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II. Executive Summary

Summarize the fair housing issues, significant contributing factors, and goals. Also include an overview of the
process and analysis used to reach the goals.
Key fair housing issues facing the Lake County urban county entitlement area jurisdiction are: 1) community
opposition leading to limited housing choice for people in protected classes, 2) housing choice for older
adults and people with disabilities, 3) access to transportation choice connecting housing to areas of
opportunity, and 4) land use policies that limit available, affordable housing resulting in regional patterns of
segregation and limited housing choices for people in protected classes.
Recurring contributing factors to these fair housing issues are: 1) land use and zoning laws (and practices), 2)
source of income discrimination, and 3) lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs.
To address these key issues and contributing factors, four goals have been established:
1. Increase education opportunities for elected and appointed officials, real estate professionals, residential
investors/landlords, and the general public about fair housing.
2. Increase awareness and implementation of universal design principles in housing construction and
renovation.
3. Work county-wide and regionally to improve transportation choices and connection between areas of
opportunity and housing.
4. Increase opportunities for mixed income housing options through policy changes in programs and land
use policy.
With the exception of perhaps transportation access, the consensus is that there is not discriminatory intent
behind the disparate impacts facing people in protected classes in the jurisdiction. Indeed, within the
jurisdiction there are even rather limited disparate impacts regarding housing opportunity, but on the larger
county-wide and regional scale there are disparate impacts. The data, largely provided by HUD, and maps
provided by HUD, combined with the results of key stakeholder interviews, reviews of existing documents, a
survey, and focus group workshops support the findings of the key issues and contributing factors. Goals
were developed to address the issues and build on the work of the last Analysis of Impediments to Fair
Housing for the jurisdiction.
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III. Community Participation Process

Describe outreach activities undertaken to encourage and broaden meaningful community participation
in the AFH process, including the types of outreach activities and dates of public hearings or meetings.
Identify media outlets used and include a description of efforts made to reach the public, including those
representing populations that are typically underrepresented in the planning process such as persons
who reside in areas identified as R/ECAPs, persons who are limited English proficient (LEP), and persons
with disabilities. Briefly explain how these communications were designed to reach the broadest
audience possible. For PHAs, identify your meetings with the Resident Advisory Board and other
resident outreach.
Several techniques were used to encourage participation in the development of the AFH. Small group
interviews were conducted with key stakeholders including public housing agencies, CAP agencies,
human relations departments, planning/zoning/building departments, bankers, real estate agents, and
landlords. Each meeting was approximately one hour and was held at the Lake County government
center. Interviews were conducted May 24-25, 2017.
A survey was distributed to the Lake County Community Economic Development (LCCEDD) Department
email list and through their partners at the Northwest Indiana Reinvestment Alliance (NWIRA). Paper
copies of the survey were available at LCCEDD and could be returned by mail to LCCEDD or the
consultant. All surveys were completed online, with very few participants. The survey was opened July
19, 2017 and closed September 19, 2017.
Workshops were held in two locations (morning and late afternoon) with topical discussions on
transportation, zoning, communicating about fair housing, and Aging in Place/Universal Design. During
each session there was a facilitator from the consulting team of (NWIRA) who was also taking notes.
Information sheets on the topic were available and there was a set of questions for the group to
discuss. Workshops were held August 17, 2017 at the St. John Community Center in the morning and
the Lake County Public Library in the afternoon.
Provide a list of organizations consulted during the community participation process.
•

Northwest Indiana Reinvestment Alliance (NWIRA)

•

City of Lake Station

•

Town of St. John

•

Town of Lowell

•

Gary Human Relations Commission

•
•

Gary Public Housing Authority
East Chicago Public Housing Authority

•

Northwest Indiana Community Action (NICA)

•

Northwest Indiana Creative Investors Association (NICIA)

•

Greater Northwest Indiana Association of Realtors (GNAIR)
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•

Habitat for Humanity of Northwest Indiana

•

United Neighborhoods, Inc.

•

Peoples Bank

•

BMO Harris Bank

•

Nurse Family Partnership

•

Goodwill

•

South Lake County Community Services

Describe whether the outreach activities elicited broad community participation during the
development of the AFH. If there was low participation, or low participation among particular
protected class groups, what additional steps might improve or increase community participation in the
future, including overall participation or among specific protected class groups?
There was limited participation in all formats offered. Most of the participants were in formal roles in
the community, working for the agencies and organizations that provide services to protected classes.
There was good representation of the racial and ethnic diversity in the county in the interviews and
workshops, however, like the communities themselves each represented the racial majority from their
community. While there were no participants from certain protected classes, there were participants
whose agencies provide services to people in those protected classes.
In an urban county area with the three most populated cities excluded as their own entitlements, it is
challenging to find ways to connect to people in all the communities. There are no public housing
complexes and limited places where there is a targeted population already convening. During the
adoption process, LCCEDD hosted a public hearing on November 14, 2017, which provided opportunity
for comment. There was an advertised 30-day public comment period from October 13, 2017 through
November 13, 2017. One comment was received during the comment period, that East Chicago had
disbanded their Human Relations Commission, which has been addressed in the final plan. There were
no participants in the public hearing.
Summarize all comments obtained in the community participation process. Include a summary of any
comments or views not accepted and the reasons why.
The biggest barrier to housing choice is income and housing availability/affordability. Participants were
virtually unanimous that the problems with housing choice are not based on discrimination/protected
class, rather income (or source of income). Transportation remains a barrier to housing choice as a car
is required for transportation in most of the communities in the urban county entitlement. Many
landlords either won’t accept Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs) or have rents that substantially exceed
the Fair Market Rent (FMR) so they don’t even consider HCVs an option. Zoning requirements for large
lots and large homes, and public sentiment against multi-family housing and affordable housing in
general complicates the availability of affordable housing in some of the communities and increases
racial and economic disparities across the communities in the county. A limited supply of rental housing
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outside the entitlement cities (Gary, East Chicago, and Hammond) further reduces housing choice for
people who are unable to secure a mortgage or disinterested in home ownership.
There is some acknowledgement that limited transit connectivity in the county is race-related where
the wealthier communities don’t want “those people” in their community. This is like the sentiment
attached to development of multi-family housing, particularly subsidized multi-family. Some landlords
who may consider accepting HCVs still believe that the program is administered out of the City of Gary
and don’t want to go to downtown Gary to conduct business. The HCV program is currently
administered by Northwest Indiana Community Action, but knowledge of that may be limited among
long-time landlords. While members of the Greater Northwest Indiana Association of Realtors have
significant access to fair housing training and information (and most are agents/brokers), the members
of the Northwest Indiana Creative Investors Association, particularly those who own few properties,
may not be as well-versed in fair housing responsibilities.
Older residents have difficulty maintaining their homes and need assistance for home modifications,
weatherization, and general maintenance. Rebuilding Together provides assistance with general
maintenance and repairs annually in Merrillville, Lowell, Crown Point, and Cedar Lake. LCCEDD
emergency grants and rental rehab grants.
Participation in the survey was significantly limited, with only 10 people completing the survey.
Participants represented many of the communities in the jurisdiction, however, and all had lived in the
jurisdiction for more than 10 years. Unkempt homes and declining property values were two housing
concerns participants experienced in the past few years. No participants identified having experienced
housing discrimination recently. Cost of housing, transportation, and availability of senior housing were
rated as the primary barriers to housing choice. The only write in comment was that a participant
experienced excessive noise at night, with vehicles blocking alleys and no police intervention.
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IV. Assessment of Past Goals, Actions and Strategies

Indicate what fair housing goals were selected by program participant(s) in recent Analyses of Impediments,
Assessments of Fair Housing, or other relevant planning documents:
A. Lack of knowledge about the Federal Fair Housing Law and how and when to report housing violations.
B. Work with cities and towns in the non-entitlement areas of Lake County in their efforts to pass
ordinances designed to protect renters and improve living conditions.
C. Lack of coordination between cities/towns and the unincorporated areas under the jurisdiction of Lake
County.
D. Lack of adequate public transportation in the non-entitlement areas of the County.
E. Lack of adequate numbers of affordable housing units.
F. Lack of housing units that are accessible for the disabled.
G. Continue to monitor lending trends and CRA activities.
H. High real estate taxes prohibit many from renting single family homes, thus decreasing the number of
affordable units available to families.
I. Encourage builders of multi-unit rental property to apply for RTC (rental tax credit) when constructing
rental property. This will allow lower rental rates making the property more affordable.
J. Develop policies that require projects to set aside percentage of units to be designated low/moderate
income in any large construction project.
Discuss what progress has been made toward the achievement of fair housing goals.
A. Fair Housing complaints are received by the Northwest Indiana Reinvestment Alliance (NWIRA) for the
urban county area. In Gary and Hammond they have public relations commissions that receive
complaints. People often don’t know who to call and call Gary frequently and their staff try to assist or
refer. The Greater Northwest Indiana Association of Realtors (GNIAR) has fair housing training for their
members and members report feeling well-educated on the topic. Members of the Northwest Indiana
Creative Investors Association (NICIA), however, report that many of their smaller, non-agent/broker,
members are not very well-versed in fair housing. LCCEDD and NWIRA recently became connected to
NICIA and will work with them to offer training.
Staff of local plan commissions and boards of zoning appeals feel their boards, commissions, and councils
lack recent training on fair housing and are interested in getting resources and training to them, but lack
the budget to pay for speakers.
B. Local rental registration programs have been hampered by changes to Indiana state law in 2014
restricting the ability of local units of government to charge landlords for administration of programs.
New rental registration programs have been significantly hampered by the changes to the law.
See https://iga.in.gov/legislative/2014/bills/house/1403#digest-heading
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C. The Housing Task Force identified the following factors as affecting the jurisdiction: vacancy and
abandoned properties, land banking, property and rental registration, licensing fees and code
enforcement, foreclosures, aging in place, and affordable housing. The need for a land bank was
identified as a major initiative in 2014/15. A statewide land bank affinity meeting was held in Lake
County in September 2015.
D. The Regional Bus Authority (RBA) collapsed in 2012. The Regional Development Authority (RDA) was
supposed to coordinate transit, but has not really been active in that realm. The South Shore rail
expansion has been the significant transit investment in the region, but doesn’t serve all of the
communities, and there are not strong connections between other services and the South Shore stations.
Dial-a-ride services exist, but are fragmented. The Gary Public Transit Authority provides limited bus
services outside of the city limits, but is limited to adjacent communities in the north end of the county.
E. Public opposition remains a barrier to development of affordable housing in many of the urban county
entitlement communities. Comprehensive plans have limited support for multi-family housing, senior
housing, and affordable housing development in general. A county comprehensive plan is under
development, but will only serve the unincorporated areas of the county. Under Indiana planning
enabling law each jurisdiction that has zoning must have a comprehensive plan for their jurisdiction.
Comprehensive plans have a long time horizon, whereas consolidated plans are 5-year planning
documents and the Lake County consolidated plan covers all of the jurisdictions in the urban county
entitlement area, including the unincorporated area.
F. Local units of government and home builders are becoming aware of universal design principles and
home modifications to accommodate aging in place and disabilities, but few policy changes have been
made. The Federal Home Loan Bank of Indianapolis (FHLBI) has a program to provide grants to lowincome people for accessibility modifications. FHLBI is working to identify the barriers to organizations
and their member banks participating in the program. Communities are working through their ADA
transition plans to increase accessibility of the sidewalk network and to public buildings, but it is still
challenging to find accessible housing units (especially that are not age restricted).
G. The Bankers Council meets quarterly. Members include 11 banks serving the county and 9 community
organizations. The council has met since 2008 and was the first local council recognized by NCRC National
Banker Community Council.
H. Lake County continues to have among the highest property tax rates in the state, but the very highest are
in the City of Gary (see http://www.stats.indiana.edu/dms4/propertytaxes.asp). One of the challenges to
developing affordable housing in Indiana is that there is not consistency in policy between assessors and
taxing units regarding how non-profit owned housing is treated (tax exempt or not). Despite advocacy
efforts to change the state law, there has not been change and individual taxing units may exempt
property taxes or not. Tax abatement is considered on a case-by-case basis in each jurisdiction where
property taxes are not exempt. Property tax relief for individual single-family properties is not a model
FINAL NOVEMBER 2017

6

that has been implemented in the state.
I.

Section 42 (Rental Housing Tax Credits) has been used primarily for the development of senior housing in
the Lake County urban county entitlement area and are in Hobart and Merrillville. In the past five years,
IHCDA has awarded two projects credits in Lake County. In 2015, IHCDA awarded credits to Flagstone
Village in Hammond for development of 76 units. In 2016, IHCDA awarded credits to Lake Park Senior
Apartments in Hobart for the development of 80 units as elderly units.

J.

While some jurisdictions in Lake County did adopt language into their zoning ordinance to support
development of affordable housing projects, the ability to do so was limited by the Indiana General
Assembly during the 2017 session (see https://iga.in.gov/legislative/2017/bills/senate/558#digestheading).

