parallels US 

Highway 40 from west to east across the county and is a primary route for coal and 

freight. The Norfolk and Western Railroad cuts through the northwestern part of the 

county through Neoga and is mainly used for grain transportation.
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BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN

There are currently no bicycle, pedestrian, or recreational trails in Cumberland 

County. Cumberland County may wish to consider planning and constructing a 

bike and walking trail throughout the county. Grant funds are available through the 

Illinois Department of Transportation.

TRANSPORTATION SURVEY RESULTS

The 2014 survey that was conducted showed that most residents were happy with 

the available motorized recreation in the county. In 2023, the number of satisfi ed 

people dropped to only 19 percent.  The following is a snapshot of the survey results 

regarding transportation in the county.
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UTILITIES, COMMUNITY FACILITIES, AND SERVICES

Counties and communities rely on schools, park districts, utility providers, and public safety departments to provide 

services that the community needs to function properly. In many cases, these public services are provided by private 

agencies. Future growth and expansion rely on the availability, capacity, and condition of utilities such as water, sewer, 

and electricity. The future extension and improvement of these services enhances a county’s ability to market key 

properties and thereby attract commercial, industrial, and residential development to bolster its economy.

In particular, public safety, schools, and parks are key measures by which residents judge their community, the perfor-

mance of its leadership, and the value of their tax burden. Community facilities are also a major factor in the choice of 

a place to live or locate a business. Every year throughout the United States, the general public “raises the bar” regard-

ing the standards desired of their community facilities.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES SURVEY RESULTS

Several questions address resident’s satisfaction with community infrastructure like roads and utility systems as well as 

the essential public services like fi re and police protection. These are often the foundation upon which healthy sus-

tainable communities are built. In particular, a feeling of safety and security are essential ingredients for community 

development and growth. Overall results from the survey indicate that Cumberland County residents are satisfi ed with 

community services and infrastructure.

The survey results showed that the greatest dissatisfaction in community facilities was access to reliable internet 

access and cell phone service. Since these are both relatively new services, time should resolve these issues. Overall, 

residents were happy with all other categories concerning community facilities.

Cumberland County, Neoga, Toledo, and Greenup all provide police protection for their residents. The fi re districts 

within Cumberland County are all volunteer and serve the county as well as the villages and city. Toledo, Greenup, and 

Neoga all have their own ambulance service that serves a large part of the county.

The county itself is covered by six fi re protection districts. Survey results gathered by CCRP&DC show that residents are 

incredibly happy with fi re and police protection in the county.

SANITARY SEWER AND WATER SUPPLY

The City of Neoga and the Villages of Greenup and Toledo own and operate their own water and sewer systems. In 

large part, this infrastructure establishes the framework around which development will occur. The high cost of sewer 

and water system maintenance and expansion combined with ever changing environmental rules and regulations 

creates a constant challenge for offi  cials as they establish budget priorities for capital improvements.

County-wide survey results indicated that more than 89% of residents were happy with the quality and availability of 

clean drinking water and 84% of residents were happy with sewer or septic tank services. This is quite remarkable for a 

rural county in south-central Illinois.
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TELECOMMUNICATIONS & UTILITIES

Given the increasingly competitive nature of economic development in the region, 

communities off ering high quality and easily accessible telecommunication ser-

vices are in the position to stand out as the most sought after places to establish 

businesses. Assuring that digital infrastructure is in place and easily accessible is 

important to both the residents and businesses of the county and should be a part 

of the long term county plan. Currently, television and broadband services are avail-

able from Frontier Communications in Greenup and Toledo, and Verizon in Neoga. 

Electric is supplied through Ameren for Neoga and Toledo and the Illinois Municipal 

Electric Agency in Greenup. Shelby Electric, Norris Electric and Coles Moultrie also 

serve the county.

As mentioned above, survey results showed that this is the area that could use the 

most work in Cumberland County.

SCHOOLS

Cumberland County is covered by eight school Districts, however, most of the coun-

ty is served by Cumberland Community Unit School 77, Neoga Unit 3, Casey Unit 4C, 

Teutopolis Unit 50, and Dieterich Unit 30. 

Cumberland and Neoga schools have a considerably higher graduation rate as com-

pared to the state.  Although Casey schools have a much lower graduation rate than 

that of the state, the students perform better in core subjects as compared to those 

students in Neoga and Cumberland schools.

