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SECTION III. 
Public and Stakeholder Consultation 

Public consultation for the development of the State of Indiana 2016 Action Plan included 

listening sessions held around the state, two online surveys and the 45-day public comment 

period (February 15 through March 31, 2016). This chapter presents the findings from the 

public and stakeholder consultation. 

Key Findings 

Key findings from consultation with the public and stakeholders about housing, homeless and 

community development needs include: 

 Owner-occupied repair, demolition of blighted housing and affordable housing are the top 

priority unmet housing needs statewide.  

 In some parts of the state, a subset of housing needs included housing for 

migrant/seasonal workers. Stakeholders in Knox County and  Daviess County 

identified these needs in listening sessions and the Action Plan Public Hearing.  

 Participants in the listening sessions and survey identified their priorities for community 

development in three categories—quality of life, infrastructure and economic development. 

 Downtown revitalization, façade improvements and parks/trails were the top 

quality of life needs; 

 Sidewalk improvements, road improvements and stormwater/bridges were the 

top infrastructure needs; and 

 Workforce development, business attraction and brownfield redevelopment 

were the top economic development priorities. 

 Public transit for all was the top priority of participants in the public comment period 

survey. 

Altogether, 339 Indiana residents and stakeholders participated in the Action Plan process: 

 A total of 58 stakeholders participated in the listening sessions held in Greensburg, Marion, 

Monticello and Washington in October and November 2015.  

 For those unable to attend a listening session in person, an online listening survey 

replicated the need prioritization exercises conducted in the listening sessions—135 

stakeholders participated. 

 To validate the priorities identified in the listening sessions and survey, and to offer an 

additional channel to comment on the draft Action Plan, a second online survey was 

available to residents and stakeholders during the public comment period—25 participants. 
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 A total of 62 participated in the March 22, 2016 public hearing held in Indianapolis and 

broadcast live to four additional locations—Huntington, Rensselaer, Scottsburg and 

Vincennes.  

 57 individuals or organizations submitted written public comments on the draft Action 

Plan.  

How do the findings differ from past years’? Outreach conducted in 2013, 2014 and 

2015—regional meetings and a stakeholder survey each year—yielded very similar results to 

the 2016 consultation process. As we began to see in 2015, housing needs have shifted away 

from a focus on specific populations to broader needs for all types of poverty-level households.. 

The exception is migrant farmworkers; Although not a need in every county, 2016’s regional 

listening sessions surfaced a need for migrant/seasonal farmworker housing as an emerging 

urgent issue that may necessitate a coordinated strategic response from multiple partners.  

Housing rehabilitation remains a significant concern of all types of stakeholders 

Input from Public Hearings & Written Comments 

On March 22, 2016 a public hearing was held to accept comments on the draft 2016 Action Plan. 

The hearing was held in Indianapolis and simulcast in four accessible locations throughout the 

state from 4:00 pm to 6:00 pm. Altogether, 62  people attended the hearings. This compares to 

10 attendees in 2013, 16 in 2014 and 23 in 2015. 

The hearings included a presentation that provided background information about the 

Consolidated Plan and Action Plan process and requirements, presented the proposed program 

allocation for the 2016 Program Year (PY2016) and priorities identified through the public and 

stakeholder consultation process. A copy of the presentation from the hearings is attached to 

this section. Written comments received during the 30-day comment period are summarized 

below and are appended to this chapter.  

The hearings were held in: 

 Indianapolis (Central Indiana),  

 Huntington (Northeast), 

 Rensselaer (Northwest), 

 Scottsburg (Southeast), and 

 Vincennes (Southwest).  

Attendees shared the following comments and had the following questions about the Draft 

Consolidated Plan during the public hearings: 

 Comment No. 1: IHCDA’s annual allocation for migrant/seasonal farmworker housing 

should be restored. There are no other sources of funds for farmworker housing 

development. Eighty-five percent of fruits and vegetables are still hand-picked and migrants 

provide most of the labor. They are not taking jobs away from Indiana residents; rather, 
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they create jobs in supporting agricultural industries that are a large part of the state’s 

economy.  

 Question No. 1: Will IHCDA continue to prioritize the owner-occupied rehabilitation 

program for seniors? Yes, although anyone can apply. IHCDA will also be starting an 

accessibility ramp program on April 4, 2016, funded by the CDBG—OOR allocation.  

 Question No. 2: Will ESG dollars be allocated to permanent or transitional housing? Only 

agencies that received ESG dollars in the prior program year are eligible to apply for 

transitional housing activities Per HUD regulations, no new transitional housing programs 

can apply.   

A portion of ESG funding is utilized for rapid rehousing that is considered permanent housing.  

It is short to medium term rental assistance and other financial support along with supportive 

services.   

 Comments No. 2 and 3: Migrant farmworker housing should be a priority. Without assisted 

housing, migrant workers are severely cost burdened. In Knox County, workers are paying 

$320/week for housing, leaving very little left over to care for their families. These workers 

are very important to the state’s economy and support a range of high paying jobs. Housing 

is needed to continue to support this industry.  

Written comments submitted during 30-day comment period. Stakeholders and 

members of the public submitted 57 written public comments on the draft Action Plan. The 

public’s comments primarily focused on migrant farmworker housing (8 comments); housing for 

persons with disabilities (20 comments); and comments addressing proposed allocations not 

specific to a particular population segment (3 comments). IHCDA and ORCA responses to each 

follow. The full comments are appended to this chapter and summarized below.  

 Migrant/seasonal farmworker housing (Public Comments #1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 20, 25 and 28)—

Each public comment on the subject of migrant farmworker housing requested restoration 

of or dedication of funding to provide safe and habitable housing for migrant farmworkers. 

Current conditions include overcrowding, unsafe/hazardous/unsanitary living conditions, 

and/or a lack of housing near farms (resulting in workers driving more than one hour each 

way). 

Our commitment to foster productive dialogue about housing solutions for migrant/seasonal 

farmworkers does not necessitate a change in the 2016 Action Plan. IHCDA remains open to 

exploring the use of loan sources such as the Development Fund and Section 108 loans to fund 

developments for migrant/seasonal farmworkers. 

 Housing for persons with disabilities (Public Comments #4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 

16, 17, 18, 21, 24, 26, 29, 30 and 31)—Public commenters on housing for residents with 

disabilities made several recommendations:  

 Accessible units, including accessible LIHTC units, are not affordable to residents 

with disabilities and low income, and are therefore often occupied by tenants 
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that do not require the unit’s accessibility features. To rectify this mismatch, 

commenters recommend requiring accessible LIHTC units to be affordable at or 

below 20 percent of AMI or that rental subsidies be tied to the accessible units; 

 IHCDA should affirm and continue its leadership in implementing Olmstead 

through the Section 8 voucher program (and others) and continue incentivizing 

development that provides opportunities for livable integrated housing and 

visitable housing.  

 A lack of affordable accessible housing—especially for residents with disabilities 

on SSI income (18% of AMI)—continues to be a problem.  

 Home ownership is out of reach for residents with a disability and low income. 

Restoration of the Section 8 Homeownership program and re-establishing up to 

$10,000 in down payment assistance will make homeownership more 

attainable. 

 Allow funding for minor home repair to be used for rental properties.  

In response to Public Comments #4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 21, 24, 26, 29, 30 

and 31 on the subject of affordability and accessible LIHTC units and of affordable housing for 

persons living on disability income (18% of AMI): 

Our commitment to expanding the supply of housing that is accessible and affordable to 

residents with disabilities, particularly those living on disability income, does not necessitate a 

change in the 2016 Action Plan. 

In response to Public Comments #4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 21, 24, 26, 29, 30 

and 31 on the subject of IHCDA leadership in Olmstead implementation and incentivizing 

opportunities for livable integrated housing and visitable housing: 

 IHCDA affirms its commitment to continue to lead Indiana’s Olmstead 

implementation and our work to support livable integrated housing and visitable 

housing. We will continue to work with disability community advocates and 

representatives to develop an internal Olmstead Plan to govern IHCDA 

investments. 

In response to Public Comments #4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 21, 24, 26, 29, 30 

and 31 on the subject restoring the Section 8 Homeownership program and re-establishing up 

to $10,000 in down payment assistance: 

 IHCDA also values programs that create homeownership opportunities for all 

Hoosiers, including those with disabilities or very low incomes. At this time, 

however, we believe that needs in other areas, as defined in the 2016 Action Plan 

are a higher priority for the coming program year. While we cannot allocate funds 

this year, we will look for opportunities for IHCDA to support the efforts of our 

partners across the state to expand homeownership opportunities.  
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 Other comments—Public comments not directly focused on migrant/seasonal farmworkers 

or residents with disabilities made a number of specific recommendations for the Action 

Plan. These include: 

 (Public Comment #15) Shift focus to a smaller number of grantees with larger 

funding amounts; eliminating the pro rata draw requirement on infrastructure 

projects; decreasing the local match amount in order to make participation more 

feasible for small communities; expand owner-occupied repair programs to 

include female head of household or single parent households; reinstate the 

rental rehabilitation program; 

Response to Public Comment #15: At this time, ORCA is prioritizing smaller awards 

to make a greater impact throughout the. We appreciate the suggestion to 

eliminate the pro rata draw requirement on infrastructure projects, but ORCA will 

continue to follow this process. We will review the feasibility of reducing local 

match amounts in future years.  

IHCDA will continue to prioritize allocation of owner-occupied repair program 

funds to seniors who have the greatest demonstrated need for this program, by 

awarding points for proposals targeting senior households. However, the 

application does not preclude other eligible households from receiving owner-

occupied repair funds. In order to properly fund higher priority activities, IHCDA 

does not intend to reinstate the rental rehabilitation program for the 2016 Action 

Plan program year. IHCDA will continue to monitor this need and will consider 

reinstating the program in the 2017 Action Plan. 

 (Public Comment #23) Invest in sidewalk, accessibility and road improvements 

in addition to wastewater; substantially increase the $250,000 proposed for 

workforce development; broaden range of economic development activities (e.g., 

microenterprise lending); make public transportation a larger priority overall, 

and do not focus just on communities with existing services but on strategies 

that could add service to new communities; reinstate rental rehabilitation 

program; take a more comprehensive approach to family homelessness (not just 

Housing First); reduce funding to Stellar Communities and main street 

revitalization and increase funding for owner-occupied rehabilitation, workforce 

development and blight elimination; and 

Response to Public Comment #23: In response to public comments, OCRA increased 

the amount of PFP funding from $400,000 to $500,000. As the Workforce 

Development program is still considered a pilot program, ORCA will not alter 

funding amounts without evaluation of data collected after the initial round of 

projects are complete. However, we agree that a broader mix of economic 

development activities is warranted. ORCA will not alter the funding amounts for 

Stellar or Main Street Revitalization at this time. 

