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FREQUENTLY USED ACRONYMS

Acronym Definition

AHP Affordable Housing Program—a grant program through the Federal Home Loan Bank

BMIR Below market interest rate

CAP Community Action Program agency

CBDO Community Based Development Organization—as defined by the CDBG regulations in 24
CFR 570.204(c)

CDBG Community Development Block Grant (24 CFR Part 570)

CHDO Community housing development organization—a special kind of not-for-profit organization

that is certified by the Indiana Housing and Community Development Authority

CPD Notice Community Planning and Development Notice—issued by the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development to provide further clarification on regulations associated with
administering HUD grants

CoC Continuum of Care—a federal program providing funding for homeless programs

ESG Emergency Solutions Grant—operating grants for emergency shelters. Applied for through
the IHCDA. Formally the Emergency Shelter Grant.

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency

FHLBI Federal Home Loan Bank of Indianapolis

First Home Single family mortgage program through IHCDA that combines HOME dollars for down
payment assistance with a below market interest rate mortgage

FMR Fair market rents

FMV Fair market value, generally of for-sale properties

FSP Memo Federal and State Programs Memo—issued by IHCDA to provide clarification or updated

information regarding grant programs IHCDA administers
FSSA Family and Social Services Administration

GIM Grant Implementation Manual—given to all IHCDA grantees at the start-up training. It
provides guidance on the requirements of administering IHCDA grants

HOC/DPA Homeownership Counseling/Down Payment Assistance

HOME HOME Investment Partnerships Program (24 CFR Part 92)

HOPWA Housing Opportunities for Persons With AIDS—grant program awarded by HUD and
administered by the IHCDA

HUD U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

IDEM Indiana Department of Environmental Management

IFA Indiana Finance Authority

IHCDA Indiana Housing and Community Development Authority
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FREQUENTLY USED ACRONYMS

Acronym Definition

IPCH Indiana Planning Council on the Homeless

LIHTF Low Income Housing Trust Fund

MBE Minority Business Enterprise—certified by the State Department of Administration

NAHA National Affordable Housing Act of 1990—federal legislation that created the HOME
Investment Partnerships Program

NC New construction

NOFA Notice of Funds Availability

OCRA Indiana Office of Community and Rural Affairs

OOR Owner-occupied rehabilitation

PITI Principal, interest, taxes, and insurance—the four components that make up a typical

mortgage payment

QCT Quialified census tract
RFP Request for Proposals
RHTC Rental Housing Tax Credits (also called Low Income Housing Tax Credits or LIHTC)

Shelter Plus Care - part of the McKinney grant that is applied for directly to HUD through

S*C the SuperNOFA application

SHP Supportive Housing Program - part of the McKinney grant that is applied for directly to
HUD through the SuperNOFA application

SRO Single room occupancy

SuperNOFA Notice of Funds Availability issued by HUD for a number of grant programs. It is an annual
awards competition. Shelter Plus Care and Supportive Housing Program and the
Continuum of Care are some of the programs applied for through this application process.

TBRA Tenant-Based Rental Assistance

TPC Total project costs

URA Uniform Relocation Act

WBE Women Business Enterprise—certified by the State Department of Administration
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SECTION 1.
Introduction

Purpose of the Consolidated Plan

Beginning in fiscal year 1995, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
required local communities and states to prepare a Consolidated Plan in order to receive federal
housing and community development funding. The Plan consolidates into a single document the
previously separate planning and application requirements for Community Development Block
Grants (CDBG), Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG), the HOME Investment Partnerships Program,
Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS (HOPWA) funding and the Comprehensive Housing
and Affordability Strategy (CHAS). Consolidated Plans are required to be prepared every three to five
years; updates are required annually.

The purpose of the Consolidated Plan is:

1. Toidentify a City’s or State’s housing and community development (including
neighborhood and economic development) needs, priorities, goals and strategies; and

2. To stipulate how funds will be allocated to housing and community development activities.

Annual Action Plan. In addition to the Consolidated Plan, cities and states receiving block grant
funding must compete an annual Action Plan. The Action Plan designates how cities and states
propose to spend the federal block grant funds in a given program year.

The 2011 Action Plan for the State of Indiana is included in Section IV. of this Plan. This is the
second Action Plan in the State’s five-year Consolidated Plan cycle for 2010-2014.

CAPER. The Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER) is also required
yearly. The CAPER reports on how funds were actually spent (v. proposed in the Action Plan), the
households that benefitted from the block grants and how well the City/State met its annual goals for
housing and community development activities.

Fair housing requirement. HUD requires that cities and states receiving block grant funding take
actions to affirmatively further fair housing choice. Cities and states report on such activities by
completing an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al) every three to five years. In
general, the Al is a review of impediments to fair housing choice in the public and private sector.

The State of Indiana’s 2011 Update of the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice for
2010-2014 will submitted to HUD under a separate cover.

Compliance with Consolidated Plan Regulations

The State of Indiana’s Five Year Consolidated Plan for 2010-2014, 2010 Action Plan and 2011
Action Plan were prepared in accordance with Sections 91.300 through 91.330 of the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Consolidated Plan regulations.
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Lead and Participating Organizations

The lead agencies for completion of the State’s 2011 Action Plan include:
P The Indiana Office of Community and Rural Affairs (OCRA), administer of CDBG;

p  The Indiana Housing and Community Development Authority (IHCDA), which
administers HOME, ESG and HOPWA.

The State of Indiana retained BBC Research & Consulting, Inc. (BBC), an economic research and
consulting firm specializing in housing research, to assist in the preparation of the 2011 Action Plan
and Al update. In addition to BBC, the Indiana-based consulting firms Briljent and Engaging
Solutions, assisted with the key person interviews, resident survey and stakeholder survey conducted
in 2011.

Organization of the Report
The remaining sections of this report include:

p  Section II—Citizen Participation Process and Input summarizes the public participation
opportunities that were available and the public input gathered during development of
the 2011 Action Plan.

p  Section I1l—Information on socioeconomic and housing market conditions in Indiana.
P Section IV—The 2011 Action Plan.

p  Appendix A— Citizen Participation Plan that will govern the citizen participation
process during the five-year Consolidated Planning period.

p  Appendix B—Information about the public participation process and public hearings
conducted for the 2011 Action Plan and (for final version) public comments received
during the 30-day comment period.