All school districts in Cumberland County have an excellent reputation. This is a very 

important attraction for potential new residents. In the comprehensive plan survey, 

the schools were ranked near the top of reasons for living in the county. The vitality 

of the school and community are inextricably linked in the minds of many residents.

PARKS AND RECREATION

There are several park systems in Cumberland County. Jennings Park in Neoga off ers 

three lighted tennis courts, two lit baseball diamonds, playground equipment, disc 

golf, and picnic areas. Haughton Park in Greenup off ers two lit baseball diamonds, 

two lit tennis courts, one lit basketball diamond, a picnic area, and playground 

equipment. Neal Park in Toledo off ers one baseball diamond, two lit basketball 

courts, a lighted tennis court, horseshoes, playground equipment, and picnic areas. 

The American Legion in Toledo has a ball diamond, and Homecoming Park in Jewett 

off ers a shelter, playground equipment, four horseshoe pits and a monument.

Cumberland County residents also have the option to visit two excellent state parks 

and additional historic sites. Fox Ridge State Park is located just north of the county 

line on State Highway 130. This park features playground equipment, ball diamonds, 

trails, shelters, a river, and a lake. The terrain is hilly and the trails range from easy 
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walking to rugged. Lincoln Trail State Park is a 1023 acre park located near Marshall 

Illinois. This park feature boating, camping, fi shing, hiking, playgrounds, and a pleth-

ora of additional activities. Like Fox Ridge State Park, the trails range from easy

 walking to rugged. Additional recreational activities can be found at Lincoln Log 

Cabin just north of the Cumberland County line.

Survey results showed that 73.3% of residents were satisfi ed with parks and recre-

ation in the county. Many respondents commented that they would like to see 

more for teenagers and children to do in the communities.

DRAINAGE AND FLOODING

Cumberland County is no stranger to fl ooding and drainage issues and there are a 

couple of areas where repeated fl ooding has caused issues in the past. The most se-

vere fl ooding has occurred on the west side of Greenup and in Neoga. This fl ooding 

has presented a health and safety issue in both communities and often aff ects the 

water supply in the Village of Greenup. Below is a summary of the 2008 fl ood event.

GREENUP

Greenup experienced fl ooding in 2008 and has had several fl ood events since that 

time. All of the state and federal highways have drainage components that perform 

quite well and are well maintained, thereby preventing repeated fl ash fl ood haz-

ards to the traveling public as well as the Village’s residents living on them. A small 

village work force maintains the Villages drainage system which consists of mainly 

open ditches and small diameter pipe culverts. Greenup does maintain some small 

diameter storm sewers located in and around the business district which lies in the 

High Water Mark
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west part of the Village along Illinois Route 121. These storm sewers mostly inter-

connect with storm sewers running along Main Street, but some of them discharge 

to small ditches that are tributary to the Embarrass River. The village performs 

regular maintenance on the storm sewers and repairs as needed. Village personnel 

indicate that these drainage components work well and drainage problems are 

solved by regrading road ditches or installing failed culverts or storm sewers.

In the last 3 years the Village has addressed a recurring fl ooding problem in the 

Holsapple Subdivision. The subdivision lies south of U.S. Route 40 and is bounded 

on the west by a drainage ditch that drains much of the Village lying East of Illinois 

Route 130 and South of Interstate 70 and is also the point of discharge for the storm 

sewer serving the Subdivision.

During heavy rain events the ditch would fi ll to the point of surcharging the subdi-

vision storm sewer, thereby causing the subdivision street to fl ood. An inadequately 

sized pipe culvert under York Road was found to be causing the problem and an 

additional pipe culvert was installed to provide additional run off  capacity.

The Embarrass River forms a portion of the North and West Village boundaries and 

is subject to seasonal fl ooding. While much of the river fl ood plain is undeveloped, 

the Village does have its water wells and waste water treatment facility located in 

the fl ood plain. During extreme high water situations the water well control build-

ing becomes inundated and the wells must be shut down until the waters recede 

to safe levels. Also aff ected by river fl ooding is the annual Cumberland County Fair 

at the fairgrounds located west of Greenup in the fl ood plain. The problems have 

become so severe that the 4-H operations were moved to Charleston last year. 