ORCA and IHCDA understand the critical role of public transit in the lives of 

transit-dependent populations, particularly residents with disabilities, seniors and 

very low income households. For residents living outside of existing transit service 

areas, a lack of transportation creates barriers to employment and activities of 
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daily living for these residents. IHCDA will commit to participating in state and 

regional efforts to expand transportation opportunities to our residents and will 

explore how to best leverage IHCDA’s resources to support these goals. In order to 

properly fund higher priority activities, IHCDA does not intend to reinstate the 

rental rehabilitation program for the 2016 Action Plan program year. IHCDA will 

continue to monitor this need and will consider reinstating the program in the 

2017 Action Plan. When implementing our homeless programs for families, we will 

encourage grantees to adopt best practices in programming for this unique 

population.   

 (Public Comment #27) Reduce local match requirements for Tier 3 (and possible 

Tier 2) Wastewater and Drinking Water (WDW) projects; reinstate funding for 

fire trucks; and Blight Clearance Program (BCP) should include points for all 

brownfields with assessment reports (including EPA and Indiana Department of 

Environmental Management (IDEM) assigned numbers) and not be limited to 

Indiana Finance Agency (IFA) registry. 

Response to Public Comment #27: 

 OCRA will not alter local match requirements for WDW projects at this time to 

ensure maximum benefit of CDBG funds throughout the state. In order to meet 

higher priority needs and fund permanent facilities, funding for fire trucks will not 

be reinstated in the 2016 Action Plan. OCRA will research the impact of expanding 

the BCP to all brownfields with assessment reports, rather than the current policy 

based on the IFA registry. 

In addition, IHCDA accepted comments on policy changes to the owner-occupied rehabilitation 

and HOME programs; these comments and IHCDA responses are attached to this section.   

Findings from Listening Sessions and Surveys 

This section summarizes the housing, community development, economic development and 

infrastructure needs and priorities identified by participants in the listening sessions, listening 

survey and comment survey.  

Outreach. Each of the in-person and online participation opportunities were promoted to any 

and all governments, nonprofit organizations, faith-based organizations, local and regional civic 

organizations, planning organizations, private sector housing providers and developers and any 

other interested stakeholder. Promotional efforts included flyers distributed to promote the in-

person listening sessions as well as emails and web postings inviting stakeholders to participate 

in the surveys.  

Process for identifying needs and priorities. Each of the three methods for participating in 
the development or review of the 2016 Action Plan included an exercise to identify greatest 
unmet needs in housing, economic development, community development and infrastructure.  

Listening sessions. Listening sessions began with introductory remarks about the Consolidated 
Plan and the Annual Plan process. As a group, participants discussed housing, infrastructure, 
economic development and quality of place needs locally. After discussion, the group created a 
list of priority needs or activities for each topic area and were directed to “vote” for their highest 
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priorities by allocating six dots across the four categories. This voting exercise reflected each 
group’s priorities for investment.  

Listening survey. In order to include as many stakeholder perspectives from across the state in 
the identification of needs and priorities, IHDCA and ORCA developed an online that replicated 
the in-person session voting process based on the categories of need developed by listening 
session participants.  

Comment survey. The types of housing and community development needs and priorities 
identified in the listening sessions were developed by the participants. Historically, stakeholder 
surveys have relied on a lengthy set of needs associated with resident characteristics (i.e., 
income as a percentage of AMI; disability status) as well as specific types of community needs 
(i.e., sidewalks, stormwater improvements). The public comment survey was consistent with 
surveys deployed in prior years to both provide a direct comparison point but also to gain 
additional insight into needs across the state. 

Listening survey and comment survey participant characteristics. Among the 135 

listening survey participants: 

 One in five represent nonprofit organizations; 

 One in five serve on local city councils; 

 16 percent are planning professionals; 

 8 percent are economic development professionals; 

 5 percent are county commissioners; 

 2 percent are mayors; and 

The remainder is comprised of township trustees, town managers, real estate professionals, 

county auditors or treasurers, school board members or serve on city/county councils or 

commissions. The profile of in-person session participants was similar to that of the online 

participants.  

Among the 25 respondents to the comment survey, the most common services or type of 

organization include: 

 38 percent work in organizations that provide services to low income residents; 

 30 percent are in the field of affordable housing advocacy and 30 percent work in 

organizations that develop affordable housing; 

 30 percent provide homeless services; and 

 21 percent provide affordable housing. 
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Other services or organizations represented in the comment survey include rental property 

owners; services for seniors; fair housing; government; services for persons with disabilities; 

food pantries; drug or alcohol rehabilitation; services for veterans; economic development; 

education; land use/planning; services for people with HIV/AIDS; services for immigrants; and 

services for refugees. 

Greatest unmet housing needs. Figure III-1 presents the top three housing priority needs 

identified by participants in the 2016 Action Plan development and review process. The 

difference in top three priority housing needs between the in-person and online listening 

opportunities reveal how some needs vary regionally, as demonstrated by migrant/seasonal 

farmworker housing’s rising to the top in the in-person sessions, but ranking near the bottom 

when needs are evaluated on a statewide basis. Both regionally and statewide, participants 

identified owner occupied repair and demolition of blighted housing among the top priority 

needs. The greatest unmet housing need identified in the comment survey is the same as the 

greatest need from the 2015 survey—housing for persons at 30 percent of AMI or less.  

Figure III-1. 
Top Three Housing Priority Needs 

 
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from 2016 Listening Sessions, 2016 Listening Survey, 2016 Comment Survey, 2013 and 2014 Action Plan 

stakeholder surveys and the 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan Stakeholder Survey. 

Greatest unmet community development needs. Participants in the 2016 Action Plan 

listening sessions and listening survey explored three aspects of community development 

needs—those related to economic development, infrastructure and general quality of life 

improvements. Figure III-2 presents the top three priority community development needs 

identified. The top priority in quality of life is downtown revitalization; sidewalk improvements 

in the infrastructure category; and in-person participants prioritized business attraction as the 

top economic development priority while online participants identified workforce development.   

2016 Public and Stakeholder Consultation 2013-2015 Public and Stakeholder Consultation

Listening Sessions 2015 Stakeholder Survey 

Migrant/seasonal farmworker housing Housing for persons at 30% AMI or less

Owner occupied repair Housing rehabilitation for low income homeowners

Demolition of blighted housing Housing for persons at 60% AMI or less

Listening Survey 2014 Stakeholder Survey 

Owner occupied repair Housing for persons at 30% AMI or less

Affordable housing Emergency shelter for homeless

Demolition of blighted housing Housing rehabilitation for low income homeowners

Comment Survey 2013 Stakeholder Survey

Housing for persons at 30% AMI or less Housing for seniors

Housing for persons at 80% AMI or less Housing rehabilitation for low income homeowners

Housing for persons at 60% AMI or less Homeownership opportunities for low income residents
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Figure III-2. 
Quality of Life, Infrastructure and Economic Development Top Three Priority Needs 
2016 Listening Sessions and Survey 

 
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from 2016 Listening Sessions and 2016 Listening Survey. 

Historically and in the 2016 Action Plan comment survey, stakeholders identified the top 

community development priorities from a broad list encompassing all aspects of community 

development. Figure III-3 compares the top three greatest unmet community development 

needs identified by stakeholders in 2013, 2014, 2015 and 2016. In each of the four comparison 

years, public transit for all and job training programs were among the top three greatest unmet 

needs. In 2016, the third greatest unmet community development need selected was energy 

efficiency technical assistance.  

Figure III-3. 
Greatest Unmet Community Development 
Needs for 2013 to 2016 

Note: 

More than one-fifth of stakeholders ranked these as the Greatest Unmet 
Community Development Needs. 

 

Source: 

BBC Research & Consulting from 2016 Comment Survey, 2013 and 2014 
Action Plan stakeholder surveys and the 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan 
Stakeholder Survey. 
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Quality of Life Quality of Life

Downtown revitalization Downtown revitalization

Façade improvements Trails/connectivity

Parks/swimming pool Façade improvements

Infrastructure Infrastructure

Sidewalk improvements Sidewalk improvements

Stormwater State road improvements

Road improvements Bridges

Economic Development Economic Development

Business attraction Workforce development

Brownfield redevelopment Business attraction

Workforce development Brownfield redevelopment
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Increasing program effectiveness. Stakeholders responding to the comment survey 

provided advice on how the state can increase the effectiveness of its housing and community 

development programs. This section reports on the feedback from stakeholders. 

What advice do you have for the state to be able to increase the effectiveness of its housing 
programs? 

 “Continue to base policy on research and evidence, which may require adaptations over 

time to reflect new research findings.” 

 “Consistency in housing programs application process.  Every program has very similar 

eligibility requirements, and requires the same documentation; however there are dozens 

of versions of applications used statewide.” 

 “I think most needs are being met but there is so much paperwork requirements that it 

takes a lot more admin to process the grant than to complete the actual rehab project.” 

 “If you don't already, don't make the same guidelines for the entire state.  Make them for 

each community.”  

 “Increase support to help organizations maintain capacity by offering higher admin 

allocations or operating grants.”   

What would you do differently? 

 “Establish regular grant application cycles to help organizations plan.” 

 “Education! Educate state leaders in the reality of rural poverty and get people 

who are chronically homeless housed. Raise awareness about the CDC's ACE's 

study and the cycle of poverty, addiction and homelessness to be seen as an 

effect directly caused by neglect, abuse, and trauma. One cannot simply pull 

oneself up by their boot straps nor can they be expected to juggle and manage all 

middle class business matters (such as having a check book to mail a check to 

pay for HIP 2.0) when they are suffering from a cumulative trauma just existing 

in poverty.” 

 “Empower people to get new job skills so that they can earn more and afford 

rent.  Limit the length of time in some instances that a person can reside in 

subsidized housing.” 

 “Not utilize HMIS.  Reporting from this system is inaccurate.  It is a time 

consuming process, with ineffective outcomes.” 

  “Offer a credit deferral program (similar to a defensive driving class or check 

deception deferral program) which requires attendees to complete a set amount 

of hours in budgeting and utility saving ideas in exchange for payment of back 

utilities. Or face a consequence. Having good credit should be taken more 

seriously versus taking advantage of young families lack of knowledge.” 