Discuss how successful in achieving past goals, and/or how it has fallen short of achieving those goals
(including potentially harmful unintended consequences).
There are significant regional and statewide barriers to the county achieving the goals of the prior
Assessment of Impediments to Fair Housing. The end of the RBA and state legislation regarding rental
registration and use of local ordinances to limit rents limited any progress that could have been made in the
county toward advancing some of the goals. The Section 42 program is very competitive in Indiana and
relatively few projects are funded compared to the number of applications. The realtors have a solid fair
housing education program and communication of fair housing responsibilities, but in the rental market it is
more challenging to reach the non-institutional landlords. Partnering with NICIA can assist in reaching those
landlords, however there is a potential unintended consequence that many of the NICIA members use land
contracts, which are seen by housing advocates as predatory on low-income populations and protected
classes.
Discuss any additional policies, actions, or steps that the program participant could take to achieve past
goals, or mitigate the problems it has experienced.
Training for plan commission members, board of zoning appeals members, and city/town council members
on fair housing responsibilities, in addition to training for NICIA members would continue to advance
awareness of barriers to fair housing in the county. Increased public awareness of the difference between
affordable housing, subsidized housing, and fair housing would also be helpful in reducing the opposition to
rental and multi-family housing in the communities.
Additional investment in homeowner and rental rehab, particularly for aging in place, could support the
goals. Working with affordable homebuilders like the CHDOs and Habitat to build homes that use principles
of universal design would ensure that homes are able to be modified as owners need increasing
accommodation.
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Discuss how the experience of program participant(s) with past goals has influenced the selection of current
goals.
The Northwest Indiana Reinvestment Alliance has provided most of the education, outreach, coordination,
and enforcement requests for Lake County Community Economic Development Department in the past and
has been the driving force behind April Fair Housing Month activities and coordination of the Banker’s
Council and other county-wide initiatives, as well as participation in and connection to statewide and national
activities. This relationship has been considered productive locally. The contract executive director is retiring
and the nature of the relationship may change over the coming years. Recently LCCEDD has become aware
of the creative investor’s group and has developed a more significant relationship with the Greater
Northwest Indiana REALTORs Association (GNAIR) and these relationships can foster more opportunities for
fair housing communication.
Recent changes in state law make it more difficult for municipalities to implement some of the changes that
were previously considered in terms of inclusionary zoning practices and rental registration programs, so
other interventions are needed to encourage development of affordable housing in the jurisdiction and
encourage fair housing choices for all people.
Accountability and transparency are ongoing broader topics of conversation in Lake County and efforts to
provide better documentation of participation in programs and communicating fair housing initiatives
contributes to increased accountability.
Municipal planning, zoning, and building departments feel that there has not been significant investment in
fair housing communication and training for appointed and elected officials and that the vocal NIMBY
presence surrounding affordable housing and fair housing issues could be better countered with availability
and accessibility of training and information resources.
Transportation choice in the region continues to be an issue connecting housing opportunity and economic
opportunity. The municipalities in the jurisdiction are more affected by fragmented systems than the
entitlement communities in the northern part of the county or the region as a whole. Investment patterns,
responsible organizations, and regional coordination continue to be barriers to progress in transit
connectivity.
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V. Fair Housing Analysis
1. Demographic Summary

Lake County Community Economic Development Department’s Entitlement Area consists of: Cedar Lake,
Dyer, Crown Point, Griffith, Highland, Hobart, Lake Station, Lowell, Merrillville, Munster, New Chicago,
Schneider, Schererville, St. John, Whiting, Winfield, and all unincorporated areas in Lake County.

2. General Issues

General issues addressed include segregation/integration, disparities in access to opportunity, and
disproportionate housing needs. There are no R/ECAPs identified in the version of the maps/data used for
the analysis, so the R/ECAP section has been omitted.

a. Segregation/Integration

Describe and compare segregation levels in the jurisdiction and region. Identify the racial/ethnic groups that
experience the highest levels of segregation.
Within the Lake County urban county entitlement area there are limited areas of concentrated racial and
ethnic groups, because the diversity is limited. Most of the diversity in the county is in the cities of Lake
County that have their own entitlements and in the Chicago area in Illinois. There are no identified R/ECAPs
in the urban county entitlement area.
There is considerable racial and ethnic segregation in Lake County. The cities of Gary, East Chicago, and Gary
are predominately black, while the balance of the county is predominately white, non-Hispanic. Merrillville
has the largest black community, with 44% of the population identifying as black/African American.
Approximately 17% of Griffith is identified as black/African American. Local knowledge suggests that most of
that population is concentrated in a single apartment complex in the community.

Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Two or More Races, Non-Hispanic
Other, Non-Hispanic

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction
%
#
230,850 75.84%
28,420 9.34%
35,588 11.69%
5,087 1.67%
523 0.17%
3,625 1.19%
281 0.09%

The Hispanic population accounts for 17% of Lake County, but only 13.5% of the urban county entitlement
area. Input suggests that the previously flooded areas of Lake Station have (recently) become a Hispanic
enclave according to local sources.
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Diversity has been increasing in the urban county entitlement over the past 25 years, with the biggest
changes occurring between 2000 and 2010.
Identify areas in the jurisdiction and region with relatively high segregation and integration by race/ethnicity,
national origin, or LEP group, and indicate the predominant groups living in each area.
While the diversity has increased in the urban county entitlement area, the foreign-born and LEP population
has remained fairly constant. Most of the growth in the Hispanic population has been second-and thirdgeneration and are people who either speak only English or speak English well.

Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
National Origin
Foreign-born
LEP
Limited English Proficiency

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction
Current
1990 Trend
2000 Trend
2010 Trend
#
%
#
%
#
%
#
%
223,168 92.63%
227,363 85.36% 231,337 75.80%
230,850 75.84%
3,482 1.45%
12,941 4.86% 30,131 9.87%
28,420 9.34%
11,679 4.85%
19,850 7.45% 35,867 11.75%
35,588 11.69%
2,045 0.85%
3,985 1.50%
6,122 2.01%
5,087 1.67%
335 0.14%
1,182 0.44%
1,328 0.44%
523 0.17%

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index
Non-White/White
Black/White
Hispanic/White
Asian or Pacific Islander/White

10,187

4.23%

13,342

5.01%

17,646

5.78%

17,868

5.85%

6,848

2.84%

8,535

3.20%

10,188

3.34%

10,389

3.40%

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction
1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current
41.62
38.65
37.90
41.94
73.02
65.69
67.78
77.72
28.80
24.78
25.03
28.28
34.69
34.36
41.75
35.96

Explain how these segregation levels and patterns in the jurisdiction and region have changed over time (since
1990).
While diversity has increased since 1990, there has not been a pattern of segregation emerge within the
urban county entitlement area. The segregation exists county-wide where the black/African American
population is concentrated in the entitlement cities. The vast majority of the diversity in the county is in the
urban/suburban northern half of the county.
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Consider and describe the location of owner and renter occupied housing in the jurisdiction and region in
determining whether such housing is in segregated or integrated areas, and describe trends over time.

Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Other, Non-Hispanic
Total Household Units

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME)
Jurisdiction
Homeowners
Renters
#
%
#
%
74,830 84.41%
15,255 62.83%
4,584 5.17%
5,534 22.79%
7,564 8.53%
2,705 11.14%
1,048 1.18%
480 1.98%
139 0.16%
19 0.08%
500 0.56%
274 1.13%
88,650
24,280
-

There is limited rental housing outside Gary, East Chicago, and Hammond and the rental housing stock
decreases moving south. This is related to the lack of multi-family housing in the smaller jurisdictions.
Most of the jurisdictions have between 24-40% renters, but the communities with the highest percentage of
renters are either the smallest communities or the most diverse communities.
Discuss whether there are any demographic trends, policies, or practices that could lead to higher segregation
in the jurisdiction in the future. Participants should focus on patterns that affect the jurisdiction and region
rather than creating an inventory of local laws, policies, or practices.
Key issues that will increase segregation in the jurisdiction are availability of multi-family and rental housing,
zoning regulations, and fair market rents. These are inter-related issues. With limited ability to require rental
registration and inspections, fewer jurisdictions are willing to revise zoning to allow for multi-family housing.
Combined with local perceptions of renters and differences in landlord/tenant laws between Illinois
(specifically Chicago) and Indiana there is a bias against renters, which translates into limited approval of
multi-family housing. Large-lot and large minimum residential building sizes in some communities limits the
availability of rental housing, and it is primarily the non-white, older, or disabled population that rents.
Having a low Fair Market Rent ($867/2-bedroom) that includes communities with excess housing stock in the
calculation of the FMR creates a situation where landlords do not accept Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs)
because their rents in most communities are significantly higher than the FMR established for the county.
The small-area FMR program, not implemented by HUD, would be one tool for combating this issue and
increasing integration in the county.
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Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about segregation in
the jurisdiction and region affecting groups with other protected characteristics.
Being part of the larger Chicago metro area, Lake County has segregation patterns that are larger than
the county itself and the urban county entitlement needs to be viewed in the regional context of the
entire county and region to be understood. Within the urban county entitlement, there are very small
concentrated areas of segregation that may not be reflected in larger scale data.
The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of
segregation, including activities such as place-based investments and geographic mobility options for
protected class groups.
The Legacy Foundation’s Neighborhood Spotlight Program invested in neighborhoods to develop
collective impact plans to guide place-based investment in their areas by the public, private, and
philanthropic sectors. Neighborhoods in the urban county entitlement included the northwest side of
Hobart and the Town of Griffith. Working intentionally to integrate the apartment residents into the
town was a significant component of the process in Griffith.
Rebuilding Together works in four of the urban county entitlement communities to provide home
repair and maintenance activities to low-income residents and older or disabled residents to assist in
staying in their homes. While these programs don’t reduce segregation, they improve the ability of
people in these populations to stay in their community.

Contributing Factors of Segregation
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the jurisdiction and region. Identify factors that
significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the severity of segregation.
Community opposition

Community opposition is one of the leading factors affecting segregation in Lake County. With
transportation and land use decisions there is a vocal presence at many hearings opposing development
that would bring “those people” into some communities. The prevailing comment among the
predominately white, wealthier communities is “anyone is welcome to live here who can afford it.”
However, these are the same communities who do not zone for multi-family housing and experience
significant opposition whenever multi-family projects are proposed. There is also significant
misunderstanding in communities of the meaning of affordable housing, Section 8 housing, public
housing, subsidized housing, and fair housing. Lake County jurisdictions are also under special legislation
in Indiana planning law where use variances and special exceptions are subject to hearings with the
Board of Zoning Appeals where the BZA makes a recommendation, that is forwarded to the legislative
body for action. In the balance of the state (except one other county) these decisions are made by the
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BZA and not subject to legislative review. Introducing legislative action creates an environment where
decisions are more subject to political pressure and not quasi-judicial.
Displacement of residents due to economic pressures

The unemployment rate in Lake County has followed the same trend as the state and the nation over
the past 40 years, with the highest unemployment during that time being in the Great Recession
following 2008. Unemployment in the county has returned to a low level, under four percent. Over the
next 25 years, the labor force in Lake County is expected to remain steady to declining slightly. There are
a significant number of jobs in Lake County, along with the ability to commute to Chicago and its
suburbs. The primary employment fields are manufacturing and health care/social assistance. Generally,
residents of Lake County have not been displaced by economic pressures.
Lack of community revitalization strategies

Lack of community revitalization strategies was tied for the most frequently cited barrier to fair housing
in the community workshops. Northern communities are generally landlocked and can’t annex
additional land for development. Some are built-out except for environmentally sensitive or industrial
sites. Some of the commercial corridors are struggling as shopping and service patterns have shifted.
There are limited opportunities for new residential development without intentional redevelopment
plans and tools. In the southern part of the county there are more opportunities for development, but
these communities are located further from jobs in Chicago and the northern part of the county and
there are limited transportation choices.
Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods

Focus group participants identified lack of private investment as a middle-priority barrier to fair housing
in the county. There was no specific discussion of the type of investment that is a barrier to housing
choice or how private investment would improve housing choice for protected classes.
Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities

Local units of government face decreasing revenue for provision of services and investment in
neighborhoods with the property tax caps limiting tax liability to 1% for homestead residential, 2% for
non-homestead residential and agriculture, and 3% for commercial and industrial uses. Declining federal
CDBG funds and limited state grant programs have also made public investment challenging. Much of
the investment in Lake County has been in the City of Gary, hoping to stabilize the financial, economic,
education, and housing situation in that community. Some individual communities are making
investments in public spaces, but public investment was still cited as a barrier to fair housing with a high
score.
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Lack of regional cooperation

Organizations and communities in Lake County participate in a variety of regional programs, projects,
and organizations. The Northwest Indiana Regional Plan Commission (NIRPC) serves as the Metropolitan
Planning Association (MPO) and coordinates several initiatives in Lake, Porter, and LaPorte County
Indiana. The Gary Public Transportation Authority (GPTA) and Northern Indiana Commuter
Transportation District (NICTD) have transportation systems that cross jurisdiction boundaries, though
they are limited in their impact for the whole county. Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs) for a multicounty area are administered by Northwest Indiana Community Action.
However, lack of regional cooperation was identified as one of the top barriers to affordable housing in
the urban county entitlement. A larger challenge is connecting Lake County communities to the larger
region including Chicago in a collaborative manner, rather than competitive or antagonistic manner.
Land use and zoning laws