NEOGA

Neoga has experienced fl ooding on the east side of the city on several diff erent oc-

casion and 2008 was one of the worst events in history. In 2008, Neoga was awarded 

an IKE Grant to help relieve fl ooding called the East Side Major Tributary Improve-

ments.

The purpose of this IKE project was to improve storm water drainage in eastern 

Neoga. An existing swale is responsible for conveying the storm water for the east-

ern portion of Neoga. The proposed project will improve the swale and decrease 

fl ooding. The existing swale begins in a fi eld north of 9th Street, east of U.S. Rte. 45, 

west of an Eastern Illinois Railroad Company (EIRC) railroad spur. The swale contin-

ues south through town until it leaves town through a culvert under 5th Street at 

a location east of the EIRC spur and west of Burrows Ave. South of town the swale 

joins Copperas Creek.

The swale drains an area of approximately 125 acres. 91 acres from the fi eld north 

of 9th Street begins the drainage into the swale. The fi eld is level with a loam type 

soil with low infi ltration rates. The remainder of the drainage area is within the city 

of Neoga. The soil types within the city are very similar to what is in the fi eld north 

of the city. The city is also very level and has trees, shrubs and some structures close 

the swale. The minimal slope, non-infi ltrating soil and plant growth along the swale 
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create situations where storm water cannot easily or quickly drain away from the 

city.

In addition to the level ground, soil type and plant growth, the swale has to go 

through four culverts as it goes through town, which are possible areas for “bottle 

necks.  ”The fi rst crossing is a 36” diameter clay pipe under 7th Street. Immediately 

after the 7th Street crossing, the swale fl ows east to cross under the railroad. The 

culvert under the railroad is 40” steel pipe with a couple feet of 40” Arch Concrete 

pipe on the ends of the steel pipe. After crossing the railroad, the swale returns to its 

southerly course and crosses 6th Street through two 3’ x 7’ box culverts. Just prior to 

the 6th street crossing is a pedestrian bridge. Downstream of 6th Street is the fi nal 

crossing under 5th Street. This crossing is through two, elliptical CMP’s, 48” EQRD. 

Beyond these culverts, the swale continues south until it joins Copperas Creek.

In an attempt to address drainage and fl ooding conditions in eastern Neoga, the 

following improvements are planned as part of this project. The fi rst part of the 

project is the removal of trees and shrubs that have grown up along the banks of 

the swale. This will improve the speed at which storm water can leave the area. An 

additional improvement will be to straighten the horizontal and vertical alignment 

of the channel. The horizontal alignment will be minimally adjusted but in a few 

areas some of the bends will be smoothed and made more gradual. Also the chan-

nel will move away from the railroad near the 7th Street crossing to allow for gen-

tler side slopes and a wider channel cross section in this area. The current vertical 

alignment is either fl at or in some places even slopes the wrong direction. Due to 

the constraints of the existing tie-in points of the swale, the vertical slope was not 

signifi cantly increased but all portions of the channel are proposed to fl ow in the 

downstream direction. The alignment improvements will have a signifi cant impact 

on the ability of the swale to quickly and effi  ciently drain storm water away from the 

eastern portion of Neoga.

In addition to the projects listed above, the proposed drainage plan to is to improve 

the fl ow of the four culvert crossings at the swale pass through as it goes through 

Neoga. The 36” clay pipe at 7th Street will be replaced by two, 42” concrete pipes. 

This will drain the area north of 7th Street quicker and decrease fl ooding along the 

existing church property. The plan also proposes to add an additional 42” diameter 

steel pipe under the railroad adjacent to the existing pipe. The existing crossings 

at 5th and 6th Streets will be each replaced with 12’ x 4’ concrete box culverts. The 

culvert replacements will allow more water to fl ow quickly through the crossings. 

This will help storm water leave the area faster and decrease fl ooding.

Construction plans and specifi cations for this project are complete. If all easements 

are obtained from property owners, construction on this project will begin summer 

2014. Estimated construction costs are $514,000.00.

Cumberland County and 

it’s municipalities, like 

many surrounding commu-

nities, has aging infrastruc-

ture. 