If your change was made, how do you think it will positively impact outcomes? 

 “More time could be spent providing case management, skills building, with 

clients.” 
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 “Organizations may be able to build more partnerships and impact communities 

in a more comprehensive manner.” 

 “I think community members would become more sensitive to understanding 

why their neighbors struggle.”  

 “Offering free education in finances and budgeting with incentives could give 

families another chance to gain housing.” 

 “While it may be more complicated to administer, it helps people transition 

better from not paying anything or paying a little to paying closer to market 

rates. The reality is that many Hoosier households simply cannot afford market 

rates given their earnings.”  

What advice do you have for the state to be able to increase the effectiveness of its 
community development programs? 

 “Rural, suburban and urban areas have different needs and the programs should reflect the 

differences.” 

 “Match amounts that do not hinder small under 1,000 communities from participation.” 

 “I believe job training programs are a vital piece to community development.  

WorkOne/CWI is probably the lead agency providing these programs and they are simply 

not effective.  I would replace the WorkOne model with a different approach.” 

 “Use HOME, CDBG (housing & economic development) funds in targeted strategic 

developments where each augments the other. I would give the example of using HOME 

funds to install housing for households at or below 80% MFI; using CDBG to install housing 

for households between 80%-120% MFI in low/mod census tracts near strong housing 

markets where business could be entices to locate.  Job programs can be created through 

community service centers to be feeder programs.” 

What would you do differently? 

 “Keep it simple, not tiered systems, no match changes, simple and straight 

forward.  It can get overwhelming for small communities with all this. If your 

change was made, how do you think it will positively impact outcomes?” 

 “I would try giving workforce development funds directly to businesses so they 

can directly train potential employees in the skills they need.  You would get 

more buy in from both employers to hire those they now know from training, 

ensure they are getting the right skills and trainees would hear directly from the 

employers what skills they need.” 

If your change was made, how do you think it will positively impact outcomes? 

 “I think you would see a lot more successful hires for people transitioning to a 

new career path and end up with more highly skilled employees.” 
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EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER AND HOUSING AGENCY 

 

To: Real Estate Department Partners    Notice:  RED-16-11 
From: Real Estate Department  
Date: February 15, 2016  
Re: 2016 Annual Action Plan 

 
Pursuant to 24 CFR part 91.115(a)(2), the State of Indiana wishes to encourage citizens to participate in 

the development of the State of Indiana Annual Action Plan for 2016.  In accordance with this regulation, 

the State is providing the opportunity for citizens to comment on the 2016 Annual Action Plan draft 

report, which will be submitted to the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) on or 

before May 15, 2016.   

The Action Plan defines the funding sources for the State of Indiana’s four (4) major HUD-funded 

programs and provides communities a framework for defining comprehensive development planning.  

The FY 2016 Action Plan will set forth the method of distribution of funding for the following HUD-

funded programs: 

 State Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program 

 Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME) 

 Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) Program 

 Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) Program 

 

All members of the public are invited to review the draft Plan prior to submission February 15, 2016 

through March 31 2016 during normal business hours of 8:30am to 5:00pm, Monday-Friday, at the 

Indiana Office of Community and Rural Affairs. A draft Plan will also be available on the IHCDA 

website (www.in.gov/ihcda) and the OCRA website (www.in.gov/ocra).  

 

Written comments are invited from February 15, 2016 through March 31, 2016, at the following address: 

2016 Annual Action Plan 

Indiana Office of Community and Rural Affairs 

One North Capitol – Suite 600 

Indianapolis, IN 46204-2027 

 

Comments may also be directed via e-mail to: afoster@bbcresearch.com. 

Persons with disabilities will be provided with assistance respective to the contents of the Consolidated 

Plan.  Interested citizens and parties who wish to receive a free copy of the Executive Summary of the FY 

2016 Action Plan or have any other questions may contact the Indiana Office of Community and Rural 

Affairs at its toll free number 800.824.2476, or 317.233.3762, during normal business hours or via 

electronic mail at coscott@ocra.in.gov. 

 

http://ihcda.in.gov/
http://www.in.gov/ihcda
http://www.in.gov/ocra
mailto:afoster@bbcresearch.com
mailto:coscott@ocra.in.gov


Public Hearings for 2016 Annual Action Plan 

The State of Indiana wishes to encourage citizens to participate in the development of the State of 
Indiana's 2016 Annual Action Plan. In accordance with this regulation, the State is providing the 
opportunity for citizens to comment on the draft report, which will be submitted to the U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) on or before May 15, 2016. Public hearings will take place at 
five locations on Tuesday, March 22, 2016 from 4:00 pm – 6:00 pm. 

Indianapolis 
Indiana State Fairgrounds  
Discovery Hall, Suite 201  
1202 East 38th Street  
Indianapolis, IN  46205 
 
Huntington 
Purdue Extension Office 
Courthouse Annex, Suite 202  
354 North Jefferson Street  
Huntington, IN  46750 
 

Rensselaer 
Purdue Extension Office 
2530 North McKinley Avenue Suite 1  
Rensselaer, IN  47978 
 

Scottsburg 
Purdue Extension Office 
1 East McClain Ave., Ste. 30 
Scottsburg, IN  47170 
 

Vincennes 
Purdue Extension Office 
4259 North Purdue Road 
Vincennes, IN 47591 

Click here to view a draft of the 2016 Annual Action Plan. 
 
All members of the public are invited to review the draft Plan prior to submission February 15, 2016 
through March 31, 2016 during normal business hours of 8:30 am to 5:00 pm, Monday-Friday, at the 
Indiana Office of Community and Rural Affairs. 
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Agenda 

 Introductions  

 What's new in 2016 

 Public comments  
and input 
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Introduction and Hearing Rules 

 To ensure that everyone in attendance has a chance 
to voice their opinion and to make sure we can hear 
all comments: 

 Please hold your comments to 3 minutes on each subject.  
This will give everyone an equal chance to make comments. 

 Please do not interrupt or debate others. There are no right 
or wrong answers in our discussion today.  

 If you have more to say, or have very detailed questions 
about programs, visit with us after the hearing or contact one 
of us later (contact information is on both the cover and last 
slide). 
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Purpose of the Consolidated Plan 

 In 1995, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) began requiring states and local 
communities to prepare a Consolidated Plan in order  
to receive federal housing and community 
development funding.  

 The purpose of the Consolidated Plan is: 

 To identify a state’s housing and community development 
needs, priorities, goals and strategies. 

 To stipulate how funds will be allocated to state housing and 
community development non-profit organizations and local 
governments. 

 This is the second Action Plan in the 2015-2019 
planning cycle. It continues using HUD's online 
Consolidated Planning Suite (eCon Plan) 
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The State of Indiana’s Consolidated Plan 

 Five-Year Strategic Plan and Annual Action Plans 

 Pertains to specific HUD funding programs: 

— Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 

— Home Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) 

— Emergency Solutions Grant Program (ESG) 

— Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) 

— Also governs the allocation of CDBG disaster recovery funds 
received by the State  
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What will the State receive from HUD?  
(2016 estimated funding allocations) 

CDBG $30,000,000 

HOME $10,000,000 

ESG $3,636,000 

HOPWA $969,000 

 TOTAL $44,605,000 
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Annual Goals and Objectives 

CDBG funds: 

$2.7 million for owner-occupied rehabilitation (allocated to IHCDA) 

$8 million for wastewater/drinking water improvements 

$3.2 million for public facilities improvements (down from $5 mill) 

$4 million for the Stellar Communities program 

$3.5 million for storm water improvements 

$1.4 million for planning 

$1.4 million for blight clearance 

$1.25 million towards workforce development (up from $1 mill) 

$1.5 million for Main Street Revitalization (up from $800,000) 

$660,000 for administration 

$280,000 for technical assistance 

Section 108 loan program—up to $80 million  
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Annual Goals and Objectives (continued) 

CDBG-DR funds: 

$5.34 million for comprehensive revitalization  
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Annual Goals and Objectives (continued) 

HOME funds: 

$3.7 million rental projects (competitive funding) 

$1 million homeownership projects (competitive funding) 

$1 million for Housing First projects (maximum $500,000 per 
award) (down from $1.5 million) 

$2.5 million for Rental Housing Tax Credit/HOME combos under the 
Qualified Allocation Plan (maximum $500,000 per award) 

$300,000 for CHDO operating and predevelopment 

$900,000 administrative uses ($600,000 internal and $400,000 
organizational capacity building) 

$500,000 for tenant-based rental assistance 
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Annual Goals and Objectives (continued) 

ESG funds: 

$1.9 million emergency shelters with operations and essential 
services 

$1.26 million rental assistance for rapid re-housing 

$139,000 rental assistance associated with homeless prevention 

$90,000 outreach activities 

$164,000 program administration (down from 2015) 
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Annual Goals and Objectives (continued) 

HOPWA funds: 

$440,000 in TBRA 

$220,000 for housing information activities 

$138,000 short-term rental, utilities and mortgage assistance 

$100,000 support facility operations and supportive services 
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Community Input 

Top Housing Priorities  

 Listening session = migrant farmer or seasonal farm worker 
housing and owner-occupied housing rehabilitation.  

 Survey respondents = housing priorities similar, with the 
exception of migrant worker housing. Owner-occupied housing 
rehabilitation, affordable housing, demolition of blighted 
housing and upper-story housing. Among online survey 
participants, migrant farmworker housing was among the two 
lowest priorities.  

Top Infrastructure Priorities 

 Both = sidewalk improvements, followed by road improvements, 
storm and wastewater improvements.  

https://www.research.net/r/IN2016ActionPlan 

 

https://www.research.net/r/IN2016ActionPlan
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Community Input 

Top Economic Development Priorities 

 Both = workforce development and training, business attraction,  
brownfield redevelopment and broadband internet.  

Top Quality of Life Priorities 

 Both = downtown revitalization, trails/connectivity of trails, 
facade improvements and parks.  
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Your Input 

Consider the 2016 Action Plan: 

 What do you like best? The least? 