P Appendix C—HUD required needs and summary tables.
P  Appendix D—the 2011 Method of Distribution for CDBG by OCRA.
P Appendix E—the 2011 Method of Distribution for IHCDA.

p  Appendix F—the HUD required signed Certifications and SF-424s (for final version).
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SECTION II.
Citizen Participation Process and Input

This section discusses Indiana’s housing and community development needs, as identified by citizens,
public service agencies and government officials through stakeholder consultation and survey and a
fair housing survey of Indiana residents. This section partially satisfies the requirements of Sections
91.305, 91.310, and 91.315 of the State Government’s Consolidated Plan Regulations. A more
comprehensive market analysis for the State and a discussion of the challenges of housing and supportive
service needs for special needs populations are found in Section I11 of this report and Appendix C of the
2010-2014 Consolidated Plan.

Appendix A of this report provides the State of Indiana’s Citizen Participation Plan and Appendix B
provides the 2011 Indiana Stakeholder Housing and Community Development Needs Survey
instrument and the 2011 Indiana Resident Fair Housing Survey. The final 2011 Action Plan includes
the public hearing materials, sign-in sheets and notes from the public hearings.

The State of Indiana dedicated extensive effort to gain public input on the 2011 Action Plan. During
the development of the Action Plan, the State conducted a public participation process to obtain
input regarding housing and community development needs. That process consisted of four major
parts:

P A Housing and Community Development Needs Survey was made available to housing and
community development stakeholders of Indiana. The online survey was distributed to service
providers and email lists throughout Indiana.

P An online Fair Housing Survey was made available to Indiana residents. The online survey was
distributed to service providers and other housing and community development stakeholders of
Indiana, and the providers/stakeholders in turn distributed the survey to their clients and other
Indiana residents.

p  Twenty-six interviews with key persons or groups who are knowledgeable about housing and
community development needs in the State were conducted; and

P Two public hearings will be conducted through video conferences with five Ivy Tech
Community College of Indiana locations across Indiana.

The 30-day comment period began on April 8, 2011 and ended on May 9, 2011. The public was
asked to provide written public comments about the draft 2011 Action Plan. In addition, all contacts
who received the surveys and key persons who were interviewed by email of the availability of the
draft Plan and were encouraged to provide their comments. During the 30-day public comment
period, two public hearings will be held on April 26, 2011. The State worked with Ivy Tech
Community College of Indiana to do a video conference with five vy Tech locations. The
presentation was broadcast from Lawrence (Indianapolis) out to Evansville, Lafayette, Richmond and
Valparaiso.
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During the sessions, executive summaries of the Plan will be distributed and instructions on how to
submit comments were given. Public hearing comments are available in Appendix B of the final Plan.

Summary of Stakeholder and Resident Input

Public comments were received during the 2011 Action Plans’ citizen participation efforts as part of
the Resident Fair Housing Survey, Stakeholder Housing and Community Development Survey and
key person interviews. Copies of survey instruments and public comments are provided in Appendix
B of the 2011 Action Plan.

The comments received during the public input process held for the 2011 Action Plan are
summarized below using the following categories: decent housing, suitable living environment and
economic opportunities.

Decent housing. With respect to the housing needs of low to moderate income populations and
special needs population the stakeholders responded there is a need for rental assistance for low-
income housing, affordable single-family rentals, affordable housing for the elderly and rehabilitation
of area housing stock. Energy efficiency improvements were also a higher ranked need. Supportive
housing, emergency shelters and transitional housing were ranked as being needed housing types for
special needs populations.

Suitable living environment. Participants identified a range of infrastructure, community facility
and community service needs in their communities and across the State. Interviewees mentioned the
need for street and sidewalk rehabilitation, storm-water sewers rehabilitation, water filtration and
sewage rehabilitation and invest in rehabilitation, repair, or demolition of housing stock. Survey
respondents ranked child care centers, youth centers, homeless shelters and transportation services as
higher community development needs.

Economic opportunities. Coinciding with the recent increasing unemployment rate nationwide
the stakeholders of the State of Indiana ranked job creation/retention as the highest ranking of all
needs listed for economic development, followed by employment training. Stake holders who felt
their community has gotten worse over the last five years felt it was mainly due to the poor economy.
Most of these Stakeholders sited the loss of jobs and businesses in their community

Stakeholder Input

Twenty-six interviews with key persons or groups who are knowledgeable about housing and
community development needs in the State were conducted and a Housing and Community
Development Needs Survey was made available to housing and community development stakeholders
of Indiana to gather input for the development of the 2011 Action Plan. The following is a summary
of these outreach efforts.

Key Person Interviews.

Key Objectives. To continue qualification for HUD funding, the IHCDA and OCRA are
responsible for drafting a consolidated plan that captures the input, experiences, and
recommendations of its user agencies and community decision makers. On behalf of
IHCDA and OCRA, the Indiana Department of Administration (IDOA) contracted with
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BBC Research & Consulting and Briljent, LLC to conduct the interviews and draft the
summary report.

Interview Questions and Key Persons Interviewed. IHCDA and OCRA prepared a
joint questionnaire from which to conduct the interviews. Together they provided a list of
key persons to be contacted for interviews. (See the appendix for the 16-question
survey.) Briljent conducted a total of 26 key person interviews.

The Organizations and/or Agencies interviewed were:

Affordable Housing Corporation of Grant County
Association of American Retired Persons (AARP) Indiana
Center for Urban Policy and the Environment

City of Logansport

Community Action Program of Western Indiana
Federal Home Loan Bank of Indianapolis

Fort Wayne Office of Development

Grant County Economic Development Council
Heart of the Tree City

Housing Partnerships

Indiana Association of Cities & Towns

Indiana Association of Rehabilitative Facilities
Indiana Association of United Ways

Indiana Civil Rights Commission

Indiana Community Action Association

Indiana University

Indiana University Center on Aging and Community
Indiana University-Purdue University Fort Wayne (IPFW)
Kankakee Iroquois Regional Planning Commission
Neighborhood Development Associates

Pathfinder Services

Randolph County Economic Development

Region IlI-A Economic Development

Southern Indiana Development Commission
Tikijian Associates

United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Rural Development
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Interview Methodology. Each key person was contacted by phone or e-mail and
interview times scheduled at the interviewee’s convenience. Interviews lasted between
25-30 minutes. The interviewer took notes during each interview and then the results
were analyzed to determine trends. Briljent staff produced a compilation of the data in a
statistical format. Confidentiality was pledged to each key person.