With grant funding avail-

able through the Illinois 

Department of Transpor-

tation, the Department of 

Commerce and Economic 

Opportunity, the Illinois 

Environmental Protection 

Agency, and several other 

state and federal agencies, 

the county and munici-

palities should seek fund-

ing.  Currently, there are a 

variety of grants available 

that could replace bridges, 

water and sewer treatment 

plants, water lines, sewer 

and storm sewer lines, side-

walks, and roadway.  

There are also many sourc-

es of planning funds avail-

able that could assist with 

transportation planning, 

safety, and hazard mitiga-

tion.
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ATTACHMENT A

LAND USE
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ATTACHMENT B

FUTURE LAND USE
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ATTACHMENT C

FUTURE LAND USE IN CITY
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ATTACHMENT D

FUTURE LAND USE EXTRATERRITORIAL
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ATTACHMENT E

HOUSING CONDITION
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ATTACHMENT F

HOUSING CONDITION IN CITY
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ATTACHMENT G

TRANSPORTATION
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Counts:
237 Bridges
40  Railroad Crossings

Distance of Roads: 
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John A Stone PE, PLS

Jon W Earnest PLS

David J Connor

Licensed Engineers

Licensed Surveyors

Phone: (618) 544-8623

Fax: (618) 544-3012

210 East Locust Street - P.O. Box 618 - Robinson, IL  62454

www.connorengineers.com

Roads & Bridges

Streets & Storm Sewers

Sanitary Sewers

Waste Water Treatment

Public Water Supplies

Water Towers / Wells

Funding Solicitation

Land Surveys

Industrial Layout

Drainage

Subdivisions

Village of Greenup, Illinois - Proposed Water Treatment & Production Facilities

Project Scope - July, 2018

The Village of Greenup, Illinois owns and operates a Public Water Supply System, consisting of
groundwater wells, a filtration plant and a distribution system as follows:

Distribution: The distribution system uses approximately 80,000 lineal feet of water main and
two (2) elevated water towers to service approximately 780 customers.  While the distribution
system is aging, and preventive maintenance is ongoing, it’s condition is favorable.

Treatment Plant: The filtration plant was constructed in early 1960's.  This plant has effectively
reached the end of it’s useful life.  Maintenance completed on the filters in 2016 required
extensive repair.  Pitting in the steel structures required welding and patching, however, some
spots were too thin to repair, and their future failure is imminent.  As well, the building housing the
filtration system is failing rapidly.  Floors have settled as much as 2" in places, block walls are
shifting causing separation of blocks, and fittings once fastened to the floor for stability are no
longer supported.  The photos below support these assertions: 

         Settling Floor        Separating Supports    Block Wall Failure

Well Field: The well field is comprised of five (5) wells.  In 2014, after many attempts to sanitize
and preserve Well #5, the IEPA deemed the well “unsuitable” for continued use.  The inner well
casings were deteriorated to an extent surface water was entering the well.  The Village is now
limited to the supply of the four (4) existing wells, three (3) of which are hindered by under-sized
screens, limiting the output of the well.  The well field control building is located in a flood plain,
and is subject to flooding as evidenced in the photo below:  
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This photo identifies the levels reached by both the floods of
2008 and 2016 respectively.  The highest recent flood, of
2008, was within inches of compromising all electrical
functions of all the wells located within the well field.

Capacity: The capacity of the existing well field is limited to the available production of the
existing four (4) wells (out of 5 original)  with the largest of those 4 wells out of service.  This
limited claim to production availability prevents Greenup from permitting any substantial new use. 

During 2016, Greenup produced 62,501,000 gallons of water, and sold 41,191,750 gallons.

During 2017, Greenup produced 60,929,000 gallons of water, and sold 47,157,223 gallons.

During this two (2) year cycle, the Village observed a decrease in water loss (from 34.1% down to
22.6%), compliments of preventative maintenance in the distribution system, and an increase in
water sold (up nearly 15%), compliments of an increase in commercial use.

The current production demand for the Village of Greenup, is 170,000 gallons per day.  Growth
trends indicate a demand of 250,000 to 300,000 gallons per day within the next twenty (20) years.