 What questions and comments do you have today? 
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How to Comment on the 2016 Action Plan 

 Through March 31, 2016 you may send email to: 

coscott@ocra.in.gov (Corrie Scott at OCRA) 

Send a letter to: 

Indiana Office of Community and Rural Affairs 
One North Capitol Avenue, Suite 600 
Indianapolis, IN  46204-22288 

Attn:  Consolidated Plan 

 Access the draft Plan at: 

http://www.in.gov/ihcda 

                OR 

http://www.in.gov/ocra 

mailto:coscott@ocra.in.gov


























































































































































































CDBG OOR Public Comments 
 

1. Page 1: Grant  
a. HAND 
b. The application specifies that the program provides “subsidies in the form of grants to 

selected applicants for the rehabilitation of owner-occupied housing for low to 
moderate-income people.” Will IHCDA permit a nonprofit applicant to establish a loan 
program whereby homeowners repay a portion of the funds? HAND believes this is both 
pragmatic and culturally appropriate, as homeowners are more likely to invest in the 
project if they’re contributing financially. Despite local support for such a policy, we 
abstained from initiating it as part of the program because of IHCDA’s restriction. We 
primarily need to know if this will be considered, and whether IHCDA will work with us 
to establish reasonable guidelines. 

c. IHCDA response: IHCDA will research the establishment of a loan program for eligible 
organizations to better understand the HUD regulatory guidelines for the creation of 
such a Policy.  

 
 

2. Page 5: CDBG Entitlement Communities 
a. HAND 
b. The clarification of non-entitlement communities within Hamilton County is not 

accurate. The towns of Sheridan, Arcadia, Atlanta and Cicero have all opted out of the 
County’s Entitlement. Therefore, they are all eligible for CDBG funds. All housing activity 
within these communities should be eligible. 

c. IHCDA response: The Policy clarifies Sheridan, Arcadia, Atlanta and Cicero are no 
longer in Hamilton County’s Entitlement, and are thus eligible for CDBG funds. 
Documentation has been provided by HUD.  
 

3. Page 6: CDBG-D OOR Funds 
a. HAND 
b. Will there be a place on the application to specify that a request is for CDBG-D funding 

specifically? Our concern would be that we’d include applicants from an entitlement 
community but would be eliminated due to the CDBG ineligibility. Also, the letters of 
support we collect will need to specify the correct funding source, so this clarity will be 
appreciated. 

c. IHCDA response: Due to the geographic restrictions of both CDBG and CDBG-D, IHCDA 
staff will make the determination on the appropriate source of funding.  

 
4. Page 8: 3.1 Eligible Activities  

a. Insight 2000, Inc. 
b. Under “life estates” - what happens if a person, during the affordability period, is placed 

in a nursing home or goes to live with a family member and no longer lives in the house? 
What happens if the house is not sold during the affordability period and the children 
decide to keep it while the parent is still living?  

c. IHCDA response: Under the life estate policy, the primary owner must have the right 
to live in the housing for the remainder of his or her life, and not pay rent. If the 
owner is unable to live in the house for the remainder of the period of affordability, 
the owner must repay the CDBG funds.     



 
5. Page 14: Eligible Activity Costs:  

a. HAND 
b. Construction management (ie. spec writing, estimating, inspections) needs to be 

claimable as a Rehab expense. This service costs 8-10% alone and is a legitimate hard 
cost. With this and Lead, there is only 6-7% of the funds remaining for Client Intake and 
Administration. The cap for Program Delivery either needs to increase to 25-30% to 
afford Construction Management service, or it needs to be an eligible Hard Cost. Please 
adjust the limits accordingly. The City of Indianapolis allowed CM services to be an 
eligible Hard Cost. 

c. IHCDA response: Construction management, if provided by a third party, is an eligible 
cost under the rehabilitation line-item.  
 

6. Page 20: Threshold Checklist 
a. HAND 
b.  The following sentence, “Match must be committed prior to submitting an application 

for CDBG and CDBG-D OOR funding to IHCDA and to pass threshold review,” should be 
highlighted in the application and notification of changes. This is a substantial change 
and requires an entity to secure commitments of $30-35,000 in order to apply. Two of 
us almost missed it entirely, and even upon finding it, see it as an absolutely 
tremendous mountain to climb. Please remove this from threshold or clarify whether 
banked match (CDBG and HOME) are eligible. 

c. IHCDA response: Banked match is eligible.  
 

 
7. Page 21: Summary of Updates:  

a. ARA 
b. Summary of Updates states that the 40% AMI population for points has been 

removed.  However in the Application Policy, it is included. 
c. IHCDA response: The 40% AMI population for points has been removed in the 

application policy.  
 

8. Page 21: Scoring 
a. Insight 2000, Inc. 
b. Would be possible to change the minimum score from 40 to 30 points? With only 63 

possible points (58 points without bonus) I could see where a community may have 
difficulty just meeting the minimum threshold requirement.  

c. IHCDA response: The minimum scoring threshold has remained at 40 points to support 
the funding priorities of utilizing the CDBG funds. Applicants need to only meet 66% of 
the total possible points available to be eligible for funds.  

 
9. Page 22: Underserved Communities 

a. HAND 

b. There has been one award for Home Repair in Hamilton County, and by this criteria, 
our program would be disadvantaged by 3 points. Our program serves 4 towns, 4 
cities, and a large unincorporated area, so the completion of 16 home repairs when 
there’s a wait-list should not reduce the likelihood of funding. The wait-list should 



represent an underserved population, and non-profits should be eligible for 
receiving these points. 

c. IHCDA response: “Undeserved Community” has been changed to “Community 
without Recent OOR award”. Points will be awarded to a town, city or county that 
has not received an OOR award within the last five years. Both Local Unit of 
Governments and Non-Profits are eligible. 
 

10. Page 22: Client Intake 
a. HAND 

b. HAND uses a 2 stage application process where a homeowner submits their 
calculation of income first, and then provides verification when funds are available 
and the project is ready to be initiated. Since applicants often wait a year or more, 
collecting documentation and income verification is unnecessary and intrusive. We 
believe it is an effective customer management practice, and keeps what would 
otherwise be an onerous administrative burden, while still providing a decent 
screening measure. Does income verification mean documentation is on file, or will 
a homeowner’s self-assessment qualify? Please remove the income verification and 
lower the burden from 76% for maximum points. 

c. IHCDA response: Client intake procedures have been expanded. Client intake 
means that potential clients have been identified, are interested in participating in 
the OOR program, and have certified their income within twelve months of 
application date. A complete income verification is not required, but please 
provide the best estimate of the household's annual income after initial 
interview/contact. If full income verification has been completed, clients must be 
appropriately income-verified per the HUD Part 5 definition. 
 

 
11. Page 22: Client Intake 

a. Insight 2000, Inc.  
b. Client Intake - the statement that reads “ … and are income verified.” Is it possible to 

reword that slightly? Income verification is only good for six months. By the time a grant 
is awarded, all the verifications will have expired.  

c. IHCDA response: IHCDA response: Client intake procedures have been expanded. 
Client intake means that potential clients have been identified, are interested in 
participating in the OOR program, and have certified their income within twelve 
months of application date. A complete income verification is not required, but please 
provide the best estimate of the household's annual income after initial 
interview/contact. If full income verification has been completed, clients must be 
appropriately income-verified per the HUD Part 5 definition. 
 

 
12. Page 24: Certifications 

a. ARA 
b. It is unclear how the 6 points possible will be awarded, specifically.   
c. IHCDA response: The certification requirements have been clarified to demonstrate 

how the applicant can be awarded six points. Points will be awarded to applications 
which include an applicant or administering entity with a staff member or staff 



members who have received the certifications. Three points will be awarded for the 
completion of one of the certifications listed below by a staff member of the 
administering entity. Six points will be awarded for the completion of two 
certifications listed below by a staff member or staff members of the administering 
entity.   If two staff members hold the same certification, points will be awarded for 
two certifications. 

 
13. Page 24: Experience 

a. ARA 
b. Experience category indicates that an entity with no previous IHCDA award experience 

could receive 3 points if requested documentation is received.  It reads as though only 
those with no experience could receive the points (thus experience administrators lose 
those 3 points).   

c. IHCDA Response: The category has been redefined as “New Administrator”. 
Administrating entities with previous IHCDA award experience are not eligible to 
receive points in this category, but are eligible to receive up to 10 points under the 
“Administering Entity’s IHCDA Award Performance” category.  

 
14. Page 26: Public and Private Participation 

a. HAND 
b. One of the best sources of match for this program is the Neighborhood Impact Program 

(NIP) offered by FHLBI and member banks. There are challenges to accessing these 
funds (significant underwriting criteria along with no financial support), but it’s a 
powerful 4 to 1 matching grant. Please allow member banks to pledge access to NIP 
funds, and for this to be counted as an eligible form of “Non-Public Funds.” These 
pledges incentivize banks to partner with us, and can be a powerful tool for substantial 
leverage. I believe administrative support from IHCDA could significantly ramp up 
participation in the NIP program. 

c. IHCDA Response: NIP is eligible as leveraging under “Non-Public Funds”.  
 

15. Page 26: Financing:  
a. Insight 2000, Inc. 
b. My greatest concern is with this item having 12 points in the overall point system. Some 

counties/cities/towns have an abundance of wealth due to casinos (and other) sources 
revenues. Many times, what they choose to spend their money on is at the sole 
discretion of the local unit of government, community foundation, etc. It would be 
somewhat painless for them to come up with small match for a grant award that may 
award them $350,000. Other counties or cities may not have money for the police 
department and are laying off individuals due to lack of funds. HUD does not require a 
financial match for the CDBG program. Entitlement communities do not have to provide 
a match for their CDBG funding. By allotting 12 points for this category, it constitutes 
about 20% of the whole scoring process. I would like to request that this section be 
reconsidered. 

c. IHCDA Response: The number of points under Public Participation and Non-Public 
Participation in Section 6.4 has been decreased from six to five points for each 
category.  
 

16.  Timely Expenditure of Funds   



a. ARA 
b. Would IHCDA consider the grant period to be extended to 24 months (as OCRA).  This 

may alleviate the needed extensions request due to weather, seasonal glitches. 
c. IHCDA Reponse: The length of a CDBG OOR agreement is currently at 18 months. 

Extensions may be awarded at the behest of IHCDA.  
 

17. Non-Public Participation   
a. ARA 
b. We would suggest IHCDA consider “shared match” as “donation” in this category, and 

that points could be awarded as such. 
c. IHCDA Response: Shared Match is not eligible as a donation for points under the Non-

Public Monetary Participation. Match (with the potential for the use of bank match) is 
required for threshold.  