A land use or zoning practice results in a discriminatory effect if it caused or predictably will cause a
disparate impact on a group of persons or if it creates, increases, reinforces, or perpetuates segregated
housing patterns because of a protected characteristic. A state or local government still has the
opportunity to show that the practice is necessary to achieve one or more of its substantial, legitimate,
nondiscriminatory interests. These interests must be supported by evidence and may not be
hypothetical or speculative. If these interests could not be served by another practice that has a less
discriminatory effect, then the practice does not violate the Act. The standard for evaluating housingrelated practices with a discriminatory effect are set forth in HUD’s Discriminatory Effects Rule, 24 C.F.R
§ 100.500.
Mobile Homes and Manufactured Homes
Under Indiana Code 36-7-4-1106 (b) “comprehensive plans and ordinance adopted under the provisions
of this chapter may subject dwelling units and lots to identical standards and requirements, whether or
not the dwelling unit to be placed on the lot is a manufactured home or some other type of dwelling
unit. These standards and requirements may include, but are not limited to:
1)

Setback distances,

2)

Side and rear yard area,

3)

Vehicle parking space,

4)

Minimum square footage of the dwelling unit, and

5)

Underfloor space enclosure requirements.
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However, aesthetic standards and requirements pertaining to the home structure itself may only pertain
to roofing and siding materials.” Also in (d) “Standards and requirements, specified in comprehensive
plans and ordinances, adopted under this section for lots and dwelling units may not totally preclude all
manufactured homes constructed after January 1, 1981, and that exceed nine hundred fifty (950) square
feet of occupied space, from being installed as permanent residences on any lot in which any other type
of dwelling may be placed.”
Some of the local zoning ordinances have requirements that manufactured/mobile homes are only
allowed in manufactured/mobile home parks. This requirement does not treat manufactured homes in
the same way as any other dwelling unit and may limit the affordable housing options of persons in
protected classes.
Several of the zoning ordinances for Lake County jurisdictions have minimum size requirements of at
least 1,000 square feet for single-family homes in all residential districts.
Special Exception Uses and Use Variances
Under IC 36-7-5-918.6 (b) in Lake County (and municipalities of Lake County) “a zoning or subdivision
control ordinance shall require that the board of zoning appeals submit any of the following petitions to
the legislative body for approval or disapproval”
1)

Special exceptions,

2)

Special uses,

3)

Use variances.

And in (c) the board of zoning appeals shall file a petition under this section with the clerk of the
legislative body with:
1)

A favorable recommendation,

2)

an unfavorable recommendation,

3)

No recommendation.

Under IC 36-7-4-918.6 variances of development standards are determined by the board of zoning
appeals, even in Lake County jurisdictions.
In Heidbreder, Inc. V. Board of Zoning Appeals of City of Crown Point the court determined that the
statute governing boards of zoning appeals in counties with certain population parameters applies to
both counties that fit within the listed parameters and the municipalities located in such counties.
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In numerous cases, the courts have ruled that unlike use and development standards variances, the
granting of special exceptions is not discretionary, that once a petitioner has met the standards for the
special use in the zoning ordinance, the approval must be granted. See Town of Merrillville Board of
Zoning Appeals v. Public Storage, Inc. and Boffo v. Boone County Board of Zoning Appeals, and Board of
Zoning Appeals of Newburgh v. Eberle, Ash v. Rush County Board of Zoning Appeals.
Boards of Zoning Appeals may impose reasonable conditions on special exceptions, but “conditions
imposed on special use permits may not regulate who uses the land, when condition restricts who may
own the property, or when condition is economic privilege that terminates with change of ownership of
the property.” Elkhart County Board of Zoning Appeals v. Earthmovers.
Some jurisdictions in Lake County have zoning ordinances specifying that the board of zoning appeals
hears and decides special exceptions. This practice, while standard under Indiana code outside Lake and
St. Joseph Counties, is not permissible in Lake County. Some jurisdictions similarly provide for use
variances to be determined by the board of zoning appeals, rather than the board making a
recommendation to the legislative body as is required in Lake County.
Incorrect processes, unclear special exception criteria (making special exceptions discretionary), and
allowing certain residential uses only by special exception can limit the housing choices of people in
protected classes.
Remedies
While remedy provisions do not directly relate to fair housing older ordinances in the country that still
denote the writ of certiorari process as the remedy for zoning actions cast doubt on their
accommodation of other (relatively) new state and federal law changes that affect zoning and therefore
housing choice.
Under IC 36-7-4-1003 (a) “each decision of the legislative body under section 918.6 of this chapter is
subject to judicial review in the same manner as that provided for the appeal of a final decision of the
board of zoning appeals under section 1016(a) of this chapter.”
In IC 36-7-4-1016(a) “final decisions of the board of zoning appeals under: 1) the 900 series of this
chapter (administrative appeals, exceptions, uses, and variances)…are considered zoning decisions for
purposes of this chapter and are subject to judicial review in accordance with the 1600 series of this
chapter.”
The 1600 chapter of IC 36-7-4 is on judicial review and replaces the older writ of certiorari process. The
new series was adopted by the Indiana General Assembly and became law in 2011.
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Family Definition
At least one zoning ordinance in Lake County defines family with a limit of five persons related by blood
or marriage and does not provide for families without a blood or marriage relation (such as by
adoption).
Limiting the number of related individuals permissible in a housing unit discriminates against large
families on the basis of familial status. Failure to allow for unrelated people to live together (especially
in the case of adoption) also discriminates against families on the basis of familial status, a protected
class.
Additionally, some of the jurisdictions have limited budgets for their planning, zoning, and building
functions and have limited/no staff and limited/no professional planners on staff. Few incorporate
regular training on fair housing into their plan commission and board of zoning appeals meetings.
Lending discrimination

While Black/African American people account for a quarter of the Lake County population, they
submitted only 4.3% of applications for conventional home-purchase loans for 1- to 4-family and
manufactured dwellings. By contrast, white people account for 61.7% of the population but submitted
86.5% of applications for conventional home-purchase loans. Although this disparity was not as great for
other loan types, it remained consistent across all loan categories.
Black/African American applicants experienced the lowest rate of loan originations in every category. On
average, the loan origination rate for white applicants was 21.8 percentage points higher than for
Black/African American applicants. The largest gap was in loan applications from non-occupants for
home-purchase, home improvement, or refinancing; 59.7% of applications from white applicants
resulted in a loan, whereas only 23.2% of applications from Black/African American applicants did.
Black/African American applicants experienced the highest rate of applications denials for almost all
loan types. On average, the application denial rate for Black/African American applicants was 19.2
percentage points higher than for white applicants. The largest gap was for home improvement loans;
33.8% of applications from white applicants were denied, but almost twice that number—65.7%--of
applications from Black/African American applicants were denied.
Hispanic/Latino people account for 17.7% of the population, but submitted less than 10% of the
applications for almost all loan types. White, non-Hispanic/Latino people account for 54.8% of the total
population but submitted on average 80% of the loan applications. For conventional home-purchase
loans, white non-Hispanic/Latino applicants submitted 82.5% of the applications.
Women submitted fewer applications than men in every category, although women make up a slightly
higher percentage of the population (51.6%). On average, the percentage of applications from men was
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17.7 percentage points higher than the percentage of applications from women. The biggest gap was in
applications for FHA, FSA/RHS, and VA home-purchase loans; 50.7% of these loan applications were
submitted by men, whereas women submitted only 24.3% (the rest were filed by men and women
jointly).
On average, the rate of men whose applications led to a loan was 7 percentage points higher than the
rate of women experiencing loan originations; likewise, there was a 6.8 point gap between the rates of
applications denied, with women more likely to have an application denied. Applications for loans for
home-purchase, home improvement, or refinancing of manufactured home dwellings demonstrated the
highest disparity; 53.8% of men’s applications resulted in a loan origination compared to 37.2% of
women’s applications, and 26.1% of men’s applications were denied compared to 42.3% of women’s.
Women were slightly more likely than men to have a loan originated for home purchase or refinancing
of 1- to 4-family and manufactured home dwellings, but for all other loan types men had the advantage.
Location and type of affordable housing

Lake Station, Schneider, and Winfield have significantly higher percentages of homeowners (with a
mortgage) who have housing costs over 35% of income than the country average. Lowell and New
Chicago have a significantly higher percentage of renters spending more than 35% of income on housing
than the county average. In Lowell this is likely driven by high rents associated with limited rental
housing supply.
The majority of residents in “Other HUD Multi-Family Assisted Housing” in the jurisdiction are white,
non-Hispanic. Only the Ahepa 78 Vi Apartments have a larger population of black residents than white
residents.

Other HUD Multifamily Assisted Housing
(Lake County, IN CDBG) Jurisdiction
Development Name PHA Code PHA Name # Units White Black Hispanic Asian
Bell Tower North
Bell Tower
Ahepa 78 Phase Iii
Ahepa 78 Vi Apartments
Watertower West
Ahepa 78 V Apartments
Ahepa 78 Phase Iv
Griffith Apartments
Southlake Center Residential
Ahepa 78 Phase Ii
Watertower Residential
Ahepa 78, Inc.
Watertower South, Inc
Linden House Of Hobart
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N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a

14
14
49
50
14
50
50
14
15
50
14
50
14
49

79%
92%
77%
38%
69%
71%
62%
93%
69%
78%
71%
63%
64%
79%

21%
8%
19%
48%
23%
27%
31%
7%
25%
18%
21%
29%
21%
4%

0%
0%
4%
14%
8%
2%
6%
0%
6%
4%
7%
8%
7%
13%

N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a

Households with
Children

N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
7% N/a
N/a
N/a
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Race/Ethnicity
(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME)
Jurisdiction
Housing Type

#

White

#

%

Black

%

#

Hispanic

Asian or Pacific
Islander
#
%

%

Public Housing

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

Project-Based Section 8

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

Other Multifamily

297

71.39%

95

22.84%

23

5.53%

0

0.00%

69

8.11%

740

86.96%

42

4.94%

0

0.00%

HCV Program
Total Households

90,146

79.82%

10,084

8.93%

10,247

9.07%

1,540

1.36%

0-30% of AMI

6,021

68.53%

1,358

15.46%

1,050

11.95%

103

1.17%

0-50% of AMI

10,986

56.53%

2,562

13.18%

2,024

10.41%

218

1.12%

0-80% of AMI

23,703

66.86%

4,160

11.73%

3,518

9.92%

347

0.98%

Most participants in the Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program are black/African American and their
housing choices are limited by availability of rental properties, which are concentrated in few
communities. Fair Market Rents and HCV program limits also restrict the housing choice of program
participants because of higher rents in some communities.
The HUD-provided data are showing a R/ECAP population in the jurisdiction, but no such area is defined
on the HUD maps from the same data set.
(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME)
Jurisdiction
Public Housing
R/ECAP tracts
Non R/ECAP tracts
Project-based Section 8
R/ECAP tracts
Non R/ECAP tracts
Other HUD Multifamily
R/ECAP tracts
Non R/ECAP tracts
HCV Program
R/ECAP tracts
Non R/ECAP tracts

Housing Type
Public Housing

Total # units
% Asian or
% Families
(occupied) % White % Black % Hispanic Pacific Islander with children

% with a
disability

% Elderly

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a
N/a
433 71.39% 22.84%

N/a
5.53%

N/a
0.00%

N/a
0.00%

N/a
78.86%

N/a
24.55%

208

1.93% 97.10%

0.97%

0.00%

45.71%

10.00%

16.67%

641 10.23% 83.41%

6.20%

0.00%

60.85%

8.65%

16.39%

Households in 0-1
Bedroom
Units
#
%
N/a

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction
Households in 2
Households in 3+
Bedroom
Bedroom
Units
Units
#
%
#
%

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

Households with
Children
#
%

N/a

N/a

N/a

Project-Based Section 8

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

Other Multifamily

440

100.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

HCV Program

224

25.75%

454

52.18%

176

20.23%

498

57.24%
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Loss of Affordable Housing

While affordable housing has been lost in East Chicago which affects the overall supply in Lake County,
there has not been a loss of affordable housing units in the urban county entitlement area. Reportedly
people were able to be relocated from the complex in East Chicago to other affordable housing options
in the city or county.
Occupancy codes and restrictions

Many of the zoning codes in the county limit the definition of family in some way that either restricts
the total number of people or the number of unrelated individuals. Most of them allow up to four
unrelated individuals. State law now provides that anything limiting households to no more than two
people per bedroom (not including infants) is not unreasonably restrictive. Fair housing advocates in the
state believe that limiting the definition of family or the number of people per household can have a
disparate impact on people of certain national origins.
Private discrimination

In media advertising for housing in Lake County there is the most blatant private discrimination,
primarily listing “No Section 8” in the text. Members of Northwest Indiana Creative Investors Alliance
(NICIA) admit that not all of their members are well-versed in fair housing, particularly those who are
not licensed brokers/agents. It is unclear if testing would reveal that there is discrimination on protected
class rather than source of income. Most local landlords use credit and criminal background checks as a
part of the application process and require significant deposits. Some search social media sites to vet
potential tenants before leasing, which may have disparate impact if not blatant discriminatory effects.
However, this received among the fewest votes as a barrier to fair housing.
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Source of income discrimination

As noted in other sections, there is discrimination against Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs) as a means of
payment for housing. However, this received among the fewest votes as a barrier to fair housing.
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b. Disparities in Access to Opportunity
Education

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to proficient schools
in the jurisdiction and region.
None of the racial or ethnic groups in the Lake County urban county entitlement have access to highly
proficient schools, with no group exceeding 70 (rounded) on the School Proficiency Index. Asians have the
best access to proficient schools, with an index value of 70.37, and non-Hispanic blacks have the lowest
access, with an index of 52.98. Hispanics have better access to proficient schools than blacks, with an index of
56.75, but not as good of access as white non-Hispanic students, with an index of 60.93. The HUD data does
not consider other protected classes, such as people with disabilities.
Compared to the region, the Lake County urban county area has better access to proficient schools,
especially for non-white, non-Hispanic students. While white non-Hispanic students across the region have
better access to proficient schools, with an index of 63.72, all non-white, non-Hispanic groups have
significantly lower index values.
There is a gap in proficient school access between all students and those living below the federal poverty line.
In the urban county entitlement, the gap is smallest for Hispanic and Native American, non-Hispanic students,
and most significant for black, non-Hispanic and Asian students. The gap is more consistent across all racial
and ethnic groups at the regional scale, though students living below the federal poverty level have lower
access to proficient schools in an area where access to proficient schools is limited for the broader
population.