General Observations. The following are general observations about the interviewees.
They were:
e Eager and willing to participate in the interview

¢ Candid in offering constructive and positive comments
e Appreciative of the opportunity to provide their input

e Often uncertain how to access the plan, whether comments could be offered,
and if their input would be incorporated into the plan

e Earnest in wanting to be engaged

Questionnaire Topics. The five sections of the questionnaire focused on the following:
e Housing Needs Statewide or in a Particular Community
e  Community and/or Economic Development Needs
e |HCDA and OCRA Process and Policies
e  Fair Housing Issues

e Miscellaneous
Results. This portion of the report will highlight the key person interview questions in
each of the sections noted above. Questions that clarify the significant points will also be
noted within each section to flesh out the more significant responses.

Housing Needs Statewide or in a Particular Community

1. What are the greatest housing needs in the area you serve?

Common/Similar Response* Number
Commented

Rental assistance for low-income housing 14
Affordable single-family rentals 13
Affordable housing for the elderly 11
Rehabilitation of area housing stock 9
Shelters or housing for the homeless 4
Safe and affordable revitalization/stabilization of neighborhoods 3
Multi-bedroom housing shared with staff for developmentally 2
disabled

Offer housing located near basic services (transportation, health 2

care, groceries, etc.)

* While there were 26 participants interviewed, not every participant commented on each question. There was

considerable overlap in the responses, thus some listed comments are shared by many respondents. The sum
total of responders may be more or less than 26.
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2. What type of housing and/or housing activities are most needed by your
clients?

Common/Similar Response* Number
Commented
Offer subsidies to buy or rent suitable housing 3
Offer subsidies to maintain or rehabilitate housing 3
Ensure federal funding keeps up with our housing 3
Create adequate paying jobs to afford suitable housing 2

* While there were 26 participants interviewed, not every participant commented on each question. There was
considerable overlap in the responses, thus some listed comments are shared by many respondents. The sum
total of responders may be more or less than 26.

3. What groups of people are in the greatest need of housing?

Common/Similar Response* Number
Commented
Low- to middle-income families 12

Elderly people on a fixed income

Working poor

Low-income people in rural areas

Low-income singles and underemployed

Single mothers

Homeless individuals

NWW O N (NN

Physically and developmentally disabled

* While there were 26 participants interviewed, not every participant commented on each question. There was
considerable overlap in the responses, thus some listed comments are shared by many respondents. The sum
total of responders may be more or less than 26.

4. How would you recommend the state address these top housing needs?

Common/Similar Response* Number
Commented

Provide short-term rent subsidy for working-aged individuals 4
Assist those who are not able to make a living to find suitable 3
housing
Increase federal and state financial services to provide more 2
incentives for private investment in affordable housing
Develop public policy that provides fee waivers, special zoning, 2
or tax credits for private developers to rehabilitate existing
housing stock
Use Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) funds for 2
neighborhood revitalization

* While there were 26 participants interviewed, not every participant commented on each question. There was
considerable overlap in the responses, thus some listed comments are shared by many respondents. The sum
total of responders may be more or less than 26.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING
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Community and/or Economic Development Needs

5. What are the greatest community and/or economic development needs
statewide and/or in the area you serve?

Common/Similar Response* Number
Commented

Street and sidewalk rehabilitation

Storm-water sewers rehabilitation

Walter filtration and sewage rehabilitation

Invest in rehabilitation, repair, or demolition of housing stock
Emergency services

Funding for infrastructure repair in urban and rural areas
Improved urban and rural transportation systems

Job creation, retention, and training

Make downtowns more viable

* While there were 26 participants interviewed, not every participant commented on each question. There was

considerable overlap in the responses, thus some listed comments are shared by many respondents. The sum
total of responders may be more or less than 26.

NI~ O1O1|01|N[00|©|©

6. Discuss “quality of life” issues —what is lacking in Indiana’s small cities

and rural areas, what is most needed, what are the positives?
Common/Similar Response* Number

Commented

Street and sidewalk rehabilitation

Storm-water sewers rehabilitation

Walter filtration and sewage rehabilitation

Invest in rehabilitation, repair, or demolition of housing stock
Emergency services

Job creation, retention, and training

Make downtowns more viable

Lack of fiber optic networks or adequate Internet services

* While there were 26 participants interviewed, not every participant commented on each question. There was

considerable overlap in the responses, thus some listed comments are shared by many respondents. The sum
total of responders may be more or less than 26.

NN |OT|N|(0|©O|©

7. How would you recommend the state address these top
community/economic development needs?

Common/Similar Response* Number
Commented
Locate housing and basic services together 3
Downtown and neighborhood planners need technical assistance 2
for regional planning
Continue OCRA'’s Hometown Competitiveness program 2

* While there were 26 participants interviewed, not every participant commented on each question. There was
considerable overlap in the responses, thus some listed comments are shared by many respondents. The sum
total of responders may be more or less than 26.
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IHCDA and OCRA Process and Policies

8. As you understand the IHCDA and/or OCRA process for allocating
funding, what do you think is working the best?

Common/Similar Response* Number
Commented
Overall IHCDA is doing a good job 4
Overall OCRA is doing a good job 2
IHCDA is very customer friendly 2

* While there were 26 participants interviewed, not every participant commented on each question. There was
considerable overlap in the responses, thus some listed comments are shared by many respondents. The sum
total of responders may be more or less than 26.

9. How does the IHCDA and/or OCRA process align with what you
implement locally?

Common/Similar Response* Number
Commented

Short timeline of IHCDA application process makes it difficult to 1

use available resources

Used IHCDA public forums to provide input on housing needs 1
IHCDA staff is open, accessible, and progressive 1
IHCDA needs to elevate the plan standards to include more 1
cross-sector planning (health care, transportation, education, etc.)

* While there were 26 participants interviewed, not every participant commented on each question. There was
considerable overlap in the responses, thus some listed comments are shared by many respondents. The sum
total of responders may be more or less than 26.

10. What could the public and private sectors do better to address the
greatest needs in your community?

Common/Similar Response* Number
Commented
State should provide professional development for public officials, 2
private developers, community stakeholders, and citizens

* While there were 26 participants interviewed, not every participant commented on each question. There was
considerable overlap in the responses, thus some listed comments are shared by many respondents. The sum
total of responders may be more or less than 26.