 
Comments from Public Hearings and Written Comments: 
 

1. OOR priority for seniors 
a. KW Consultants  

i. Will IHCDA continue to prioritize the owner-occupied rehabilitation program for 
seniors?  

b. IHCDA response: There is no preference for types of homeowners under the CDBG/-D 
OOR program. Major systems repairs, and repairs needed for the safety of the 
homeowner must be met.   

 
2. Migrant/seasonal farmworker housing: 

a.  Indiana Coalition Against Domestic Violence 
i. Housing conditions for migrant farmworkers are terrible; recommend allocating 

CDBG for migrant/seasonal housing 
b. Indiana Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker Coalition 

i. Reliance on employers for housing exacerbates vulnerability to exploitation; 
those who find their own housing are cost burdened; a lack of housing near 
farms leads to overcrowding in the existing housing (geographic barrier); closest 
housing is often 1 hour away; request restoration of funding for migrant 
farmworker housing 

c. Proteus 
i. Request restoration of funding for Indiana’s migrant seasonal housing; Proteus 

is a voice for farmworkers, who have limited English proficiency (LEP) and long 
work hours prevent participating in public hearings; migrants are cost burdened; 
the closest housing can be 1 hour away; in 2015 more than 1,000 corn 
detasslers in northern Indiana stayed in dilapidated motels serving as unlicensed 
labor camps; many shared space (even beds) with strangers; in Knox County, 
workers slept in their vans; workers in Jackson County slept on a laundry room 
floor 

d. Jesusa Rivera, Proteus, Inc 
i. Restore funding for migrant farmworker housing; other challenges—landlords 

require 1 year lease, high damage deposit and rents; transportation issues from 
city housing to rural farm fields; long work days make it difficult to access 



services during provider business hours; many on-farm housing units are sheds 
built in the 40s and 50s with no running water, heat or A/C. 

e. Herron School of Art and Design, Youngbok Hong 
i. Restore funding for seasonal and migrant farmworkers; workers in detasseling 

season live in an overcrowded hotel; some are living 7 to a room; some sleep on 
the laundry room floor; the hotel is infested with bedbugs; a labor contractor 
holds the key for 10 women who are sharing a room, while male workers have 
their own key; the labor worker has been accused of trafficking individuals in 
the past; a labor camp in July houses 300 men in an old school; 30 port-o-pot 
toilets on trailers serve as bathroom facilities 

f. Matthew Fuss 
i. Allocate CDBG funding for migrant/seasonal farmworker housing; living 

conditions are reminiscent of a third world country; housing conditions are 
terrible 

g. Annie Poole 
i. Currently no funding for migrant farmworker housing; 2) recommend using 

CDBG for growers to use for developing farmworker housing—with County 
Commissioner permission; these workers must have decent and safe housing 
and no other funds are available 

h. Tara Clancey Ozes, J.D. 
i. Recommend using CDBG to improve migrant and seasonal farmworker housing 

conditions, which are often deplorable.  
i. IHCDA Response: Through the Citizen Participation process, the need for Owner 

Occupied Rehabilitation was identified as high. With the amount of available CDBG 
funds not increasing, IHCDA is will to explore migrant farmer worker hosing through 
several low-interest loan programs – CEED or the Development Fund.  

 
3. Disability  

a. Attic, Inc. (Independent Living Center) 
i. 1) Accessible units not rented by persons with disabilities—non-disabled 

persons rent accessible units in tax credit and HUD funded developments; most 
of these units would be unaffordable to individuals with incomes of 20%-30% 
AMI; rental subsidies are needed for persons who use wheelchairs to afford 
housing designed to accommodate their needs; recommendation: rental 
subsidies should be attached to the units designed to meet the housing needs of 
persons using wheelchairs or LIHTC accessible units should be affordable at 20% 
or below AMI; 2) Money Follows the Person (MFP) and Housing—although 
IHCDA provides Section 8 voucher preference for MFP, the Department of Aging 
(DOA) has helped constituents access the vouchers; recommendation: hold fast 
to IHCDA’s leadership role in implementing Olmstead and deinstitutionalization; 
3) homeownership is out of reach for persons with disabilities; 
recommendation: re-establish the Section 8 Homeownership program within 
IHCDA single family housing department and re-establish up to $10,000 in down 
payment assistance for low income persons with disabilities; 4) two integrated 
supported housing models developed in Valparaiso and Indianapolis using 
integrated supportive housing deserve recognition. IHCDA should: 1) support 
accessibility requirement education and enforce compliance with these 
standards in all housing units funded in part or through IHCDA; 2) maintain 



commitment to ensure persons with disabilities in nursing homes and affiliated 
with MFP have access to integrated housing through IHCDA’s Section 8 voucher 
program; 3) re-establish increased down payment assistance for low income 
persons with disabilities to participate in affordable homeownership; the Annual 
Report should include: 1) rental subsidies must be tied to the units designed to 
meet the housing needs of persons with disabilities or LIHTC accessible units 
should be affordable at 20% or below AMI; thank you for visitable design 
requirements and universal design features in affordable rental housing 

b. The League for the blind and disabled inc. 
i. Issues: 1) Accessible units are not rented by people with disabilities, recommend 

rental subsidies be tied to units designed to meet housing needs of people using 
wheelchairs or the LIHTC accessible units need to be affordable at 20% or below 
AMI; 2) MFP and Housing—DOA has not helped constituents access rental 
subsidies, recommend hold fast to IHCDA’s leadership role in Olmstead 
implementation and use Con Plan, section 8, LIHTC and Continuum of Care 
related resources in addition to potential HUD Section 811 funds for increased 
rental subsidies and partnership with public housing authorities to promote 
integrated housing; 3) homeownership is out of reach, recommend re-
establishing the Section 8 Homeownership program with the IHCDA Single 
Family Housing Department and re-establish up to $10,000 in down payment 
assistance for low income persons with disabilities  

c. Carolina Mora, resident with a disability 
i. Problems and recommendations: 1) many people with SSI incomes cannot 

afford housing, recommend more accessible units for people with incomes 20% 
of AMI or lower; increase affordable options for people moving out of nursing 
homes; 2) take better steps to enforce fair housing laws especially as relates to 
reasonable accommodation and modification; educate renters on how to make 
a complaint; fund fair housing testing 

d. Back Home in Indiana Alliance…a project of the Governor’s Council for People with 
Disabilities 

i. Accessible units not rented by people with disabilities, recommend tying rental 
subsidies to accessible units or make LIHTC accessible units affordable at 20% of 
AMI; 2) MFP and housing—DOA has not helped clients access IHCDA Section 8 
vouchers for moving to integrated settings, recommend continued IHCDA 
leadership of Olmstead implementation; 3) Homeownership is out of reach, 
recommend re-establishing Section 8 homeownership program and re-establish 
up to $10,000 in down payment assistance for low income residents with 
disabilities 

e. accessABILITY Center for Independent Living, Inc. 
i. People living on SSI are at 18% of AMI, recommend making more units 

affordable at 20% of less than AMI; 2) accessible units are often leased to non-
disabled tenants, recommend increase the number of accessible units by 
maintaining incentives for tax credit properties that go above and beyond the 
number of Section 504 units beyond the 5% minimum; increase funds available 
for rental property home modifications; require that accessible units be 
affordable at 20% of AMI 

f. Lisa Poole, project consultant, Back Home Indiana Alliance 



i. 1) Accessible units are not rented by people with disabilities, recommend rental 
subsidies be tied to units designed to meet housing needs of people using 
wheelchairs or the LIHTC accessible units need to be affordable at 20% or below 
AMI; 2) MFP and Housing—DOA has not helped constituents access rental 
subsidies, recommend hold fast to IHCDA’s leadership role in Olmstead 
implementation and use Con Plan, section 8, LIHTC and Continuum of Care 
related resources in addition to potential HUD Section 811 funds for increased 
rental subsidies and partnership with public housing authorities to promote 
integrated housing; 3) homeownership is out of reach, recommend re-
establishing the Section 8 Homeownership program with the IHCDA Single 
Family Housing Department and re-establish up to $10,000 in down payment 
assistance for low income persons with disabilities; 4) good quality market 
rental housing is not affordable for persons with SSI incomes, recommend using 
use Con Plan, section 8, LIHTC and Continuum of Care related resources in 
addition to potential HUD Section 811 funds for increased rental subsidies and 
partnerships with public housing authorities that promote integrated housing 
and ensure those with very low incomes receive a fair share of all integrated 
and affordable housing units 

g. Terry Moreland, Back Home in Indiana Alliance (Southwest Team) 
i. Accessible units are not rented by people with disabilities, recommend rental 

subsidies be tied to units designed to meet housing needs of people using 
wheelchairs or the LIHTC accessible units need to be affordable at 20% or below 
AMI; 2) MFP and Housing—DOA has not helped constituents access rental 
subsidies, recommend hold fast to IHCDA’s leadership role in Olmstead 
implementation and use Con Plan, section 8, LIHTC and Continuum of Care 
related resources in addition to potential HUD Section 811 funds for increased 
rental subsidies and partnership with public housing authorities to promote 
integrated housing; 3) homeownership is out of reach, recommend re-
establishing the Section 8 Homeownership program with the IHCDA Single 
Family Housing Department and re-establish up to $10,000 in down payment 
assistance for low income persons with disabilities; 4) good quality market 
rental housing is not affordable for persons with SSI incomes, recommend using 
use Con Plan, section 8, LIHTC and Continuum of Care related resources in 
addition to potential HUD Section 811 funds for increased rental subsidies and 
partnerships with public housing authorities that promote integrated housing 
and ensure those with very low incomes receive a fair share of all integrated 
and affordable housing units 

h. Brian Rodgers, Back Home in Indiana Alliance (Richmond team)  
i. 1) the Independent Living Center of Eastern Indiana has a long waitlist, including 