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction

School
Proficiency
Index

Total Population
White, Non-Hispanic

60.93

Black, Non-Hispanic

52.98

Hispanic

56.75

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

70.37

Native American, Non-Hispanic

54.62

Population below federal poverty line
White, Non-Hispanic

54.05

Black, Non-Hispanic

41.43

Hispanic

54.58

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

57.74

Native American, Non-Hispanic

53.95
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(Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI) Region
Total Population
White, Non-Hispanic

63.72

Black, Non-Hispanic

29.30

Hispanic

37.60

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

61.72

Native American, Non-Hispanic

46.42

Population below federal poverty line
White, Non-Hispanic

52.95

Black, Non-Hispanic

20.95

Hispanic

30.98

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

50.45

Native American, Non-Hispanic

37.93

School Proficiency Index
80.00
70.00
60.00
50.00
40.00
30.00
20.00
10.00
0.00

White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic

Lake County
UCE Total
Population

Lake County Regional Total
Regional
UCE Population Population
Population
Below Federal
Below Federal
Poverty Line
Poverty Line

Asian or Pacific Islander, NonHispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how the disparities in access to proficient
schools relate to residential living patterns in the jurisdiction and region.
The areas with higher school proficiency index values are in the areas with the largest concentration of white,
non-Hispanic people. The most proficient schools are located in the areas with relatively few households that
are families with children in the jurisdiction. National origin is less directly connected to school proficiency
based on residential patterns for the jurisdiction.
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Regionally school proficiency varies widely, but poorer-performing schools seem to align with R/ECAPs and
areas with significant concentration of black non-Hispanic students, particularly in the areas outside the
jurisdiction and in Illinois.
Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government agencies, and the
participant’s own local data and local knowledge, discuss programs, policies, or funding mechanisms that
affect disparities in access to proficient schools.
Indiana uses an A-F rating scale for school performance. None of the schools in Lake County with a rating of F
are in the jurisdiction. River Forest Jr/Sr High in Hobart and Pierce Middle School in Merrillville received
ratings of D. All other schools in the jurisdiction received a rating of C or better.
Five schools in the jurisdiction were named Indiana Gold Star School Counseling Award recipients for the first
time in 2017: Lake Central High School, Lake Prairie Elementary School, Lowell Middle School, Lowell Senior
High School, and Three Creeks Elementary School. Two schools in the jurisdiction received renewal of their
award status: Crown Point High School and Wilbur Wright Middle School.
Indiana's Choice Scholarship Program, commonly referred to as the voucher program, (authorized under IC
20-51-1 and IC 20-51-4) provides scholarships to eligible Indiana students to offset tuition costs at
participating schools. Students must satisfy both household income requirements and student eligibility
criteria to qualify. (https://www.doe.in.gov/choice). 19 schools in the jurisdiction participate in the voucher
program.
There are 12 public school districts in the jurisdiction, in addition to Catholic schools, Lutheran Schools, nonpublic independent schools, charter schools, and tech school districts. Homeschooling is also an option. Each
public school district has a tax rate that is part of the cumulative property tax rate paid by real property
owners in each community. Property taxes are capped at 1% of assessed valuation for homestead residential
and 2% for non-homestead residential. As part of lawmakers’ 2008 overhaul of Indiana’s tax policy state
government assumed responsibility for the General Fund — which, on average, accounts for two-thirds of the
dollars on a school district’s ledger. Instead of local property tax dollars, state sales tax dollars now replenish
that fund. Districts use this money to pay operating costs, like salaries and benefits for teachers and staff.
Still, school districts in the jurisdiction lost $3,237,489 in revenue due to property tax caps according to the
state’s Department of Local Government Finance 2017 report on the impact of property tax caps. Where
students live and the tax liability from other taxing entities in that location greatly determines the amount of
financial resources the school district has to provide programs and services.
In Indiana most students pay textbook rental fees and participation fees for extracurricular activities. The cost
of these depends on the school district.
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Employment
For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to jobs and labor
markets by protected class groups in the jurisdiction and region.
Within the jurisdiction the labor market index yields fairly moderate values. There is greater access within the
region, because of the jobs in the Chicago loop and metro area, but few of the jobs are proximate to anyone
in the jurisdiction. Black/African American and Hispanic workers have the lowest labor market index, though
their proximity index value is similar to the white, hon-Hispanic and Asian population.
For those living below the federal poverty line in the region there are significant difference in labor market
index, though not as significant in the job proximity index. However, within the jurisdiction the disparities are
more limited. Black, non-Hispanic people face the worst labor market conditions, however.

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction

Labor Market
Index

Jobs
Proximity Index

Total Population
White, Non-Hispanic

56.57

52.87

Black, Non-Hispanic

42.40

51.06

Hispanic

49.51

52.23

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

66.16

57.77

Native American, Non-Hispanic

50.70

52.72

White, Non-Hispanic

44.14

51.40

Black, Non-Hispanic

36.77

51.01

Hispanic

40.60

47.61

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

61.09

60.78

Native American, Non-Hispanic

45.94

52.39

Population below federal poverty line
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(Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI) Region
Total Population
White, Non-Hispanic

68.19

52.12

Black, Non-Hispanic

27.29

46.98

Hispanic

42.43

47.65

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

71.93

53.63

Native American, Non-Hispanic

51.23

50.30

White, Non-Hispanic

58.81

52.64

Black, Non-Hispanic

19.35

44.92

Hispanic

37.10

47.62

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

62.53

54.21

Native American, Non-Hispanic

47.74

49.70

Population below federal poverty line

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in access to employment
relate to residential living patterns in the jurisdiction and region.
From a geographic perspective in the jurisdiction, the greatest job proximity is also where there is the most
diverse population. Access to jobs and participation in the labor market are affected by different factors than
relative concentration of jobs. The pattern is similar at the regional level.
Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government agencies, and the
participant’s own local data and local knowledge, discuss whether there are programs, policies, or funding
mechanisms that affect disparities in access to employment.
Local conversations suggest that transportation is a considerable barrier to access to employment,
particularly for those in protected classes. Educational attainment and quality are also barriers, as is the
ability to pass a drug test. Employers cite the three basic requirements for employment as high school
equivalent, valid driver’s license, and ability to pass a urine drug test. They acknowledge having open
positions, some of which pay well, that they are unable to fill because of the lack of candidates meeting these
three criteria.
Transportation to the resources that can provide job assistance, like WorkOne, is a barrier to program access.
The Lake County WorkOne centers are in Gary and Hammond, which are critical area for the county
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population centers, but can be difficult to access for people in the jurisdiction since transportation services
between jurisdictions is limited.

Transportation
For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to transportation
related to costs and access to public transit in the jurisdiction and region.
Transportation costs are moderate in the jurisdiction and are actually highest for white, non-Hispanic people,
likely because of a tendency in that population to have newer, more expensive cars, and spend more of their
income on transportation costs like car payments, gas, insurance, and maintenance. Within the population
below the federal poverty line there is relatively little disparity in the transportation cost index. There are
similar patterns regionally, though transportation costs across the board are lower in the region with better
transit access for all people.
Households in the jurisdiction are moderately likely to use transit, with little disparity between racial and
ethnic groups, although white. Non-Hispanic and Asian people are less likely to use transit than other groups.
With the population below the federal poverty line there are somewhat different transit use patterns, with
Hispanic people more likely to use transit. Regionally transit use is higher because of the more robust transit
system in Chicago.

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction

Low
Transportation
Cost Index

Transit
Index

Total Population
White, Non-Hispanic

61.70

38.83

Black, Non-Hispanic

65.72

47.10

Hispanic

64.86

42.36

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

67.14

43.10

Native American, Non-Hispanic

61.07

39.66

White, Non-Hispanic

62.59

40.19

Black, Non-Hispanic

61.86

45.03

Hispanic

68.37

43.34

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

55.56

40.68

Native American, Non-Hispanic

57.73

38.81

Population below federal poverty line
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(Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI) Region
Total Population
White, Non-Hispanic

74.37

61.60

Black, Non-Hispanic

83.75

71.26

Hispanic

83.70

71.82

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

81.66

70.68

Native American, Non-Hispanic

78.17

66.36

White, Non-Hispanic

78.55

66.85

Black, Non-Hispanic

86.10

74.98

Hispanic

86.18

74.98

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

86.29

77.60

Native American, Non-Hispanic

83.96

71.28

Population below federal poverty line

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in access to transportation
related to residential living patterns in the jurisdiction and region.
For the jurisdiction the transit index relates well to where the protect class population is located. Any
decreased use of transit is driven by the lack of connectivity of the transit system in the jurisdiction.
Regionally there is stronger use of transit and proximity of transit to where protected classes live, based on
the robust transit system on the Illinois side of the region.
Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government agencies, and the
participant’s own local data and local knowledge, discuss whether there are programs, policies, or funding
mechanisms that affect disparities in access to transportation.
The South Shore service improvements will provide more frequent, better transit access to Chicago and the
Chicago transit system, which provides access to jobs, and higher paying jobs. However first mile (or first
several mile) transportation to get to the South Shore, or local transit options like Gary Public Transportation,
will remain limited without increased financial support from the Regional Development Authority and policy
changes that better support crossing community boundaries.
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Access to Low Poverty Neighborhoods
For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to low poverty
neighborhoods in the jurisdiction and region.
Within the jurisdiction there is disparity in the poverty index, with Asian and white, non-Hispanic people
having the lowest exposure to poverty in their neighborhoods and black, non-Hispanic people having the
highest exposure. However, even for that population the exposure is moderate. The spread/disparity is
similar in the jurisdiction for people living below the federal poverty line, but with overall more exposure to
poverty though still moderate.
Across the region there is significant disparity in exposure to poverty. The white, non-Hispanic population has
a low poverty index score of nearly 70, while for black, non-Hispanic people the index value is 30. Other
populations are between those extremes. The difference is exacerbated for the population living below the
poverty line, with an index of nearly 56 and moderate exposure to poverty for white, non-Hispanic people
and an index of just under 19 and near chronic exposure to poverty for black, non-Hispanic people.

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction

Low Poverty
Index

Total Population
White, Non-Hispanic

69.19

Black, Non-Hispanic

47.90

Hispanic

60.18

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

73.59

Native American, Non-Hispanic

62.70

Population below federal poverty line
White, Non-Hispanic

53.94

Black, Non-Hispanic

44.14

Hispanic

51.05

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

65.45

Native American, Non-Hispanic

55.12

(Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI) Region
Total Population
White, Non-Hispanic

69.89

Black, Non-Hispanic

30.33

Hispanic
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Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

65.44

Native American, Non-Hispanic

51.44

Population below federal poverty line
White, Non-Hispanic

55.93

Black, Non-Hispanic

18.81

Hispanic

32.03

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

49.65

Native American, Non-Hispanic

45.83

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in access to low poverty
neighborhoods relate to residential living patterns of those groups in the jurisdiction and region.
In the jurisdiction there is limited geographic connection between exposure to poverty and protected class.
Regionally, there is a complex set of legal, historic, and other factors that contribute to and perpetuate
disparities in access to low poverty neighborhoods.
Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government agencies, and the
participant’s own local data and local knowledge, discuss whether there are programs, policies, or funding
mechanisms that affect disparities in access to low poverty neighborhoods.
In the jurisdiction, increased development of affordable housing and increased access to mixed income
neighborhoods would improve disparities for people in protected classes. Using a small area definition of Fair
Market Rent (FMR) is one policy change that would increase access to middle-class neighborhoods for people
participating in the Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program.
Regionally the issues around increasing access to low poverty areas for people in protected classes are
complex and multi-variate. Many have historic roots that extend back in time to before the Civil Rights
movement and are not easily remedied while valuing private property rights.
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Access to Environmentally Healthy Neighborhoods
For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to environmentally
healthy neighborhoods in the jurisdiction and region.
Inside the jurisdiction there are limited disparities in environmental health. While all populations in the
jurisdiction could have lower exposure to environmental health concerns, there is limited disparity, which is
only slightly different for the population living below the federal poverty line.
Regionally the environmental health index is more average, and somewhat more disparity, but nothing of
discernable significance. In some limited pockets of the region, like in East Chicago (IN), the index is likely
lower and more disparate, but as a whole risk is moderate, which also means access to healthy
neighborhoods is also moderate.
For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in access to environmentally
healthy neighborhoods relate to residential living patterns in the jurisdiction and region.
Within the jurisdiction the lowest access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods is in areas that have
predominately white, non-Hispanic residents. There is one area in the jurisdiction, though, where the
environmental health index value is relatively low and there is a higher concentration of black, non-Hispanic
residents. This area is between Merrillville and Crown Point.
Regionally, there are a few limited areas where the environmental health index is low relative to the
concentration of protected classes, but not a very clear pattern.
Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government agencies, and the
participant’s own local data and local knowledge, discuss whether there are programs, policies, or funding
mechanisms that affect disparities in access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods.
Any discussion of environmental justice or connecting environmental health to protected classes, fair housing,
or affordable housing was in the context of the recent events in East Chicago (IN). There were no significant
concerns related to environmental contamination raised. Health was discussed more in terms of access to
recreation and physician services.