Fair Housing Issues

11. What impedes access to fair housing and the development of
affordable housing?

Common/Similar Response* Number
Commented
Fair housing is not an issue 17
Economic factors 5
Prejudice against low income people 2

* While there were 26 participants interviewed, not every participant commented on each question. There was
considerable overlap in the responses, thus some listed comments are shared by many respondents. The sum
total of responders may be more or less than 26.
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12. Are there land use and/or zoning regulations that inadvertently restrict
access to fair housing? That prevent development of affordable housing?
If so, how should they be changed?

Common/Similar Response* Number
Commented
Yes, zoning regulations do restrict access to fair housing 2
No, zoning regulations do not restrict access to fair housing 2

* While there were 26 participants interviewed, not every participant commented on each question. There was
considerable overlap in the responses, thus some listed comments are shared by many respondents. The sum
total of responders may be more or less than 26.

13. Are there public policies that inadvertently restrict access to fair
housing?

Common/Similar Response* Number
Commented
No 11
Yes 2

* While there were 26 participants interviewed, not every participant commented on each question. There was
considerable overlap in the responses, thus some listed comments are shared by many respondents. The sum
total of responders may be more or less than 26.

14. How would you recommend the state help residents have equal access
to fair housing?

Common/Similar Response* Number
Commented
IHCDA should provide various portals on their Web sites 1
Reduce expansion of new housing developments 1

* While there were 26 participants interviewed, not every participant commented on each question. There was
considerable overlap in the responses, thus some listed comments are shared by many respondents. The sum
total of responders may be more or less than 26.

Miscellaneous

15. What is the most effective way to keep you engaged in the development
of the statewide plan?

Common/Similar Response* Number
Commented
E-mail updates 12
This type of interview and providing us the results of this interview 7
Solicit our input and use the input to develop the plan 6
Through good communication with us 5
By giving us access to the plan so we can see its development 4

and comment on it

w

Town hall meetings

N

Listening sessions with local government officials, 14 Planning
Commissions, Indiana Association of Regional Councils (IARC),
non-profits, and/or decision makers

Attend and patrticipate in your group’s regional meetings 2

* While there were 26 participants interviewed, not every participant commented on each question. There was
considerable overlap in the responses, thus some listed comments are shared by many respondents. The sum
total of responders may be more or less than 26.
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16. Other thoughts and recommendations?

Common/Similar Response* Number
Commented
Be more flexible in the way funds can be used 2
Extend comment periods and send out reminder of the comment 2
period

* While there were 26 participants interviewed, not every participant commented on each question. There was
considerable overlap in the responses, thus some listed comments are shared by many respondents. The sum
total of responders may be more or less than 26.

Housing and Community Development Survey. A survey was made available to stakeholders
throughout the State in March of 2011 to better understand housing and community
development needs within the State of Indiana. A letter was mailed from the Indiana Office of
Community & Rural Affairs (OCRA) and the Indiana Housing & Community Development
Authority (IHCDA) requesting several elected officials and housing/community development
organizations to participate in the study and encouraging them to invite others to also take part.
A web link was provided to complete the short survey online with a very user friendly
application.

Between March 14th and March 31%, 2011, 279 respondents completed the Stakeholder
Housing and Community Development Survey. The respondents used the survey to indicate
their local housing and community development needs. Categories of focus included community
facilities, special needs population facilities, infrastructure, community services, businesses and
jobs, housing and housing for special needs populations. Survey respondents were asked to
indicate need using a numbered ranking system; 1 indicating the lowest need and 4 indicating
the highest need. Additionally survey respondents were asked to list the top community
development, economic development and housing needs. The survey also asked respondents
their perception of their community and how they would like their community to be.

The respondents were asked to provide the name of the community they planned to address in
the survey. There was a diverse representation of counties across the state; all 92 counties were
represented.

Perception of Community. Respondents were asked if the perception of their community has
gotten better, worse or has remained the same over the last 5 years. Almost 40% of
respondents replied their community was worse off than five years earlier, 32% replied their
community was better and the remaining 29% responded their community was the same.

Better. Reasons why respondents felt their community was better included: downtown
revitalization, increase in infrastructure spending and increased businesses. Stakeholders also
mentioned increased availability and awareness of neighborhood programs, like the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. Stakeholders emphasized how the communities are still
progressing and working together even through the economic downturn. They praised their
leadership, organizations that continue to push for the needs of the community and the
increased presence of local law enforcement in high crime areas. In addition, some Stakeholders
mentioned the influx of young professionals as the reason why their communities are better.
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Worse. The majority of the reason why Stakeholders felt their communities had gotten worse
over the last five years was the poor economy. Most of the Stakeholders sited the loss of jobs
and businesses in their community. Additionally, Stakeholders stated an increase in
unemployment, foreclosures, gas prices, crime, teen pregnancy, vacant houses/buildings and the
presence of methamphetamine drugs. Stakeholders also mentioned the lack of public
transportation as a reason their community was worse.

Respondents were also asked how would they like their community and were provided
suggestions, i.e. be more accessible for persons with physical disabilities, be more affordable for
renters, be safer for children, provide more jobs, etc. The large response of Stakeholders
mentioned be more affordable for renters and owner occupied, provide more jobs with a living
wage and benefits, to have a public transportation system that access industries outside of the
city limits, to have safe and clean neighborhoods, to provide more resources for the homeless,
to provide transitional housing and adequate water, sewer and storm water lines.

Needs Identification. The survey asked respondents to list their top needs and to rank—from no
need to 1 to 4 (1 being lowest need and 4 being highest)—the greatest needs in their
communities. These needs were organized into the following categories:

U Suitable Living Environment U Economic Opportunities
o0 Community Facilities 0 Businesses and Jobs
0 Special Needs Population
Facilities U Decent Housing
o Infrastructure 0 Housing
o Community Services 0 Housing for Special Needs
Populations

Suitable Living Environment:

Community Facility Needs. The respondents ranked child care centers and community centers as
their highest community needs. They also included other as a high ranked category, which
largely included such items as: low income housing, bike paths and walk trails, transitional living
facilities for the homeless, domestic violence victims and addicts. The respondents indicated
parking facilities and asbestos removal as their lowest community needs. The average response
rate in the community facilities category was 89% for Stakeholder Survey respondents. Exhibit
[I-1 displays the average ranking for all community facilities by HUD category.
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Exhibit 1l-1 Average Ranking for Community Facility Needs, 2011

Emergency Services Facilities/ Fire Stations & Equipment

Non-Residential Historic Preservation

Parks & Recreation Facilities

Asbestos Removal

11.45

Child Care Centers

]2.60

Community Centers

]2.53

]2.03

Health Care Facilities

]2.23

Libraries

]1.66

]1.66

Parking Facilities

]1.58

]2.22

Other

]2.59

0.00

0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00

Source: 2011 Indiana Stakeholder Housing and Community Development Survey

Special Needs Population Facility Needs. The highest ranked among respondents was the need
for homeless shelters followed by youth centers and facilities for abused/neglected children.