20 waiting for ramps, for accessibility modifications because it is the only 
organization in their 7-county region with a program; many of these consumers 
are in rental properties; 2) Accessible units are not rented by people with 
disabilities, recommend rental subsidies be tied to units designed to meet 
housing needs of people using wheelchairs or the LIHTC accessible units need to 
be affordable at 20% or below AMI; 3) MFP and Housing—DOA has not helped 
constituents access rental subsidies, recommend hold fast to IHCDA’s leadership 
role in Olmstead implementation and use Con Plan, section 8, LIHTC and 
Continuum of Care related resources in addition to potential HUD Section 811 



funds for increased rental subsidies and partnership with public housing 
authorities to promote integrated housing; 4) homeownership is out of reach, 
recommend re-establishing the Section 8 Homeownership program with the 
IHCDA Single Family Housing Department and re-establish up to $10,000 in 
down payment assistance for low income persons with disabilities 

i. Ann Barnhart, Back Home in Indiana Alliance (Richmond team) and resident with 
disability 

i. the Independent Living Center of Eastern Indiana has a long waitlist, including 
20 waiting for ramps, for accessibility modifications because it is the only 
organization in their 7-county region with a program; many of these consumers 
are in rental properties; 2) Accessible units are not rented by people with 
disabilities, recommend rental subsidies be tied to units designed to meet 
housing needs of people using wheelchairs or the LIHTC accessible units need to 
be affordable at 20% or below AMI; 3) MFP and Housing—DOA has not helped 
constituents access rental subsidies, recommend hold fast to IHCDA’s leadership 
role in Olmstead implementation and use Con Plan, section 8, LIHTC and 
Continuum of Care related resources in addition to potential HUD Section 811 
funds for increased rental subsidies and partnership with public housing 
authorities to promote integrated housing; 4) homeownership is out of reach, 
recommend re-establishing the Section 8 Homeownership program with the 
IHCDA Single Family Housing Department and re-establish up to $10,000 in 
down payment assistance for low income persons with disabilities 

j. Indiana Statewide Independent Living Council 
i. 1) the highest rate of fair housing discrimination is against people with 

disabilities, recommend requiring IHCDA funded developers, landlords, property 
managers and staff attend fair housing training, especially related to reasonable 
accommodation and modification; 2) continue to be receptive and consider 
adjusting the approach to tackling housing barriers for vulnerable populations, 
which includes people with disabilities, as permanent supportive housing 
projects (Housing First model) strongly mirror congregate, institutional settings, 
recommend shifting direction of this model to scattered-site housing and create 
even greater incentives for developers to integrate supportive housing into new 
and existing communities; 3) recommend taking advantage of new leadership at 
DOA to collaborate and apply for Section 811 funds when the next NOFA is 
released to provide additional affordable housing opportunities for individuals 
transitioning out of institutional settings 

k. Allison Bracken, resident with a disability 
i. Very excited about new visitability requirements and new Ramp Up program; 2) 

accessible units are not being rented by people with disabilities, recommend 
tying rental subsidies to accessible units or require LIHTC accessible units to be 
affordable at 20% of AMI; 3) MFP and Housing—DOA has not helped 
constituents access rental subsidies, recommend hold fast to IHCDA’s leadership 
role in Olmstead implementation and use Con Plan, section 8, LIHTC and 
Continuum of Care related resources in addition to potential HUD Section 811 
funds for increased rental subsidies and partnership with public housing 
authorities to promote integrated housing; 3) homeownership is out of reach, 
recommend re-establishing the Section 8 Homeownership program with the 



IHCDA Single Family Housing Department and re-establish up to $10,000 in 
down payment assistance for low income persons with disabilities 

l. 16) Southern Indiana Center for Independent Living (Monroe County) 
i. 1) no organizations provide funding for ramps in Monroe County; people living 

on SSI or SSDI cannot afford to build a ramp; 2) need for more affordable rental 
housing in Monroe County, with rent being based on income—there is plenty of 
housing for seniors, but not others; 3) need for transitional housing, with 
month-to-month rent, especially for homeless individuals with disabilities; a 
person with a disability needs to be able to stay in their own apartment while 
waiting for an approved unit to become available, a year lease is too large a 
burden for someone on SSI; 4) Bloomington’s Housing Authority has an 
extensive wait list; recommend making a commitment to include a fair share of 
housing funding for persons with disabilities 

m. Southern Indiana Center for Independent Living (Lawrence County) 
i. 1) lack of accessible housing for low income residents with disabilities; some 

residents who become disabled are no longer able to live in their home due to 
accessibility issues; recommend moving forward in efforts to increase resident 
independence through programs like Ramp Up 

n. Southern Indiana Center for Independent Living (southern Indiana)— 
i. 1) thank you for introduction of Ramp Up program; 2) recommend using funding 

to allow people on SSI the opportunity to afford housing and for people with 
homes to use funds for minor home repairs; 3) recommend re-instating the 
Home Fund to assist with down payments for first time home buyers and 
expand on the use of Section 8 vouchers; it is challenging for people with 
Section 8 vouchers to fund units that will take the voucher and that are 
affordable and accessible; 4) recommend affirmatively furthering fair housing 
through universal design standards for all new construction 

o. Jewel Lofton, resident 
i. 1) recommend continued investment in affordable housing programs, such as 

those that contributed to development of the Barton Tower, the Barton Annex 
and the Oxmoor Meridian Apartments; 2) recommend expanding funding for 
Shelter Plus Care program so that it can be implemented statewide in the non-
entitlement communities 

p. Southern Indiana Center for Independent Living (Washington County) and resident with 
a disability 

i. 1) recommend down payment assistance for low income residents with 
disabilities—a mortgage is less expensive than renting ($350 vs. $600), but low 
income residents with disabilities are unable to save enough to purchase; a 
home can be safe and accessible, but often people with disabilities must be 
tenants, living in places that are “affordable” but unsafe or not accessible; 2) 
recommend more funds for home repairs and for rental home repairs—as a 
renter, the resident accidentally punctured a tub in a rental unit with his 
handicap chair; because it was his fault, he needed to pay for the repair; as a 
renter, no minor home repair programs would pay for the repair, so he had to 
bathe in a sink until a private individual paid for the repair 

q. Southern Indiana Center for Independent Living (Crawford County) 
i. 1) disabled and those living on disability need rental assistance, down payment 

assistance and rental subsidies/Section 8—there are apartments that could be 



rented but are financially out-of-reach; 2) No emergency or homeless shelter in 
the county; 3) need for additional livable and visitable housing units/homes; 4) 
need for more economic development/economic opportunity in the county; 5) 
funds for ramps needed 

r. Sarah Coleman, advocate for individuals who are blind or have visual impairments 
i. 1) accessible units are not rented by people with disabilities—recommend tying 

rental subsidies to the accessible units or that LIHTC accessible units be 
affordable at 20% or below AMI; 2) sustain and expand IHCDA’s national 
leadership role in the implementation of Olmstead—affirm commitment 
through section 8 voucher program; pursue integrated housing models that do 
not result in clumping people with low income, disabilities or aging seniors; 3) 
increase the availability of integrated and accessible rental housing that is 
affordable to people with disabilities and SSI incomes (18% of AMI)—LIHTC units 
are not affordable, even at 30% AMI; use other rental subsidy strategies to 
promote integrated housing for people with disabilities 

s. Wabash Independent Living and Learning Center 
i. Issues: 1) finding accessible and affordable units is a major issue for people with 

disabilities; accessible units are often rented to individuals who do not use 
wheelchairs; these units need to be available to persons using wheelchairs and 
affordable to residents who are at or below 20% AMI; 2) most residents with 
disabilities are not able to purchase a home, often because they lack a down 
payment; recommend re-establishing down payment assistance for persons 
with disabilities and low income; 3) an insufficient number of accessible housing 
units continues to be an issue, recommend increasing the required number of 
accessible units in new construction, particularly single family, duplex and 
triplexes; this would benefit both residents with disabilities as well as 
accommodate families as their needs change over time; 4) Ramp Up will have a 
major impact for persons with disabilities as well as the elderly; for many, this 
means the difference between living at home or in a nursing home. 

t. IHCDA Response: IHCDA recently launched Ramp Up – a grant program solely intended 
for the installation of ramps for qualified homeowners to improve the accessibility of 
their homes and allow the household members to age in place.  

 
 
 
 

 



HOME Public Comments: 
 

1. Page 1: Application Due Date 
a. HAND 
b. With the HOME subsidy per unit limitations as proposed in the draft policy, the majority 

of HOME rental projects will also need to layer in AHP funds to be financially feasible. 

The FHLBI board meets August 3
rd 

to consider AHP awards, which will likely be 

announced on August 5
th

, the same date proposed as the HOME application due date. 
Since a HOME application will no longer be valid if a project does not receive an AHP 
award, please delay the HOME application due date by 60 days to relieve your housing 
partners from having to fully prepare a HOME application that they may or may not 
wind up being eligible to submit. If a full 60 days is not feasible, even a 30-45 day 
postponement is helpful. 

c. IHCDA Response: To allow for applicants to determine if they have been awarded AHP 
funding through the Federal Home Loan Bank prior to applying for HOME funding 
through IHCDA, the application deadline has been moved back to August 17th, 2016. 
 

 
2. Page 2: Application Fee:  

a. HAND and Milestone Ventures  
b. The costs for application are already substantial, and the 2016 application added 

additional requirements that will increase the cost for an application by a few thousand 
dollars. It is a challenge for CHDO’s to make application, and this fee exacerbates the 
problem. Please consider removing this fee.  

c. Please reconsider requiring a $500 application fee. It runs counter to the goal of 
encouraging non-profits to develop affordable housing as a means of alleviating the 
government burden of doing so. Given the moderate number of HOME applications 
IHCDA has received over the past few years, an application fee further discourages 
affordable housing development. 

d. IHCDA Response: The fee for HOME applications has been reduced to $250 per 
application. If the applicant applies, and is certified a Community Housing 
Development Organization (CHDO) this check will be refunded. 
 

 
3. Page 3: Rental Vs. Homebuyer 

a. Milestone Ventures 
b. Please expand the new language about separate consideration of rental and homebuyer 

projects to address what action IHCDA will take should funds remain in either allocation 
after applications are reviewed. Given the extent of unmet affordable housing needs in 
Indiana, it would be preferable to re-assign funding to the alternate housing activity 
rather than hold over unawarded funds to a future funding cycle. 

c. IHCDA Response: Language has been included to re-assign funding if funds remain in 
either the homebuyer or rental allocations after a given funding round, and 
dependent upon demand for that funding. 
 

 
4. Page 10: Inspections  



a. HAND and Milestone Ventures 
b. The requirement concerning inspection is unclear (2nd Bullet). Both inspections, as 

written, refer to being performed at the completion of construction. Please clarify.  

c. Please clarify the timing of the two physical inspections. The current language states the 
first inspection will be upon completion of the documented scope of work, and the 
other upon completion of construction. These seem to be the same time frame. The 
completion of the documented scope of work typically is the same as the completion of 
the construction for the award.  

d. IHCDA Response: The Physical Inspections policy has been updated to clarify the 
timing of inspections. All IHCDA-assisted units must be inspected twice during the 
award period. The first inspection will occur when 50% of the funds drawn for single 
site projects, or when half the units are complete for scattered site projects. The 
second inspection will be conducted upon completion of the construction for the 
award. Site visits during construction may be conducted to monitor progress of all 
projects. The IHCDA Inspector will conduct the physical inspections.  