Community Growth:  Over recent years, the Village has been blessed with the new addition of a
Love’s Truck Center, as well as continuous growth to the Evapco production facility.  The
expansion with these two (2) facilities alone has brought, not only a number of new jobs, but a
number of new residents.  Greenup is currently plagued with a housing shortage, and is looking
towards residential expansion areas to compliment their economical growth.

Conclusions:  In order to maintain economic and residential growth in the community, it is
essential the Village secure an adequate and dependable water production and treatment facility. 
The Village is currently plagued with liabilities within the existing facility that leave them on the
brink of no supply at all.  As the detailed cost estimate implies, the project proposes:

1. The removal and replacement of existing wells to secure sanitary supply.
2. The relocation and replacement of the treatment facility to address a dilapidated facility.
3. The removal of viable electrical and accessible components from the flood plain.
4. The increase in production/treatment capacity to compliment observed community growth.  

                                                        
Shannon Woodard, Consultant
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DOWNTOWN PLANS

2023 Cumberland County Comp. Plan

1. Do you own or rent your home?

2. What is your age?

225
Responses

17:18
Average time to complete

Active
Status

Own 211

Rent 14

<25 7

25-34 36

35-44 55

45-54 45

55-64 49

65-74 31

>75 2
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3. How long have you lived in Cumberland County?

4. What is your place of residence?

<10 years 32

10 to 19 years 27

20 to 29 years 43

30 to 39 years 40

>40 years 83

Greenup 59

Jewett 2

Neoga 22

Toledo 48

Cottonwood Twp. 13

Crooked Creek Twp. 2

Greenup Twp, 17

Neoga Twp. 13

Spring Point Twp. 15

Sumpter Twp. 19

Union Twp. 12

Woodbury Twp 3
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5. How many people reside in your household?

1 25

2 82

3 40

4 46

5 or more 32
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6. How satisfied are you with the current services and facilities in Cumberland County?

Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied Don't Know
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Job opportunities

Dental services

Mental Health/Disability services

Non-motorized recreation

Motorized recreation

Streets/Roads

Internet Access

Retail/service businesses

Medical services (clinic)

Cell phone service

Parks and recreational facilities

County government services

Municipal government services

Law enforcement

Childcare and Pre-K education

K-12 Education

Solid waste disposal

Historic Preservation

Access to college/university
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7. How satisfied are you with the current services and facilities in Cumberland County?

Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied Don't Know

Sewer/Septic tank services

Library

Clean drinking water

Fire protection

Ambulance service
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8. If you were talking to a county official about the five most important issues facing
Cumberland County in the future, what issues would you identify?  Please check five
boxes that reflect your concerns.

Jobs and economic opportunity 135

Property taxes 152

Quality of schools 94

Quality of streets and roads 124

Law enforcement and public saf… 93

Government leadership 65

Out migration of young adults 31

Preserving farmland 35

Access to healthcare 51

Affordable access to high speed… 104

Cell phone service 39

Affordable housing 43

Protection of natural resources 20

Fire protection 30

Water and sewer services 31

Flooding and drainage 36

Quality of available housing 32

Preservation of cultural and hist… 10
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9. Please rate the overall quality of life in Cumberland County.

3.60
Average Rating
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10. Please identify the priority for each of the following economic development programs
in Cumberland County.

Very High Priority High Priority Medium Priority Low Priority Very Low Priority

Don't Know

Attracting Manufacture Businesses

Attracting new retail businesses

Promote and support entrepreneurs
and new business development from…

Support and expand existing
businesses

Provide incentives to attract new
businesses

Promote and support local agriculture
production and processing of ag…

Attract new service businesses

Support and expand health care
services

Promote new residential development

Promote tourism
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11. How important are the following factors in your decision to live in Cumberland County?

Very Important Important Somewhat Important Not Important

Low crime rate

Uncongested rural area

Reasonable cost of living

Quality of schools

To be near family

Affordable housing

Churches

Open spaces, hills, and wooded areas

Near employment

Outdoor recreation opportunities
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12. Please identify your level of satisfaction with the following transportation resources in
Cumberland County

Very Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat satisfied Somewhat dissatisfied Dissatisfied

Don't Know

Motorized Trails (ATV's)

Pedestrian trails and sidewalks

Township roads

Municipal Roads

County highways

State/Federal highways
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13. To what extent do you think the following housing issues are a problem in Cumberland
County?