Patterns in Disparities in Access to Opportunity

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, identify and discuss any overarching patterns of access
to opportunity and exposure to adverse community factors. Include how these patterns compare to patterns
of segregation, integration, and R/ECAPs. Describe these patterns for the jurisdiction and region.
For the jurisdiction, across all indicators, there is moderate access to opportunity for all people and relatively
little disparity. Indicators are most favorable for Asian and white, non-Hispanic people, but the gap is only
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approximately six percent between white, non-Hispanic and black, non-Hispanic people. The disparity is less
distinct on a racial or ethnic basis when considering only the population living below the federal poverty limit.
Regionally, the disparity between the white, non-Hispanic and black, non-Hispanic population is nearly
double that of the jurisdiction across indicators. Asian people also have higher access to opportunity across
all indicators than white, non-Hispanic people at the regional scale.
There are no R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction, though there are several in both Indiana and Illinois at the regional
scale. The disparities regionally are complex and covered in the AFFH documents for other entitlement areas
including Gary, East Chicago, Hammond, and Chicago.
Based on the opportunity indicators assessed above, identify areas that experience: (a) high access; and (b)
low access across multiple indicators.
In the jurisdiction, most groups have moderate or moderately high access across multiple indicators except
low transportation cost. The lowest access to opportunity across multiple indicators is for black, non-Hispanic
people living below the federal poverty limit.

Additional Information
Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about disparities in
access to opportunity in the jurisdiction and region affecting groups with other protected
characteristics.
NA
The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of disparities in
access to opportunity, including any activities aimed at improving access to opportunities for areas that
may lack such access, or in promoting access to opportunity (e.g., proficient schools, employment
opportunities, and transportation).
The existing South Shore Line (SSL) provides a vital transportation link that connects Northwest Indiana to
Chicago. The SSL proposes to expand the SSL from single track to double track between Gary and
Michigan City and construct, signal, power, and platform improvements at five passenger stations. More
information at http://www.doubletrack-nwi.com/
The USS Lead Superfund site covers three entire neighborhoods of East Chicago, Indiana (West Calumet,
Calumet, and East Calumet), and has a total population of several thousand people. It extends from
Chicago Ave. on the north to 151st Street on the south. Notable landmarks include Riley Park and the
Carmelite Home. The contamination on the site is dominated by high levels of lead and arsenic in the soil.
Many other substances have also been detected at problematic levels, including cadmium, antimony,
mercury, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). More information
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at https://www.hecweb.org/issues/environmentaljustice/east-chicago/
Many initiatives affecting education and workforce issues are at a northwest Indiana (lake, Porter, and
LaPorte County) scale, rather than focused on Lake County specifically, or the jurisdiction.

Contributing Factors of Disparities in Access to Opportunity
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the jurisdiction. Identify factors that
significantly create (C), contribute to (A), perpetuate (P), or increase (I) the severity of disparities in access
to opportunity. NA is used to signify not applicable or having limited effect.
Factor

Create

Contribute

Perpetuate

Increase

Access to financial services
Availability, type,
frequency, and reliability of
public transportation

X

X

X

Impediments to mobility

X

X

X

Lack of access to
opportunity due to high
housing costs

X

X

Lack of private investments
in specific neighborhoods

X

Lack of public investments
in specific neighborhoods,
including services or
amenities

X

Lack of public investments
in specific neighborhoods,
including services or
amenities

X

X

Lack of local or regional
cooperation

X

X

Land use and zoning laws
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Lending discrimination
Location and type of
affordable housing

X
X

X

X

Location of employers

X

X

Location of environmental
health hazards

X

Location of proficient
schools and school
assignment policies

X

X

X

X

Loss of Affordable Housing

X

Occupancy codes and
restrictions

X

Private discrimination

X

Source of income
discrimination

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

Regional issues are dependent on factors in other areas also subject to development of an AFH.

c. Disproportionate Housing Needs

Which protected class groups (by race/ethnicity and familial status) experience higher rates of housing
problems (cost burden, overcrowding, or substandard housing) when compared to other groups for the
jurisdiction and region? Which groups also experience higher rates of severe housing cost burdens when
compared to other groups?
Housing needs disproportionately affect black, non-Hispanic households in the jurisdiction. More than 40
percent of black, non-Hispanic households experience at least one housing problem, compared to 33
percent of Hispanic households and 25 percent of white, non-Hispanic households. More non-family
households face housing problems than family households, though family households with more than five
people face increased housing problems compared to smaller family households. Regionally, the patterns
are the same, but with higher percentages of protected class households experiencing problems. More than
20 percent of black, non-Hispanic households in the jurisdiction experience severe housing problems.
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Disproportionate Housing Needs
Households experiencing any of 4
housing problems
Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Other, Non-Hispanic
Total
Household Type and Size
Family households, <5 people
Family households, 5+ people
Non-family households
Households experiencing any of 4
Severe Housing Problems
Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Other, Non-Hispanic
Total

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction
# with problems

# households

% with problems

22,466
4,343
3,400
313
25
289
30,824

90,146
10,084
10,247
1,540
156
759
112,930

24.92%
43.07%
33.18%
20.32%
16.03%
38.08%
27.29%

13,771
3,866
13,199

67,753
11,208
33,941

20.33%
34.49%
38.89%

# with severe
problems
10,206
2,391
1,765
138
10
144
14,684

# households
90,146
10,084
10,247
1,540
156
759
112,930

% with severe
problems
11.32%
23.71%
17.22%
8.96%
6.41%
18.97%
13.00%

Severe housing cost burden also disproportionately affects black, non-Hispanic households in the region,
with more than one-fifth of such households being severely cost burdened. More nonfamily households
face severe costs burdens than family households. Larger families are more likely to be severely cost
burdened than smaller families.

FINAL NOVEMBER 2017

35

Households with Severe Housing Cost Burden
Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Other, Non-Hispanic
Total
Household Type and Size
Family households, <5 people
Family households, 5+ people
Non-family households

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction
# with severe cost
burden
9,009
2,254
1,551
124
10
99
13,047

# households
90,146
10,084
10,247
1,540
156
759
112,930

% with severe
cost burden
9.99%
22.35%
15.14%
8.05%
6.41%
13.04%
11.55%

5,250
1,242
6,535

67,753
11,208
33,941

7.75%
11.08%
19.25%

Which areas in the jurisdiction and region experience the greatest housing burdens? Which of these areas
align with segregated areas, integrated areas, or R/ECAPs and what are the predominant race/ethnicity or
national origin groups in such areas?
The area including and between Merrillville and Crown Point has the highest concentration of black, nonHispanic households with housing problems in the jurisdiction. In the same areas there are concentrations
of Hispanic households as well. While ethnicity factors into housing problems, national origin is not a
challenge. These areas are also where most of the publicly supported housing is located.
Regionally, there is a significant concentration of black, non-Hispanic households with housing problems on
the west side of Chicago. Northwest of Chicago/the loop there is a concentrated area of people from
Mexico who experience housing problems. Many of the areas of concentration align with R/ECAPs outside
of the jurisdiction. Housing challenges in Illinois/Chicago do affect regional migration patterns and people
seeking better housing opportunity in the jurisdiction.
Compare the needs of families with children for housing units with two, and three or more bedrooms with
the available existing housing stock in each category of publicly supported housing for the jurisdiction and
region.
There are no public housing projects or place-based Section 8 projects in the jurisdiction. Other HUD
Multi-family units are all zero to one bedroom and don’t serve any households with children. In the HCV
program, 57 percent of households have children, and more than 70 percent of participating households
are in a unit with at least two bedrooms. Overcrowding is not a concern in publically supported housing
within the jurisdiction.
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Describe the differences in rates of renter and owner occupied housing by race/ethnicity in the
jurisdiction and region.
Nearly 85% of homeowners in the jurisdiction are in white, non-Hispanic households. Approximately
nine percent of homeowners in the jurisdiction are Hispanic households, and only 5 percent are black,
non-Hispanic households. Considering only 75 percent of the population in the jurisdiction is white, nonHispanic there is a disproportionate share of homeowners from that demographic. Only 63 percent of
renters are white, non-Hispanic households; with 23 percent being black, non-Hispanic and 11 percent
Hispanic households. Local knowledge suggests that these data may not be consistent with the
homeownership patterns in the jurisdiction, particularly for black, non-Hispanic people.

Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Other, Non-Hispanic
Total Household Units

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME)
Jurisdiction
Homeowners
Renters
#
%
#
%
74,830 84.41%
15,255 62.83%
4,584 5.17%
5,534 22.79%
7,564 8.53%
2,705 11.14%
1,048 1.18%
480 1.98%
139 0.16%
19 0.08%
500 0.56%
274 1.13%
88,650
24,280
-

In the region there is a higher percentage of black, non-Hispanic homeowner households than in the
jurisdiction, and also most Hispanic homeowner households. The share of renters is more equitable
between racial and ethnic groups among renters in the region.
Additional Information
Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about disproportionate
housing needs in the jurisdiction and region affecting groups with other protected characteristics.
Credit history and adequate savings for a downpayment are barriers to homeownership in the jurisdiction.
Following the 2008 housing and financial market collapse and foreclosure crisis, lending standards have
tightened and there are very few zero downpayment loans available. Even a three percent downpayment
can be difficult to save for, particularly when paired with educational debt, medical debt, low wages, or high
transportation costs/car loans. Intergenerational poverty can make a path to homeownership unattainable.
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There is anecdotal evidence that many renters, particularly those with portable HCVs, are relocating to Lake
County from Chicago. Tenant responsibility and landlord/tenant laws are different in Chicago (and Illinois)
than in Indiana and there is often miscommunication or inappropriate expectations of who is responsible for
property maintenance and the condition of rental housing units.
The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of disproportionate
housing needs. For PHAs, such information may include a PHA’s overriding housing needs analysis.
NA

Contributing Factors of Disproportionate Housing Needs
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the jurisdiction and region. Identify factors that
significantly create (C), contribute to (A), perpetuate (P), or increase (I) the severity of disparities in
disability and access issues. NA is used to signify not applicable or having limited effect.
Factor

Availability of
affordable
units in a range
of sizes

Create

Contribute

X

Perpetuate

Increase

Not
Applicable

X

Displacement
of residents
due to
economic
pressures

X

Displacement
of and/or lack
of housing
support for
victims of
domestic
violence,
dating
violence,
sexual assault,
and stalking

X
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Lack of access
to opportunity
due to high
housing costs

X

X

X

Lack of private
investments in
specific
neighborhoods

X

Lack of public
investments in
specific
neighborhoods,
including
services or
amenities
Land use and
zoning laws

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Lending
discrimination

X

Loss of
Affordable
Housing
Source of
income
discrimination

X

X

X

X

X

3. Publicly Supported Housing Analysis

The only Public Housing Authorities in Lake County are in the entitlement communities that are excluded
from the Lake County Urban County Entitlement Area. However, there are Section 42 tax credit projects
and Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs) available in the urban county entitlement area. HCVs are
administered by Northwest Indiana Community Action.
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Northwest Indiana Community Action serves as the Local Subcontracting Agency to administer the HCVP
through Indiana Housing and Community Development Authority. They administer the program
throughout Lake, Porter, Jasper, Newton, Starke, Pulaski, and LaPorte County.
The overall HCVP allocation over the 7-county service area is 825, this is not allocated separately by
county. They currently serve 320 active HCVP Participants in Lake County.
Northwest Indiana Community Action does not place wait list names that they cannot service within a
24-month period, so each county is no longer than a 24 month waiting period from date of placement.