 
 

5. Page 12: 25% Expenditure 
a. Milestone Ventures 
b. Please exclude RHTC/HOME combo awards from the new 25% expenditure policy. If a 

non-profit project receives a HOME loan in February in conjunction with RHTC’s, it takes 
several months of due diligence and pre-construction activity before loan closing and 
beginning of draw downs. That same non-profit should not be excluded from 
participating in your HOME rental round. Further restricting entities eligible to apply for 
HOME funds runs counter to the goal of increasing participation in and quality 
competition for HOME funding. 

c. IHCDA Response: HOME funds awarded and committed within the past six months are 
excluded from the 25% expenditure policy.  
 

 
6. Page 12: Uniform Administrative Requirement 

a. Milestone Ventures 
b. We have discussed the issues of competitive procurement and Uniform Administrative 

Requirements at length with HUD staff and understand that the Final Rule change in 
citation at 24 CFR 92.505, which now references 2 CFR 200 for Uniform Administrative 
Requirements, is not applicable to either non-profit or for-profit housing developers 
that receive a grant or loan of HOME funds for a development activity. Instead, it refers 
to defined entities within the HOME regulations of PJs, State recipients (which are Local 
Unit of Government grantees) and subrecipients (which are administrative entities or 
those running programs such as OOR or DPA). Please eliminate competitive 
procurement requirements since they are not required by HOME regulations. If you 
elect not to make that change, at least do not further burden housing developers by 
requiring compliance with 2 CFR 200. Or if you choose to impose 2 CFR 200 as a State 
policy requirement, please add explanatory language consistent with the rest of the 
bullet points in “3.3 HOME Program Requirements” so that applicants are made fully 
aware of what topic the regulatory citation refers to and clarify that this is a State policy 
choice and not a Federal requirement. 

 



7. Page 16: Subsidy Limitations  
a. HAND and Milestone Ventures 
b. It is exceptionally difficult to layer adequate financing when construction standards and 

development risks continually increase. Please consider increasing the per unit subsidies 
by 10% or more.  

c. It costs much more than the proposed limits to gut/rehab or newly construct affordable 
apartments. By keeping these limits quite low, housing developers have no choice but to 
layer in a significant amount of other resources, often AHP, debt, and small local grants, 
which greatly increases the lead time and amount of effort invested in securing total 
project funding as well as complexity of long-term compliance reporting. This places an 
unnecessary burden on non-profit affordable housing developers. It is our 
understanding from HUD staff that the 240% high cost multiplier continues to be in 
effect in 2016 for all of Indiana, resulting in allowable subsidy limits much higher than 
what is proposed. To increase IHCDA’s impact on small community revitalization 
projects, simplify funding, and streamline compliance, please increase per unit limits 
and also increase the maximum award amount to $900,000. These changes will be of 
great benefit, especially to Permanent Supportive Housing developments for which we 
understand IHCDA is beginning to shift funding emphasis from RHTCs to the HOME 
program. By nature of the clients being served, these are often 0 or 1 bedroom units. At 
the low end of the current per unit subsidy spectrum, it would be quite difficult to 
develop small PSH projects with HOME and AHP. 

d. IHCDA Response: The subsidy limitations per unit have been increased by 10% from 

the 2015 to the 2016 application policy. They are as follows: 

Bedroom 

Size 

Per Unit Subsidy Limit 

0 $60,000 

1 $68,000 

2 $83,000 

3 $106,000 

4+ $116,000 

 
 

 
8. Page 16: 20% Soft Costs Limit 

a. Milestone Ventures  
b. The IHCDA limit of 20% of HOME funds budgeted towards soft costs including 

developer’s fee and 15% limit on developer’s fee by itself has been in place for many 
years. From a total development cost perspective, however, the sum of these expenses 
can actually exceed 35%-40%. It is very difficult to develop projects within the 20% limit 
without layering in AHP funds. Please consider either increasing the 20% limit to 35% or 
excluding developer fee from the 20% limit. 

c. IHCDA Response: The 20% cap on program delivery (including the maximum 15% 
developer’s fee) remains unchanged, so at least 80% of HOME funds awarded toward 



the development of a project are spent on the actual construction of the units. Up to 
$50,000 is available in CHDO Operating Support for eligible CHDOs within a given year. 
IHCDA has also amended the CHDO Operating Support to allow CHDOs to receive up 
to an additional $25,000 within the second year of a contract if they meet the 
following criteria: 

• Have begun construction within the first 12 months of the executed 
agreement with IHCDA; 

• Have drawn a minimum of 25% of the IHCDA housing development award; 
• Have drawn 100% of the original CHDO Operating Support award. 

 
9. Page 20: Program Income  

a. Milestone Ventures 
b. Is the paragraph on this page intended to go along with the program income discussion? 

It doesn’t seem to fit with the preceding paragraphs. 
c. IHCDA Response: Information on Program Income can now be found within Section 

5.5. 
 

10. Page 22: Management Fee Inflation 
a. Milestone Ventures 
b. Management Fee Inflation – Since property management fees are calculated each year 

as a percentage of Effective Gross Income, they inflate at the same rate as income 
rather than the higher rate like the rest of a project’s operating expenses. Please create 
a separate row on the proforma for management fees and allow for data entry in that 
row each year. 

c. IHCDA Response: The pro-forma has been changed to allow the management fee to 
escalate with income rather than expenses. 
 

 
11. Page 23: Debt Coverage Ratio 

a. Milestone Ventures 
b. Please continue to review DCR for a 15 year period, to remain consistent with the 

industry standard proforma timeframe for affordable housing funders and investors, 
rather than increasing to a 20 year proforma period to match up with the affordability 
period for newly constructed developments. Also, the minimum required ratio of 1.15 
for projects without hard debt is very difficult to achieve. Please consider reducing it to 
1.10. 

c. IHCDA Response: The DCR will be continued from a 15 year per period. The ratio of 
1.15 remains unchanged.  

 
12. Page 25: Administrator Procurement 

a. Milestone Ventures 
b. As requested above, please eliminate competitive procurement requirement. 

Alternately, continue to review all procurement documentation at close-out monitoring 
instead of at application in order to streamline application submittal and maintain 
consistency between the types of documentation required at application versus project 
close-out. 



c. IHCDA Response: Competitive procurement requirements are outlined in the CDBG & 
HOME Program Manual, not the application Policy. Staff is currently reviewing and 
updating that Manual.  

 
13. Page 25: File Naming  

a. Milestone Ventures 
b. The Threshold requirement to label each file folder as “Tab Letter: Folder Name” is 

inconsistent with allowable file naming nomenclature. Colons cannot be used within 
folder or file names. 

c. IHCDA Response: All label requirements have been changed to include an _ (underscore) 
instead of a : (colon).  

 
14. Page 25: Site Control   

a. Milestone Ventures 
b. Please allow submittal of purchase options or agreements that are older than 6 months. 

Such agreements can continue to be valid well beyond IHCDA’s 6 month limitation. It 
can be challenging to comply with this for projects that are layering in AHP funding 
given the timespan between AHP and HOME application deadlines, and asking sellers to 
execute purchase options multiple times can make them become skittish or open an 
unintentional can of worms for them to push for renegotiation of the purchase price. 

c. IHCDA Response: Site control documentation now requires evidence of a purchase 
option or agreement that expires no less than 30 days subsequent to the award 
announcement date.  
 

 
15. Page 26: Title Search and Zoning Approval 

a. HAND 
b. This is an important underwriting step, but it is also one that comes with costs. We have 

rezoned properties for applications and only about 50% of those get funded. Therefore, 
we spend a lot of time and costs obtaining local approvals that are unnecessary. Local 
plan commissions and city councils also look at this differently when the funding is in 
place. Allowing CHDO’s discretion about the best time to pursue zoning changes 
rewards those who do so, but does not further raise the bar. We request these items 
contribute towards points and not proceed as a threshold item.  

c. IHCDA Response: With the strict underwriting and commitment guidelines required by 
HUD for all HOME projects, evidence of clear title is necessary so as the recipient of 
HOME funds can begin construction work (as required by HUD) within 12 months of 
the commitment of HOME funds.  

 
16. Page 26/27: Cost Estimates 

a. Milestone Ventures 
b. The requirement to submit cost estimates is listed twice on the threshold checklist. 
c. IHCDA Response: One requirement to submit cost estimates has been deleted.  

 
 

17. Page 27: Visitability 
a. Milestone Ventures 



b. This section of the rental policy refers to homebuyer units and a prospective buyer. Is 
this a typo? 

c. IHCDA Response: References to Visitability have been deleted from the homebuyer 
policy.  

 
18. Page 28: Senior Developments 

a. Milestone Ventures 
b. Please move the accessibility / adaptability language, which is much more prohibitive 

than the Federal Section 504 5% accessibility standard back to being a scoring incentive 
rather than threshold requirement. In particular, rehab of existing properties may not 
be able to comply with the 100% standard due to existing floor plan configurations. 

c. IHCDA Response: The Accessible and Adaptable requirement remains in threshold, but 
only for Senior Developments.  

 
19. Page 32: Scoring Chart 

a. Milestone Ventures 
b. We add up maximum score to sum 112 points rather than 114 points. Differences are 

project characteristics 32 points, capacity 22 points, and financing 12 points. 
c. IHCDA Response: Scoring has been updated to the following:  

 

Scoring Category 
Points 

Possible 
Project Characteristics 34 
Development Features 33 
Readiness 6 
Capacity 27 
Financing  10 
Unique Features  & Bonus 10 
Total Possible Points 120 

 
 

20. Page 32: Scoring Threshold 
a. Milestone Ventures 
b. Please reduce the 75 point scoring threshold to 65 points. This is quite challenging for 

applicants to achieve, especially with 19% of total available points dependent upon 
performance on an entity’s single, most recent award. An otherwise productive housing 
developer could find themselves blocked from competing for HOME funding for a 5 year 
period following an anomaly of poor performance on a single project. 

c. IHCDA Response: The 75 point threshold requirement remains. For new construction 
projects, applicants can score a total of 110 points; applicants applying for 
rehabilitation projects can score a total of 113 points. Based upon this, applicants 
would only need to score 69 or 66% respectively of the total possible points to meet 
this requirement.  