14. Do you live inside of city or village limits?

Serious Problem Moderate Problem Slight Problem Not a Problem Don't Know

Availability of assisted living/long term
care

Cost of rental housing

Quality of rental housing

Overall appearance of housing in the
County

Cost of housing for purchase

Quality of housing for purchase

Quality of public housing

Availability of public housing

Availability of housing for purchase

Appearance of housing where you live

Yes 93

No 132
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15. Do you think Cumberland County should require building permits for new construction?

16. Do you think Cumberland County needs a zoning ordinance that would create land use
districts specifying the type of use to which property may be put in specific areas?  The
intent would be to protect property values and minimize land use conflict.

17. Do you think more rigorous enforcement of nuisance ordinances requiring property
owners to dispose of junk, abandoned cars, and dilapidated buildings should occur?

Yes 20

No 83

Maybe 29

Yes 34

No 63

Maybe 35

Yes 141

No 40

Maybe 44



89

18. Are there new services or improvements to existing services you are concerned about?

87
Responses

Latest Responses
"no"

9 respondents (10%) answered Internet for this question.

19. Other reasons I chose to live in Cumberland County.

89
Responses

Latest Responses
"own home"

30 respondents (34%) answered Family for this question.

Internet
Ambulance service

county
Better

town

water

businesses Speed Internetinternet access

Fiber int

rural areas

grocery store

health services

Service

care servicesservice for Toledo

cell service EMS ser

E

internet options

Family no
community

low Quiet

people

taxes Mattoon

Born and Raised
low crime

small town
rural ar
Family 

family pro

close to family

family and friends

convenience for
family is nearby

F

Family Home
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20. Are there any cultural or historic resources you are particularly concerned about
preserving?

65
Responses

Latest Responses
"yes"

3 respondents (5%) answered Old for this question.

21. Are there other housing issues you are concerned about?

77
Responses

Latest Responses
"yes"

12 respondents (16%) answered houses for this question.

Old Veterans Monume
Main Streets

County
buildings

schools County Veterans

Museum in Greenu

Depot in Greenup

old buildings

old railroad

Streets sidewalks
County council

Cumberland County

Linc

rep

Lack of support

Lake Mattoon

walking and bicycling

Recorder Office

houses housingpeople
need homeAffordable housing

Junk houses young people

falling apart

Housing needs

better housing

proper
house in g

rental housing

housing for the area
local housing

housing more expensive

Alot

rundown houses

housing
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22. Do you have any ideas for promoting economic development in the County?

66
Responses

Latest Responses
"yes"

Update

10 respondents (15%) answered businesses for this question.

23. Do you have any comments or other concerns about transportation?

66
Responses

Latest Responses
"no"

6 respondents (9%) answered roads for this question.

businesses area
new

County
people

supportrestaurants

incentives taxes Groc

new

local 
new peo

welcoming to businesses

variety of businesses

new chief

area city
exit area

new residentsCounty ambulance

roads public transportatio
problem

country roadsGreenup BETTER

PEOPLE

Traffic

service
limit roads

public transport

township roads

roads are crap

majo

UTV

problem for the county

bigger cities

rides to and from appointments

term problem

cab options
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24. What do you like most about living in Cumberland County?

96
Responses

Latest Responses
"easy access medical appointments"

16 respondents (17%) answered community for this question.

25. What are the biggest problems Cumberland County is facing today?

103
Responses

Latest Responses
"jobs and crime"

13 respondents (13%) answered lack for this question.

community Small town
peoplerural

quiet

close to familylove

place

Small communitie
rural communities

friendly people

community & the support
Family/Friends

low crime

Family close

Small and Quiet

small hometown

Sm

good people
community COUL

lack Drugsneed
highbusiness

School

Ambulance service

property taxes Law enforcement

county bo

Drug useboard member

Lack of tax

high taxes

Cumberland coun

estate taxes
low income

s

Taxes and lack

Lack of jobs
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26. Please add additional comments, ideas, and opinions here:

57
Responses

Latest Responses
"build a prison "

Update

12 respondents (21%) answered needs for this question.

needs Cumberland countykids
schoolsHigh

Greenup Toledo

town
roads

Loves

peopleboardcounty fair

County board
Trash

community n

County employee

Need rides

bc her kid
kids in the area
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