The lowest need was for HIV/AIDS facilities and senior centers. The average response rate
among all Stakeholder Survey respondents in the special needs population facilities category was
87%. Exhibit I1-2 displays the average ranking for all facilities for special needs populations by

HUD category.

Exhibit II-2 Average Ranking for Special Needs Population Facility Needs, 2011

Abused/ Neglected Children Facilities
Centers for Disabled

Domestic Violence Facilities

HIV/ AIDS Facilities

Homeless Shelters

Senior Centers

Youth Centers

| |2.84
| |2.49
| |2.66
| | 2.06
| |2.94
| |2.41
| ]2.90
Other | |2.39
0.00 0.50 1.60 1.50 2.60 2.50 3.60 3.50

Source: 2011 Indiana Stakeholder Housing and Community Development Survey

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION I, PAGE 11



Infrastructure Needs. The Stakeholders ranked sidewalk improvements as their highest level of
infrastructure need for their community, followed by street/alley improvements and storm
water improvements. They identified ADA/Accessibility improvements and DSL/internet
infrastructure as two of their lowest level needs. The average response rate among all
Stakeholder Survey respondents in the infrastructure category was 85%. Exhibit II-3 displays the

average ranking for all infrastructure improvements by HUD category.

Exhibit 11-3 Average Ranking for Infrastructure Needs, 2011

ADA/ Accessibility Improvements
DSL/Internet Infrastructure
Flood Drainage Improvements
Sidewalk Improvements

Street/ Alley Improvements
Storm Water Improvements
Water/ Sewer Improvements

Other

3.00

240
252
7:| 2.64
[]2.81
[]2.79
]2.78
1277

11.70

2.50

2.00

1.50

1.00

0.50 0.00

Source: 2011 Indiana Stakeholder Housing and Community Development Survey

Community Service Needs. The item with the highest reported need for Stakeholders
respondents was family self-sufficiency services followed by homeless services and substance
abuse services. The lowest ranked need was HIV/AIDS services. The average response rate
among all Stakeholder Survey respondents in the community services category was 86%. Exhibit
[I-4 displays the average ranking for all community services by HUD category.
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Exhibit 1l-4 Average Ranking for Community Service Needs, 2011

Abused / Neglected Children Services 1

12.87

Child Care Services |

12.80

12.49

Crime Awareness Programs

Domestic Violence Services

12.82

Family Self-Sufficiency Services 1

13.20

Fair Housing Services |

12.74

Health Services |

12.80

HIV/ AIDS Services |

12.16

Homeless Services

13.13

12.71

Legal Services

Mental Health Services |

12.91

Senior Services

12.61

Services for Developmentally Disabled 1

12.54

Services for Physically Disabled | 12.63

Substance Abuse Services 13.12

Tenant/ Landlord Counseling | 12.66

Transportation Services 13.18
Youth Services ]13.05
Other 11.47

0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50

Source: 2011 Indiana Stakeholder Housing and Community Development Survey

Most Important Community Development Needs. The survey asked the respondents to list the
top community development needs in their community. Top needs listed by the Stakeholders
included: housing (i.e. senior, transitional, and affordable), expanding capacity for rental units,
increased homeless and mental illness services, infrastructure upgrades (i.e. sidewalk
improvements, water sewer, storm water and highway) and public transportation. Stakeholders
also mentioned coordinated efforts toward K-12 education, increase programs for young adults,
literacy training, and increased jobs.

Economic Opportunities:

Business and Job Needs. Job creation/retention received the highest ranking of all needs listed
by the Stakeholder surveys. In fact, 72% of the Stakeholder responses to this question rated this
need as high (4). The second greatest identified need was for employment training followed by
start-up business assistance. The item with the lowest indicated need was commercial/industrial
clearance/demolition. The average response rate among all Stakeholder Survey respondents in
the business and jobs category was 82%. Exhibit II-5 displays the average ranking for all business
and job needs by HUD category.
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Exhibit 1I-5 Average Ranking for Business and Job Needs, 2011

Business Mentoring

]2.46

Commercial/ Industrial Clearance/ Demolition

]2.24

Commercial/ Industrial Improvements

]2.50

Commercial/ Industrial Rehabilitation

]2.56

Economic Development Technical Assistance

]2.65

Employment Training

]3.20

]2.36

Fagade Improvements

Job Creation/ Retention

]3.66

Micro-Enterprise Assistance

]2.58

]2.68

Small Business Improvements

Small Business Loans

]2.82

Start-up Business Assistance

]2.92

Other

]1.70

0.00 050 100 150 200 250 3.00 3.50 4.00

Source: 2011 Indiana Stakeholder Housing and Community Development Survey

Most Important Economic Development Needs. The overwhelming economic development need
stated by Stakeholder survey respondents was the need for jobs. Respondents’ top needs
included job creation and retention, jobs that pay a living wage and job training. Stakeholders
also stated the need to assist businesses with loan assistance, coaching/mentoring, access to
capital, lower taxes and infrastructure improvements. Educational opportunities were another
top need mentioned by respondents.