Publicly Supported Housing Demographics
Are certain racial/ethnic groups more likely to be residing in one program category of publicly supported
housing than other program categories (public housing, project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily Assisted
developments, and Housing Choice Voucher (HCV)) in the jurisdiction?
Black, non-Hispanic public housing residents account for more than 85 percent of the participants in the HCV
program in the jurisdiction. Participation by other demographic group members is limited. Other multi-family
programs are more likely to be used by white, non-Hispanic residents.
Race/Ethnicity
(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME)
Jurisdiction
Housing Type
Public Housing

#

White
N/a

%

#

Black

N/a

N/a

%

#

Hispanic

N/a

N/a

Asian or Pacific
Islander
#
%

%
N/a

N/a

N/a

Project-Based Section 8

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

Other Multifamily

297

71.39%

95

22.84%

23

5.53%

0

0.00%

69

8.11%

740

86.96%

42

4.94%

0

0.00%

HCV Program
Total Households

90,146

79.82%

10,084

8.93%

10,247

9.07%

1,540

1.36%

0-30% of AMI

6,021

68.53%

1,358

15.46%

1,050

11.95%

103

1.17%

0-50% of AMI

10,986

56.53%

2,562

13.18%

2,024

10.41%

218

1.12%

0-80% of AMI

23,703

66.86%

4,160

11.73%

3,518

9.92%

347

0.98%

Compare the racial/ethnic demographics of each program category of publicly supported housing for the
jurisdiction to the demographics of the same program category in the region.
There are more publically supported housing program types available in the region, with public housing and
place-based Section 8 being housing options in the region, but outside the jurisdiction.
Regionally a significant share of the public housing population is black, non-Hispanic residents. This is
disproportionate to participation in other housing programs, with 72% of public housing residents being
black, while only 14% are white. In the place-based Section 8 program there is a smaller disparity, but still a
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significant gap between the percentage of black participants and white participants; the gap is similar for the
other multi-family programs. The HCV program data isn’t available on a regional basis.

(Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-INWI) Region
Housing Type

#

Public Housing

3,655

13.93%

18,966

72.26%

2,319

8.84%

1,255

4.78%

15,010

27.64%

31,361

57.75%

4,590

8.45%

3,281

6.04%

1,873

28.39%

4,073

61.73%

355

5.38%

286

4.33%

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

2,130,705

62.12%

583,315

17.01%

499,192

14.55%

177,119

5.16%

0-30% of AMI

185,580

39.73%

166,749

35.70%

85,158

18.23%

22,525

4.82%

0-50% of AMI

296,435

34.23%

257,452

29.73%

177,696

20.52%

37,463

4.33%

0-80% of AMI

592,580

41.97%

362,066

25.65%

294,439

20.86%

59,086

4.19%

Project-Based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program
Total Households

White

%

#

Black

%

#

Hispanic

Asian or Pacific
Islander
#
%

%

Compare the demographics, in terms of protected class, of residents of each program category of publicly
supported housing (public housing, project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily Assisted developments, and
HCV) to the population in general, and persons who meet the income eligibility requirements for the relevant
program category of publicly supported housing in the jurisdiction and region. Include in the comparison, a
description of whether there is a higher or lower proportion of groups based on protected class.
The urban county entitlement area jurisdiction has a population that is approximately 76% white, nonHispanic; 9% black, non-Hispanic; 12% Hispanic; and, 2% Asian. With the vast majority of the jurisdiction
population being white, non-Hispanic, and the black, non-Hispanic population accounting for fewer than 9%
of households, participation in the HCV program by black, non-Hispanic people is relatively high. The black,
non-Hispanic population represents 12% of the total population in the jurisdiction, but 87% of the
participants in the HCV program.
Approximately 45 percent of white, non-Hispanic households have an income below 80% of AMI, compared
to 80 percent of black, non-Hispanic households having an income below 80% of AMI and 64% of Hispanic
households having an income below 80% of AMI. Additionally, a disproportionate share of black, nonHispanic and Hispanic households are likely to have incomes below 30 percent of AMI, leaving them the most
difficult to house without a supply of public housing. Income is a barrier to housing opportunity for people in
protected classes.
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Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Two or More Races, Non-Hispanic
Other, Non-Hispanic

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction
#
%
230,850 75.84%
28,420 9.34%
35,588 11.69%
5,087 1.67%
523 0.17%
3,625 1.19%
281 0.09%

Publicly Supported Housing Location and Occupancy
Geographic location of Publicly Supported Housing
Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) projects in the urban entitlement area have been awarded in Crown
Point, Hobart, and Merrillville. The Crown Point project, Cedar Springs Apartments, was put in service in 1987
and has 24 units. Of those, 16 units are one bedroom, with the remainder being two bedroom. Kirby Manor
Apartments in Hobart is restricted to people over age 55 and has one and two bedroom units, with a
combined total of 78.
Madison Manor in Merrillville was awarded tax credits in 2006 for a 96 unit senior housing project. The
Merrillville Plan Commission did not approve the project even after initial support to the Indiana Housing
Community Development Authority for the tax credit allocation. Developer, Real America LLC, sued the town
for violations of the Fair Housing Act alleging the decision was made on the basis of racial discrimination.
Describe patterns in the geographic location for publicly supported housing that primarily serves families
with children, elderly persons, or persons with disabilities in relation to previously discussed segregated
areas or R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction and region.
There are not significant concentrations of people with disabilities in the jurisdiction, and their location is
not positively correlated with the location of other HUD multi-family housing or LIHTC developments. The
only positive correlation with a protected class is with race. There are no R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction.
The region is complex with multiple other entitlement areas and those areas are covered by their own AFH.
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How does the demographic composition of occupants of publicly supported housing in R/ECAPS compare to
the demographic composition of occupants of publicly supported housing outside of R/ECAPs in the
jurisdiction and region?
There are no R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction. The region is large, complex, covers two states, and includes
multiple entitlement areas.
Do any developments of public housing, properties converted under the RAD, and LIHTC developments have
a significantly different demographic composition, in terms of protected class, than other developments of
the same category for the jurisdiction? Describe how these developments differ.
Data is not available from the Indiana Housing and Community Development Authority (IHCDA) on the
demographics of the tenants in LIHTC developments in the jurisdiction without filing a Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) request. Without availability of the data in a timely manner, the assessment of
developments relative to one another is not practical. There are no properties converted under RAD in the
jurisdiction.
Provide additional relevant information, if any, about occupancy, by protected class, in other types of
publicly supported housing for the jurisdiction and region.
For non-LIHTC projects, the demographics align fairly closely with the demographics of the jurisdiction,
with notable exceptions at Ahepa 78 apartments (all phases), Southlake Center, Bell Tower North, and
Watertower (both phases). Bell Tower and Griffith apartments have a higher percentage of white, nonHispanic residents. In Griffith that is consistent with the demographics of the community.

Other HUD Multifamily Assisted Housing
(Lake County, IN CDBG) Jurisdiction
Development Name PHA Code PHA Name # Units White Black Hispanic Asian
Bell Tower North
Bell Tower
Ahepa 78 Phase Iii
Ahepa 78 Vi Apartments
Watertower West
Ahepa 78 V Apartments
Ahepa 78 Phase Iv
Griffith Apartments
Southlake Center Residential
Ahepa 78 Phase Ii
Watertower Residential
Ahepa 78, Inc.
Watertower South, Inc
Linden House Of Hobart
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N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a

14
14
49
50
14
50
50
14
15
50
14
50
14
49

79%
92%
77%
38%
69%
71%
62%
93%
69%
78%
71%
63%
64%
79%

21%
8%
19%
48%
23%
27%
31%
7%
25%
18%
21%
29%
21%
4%

0%
0%
4%
14%
8%
2%
6%
0%
6%
4%
7%
8%
7%
13%

N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a

Households with
Children

N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
7% N/a
N/a
N/a

43

Compare the demographics of occupants of developments in the jurisdiction, for each category of publicly
supported housing (public housing, project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily Assisted developments,
properties converted under RAD, and LIHTC) to the demographic composition of the areas in which they are
located. For the jurisdiction, describe whether developments that are primarily occupied by one
race/ethnicity are located in areas occupied largely by the same race/ethnicity. Describe any differences for
housing that primarily serves families with children, elderly persons, or persons with disabilities.
Only other multi-family assisted housing projects have sufficient data available for analysis. These units are
primarily located in Merrillville. The population of Merrillville is 35,246 (2010 Census); 46% white, 44%
black. Approximately 13 percent of the population is Hispanic. Fourteen percent of the population is age
65 or older. The facilities are largely occupied by a population that is not representative of the Merrillville
community, where there is much greater diversity in the community at large than in the developments.
Ahepa 78 Vi apartments is the most representative of the Merrillville community in terms of demographic
composition. These developments are intended for occupancy by people with disabilities or elderly people
depending on the financing mechanism used.

Disparities in Access to Opportunity

Describe any disparities in access to opportunity for residents of publicly supported housing in the
jurisdiction and region, including within different program categories (public housing, project-based
Section 8, Other Multifamily Assisted Developments, HCV, and LIHTC) and between types (housing
primarily serving families with children, elderly persons, and persons with disabilities) of publicly
supported housing.
The other multi-family assisted developments and LIHTC developments in the jurisdiction are located
in the larger communities and have good access to opportunity relative to the balance of the county.
Transit is limited in some areas and is the largest disparity in access to opportunity for people in
publicly supported housing.
With no public housing or place-based Section 8 housing in the jurisdiction, the use of Housing Choice
Vouchers (HCVs) to support people needing housing assistance (outside of disabled or elderly people),
means there is greater disparity in access to opportunity depending on where people are able to
secure affordable, available housing with a voucher. The limited number of rental units available in
many municipalities creates a barrier to housing choice for people using vouchers, particularly in high
housing cost municipalities.
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Additional Information

Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about publicly supported
housing in the jurisdiction and region, particularly information about groups with other protected
characteristics and about housing not captured in the HUD-provided data.
Most of the publicly supported housing in the region is located in the entitlement cities of Gary, East
Chicago, and Hammond within Lake County (IN) and in the Illinois part of the region, primarily in Chicago.
There are few LIHTC developments in the jurisdiction and there are several Section 202 and 808
development projects in Merrillville. The largest component of publicly assisted housing in the jurisdiction is
the Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program that is administered by Northwest Indiana Community Action
for a multi-county area.
The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of publicly
supported housing. Information may include relevant programs, actions, or activities, such as tenant selfsufficiency, place-based investments, or geographic mobility programs.
NA

Contributing Factors of Publicly Supported Housing Location and Occupancy
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the jurisdiction and region. Identify factors that
significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the severity of fair housing issues related to
publicly supported housing, including Segregation, R/ECAPs, Disparities in Access to Opportunity, and
Disproportionate Housing Needs. For each contributing factor that is significant, note which fair housing
issue(s) the selected contributing factor relates to publicly supported housing. Identify factors that
significantly create (C), contribute to (A), perpetuate (P), or increase (I) the severity of disparities in
publicly supported housing location and occupancy. NA is used to signify not applicable or having limited
effect.
Factor

Create

Contribute

Perpetuate

Increase

Not
Applicable

Access to financial services
Availability, type,
frequency, and reliability of
public transportation
Impediments to mobility
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Lack of access to
opportunity due to high
housing costs
Lack of private investments
in specific neighborhoods
Lack of public investments
in specific neighborhoods,
including services or
amenities
Lack of public investments
in specific neighborhoods,
including services or
amenities
Lack of local or regional
cooperation
Land use and zoning laws
Lending discrimination
Location and type of
affordable housing
Location of employers
Location of environmental
health hazards
Location of proficient
schools and school
assignment policies
Loss of Affordable Housing
Occupancy codes and
restrictions
Private discrimination
Source of income
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discrimination

•

Admissions and occupancy policies and procedures, including preferences in publicly supported
housing (NA)

•
•
•

Community opposition (C, A, P, I)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Impediments to mobility (I)

•

Source of income discrimination (C, A, P, I)

Displacement of residents due to economic pressures (NA)
Displacement of and/or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, dating
violence, sexual assault, and stalking (NA)
Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs (C, A, P)
Lack of meaningful language access (NA)
Lack of local or regional cooperation (C, A, P)
Lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods (P)
Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods, including services and amenities (P)
Land use and zoning laws (C, A, P, I)
Loss of Affordable Housing (NA)
Occupancy codes and restrictions (I)
Quality of affordable housing information programs (NA)
Siting selection policies, practices and decisions for publicly supported housing, including
discretionary aspects of Qualified Allocation Plans and other programs (I)
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4. Disability and Access Analysis

Population Profile
How are persons with disabilities geographically dispersed or concentrated in the jurisdiction and region,
including R/ECAPs and other segregated areas identified in previous sections?
There is no concentration of people with disabilities in the jurisdiction aside from more living in the north
end of the jurisdiction, which is the urban/suburban communities are located and there is better access to
goods and services. There are no R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction. Even regionally people with disabilities tend
to cluster in the urbanized areas, but otherwise there are not necessarily distinct patterns.
There is no public housing or place-based Section 8 development in the jurisdiction, and none of the LIHTC
developments are targeted to people with disabilities. The only targeted developments fall into the HUD
other multi-family assisted housing category. These units are clustered in the Merrillville area. There is one
development in in Hobart. Seven of the developments, with a combined 99 units are Section 811
(Disabled) housing units. The remainder of the developments in Merrillville are Section 202 (Elderly) units,
and have accessible units available.
Describe whether these geographic patterns vary for persons with each type of disability or for persons
with disabilities in different age ranges for the jurisdiction and region.
There is no discernably variation in pattern by type of disability or for persons with disabilities in different
age ranges.