 
21. Page 32: Scoring  

a. Milestone Ventures 



b. Consider making all individual scoring items roughly equivalent so that there are no 
longer high point areas that overshadow everything else, such as opportunity index, 
services, and the past performance categories. 

c. IHCDA Response:  The scoring categories will continue to promote the required HOME 
rule underwriting criteria – such as developer capacity through increased scoring 
points, and will use the scoring criteria to outline, and support policy priorities.  

 
22. Page 35: Comprehensive Community Development  

a. HAND and Milestone Ventures 
b. There are many ways to demonstrate a comprehensive approach to community 

development, and small HOME projects of 5-12 units can be strategic, but not 
necessarily recognized in a single planning document. Furthermore, in Hamilton County, 
there are no “target areas” which call for the creation of affordable housing. It’s a macro 
community issue and would be counterproductive to isolate affordable housing to one 
area – downtown Arcadia has different planning capabilities and market demand than 
midtown Carmel. Please provide greater flexibility for demonstrating strategic impact in 
a comprehensive community development initiative. Allow for communities to get 
points for initiatives that promote affordable housing in relation to community and 
economic development plans.  

c. Comprehensive Community Development – The new limitation that only one plan may 
be submitted for consideration is problematic since communities often create a 
comprehensive plan as a base document and then a few years later do an update with 
supplemental info. In these instances, the LUG utilizes both plans as companion 
documents. 

d. IHCDA Response: The Comprehensive Community Development Plan will remain as a 
scoring item. Applicants who do not meet the criteria can still meet the scoring 
threshold required.   

 
23. Page 36: Fresh Produce  

a. HAND and Milestone Ventures 
b. Quality, desirable housing is sometimes in locations with an abundance of food sources, 

but they lie just too far for it to be walkable. Please increase this to a 1 mile radius.  
c. Increase the location requirement to be within a 1 mile radius of the site, which is a 

more appropriate measurement for rural communities. 
d. IHCDA Response: The radius to fresh produce remains at 0.5 miles. To receive the total 

number of points within the Opportunity Index, applicants must just meet five of the 
nine total categories.  

 
 

24. Page 36: Public Transportation  
a. Milestone Ventures 
b. The wording used for this section reflects urban public transit characteristics (public 

transit station/bus stop) but does not take into the manner in which transit occurs 
throughout the majority of Indiana. Rural counties typically rely on either rural transit 
systems or non-public taxi transit. Rural transit programs sometimes run set routes but 
are more often designed to offer on-site pick-up via an on-call scheduling system. Please 
allow public and private transit systems in rural areas to receive these points as they 



both accomplish the means of providing a low-cost alternative to automobile 
ownership. 

c. IHCDA Response: The proximity and access to public transportation for HOME 
beneficiaries remains in the scoring policy. To receive the total number of points 
within the Opportunity Index, applicants must just meet five of the nine total 
categories.  

 
 

25. Page 36: Median Household Income  
a. Milestone Ventures 
b. In place of county-level data, consider awarding points for median household income 

level of the project’s Census Tract, as proposed in the chart below. The Federal Financial 
Institution Examination Council (FFIEC) Online Census Data System, which is used by 
FHLBI for AHP scoring, annually publishes median income data by census tract at 
http://www.ffiec.gov/census/default.aspx. Additionally, remove unemployment rate, 
school performance, and healthy outcomes data as HOME scoring criteria. 

Census Tract Income Level  Points  
Upper  2 points  
Middle  1.5 points  

Moderate  1 points  
Low  0 points  

 
 

c. IHCDA Response: Census tract income has been changed and will be based upon the 
Federal Financial Institutions Examination Councils’ (FFIEC) determination.  

 
26. Page 37: Tenant Investment Plan Service Agreement (MOU):  

a. HAND 
b. When we can submit alternative MOU’s to the legal department for approval? What’s 

the process and how long will the review process take? Please clarify.  
c. IHCDA response: For consistency across HOME recipients, applicants must use IHCDA’s 

MOU.  
 

27. Page 40: Smoke-Free Housing  
a. HAND 
b. We are pleased to see this addition to the HOME Policy. We have instituted this policy 

on new developments, and are working to transition existing properties as well. One 
point of clarification may be as to whether or not E-cigarettes are included in this. Our 
interpretation is that this is a “smoke-free” policy, not a “tobacco/nicotine-free” policy. 
Please clarify.  

c. IHCDA Response: The smoke free rental policy has been clarified to be only be “smoke 
free” and not tobacco/nicotine free policy.  
 

 
28. Page 41: Predevelopment Activities 

a. Milestone Ventures and HAND 
b.  This section heavily favors rehab projects. New construction is likely to score only 2 of 

the 6 points for preliminary plans and survey. Lead testing, asbestos testing, and capital 



needs assessment/structural needs reports are typically not applicable to new 
construction projects. Consider reducing this to a 5 point category and adding activities 
pertinent to new construction such as preliminary site plan approval, water available to 
site, and sanitary sewer available to site. Additionally, remove appraisal from the 
predevelopment list. Unless required by a conventional lender, an appraisal is not a 
requirement for affordable rental housing development. Appraisals are costly, and 
obtaining one for the sole purpose of scoring one predevelopment point would not be a 
good use of limited funding resources. 

c. Predevelopment Activities (p. 41): The requirements favor rehabilitation projects, and 
creates significant financial burden for the applicant. Appraisals, in particular, are 
expensive and provide very limited utility. Give credit for new construction projects that 
will not have Lead or Asbestos to deal with.  

d. IHCDA Response: The total number of potential points for “Predevelopment 
Activities” has been decreased to three points, and preliminary plans added to the list 
of completed predevelopment activities permissible under the category. 
 

 
29. Page 41: Contractor Solicitation 

a. Milestone Ventures 
b. Remove the scoring incentive for contacting five contractors at the time of HOME 

application. Doing so several months in advance of having project funding in place, full 
design work completed, and going out to bid serves no practical purpose. It does not in 
any way measure “an applicant’s ability to begin and timely execute an awarded 
project,” and it tends to confuse potential contractors. IHCDA-funded projects almost 
always use Indiana contractors, and unless you begin to allow housing developers to 
non-competitively procure contractors, they are required to solicit MBE/WBE/DBE firms 
anyway. 

c. IHCDA Response: The scoring incentive for contractor solicitation to Minority Business 
Enterprises, Women Business Enterprises, Federal Disadvantage Business Enterprises, 
Veteran Owned Small Businesses and/or Service Disable Veteran Owned Small 
Businesses will remain in the policy.  

 
30. Page 43/44: Applicant Award Performance: 

a. Milestone Ventures 
b. The extensive 17 point emphasis on an applicant’s past performance associated with a 

single award and the lookback timeframe of 5 years is overly punitive; it serves as a 
barrier to existing housing developers partnering with IHCDA to implement the HOME 
program; and it impedes the fundability of new housing developers. Further, if an 
applicant recognizes that they would benefit from the capacity of a proven, experienced 
consultant or grant administrator, they should be encouraged to do so and not be 
subjected to a 12 point scoring differential with 5 points that are only available if they 
have not been active in the HOME program for the past 5 years. Essentially, the 
standard set by this criteria is near-perfection, with the allowance for only one 
monitoring finding or concerns, no award extensions, and zero physical conditions 
issues. One blip in award performance can lock out an applicant from the HOME 
program for 5 years. Please (1) consider an applicant’s body of work rather than just 
their most recent award; (2) do not impose a scoring penalty on new HOME applicants 
or those that choose to use the services of a consultant or grant administrator; (3) only 



allow poor performance to negatively impact scoring on one application cycle rather 
than 5 years; and (4) create measures to identify high risk recipients and provide just 
those entities with focused TA rather than the one-size-fits-all TA approach that has 
been implemented over the past few years. 

c. IHCDA Response: The category of “overall IHCDA Award Performance” has been set at 
10 points. New HOME applicants are eligible for five additional points if they have 
procured an administrator with previous IHCDA HOME experience. IHCDA will 
continue to offer a variety of Technical Assistance opportunities to potential HOME 
applicants and offer feedback on projects and applications.  

 
31. Page 44: Public Financial Participation  

a. HAND 
b. While government-sponsored, the Federal Home Loan Bank is owned by private banks. 

Should these funds be classified as “Non-Public Financial Participation” instead? Please 
consider. 

c. IHCDA Response: Federal Home Loan Bank will be classified as Public Financial 
Participation.  

 
32. Page 44: Physical Inspections  

a. Milestone Ventures 
b. Clarify whether performance will be measured from the most recent initial inspection 

conducted at close-out or ongoing inspections throughout the affordability period. Also, 
if this scoring item is retained, change the language to award points as long as the entity 
does not have any uncorrected issues. 

 
33. Page 46: Bonus Points 

a. Milestone Ventures 
b. Please revise the criteria for receipt of bonus points to be consistent with how IHCDA 

awards these points for RHTC applications, i.e., tied to completeness and threshold 
performance but not applicable to questions IHCDA staff may pose for clarification or 
insufficient scoring documentation. The penalty for not providing adequate 
documentation for scoring purposes should only be the loss of the points associated 
with the scoring item itself, not an additional 5 point penalty on top of that. 

c. IHCDA Response: The language on bonus points has been revised to be consistent with 
RHTC applications.  

 
34. CHDO Certification 

a. HAND  
b. The revised certification process is understandable and workable. However, it is 

challenging to maintain the capacity as a CHDO when operating support is contingent 
upon a project award. HAND receives operating support every 3 years despite pursuing 
numerous developments, and an absolute ongoing commitment to the development of 
affordable housing with the HOME Program. Please consider pathways for funding 
CHDO’s with greater frequency, and ensure the policy allows for CHDOs developing 
HOME projects using LIHTC receive CHDO Operating Support. 

c. IHCDA Response: To garner and support CHDO capacity, CHDOs can be eligible for a 
second year of CHDO Operating Support.  CHDOs funded within the past 12-24 months 



can apply for additional  supplemental operating support of up to $25,000, if they 
have met the following criteria: 
 

i. Have begun construction within the first 12 months of the executed 
agreement with IHCDA; 

ii. Have drawn a minimum of 25% of the IHCDA housing development award; 
iii. Have drawn 100% of the original CHDO Operating Support award. 
iv. CHDO Operating Support cannot exceed to greater of $50,000 within one fiscal 

year.  
 

 

 
 