Decent Housing:

Housing Needs. Housing items with the greatest reported need was affordable rental housing
for Stakeholder survey respondents. In fact, over half (62%) of the Stakeholder responses to this
question rated this need as high (4). The need for energy efficiency improvements and rental
housing subsidies were the second and third highest rated needs for Stakeholder respondents.
The item ranked the lowest by the respondents was lead-based paint testing/abatement. The
average response rate among all Stakeholder Survey respondents in the housing needs category
was 84%. Exhibit I1-6 displays the average ranking for all housing needs by HUD category.
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Exhibit 11-6 Average Ranking for Housing Needs, 2011

Affordable For Sale Housing |2.66

Affordable Rental Housing |3.41

Energy Efficiency Improvements ]3.22

Home Maintenance Education ]2.89

Homeownership Assistance ]2.92

Lead-based Paint Testing/ Abatement |2.27

Owner-Occupied Housing Rehabilitation ]2.95

Rental Housing Rehabilitation ]3.01

Rental Housing Subsidies ]3.19

Residential Clearance/ Demolition ]2.62

Other ]1.56

0.00 050 1.00 150 2.00 250 3.00 3.50 4.00

Source: 2011 Indiana Stakeholder Housing and Community Development Survey

Housing Needs for Special Needs Population. Housing for the homeless populations (i.e.
supportive housing, emergency shelters and transitional housing) were the highest ranked needs
of the Stakeholder survey respondents. Farm worker housing and housing for people with
HIV/AIDS ranked low for Stakeholder respondents. The average response rate among all
Stakeholder Survey respondents in the housing needs for special needs category was 84%.
Exhibit 11-7 displays the average ranking for all housing needs for special needs populations by
HUD category.
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Exhibit 1-7 Average Ranking for Housing Needs for Special Needs Population, 2011

ADA/ Accessibility Improvements ]2.70

Farm Worker Housing ]1.56

Housing for Developmentally Disabled ]2.62

Housing for Foster Youth ]2.73

Housing for Large Families ]2.67

Housing for People with HIV/ AIDS ]2.14

Housing for Physically Disabled ]2.58

Housing for Severe Mental lliness Disabled ]2.85

Housing for Victims of Domestic Violence ]2.90

Senior Housing 12.72

Emergency Shelter ]3.17

Transitional Housing ]13.11

Supportive Housing ]3.27

Other ]1.62

0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50

Source: 2011 Indiana Stakeholder Housing and Community Development Survey

Most Important Housing Needs. The survey asked the respondents to list the top housing needs
in their community. Affordability was a common theme in many of the written responses for the
surveys. Stakeholders mentioned the need for affordable housing including: senior, rental and
owner occupied units, low income housing, and family and single dwellings. Transitional and
supportive housing services for the homeless, domestic violence victims and ex-offenders were
also mentioned as top housing needs. In addition, renovations for owner/ renter occupied and
vacant units were also housing needs listed by the respondents.

Lastly, respondents were asked which groups of people in their community have the greatest
unmet housing needs. People described as low income, poor or living below the poverty level
were mentioned the most. Other populations with unmet housing needs included persons with
disabilities, seniors, single parents, veterans, ex-offenders, the homeless, immigrant population,
and the mentally ill.

Resident Fair Housing Survey

A survey was made available to residents throughout the State in March of 2011 to better
evaluate housing discrimination within the State of Indiana. A letter was mailed from the
Indiana Office of Community & Rural Affairs (OCRA) and the Indiana Housing & Community
Development Authority (IHCDA) requesting residents to participate in the study and encouraging
them to invite others to also take part. A web link was provided to complete the short survey
online with a very user friendly application.
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Between March 14th and March 31%, 2011, 144 respondents completed the Resident Fair
Housing Survey. Respondents used the survey to assess their housing discrimination experience
and knowledge. Categories of focus included: reasons of discrimination, information sources
and reporting.

The respondents were asked to provide the county they reside. There was a diverse
representation of counties across the state; an estimated 42% of all counties were represented.
Approximately 34% of the respondents answered they resided in Marion County, which includes
the capitol city, Indianapolis. As shown in the chart below, respondents were also asked their
ethnic and cultural group, which is a similar reflection of the state’s racial compositionl.

Exhibit 11-8
What ethnic or cultural group do you consider yourself a member of?

African American/ Black 17.4%

American Indian/ Native
American D 2.2%

Anglo/ White 73.9%

Asian/ Pacific Islander |0.0%
Hispanic/ Chicano/ Latino H0.7%
Multi-racial DZ.Z%

other [_]3.6%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0%

Source: 2011 Indiana Resident Fair Housing Survey.

When asked to categorize their household income the largest group of respondents at 21.9%,
fell within $50,000 to less than $75,000. The smallest group represented at 5.1% replied their
household income was less than $10,000.

! According to the US Census Bureau, in 2009 Indiana’s racial composition consisted of: American Indiana or Alaskan
Native 0.3%; Asian 1.5%; Black 9.2%; Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0.1%; White 87.8% and Two or More
Race Groups 1.2%.
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Exhibit 11-9
Just for classification purposes, into what category does your total household income fall?

Less than $10,000 5.1%

$10,000 to less than
$25,000 |16'8%

$25,000 to less than
$35,000 |17'5%

$35,000 to less than
$50,000 | 17.5%

$50,000 to less than
$75,000 121.9%

$75,000 to less than
$100,000 | 11.7%

$100,000 and more 19.5%

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0%

Source: 2011 Indiana Resident Fair Housing Survey.

In addition, respondents were asked if they or a member of their household had a disability. The
majority—79.1% answered no, while 20.9% replied yes. In a follow up question, posed to the
respondents answering yes, they were asked if their current home met the physical needs of the
disabled member of their household. The majority—65.5% replied yes, while 34.5% responded
no.

The average response rates for the demographic questions were similar, consisting of 97%, 96%,
95% and 97% respectively to the county, ethnic, household income and disability questions.

Reasons of Discrimination

Overall, very few of the respondents had experienced housing discrimination. When they were
asked if they had ever experienced housing discrimination, the majority at 85.1% answered no,
while 12.8% responded yes and 2.1% replied not sure. In a follow up question, posed to the
respondents who had experienced housing discrimination, they were asked the reason they
were discriminated against. The three highest ranked reasons mentioned, were race/color,
disability and other. Some of the other items the respondents listed as reasons for their housing
discrimination included: owning a pet, interracial marriage, not having children, sexual
orientation and background. The three lowest ranked reasons included: religion, having children
and not being married.

The average response rate for the discrimination questions was 98%.
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Exhibit I1-10
If you feel you have experienced housing discrimination, what was the reason(s) you were
discriminated against?

Race/ Color |36.8%
Ethnicity/ National Origin 10.5%
Disability 26.3%
Sex/ Gender 10.5%

Religion |0.0%

| have children 5.3%

My

partner/ girlfriend/ boyfriend 5.3%

and | are not married

Other (please specify the o
reason) 36.8%

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0% 40.0%

Source: 2011 Indiana Resident Fair Housing Survey.