Housing Accessibility
Describe whether the jurisdiction and region have sufficient affordable, accessible housing in a
range of unit sizes.
Most people with a disability in the jurisdiction do not live in development projects specific to
people with disabilities as there are a small number of units available relative to the number of
people with one or more disabilities. Outside the publically supported housing developments,
people with disabilities use HCVs, disability income, or earned income to secure housing in the
community. Nearly all homes were built without universal design features or to specifically
accommodate people with ambulatory, visual, hearing, or cognitive disabilities. People needing
modifications generally seek assistance through a local or regional social services agency or
contract for services independently. The range of housing unit sizes is locally challenging for
market rate and affordable units.
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Disability Type
Hearing difficulty
Vision difficulty
Cognitive difficulty
Ambulatory difficulty
Self-care difficulty
Independent living difficulty

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME)
Jurisdiction
#
%
10,155
3.58%
6,015
2.12%
12,239
4.31%
19,422
6.84%
7,541
2.66%
13,658
4.81%
(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME)
Jurisdiction

Age of People with Disabilities

#

%

age 5-17 with Disabilities

2,718

0.96%

age 18-64 with Disabilities

18,033

6.35%

age 65+ with Disabilities

15,198

5.36%

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME)
Jurisdiction

People with a Disability
#
%

Public Housing

N/a

N/a

Project-Based Section 8

N/a

N/a

Other Multifamily

108

24.55%

HCV Program

143

16.44%
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Describe the areas where affordable accessible housing units are located in the jurisdiction and
region. Do they align with R/ECAPs or other areas that are segregated?
The affordable, accessible units that are publicly supported are primarily located in Merrillville for
the jurisdiction. As noted, these serve a small number of the people with disabilities. There is not
data on the accessibility of market rate units and units participating in the HCV program. There
are no R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction. Merrillville is the most diverse community in the jurisdiction
and has a high concentration of assisted housing units. Regionally there are a variety of housing
options for people with disabilities, primarily in areas covered by other entitlement AFH
documents.
To what extent are persons with different disabilities able to access and live in the different
categories of publicly supported housing in the jurisdiction and region?
The only publicly supported housing options in the jurisdiction are other HUD multi-family
housing units and the HCV program. There are nearly 100 other HUD multi-family units that were
developed using Section 811 and are intended for occupancy by low-income people with
disabilities. There are Section 202 units intended for occupancy by low-income people who are
elderly, and some of those units are accessible. Participants in the HCV program face the same
accessibility issues as those living in market rate housing in the jurisdiction.
The region is diverse and complex and covered by other AFH plans.

Integration of Persons with Disabilities Living in Institutions and Other Segregated Settings
To what extent do persons with disabilities in or from the jurisdiction or region reside in
segregated or integrated settings?
There are 251 people with a disability living in publicly supported housing in the jurisdiction. This
accounts for less than one percent of the population with a disability. Some people with
disabilities are likely to live in institutional and segregated settings that are privately funded and
that data is not readily accessible. The larger population of people with disabilities lives outside
of an institutional or segregated setting.
Similarly on a regional scale, there is not enough institutional or segregated housing for people
with disabilities that the vast majority of people live outside of an area where they are integrated
with the larger population.
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Describe the range of options for persons with disabilities to access affordable housing and supportive services
in the jurisdiction and region.
Northwest Indiana Community Action is an Aging & Disability Resource Center that serves all of Lake County
and the surrounding counties in Indiana. Aging and Disability Resource Centers, or ADRCs, offer the general
public a single entry point for information and assistance on issues affecting older people, and people with
disabilities regardless of their income. These resource centers are welcoming and convenient places to get
information and access to a wide variety of services. Services can be provided through the telephone, in the
resource center, or in home. Program offerings are available at: http://www.nwi-ca.com/seniors/index.html
There are a variety of service organizations, like Rebuilding Together and some area churches, that provide
assistance to those who need to build a ramp or make other modest home modifications to accommodate
physical disabilities.
Resource agencies are different in the Illinois portion of the region and covered under other jurisdiction AFH
plans.

Disparities in Access to Opportunity

To what extent are persons with disabilities able to access the following in the jurisdiction and region? Identify
major barriers faced concerning:
Government services and facilities
The jurisdictions on this list have ADA transition plans that are supposed to address access to government
facilities: http://nirpc.org/media/41951/northwest_indiana_communities_with_ada_transition_plans.pdf
Public infrastructure (e.g., sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, pedestrian signals)
Public infrastructure is owned and maintained by the local municipality which it serves unless owned by the
county or the state. Each municipality has standards for development of new infrastructure and
maintenance/replacement of existing infrastructure.
Transportation
The Northwest Indiana Regional Plan Commission (NIRPC) is the regional (Indiana) lead for transportation
projects and serves as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). Their ADA information can be found
at http://www.nirpc.org/about-nirpc/americans-disabilities-act/
On the South Shore line all passengers displaying RTA Reduced Fare Permit, NICTD Disability Identification
Card, or Medicare card are eligible for reduced fares on all South Shore Line trains when ID is shown. Contact
South Shore Line for information and application. For train information in alternate formats call 312-8367000 or TDD through Indiana Relay Services at 800-743-3333. Illinois residents with a disability displaying a
RTA issued Ride Free Permit card may ride free between Hegewisch and Chicago. Every train has at least 2
cars accessible spaces for passengers using wheelchairs. The cars are clearly marked on the outside with the
FINAL NOVEMBER 2017

51

international symbol of accessibility. The reserved space is adjacent to the center doors of the train car. Not
all South Shore stations are accessible to passengers using wheelchairs. The train schedule clearly denotes
those stations accessible to passengers with disabilities with the international symbol. The following stations
have platforms that are level with the car floor: Millennium Station, Van Buren St., Museum Campus/11th St,
57th St., Hegewisch, Hammond, East Chicago, Dune Park, and South Bend International Airport. There are
mini-high level platforms at Portage/Ogden Dunes. Gary Metro Center and Carroll Ave. use a portable lift to
access the center door of the car. Portable lifts have a space limitation of 34” X 42” and a maximum lifting
weight of an occupied wheelchair of 600 lbs (manufacturer’s specification).
Proficient schools and educational programs
There are 12 public school districts, 21 non-public independent schools, 9 Catholic schools, and 3 Lutheran
school in the jurisdiction. The proficiency and programs of each school in serving students with disabilities
vary. The Indiana Department of Education Division of Special Education information is available
here: https://www.doe.in.gov/specialed.
Jobs
The Indiana Department of Workforce Development and its WorkOne partners unveiled new workstations
that contain assistive technology designed to help Hoosiers with disabilities in their search for gainful
employment. These workstations can be found at over 20 WorkOne Career Centers throughout the state.
WorkOne assistive technology workstations include adjustable workstations, articulating arm supports, large
print keyboards, and ultra HD video magnifier. WorkOne team members have been participating in regular
training sessions to learn new strategies for assisting individuals with disabilities in their job search.
In 2012, Indiana was one of seven states to receive grant funding to implement the Disability Employment
Initiative (DEI). The initiative is jointly funded and administered by the U.S. Department of Labor’s (USDOL)
Employment and Training Administration and its Office of Disability Employment Policy.
DEI aims to improve education, training, and employment opportunities for adults with disabilities (ages 1864) who are:

•
•
•

Unemployed
Underemployed
and/or Receiving Social Security disability benefits.

The DEI initiative is available in Lake County.
The Arc of Indiana has a local chapter in Gary (Lake County). The Arc of Indiana is committed to all people
with intellectual and developmental disabilities realizing their goals of living, learning, working and fully
participating in the community. The Arc of Indiana Foundation works to create employment opportunities for
people with disabilities, including opportunities through Erskine Green Training Institute.
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Describe the processes that exist in the jurisdiction and region for persons with disabilities to request and
obtain reasonable accommodations and accessibility modifications to address the barriers discussed above.
The jurisdiction encompasses many municipalities and several social service organizations, there is no
coordinated system or process for persons with disabilities to request assistance with accommodations and
accessibility modifications. Lake County Community Economic Development Department, the Northwest
Indiana Reinvestment Alliance, and Northwest Indiana Community Action are common places for people to
approach regarding assistance. Each organization has its own policies and procedures.
Describe any difficulties in achieving homeownership experienced by persons with disabilities and by persons
with different types of disabilities in the jurisdiction and region.
Much of the housing stock in the jurisdiction was developed prior to the ADA accessibility standards and does
not have thresholds/access points that are barrier-free, has narrower doorways and hallways, may have
higher counter and/or switch heights, and restrooms are not designed for addition of grab bars or zero entry
shower facilities. The housing that is newer and may have some universal accessibility features is typically
large and affordable only to people with higher incomes. With downpayments being required for purchase
and limited options to finance homes for more than their assessed value, it is challenging to afford
modifications at the time of purchase. Older homeowners who have been in their homes for years may face
challenges in securing financing for the modifications that would allow them to stay in their homes, but have
limited other housing options in the jurisdiction that may accommodate their needs.

Disproportionate Housing Needs

Describe any disproportionate housing needs experienced by persons with disabilities and by persons with
certain types of disabilities in the jurisdiction and region.
Nearly seven percent of the population of the jurisdiction has an ambulatory disability, yet there is known
accessible accommodation for fewer than 300 people. All of the known accommodation is in incomequalified publicly supported housing, dedicated either to people with disabilities or elderly people. While
there are likely other, market rate, accessible accommodations, the degree to which an individual or
household needs accommodation is not known so the disproportionate need is unknown. An emerging issue
as the population ages is the ability to age in place and either modify homes to accommodate changing
abilities or construct new homes that are universally designed and ready to accommodate accessibility
modifications. This emerging need has not been well implemented into development of new housing,
particularly affordable housing, in the jurisdiction.
The public transportation systems have been identified as having limited ability to accommodate users with
disabilities, which may range by the type and severity of disability. Municipalities are working toward
implementation of their Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) transition plans, but vary in their progress
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toward meeting established standards. Limited transportation choices may impact the ability of people with
disabilities to access affordable housing that meets their needs and allows for independent living.

Additional Information

Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about disability and access
issues in the jurisdiction and region including those affecting persons with disabilities with other protected
characteristics.
There is not any additional information about disability and access issues in the jurisdiction and/or region.
The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of disability and
access issues.
No additional information is available/relevant.

Disability and Access Issues Contributing Factors
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the jurisdiction and region. Identify factors that
significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the severity of disability and access issues and
the fair housing issues, which are Segregation, R/ECAPs, Disparities in Access to Opportunity, and
Disproportionate Housing Needs. For each significant contributing factor, note which fair housing issue(s)
the selected contributing factor impacts. Identify factors that significantly create (C), contribute to (A),
perpetuate (P), or increase (I) the severity of disparities in disability and access issues. NA is used to signify
not applicable or having limited effect.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Access for persons with disabilities to proficient schools (NA)
Access to publicly supported housing for persons with disabilities (C, A, P, I)
Access to transportation for persons with disabilities (C, A, P, I)
Inaccessible government facilities or services (A, P)
Inaccessible public or private infrastructure (C, P, I)
Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs (A, P)
Lack of affordable in-home or community-based supportive services (NA)
Lack of affordable, accessible housing in range of unit sizes (C, A, P)
Lack of affordable, integrated housing for individuals who need supportive services (NA)
Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications (A, P)
Lack of assistance for transitioning from institutional settings to integrated housing (NA)
Lack of local or regional cooperation (C, A, P, I)
Land use and zoning laws (C, A, P)

•

Lending discrimination (I)
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Location of accessible housing (C, P, I)
Loss of Affordable Housing (NA)
Occupancy codes and restrictions (I)
Regulatory barriers to providing housing and supportive services for persons with disabilities
(NA)
Source of income discrimination (P, I)
State or local laws, policies, or practices that discourage individuals with
disabilities from living in apartments, family homes, supportive housing, shared housing and
other integrated settings (NA)
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5. Fair Housing Enforcement, Outreach Capacity, and Resources Analysis

Unresolved Issues/Actions
1. A charge or letter of finding from HUD concerning a violation of a civil rights-related law; (NA)
2. A cause determination from a substantially equivalent state or local fair housing agency concerning a
violation of a state or local fair housing law; (NA)
3. Any voluntary compliance agreements, conciliation agreements, or settlement agreements entered into
with HUD or the Department of Justice; (NA)
4. A letter of findings issued by or lawsuit filed or joined by the Department of Justice alleging a pattern or
practice or systemic violation of a fair housing or civil rights law; (NA)
5. A claim under the False Claims Act related to fair housing, nondiscrimination, or civil rights generally,
including an alleged failure to affirmatively further fair housing; or (NA)
6. A pending administrative complaints or lawsuits against the locality alleging fair housing violations or
discrimination. (NA)
Research did not uncover any unresolved issues or actions in the past five years.