Reporting

According to the survey responses, respondents did not appear to be clear on who or where to
go to report discrimination issues. The respondents were asked, “If you or someone you knew
ever felt you were discriminated against and wanted to report it, do you know who you or
others should contact”™? The majority at 54.3% replied no and 45.7% answered yes.

Respondents were further asked, what would they do, if someone they knew or they had been
discriminated against trying to find a place to rent or buy? Almost 76% of respondents stated
they would file a complaint, while 11.1% answered they didn’t know. Nearly 8% listed other,
which included seeking help through a landlord, helpline, HUD, or a civil rights group before
filing a complaint.

The average response rates for the reporting questions were similar, consisting of 97% and 100%
respectively.
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Exhibit 1-11 Suppose you or someone you knew thought they’d been discriminated against in
trying to find a place to rent or a house to buy. What would you do or recommend they do?

Nothing |0.0%

File a complaint 75.7%

Move to another D 5.6%
home/ apartment

| don't know 11.1%

Other (please
specify your 7.6%
recommendation)

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0%

Source: 2011 Indiana Resident Fair Housing Survey.

Information Sources

Respondents were asked which person/organization they would call first for information, if they
felt they had been discriminated against in housing. The highest ranked responses included: U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, 29.3%; local government officials, 19.3%; and
the Indiana Civil Rights Commission, 16.4%. The lowest ranked responses included
community/neighborhood organizations, 5% and the tenant hotline, 2.9%.
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Exhibit 11-12

If you felt you had been discriminated against in housing, which person/organization would

you call first for information?

Business organization-Better Business Bureau or Chamber
of Commerce

7.9%

Local government official/ mayor's office/ city council
member

Community/ Neighborhood organization

HUD (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban

|29.3%

Development)

Indiana Civil Rights Commission

Legal resource (e.g., an attorney/ Legal Aid/ ACLU)

call first for information)

Tenant hotline l:l 2.9%

19.3%
5.0%
| 16.4%
13.6%

Other (please specify the organization/ person you would :l 5.7%

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0%

Source: 2011 Indiana Resident Fair Housing Survey.

Lastly, respondents were asked what information sources they use when wanting to learn more
about housing/community development or government issues in Indiana. The highest ranked
answers included: internet, 64.7%; state government officials, 28.8%; and local government
officials, 27.3%. Some of the lowest ranked responses included religious institutions, 4.3% and

libraries, 3.6%.

The average response rates for the information source questions were the same at 97%

respectively.
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Exhibit I1-13
In general, when you want to learn about housing/community development or government
issues in Indiana, what information sources do you use?

Internet |64.7%

Library [7]3.6%

Local government information sources/ officials 27.3%

Local small newspaper or specialty print o
publication [ 18.7%

State government information sources/ officials | 28.8%

Radio [ ]7.2%

Religious institution (e.g., church, synagogue, | ®
parish) D4'3 %

Television 21.6%

Word of mouth/conversations with :l 21.6%

friends/ colleagues

Other (please specify) D 2.9%

0.0% 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0 70.0
% % % % % % %

Source: 2011 Indiana Resident Fair Housing Survey.
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SECTION II1.
Socioeconomic and Housing Market Analysis




Figure 111-25.
Percent of Owner
occupied Housing
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Housing condition. Measures of housing condition are relatively scarce. However, the annual
release of the ACS’s Summary Tables provide a good source of current information on housing
conditions at the State level.

The ACS data cover the important indicators of housing quality, including the year the structure was
built, overcrowding, plumbing facilities and kitchen facilities. In addition to measuring housing
conditions, such variables are also good indicators of community development needs, particularly of
weaknesses in public infrastructure. The Census Bureau reports most of these characteristics for
occupied housing units.
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Age. An important indicator of housing condition is the age of the home. Older houses tend to have
more condition problems and are more likely to contain materials such as lead paint (see below). In
areas where revitalization of older housing stock is active, many old houses may be in excellent
condition; however, in general, condition issues are still most likely to arise in older structures.

Older structures are also at higher risk containing lead-based paint. As discussed later in this section,
units built before 1940 are most likely to contain lead-based paint. Units built between 1940 and
1978 have a lesser risk (lead was removed from household paint after 1978), although many older
units may have few if any problems depending on construction methods, renovation and other
factors.

Housing age data from the 2009 ACS indicate that almost one fifth (19 percent) of the State’s
housing units, occupied or vacant, was built before 1940, when the risk of lead-based paint is the
highest. Approximately 64 percent of the housing stock was built before 1979. As of 2009, the
median year the housing stock was built in the State was 1970. Figure 111-26 presents the distribution
of housing units in the State by age.

Figure 111-26.
Year Housing Units Were Built,
State of Indiana, 2009

Built 2005 or later 3.9%
Built 2000 to 2004

Built 1990 to 1999
Source:

U.S. Census Bureau's 2009 American Community Survey. Built 1980 to 1989

Built 1970 to 1979
Built 1960 to 1969
Built 1950 to 1959
Built 1940 to 1949

Built 1939 or earlier

T T T
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 100%

Overcrowded housing. Overcrowding in housing can threaten public health, strain public
infrastructure, and points to the need for affordable housing. The amount of living space required to
meet health and safety standards is not consistently specified; measurable standards for overcrowding
vary. According to HUD, the most widely used measure assumes that a home becomes unhealthy and
unsafe where there are more than 1, or sometimes 1.5, household members per room.” Another
frequently used measure is the number of individuals per bedroom, with a standard of no more than
two persons per bedroom. Assisted housing programs usually apply this standard.

The Census Bureau reports that in 2009, 1.7 percent of the State’s occupied housing units, or 42,656
units, were overcrowded, which is defined as 1.01 persons or more per room. Approximately 0.3
percent of the State’s housing units were severely overcrowded (more than 1.51 persons per room).

The HUD American Housing Survey defines a room as an enclosed space used for living purposes, such as a bedroom,
living or dining room, kitchen, recreation room, or another finished room suitable for year-round use. Excluded are
bathrooms, laundry rooms, utility rooms, pantries, and unfinished areas.
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These data compare favorably to national averages of 3.2 percent of units that were overcrowded and
1.0 percent severely overcrowded in 20009.

Severely substandard. The 2009 ACS reported that approximately 188,700 housing units in the
State are considered severely substandard because they lacked either complete plumbing facilities’ or
complete kitchens.® Together, assuming no overlap, these units represented 6.7 percent of the State’s
total housing units in existence in 2009.

Figure I11-27 presents the estimated number and percentage of homes in the State with substandard
condition problems as of 2009. For the nation overall, 2.1 percent of the housing stock was lacking
complete plumbing facilities and 3.0 percent lacked complete kitchen facilities.

Figure 111-27.
Housing Units Lacking Basic Amenities, State of Indiana, 2009

All
Owner Renter Total Housing
Occupied Occupied Occupied Vacant Units
Housing Units 1,744,831 732,717 2,477,548 331,939 2,809,487
Lacking complete plumbing facilities 5,887 2,467 8,354 71,431 79,785
Lacking complete kitchen facilities 6,703 9,240 15,943 92,991 108,934
Percent of Housing Units 62% 26% 88% 12% 100%
Lacking complete plumbing facilities 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 21.5% 2.8%
Lacking complete kitchen facilities 0.4% 1.3% 0.6% 28.0% 3.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2009 American Community Survey.

The 2009 ACS also reported the number of housing units with “selected conditions.” The variable
“Selected Conditions” is defined for owner and renter occupied housing units as having at least one of
the following conditions: 1) lacking complete plumbing facilities; 2) lacking complete kitchen
facilities; 3) units with 1.01 or more occupants per room (“overcrowded”); 4) selected monthly owner
costs as a percentage of household income greater than 30 percent (“cost burdened owner”); and 5)
gross rent as a percentage of household income greater than 30 percent (“cost burdened renter”).

Approximately 728,950 of Indiana’s housing units had one or more condition problems. Given the
State’s small percentage of overcrowded and substandard units, these “condition” issues are largely
related to affordability. Figure 111-28 shows that rental units are much more likely to have two or
more of the selected conditions than owner occupied units.

The data on plumbing facilities were obtained from both occupied and vacant housing units. Complete plumbing
facilities include: (1) hot and cold piped water; (2) a flush toilet; and (3) a bathtub or shower. All three facilities must be
located in the housing unit.

A unit has complete kitchen facilities when it has all of the following: (1) a sink with piped water; (2) a range, or cook top
and oven; and (3) a refrigerator. All kitchen facilities must be located in the house, apartment, or mobile home, but they
need not be in the same room. A housing unit having only a microwave or portable heating equipment, such as a hot plate
or camping stove, should not be considered as having complete kitchen facilities. An icebox is not considered to be a
refrigerator.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION 111, PAGE 23



Figure 111-28.

Selected Conditions by

Tenure, State of

Indiana, 2009 Housing Units 1,744,831 732,717 2,477,548
No selected conditions 1,354,820 393,786 1,748,606

Source: With one selected condition 379,607 320,232 699,839

U.S. Census Bureau 2009 American With two or more selected conditions 10,404 18,699 29,103

Community Survey.

Percent of Housing Units 100% 100% 100%

No selected conditions 77.6% 53.7% 70.6%
With one selected condition 21.8% 43.7% 28.2%
With two or more selected conditions 0.6% 2.6% 1.2%

Substandard housing definition. HUD requires that the State define the terms “standard
condition,” “substandard condition” and “substandard condition but suitable for rehabilitation.” For
the purposes of this report, units are in standard condition if they meet the HUD Section 8 quality
standards. Units that are substandard but suitable for rehabilitation do not meet one or more of the
HUD Section 8 quality standards. These units are also likely to have deferred maintenance and may
have some structural damage such as leaking roofs, deteriorated interior surfaces, and inadequate
insulation. A unit is defined as being substandard if it is lacking the following: complete plumbing,
complete Kitchen facilities, public or well water systems, and heating fuel (or uses heating fuel that is
wood, kerosene or coal).

Units that are substandard but suitable for rehabilitation include units with some of the same features
of substandard units (e.g., lacking complete kitchens or reliable and safe heating systems, or are not
part of public water and sewer systems). However, the difference between substandard and
substandard but suitable for rehabilitation is that units suitable for rehabilitation will have in place
infrastructure that can be improved upon. In addition, these units might not be part of public water
and sewer systems, but they will have sufficient systems to allow for clean water and adequate waste
disposal.

Without evaluating units on a case-by-case basis, it is impossible to distinguish substandard units that
are suitable for rehabilitation. In general, the substandard units that are less likely to be easily
rehabilitated into good condition are those lacking complete plumbing; those which are not part of
public water and sewer systems and require such improvements; and those heated with wood, coal, or
heating oil. Units with more than one substandard condition (e.g., lacking complete plumbing and
heated with wood) and older units are also more difficult to rehabilitate.
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Lead-safe housing. Pursuant to Section 91.215 of the Consolidated Plan regulations, the following
contains an estimate of the number of housing units in the State that may contain lead-based paint
hazards and are occupied by the State’s low and moderate income families.

Problem with lead-based paint. Exposure to deteriorated lead-based paint and lead dust on the floor
and windowsills, as well as lead in the soil, represents one of the most significant environmental
threats from a housing perspective. Childhood lead poisoning is one of the major environmental
health hazards facing American children today.

Children are exposed to lead poisoning through paint debris, dust and particles released into the air
that settle onto the floor and windowsills and can be exacerbated during a renovation. The dominant
route of exposure is from ingestion (not inhalation). Young children are most at risk because they
have more hand-to-mouth activity and absorb more lead than adults.

Excessive exposure to lead can slow or permanently damage the mental and physical development of
children ages six and under. An elevated blood level of lead in young children can result in learning
disabilities, behavioral problems, mental retardation and seizures. In adults, elevated levels can decrease
reaction time, cause weakness in fingers, wrists or ankles and possibly affect memory or cause anemia.
The severity of these results is dependent on the degree and duration of the elevated blood level of lead.

According to the Indiana State Department of Health (ISDH), the number of children under seven
years old who were tested for lead increased by 715 in calendar year 2009. The number confirmed as
lead-poisoned, however, decreased to 368 children. Since 2000, 469,322 children have been tested,
and of those children 5,313 have been confirmed with elevated blood lead levels. Of those children
with elevated blood levels whose homes were tested, an estimated 33 counties had 127 properties were
determined to contain lead. Marion County had 41 (32 percent) confirmed housing units with
documented lead hazards.

The following figure shows the number of children less than 7 years old who were diagnosed with
lead poisoning by county in 2009.
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