State or local fair housing laws
The Indiana Civil Rights Commission was created in 1961 as the Fair Employment Practice Commission. In
1963 the act became law and the name was changed to the Indiana Civil Rights Commission. In 1965 housing
was added to the commission’s scope as an enforcement area. In 1991 the housing enforcement area was
changed to comply with the Federal Fair Housing Act.
Indiana Code 22-9-1 is the law governing fair housing in Indiana. It includes all protected classes except
familial status. All dwellings, including vacant land for housing, are covered and the law applies to virtually all
housing transactions. Owners of four or fewer single-family rental units or dwelling containing living quarters
for no more than four (4) families living independently are exempt from the law. If the owner maintains and
occupies one of the living quarters as a residence they are also exempt. There are also exemptions for
religious organizations and private clubs. Housing for older persons may exclude children if the housing is
limited to only people age 62 or over or 80% of the units are occupied by at least one person over age 55. In
either case the housing has to be intended for occupancy by older adults.
No one is ever exempt from the advertising portion of the statute, regardless of the number of properties
owned, or whether it involves religious or private housing. The advertising part of the statute reads:
It is unlawful to make, print, or publish, or cause to be made, printed, or published, any notice,
statement, or advertisement, with respect to the sale or rental of a dwelling, that indicates any
preference, limitation, or discrimination because of race, color, religion, sex, handicap, familial status,
or national origin, or an intention to make any such preference, limitation or discrimination.
The Gary Department of Human Relations and the Hammond Human Relations Commission do not directly
serve the Lake County Urban County Entitlement Area, but occasionally receive complaints for areas outside
their jurisdictions. The Indiana Civil Rights Commission is the formal body for enforcement of fair housing for
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the urban county area. The Northwest Indiana Reinvestment Alliance (NWIRA) is also able to accept fair
housing complaints in the jurisdiction.

Additional Information
Provide additional relevant information, if any, about fair housing enforcement, outreach capacity, and
resources in the jurisdiction and region.
Lake County Community Economic Development contracts with the Northwest Indiana Reinvestment Alliance
(NWIRA) for fair housing outreach and education, in addition to receiving fair housing complaints. NWIRA
also provides housing counseling, small business and entrepreneurship training, and hosts the housing task
force and the bankers’ council, which connect to fair housing issues.
Lake County Community Economic Development and NWIRA attend Prosperity Indiana training, workshops,
conferences, and events on topics related to fair housing, affordable housing, land banking, foreclosures, and
similar topics.
The program participant may also include information relevant to programs, actions, or activities to promote
fair housing outcomes and capacity.
Information about activities is summarized in the NWIRA annual reports to LCCEDD.

Fair Housing Enforcement, Outreach Capacity, and Resources Contributing Factors
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the jurisdiction and region. Identify factors that
significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the lack of fair housing enforcement, outreach
capacity, and resources and the severity of fair housing issues, which are Segregation, R/ECAPs,
Disparities in Access to Opportunity, and Disproportionate Housing Needs. For each significant
contributing factor, note which fair housing issue(s) the selected contributing factor impacts. Identify
factors that significantly create (C), contribute to (A), perpetuate (P), or increase (I) the severity of
disparities in fair housing enforcement and outreach. NA is used to signify not applicable or having limited
effect.
•

Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement (A)

•
•

Lack of local public fair housing enforcement (P)
Lack of resources for fair housing agencies and organizations (C)

•

Lack of state or local fair housing laws (C, A, P, I)

•

Unresolved violations of fair housing or civil rights law (NA)
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VI. Fair Housing Goals and Priorities

For each fair housing issue as analyzed in the Fair Housing Analysis section, prioritize the identified
contributing factors. Justify the prioritization of the contributing factors that will be addressed by the goals
set below in Question 2. Give the highest priority to those factors that limit or deny fair housing choice or
access to opportunity, or negatively impact fair housing or civil rights compliance.
Segregation/Integration

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Community opposition (1)
Lack of community revitalization strategies (1)
Lack of regional cooperation (1)
Land use and zoning laws (1)
Lending discrimination (1)
Location and type of affordable housing (1)
Private discrimination (1)
Source of income discrimination (1)
Occupancy codes and restrictions (2)
Lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods (2)
Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities (2)

Disparities in Access to Opportunity
•

Availability, type, frequency, and reliability of public transportation (1)

•

Source of income discrimination (1)

•

Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs (1)

•

Lack of local or regional cooperation (1)

•

Land use and zoning laws (1)

•
•

Location and type of affordable housing (1)
Location of employers (1)

•

Lending discrimination (2)

•

Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities (2)

•

Impediments to mobility (2)

•

Location of proficient schools and school assignment policies (2)

•
•

Private discrimination (2)
Occupancy codes and restrictions (3)
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Disproportionate Housing Needs

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Availability of affordable units in a range of sizes (1)
Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs (1)
Land use and zoning laws (1)
Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods (2)
Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities (2)
Source of income discrimination (2)
Lending discrimination (3)

Publicly Supported Housing Analysis

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Community opposition (1)

•

Admissions and occupancy policies and procedures, including preferences in publicly supported
housing (3)

Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods, including services and amenities (1)
Land use and zoning laws (1)
Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs (1)
Source of income discrimination (1)
Lack of local or regional cooperation (2)
Impediments to mobility (2)
Lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods (2)
Occupancy codes and restrictions (2)
Quality of affordable housing information programs (2)
Siting selection policies, practices and decisions for publicly supported housing, including
discretionary aspects of Qualified Allocation Plans and other programs (2)

Disability and Access Analysis

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Access to publicly supported housing for persons with disabilities (1)
Lack of affordable, accessible housing in range of unit sizes (1)
Location of accessible housing (1)
Access to transportation for persons with disabilities (1)
Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications (2)
Inaccessible government facilities or services (2)
Inaccessible public or private infrastructure (2)
Land use and zoning laws (2)
Source of income discrimination (2)
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•
•

Occupancy codes and restrictions (3)
Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs (3)

Fair Housing Enforcement, Outreach Capacity, and Resources Contributing Factors
•

Lack of local public fair housing enforcement (1)

•

Lack of resources for fair housing agencies and organizations (1)

•

Lack of state or local fair housing laws (1)

•

Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement (2)
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For each fair housing issue with significant contributing factors identified in Question 1, set one or more
goals. Using the table below, explain how each goal is designed to overcome the identified contributing
factor and related fair housing issue(s). For goals designed to overcome more than one fair housing issue,
explain how the goal will overcome each issue and the related contributing factors. For each goal, identify
metrics and milestones for determining what fair housing results will be achieved, and indicate the
timeframe for achievement.
Goal

Contributing
Factors

Fair Housing Issues

Increase education
opportunities for
elected and
appointed officials,
real estate
professionals,
residential
investors/landlords,
and the general
public about fair
housing.

Appointed officials
(especially Board
of Zoning Appeals
and Plan
Commission) and
elected officials
(town councils, city
councils) have not
received recent
training and tools
for managing
opposition to fair
housing.

•

Small
investors/landlords
are not always
aware of fair
housing
obligations and
responsibilities.
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•
•
•

•
•
•

Land use and zoning
laws
Location and type of
affordable housing
Location of employers
Location of proficient
schools and school
assignment policies
Occupancy codes and
restrictions
Private discrimination
Source of income
discrimination

Metrics, Milestones,
and Timeframe for
Achievement
• Resource
materials
provided to each
PC, BZA, and
legislative body
by end of Q3
2018
• Bi-annual
training for each
PC, BZA, and
legislative body
• Documentation
of training for
REALTORS and
investors
provided to
LCCEDD annually
• County-wide
marketing and
participation in
fair housing
events each April

Responsible
Program
Participant
Lake County
Community
Economic
Development
(lead – may
contract)
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Goal

Contributing Factors

Fair Housing Issues

Metrics, Milestones,
and Timeframe for
Achievement

Increase
awareness and
implementation
of universal
design principles
in housing
construction and
renovation.

There are limited
programs (and
awareness of
programs) for home
modification to make
existing housing stock
universally accessible
for people aging in
place and people with
disabilities.

•

•

Developers, even of
affordable housing,
are not building to
accommodate aging in
place or occupancy by
people with
disabilities.
Most of the known
accessible housing is
in publicly supported
housing that is either
targeted for people
with disabilities or for
elderly people.
Most of the known
accessible housing is
concentrated in one
community.
A limited number of
communities are
supportive of multifamily housing,
attached housing, or
smaller lot/building
size housing that is
more practical for
people with
disabilities and has
better access to
services.
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•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Access to publicly
supported housing
for persons with
disabilities
Access to
transportation for
persons with
disabilities
Inaccessible
government facilities
or services
Inaccessible public or
private infrastructure
Lack of access to
opportunity due to
high housing costs
Lack of affordable,
accessible housing in
range of unit sizes
Lack of assistance for
housing accessibility
modifications
Land use and zoning
laws
Occupancy codes
and restrictions
Source of income
discrimination

•

•

•

•

Include a
session on
universal design
and providers of
home
modification
finance and
services at the
annual fair
housing event in
April.
Work with the
Homebuilders
Association of
Northwest
Indiana to
disseminate
universal design
information to
local builders
annually.
Universal design
training held in
Lake County biannually
Training and
information
resources on
universal design
principles
disseminated to
PCs, BZAs, and
legislative
bodies annually.
Investment of
CDBG in home
modification for
qualified
households.

Responsible
Program
Participant
Lake County
Community
Economic
Development
Department
(lead – may
contract)
Homebuilders
Association of
Northwest
Indiana
Northwest
Indiana
Community
Action
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Infrastructure
investment and
implementation of
ADA transition plans is
done at the municipal
level and fragmented.
Many landlords do
not accept HCVs are a
method of payment
for rent.
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Goal

Contributing
Factors

Work countywide and
regionally to
improve
transportation
choices and
connection
between areas
of opportunity
and housing.

The Regional Bus
Authority (RBA)
collapsed in 2012
and the Regional
Development
Authority (RDA)
was to assume
transportation as
a priority.
The South Shore
Line and Gary
Public Transit
receive most
funding, but don’t
serve the entire
county.
Funding does not
appear to be
linked to ridership
and the systems
tend to have
higher costs than
comparable
systems.
There are racial
overtones to
system expansion,
funding, and
coordination.
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Fair Housing Issues

•

•
•

•

•

•
•

•
•
•

Availability,
type, frequency,
and reliability of
public
transportation
Impediments to
mobility
Lack of access
to opportunity
due to high
housing costs
Lack of public
investments in
specific
neighborhoods,
including
services or
amenities
Lack of local or
regional
cooperation
Land use and
zoning laws
Location and
type of
affordable
housing
Location of
employers
Occupancy codes and
restrictions
Private discrimination

Metrics, Milestones,
and Timeframe for
Achievement
• The RDA needs to
support more fixedroute and demand
responsive services
in the next five years
that provide better
access to jobs and
services for low
income residents
and people who
need transportation
choices. The focus
should be ion
coordination and
connectivity
between systems
and areas of
opportunity.
• CDBG should be
invested annually in
increasing
transportation
choice for low
income individuals.
Additional
investments should
be made in
increasing
accessibility of
transit services.
• Work with NIRPC to
encourage
coordination
between transit
providers,
transparency of
investments in
transit, and
conversations about
race, transportation,
and equity on a
regular basis.

Responsible
Program
Participant
Lake County
Community
Economic
Development
Department
(lead)
Northwest
Indiana
Regional Plan
Commission
(NIRPC)
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Goal

Contributing Factors

Fair Housing Issues

Metrics, Milestones,
and Timeframe for
Achievement

Responsible
Program
Participant

Increase
opportunities
for mixed
income housing
options through
policy changes
in programs and
land use policy.

Acceptance of HCVs is
considered “not even
a factor” because the
Fair Market Rents
(FMRs) allowable are
below market rent in a
way where landlords
have no incentive for
participating in the
program. Combined
with limited rental
housing available
throughout the
jurisdiction, there are
not a lot of housing
choices in areas of
opportunity.

•

If the opportunity is
available from a
federal policy
standpoint,
implement small area
FMRs for HCVs to
increase access to
units.

Lake County
Community
Economic
Development
Department
(lead)

Many landlords
advertise “no Section
8” in their marketing
of rental properties.
Multi-family
residential
development faces
significant public
opposition when
proposed in most
municipalities in the
jurisdiction.
Lot and building size
requirements are
intended to exclude
people who can’t
afford above median
value homeownership.

FINAL NOVEMBER 2017

•
•

•

•
•
•

Availability of
affordable units in
a range of sizes
Lack of access to
opportunity due to
high housing costs
Lack of private
investments in
specific
neighborhoods
Lack of public
investments in
specific
neighborhoods,
including services
or amenities
Land use and
zoning laws
Lending
discrimination
Source of income
discrimination

Work with local
housing advocates to
increase support for
multi-family housing
and/or smaller lot
sizes.
Review and revise
zoning ordinances to
increase housing
choices within 5 years.
Increase awareness of
fair housing marketing
law application to
small landlords
through annual
communication with
registered landlords.

Greater
Northwest
Indiana
Association of
REALTORS
(GNAIR)
Northwest
Indiana
Creative
Investors
Association
(NICIA)
Local units of
government

Provide
downpaymnent
assistance to qualified
potential
homeowners
annually.
Increase participation
in financial capability
classes to increase
credit and access to
homeownership
annually.
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Discussion:
Previously LCCEDD has contracted with Northwest Indiana Reinvestment Alliance (NWIRA) for fair housing
education services. NWIRA provides information on activities to LCCEDD through an annual report. The report
typically does not include the number of participants in events or their location in the county. GNAIR also provides
training to its members, but there is not a shared list of participants or location. Moving forward documentation of
the number and location of participants would be helpful in understanding how many people in the county have
been trained in fair housing. Local units of government report that board and commissions, including the
legislative bodies, have had limited training (at least recently) on fair housing, yet face decisions that affect housing
choice frequently. While NWIRA has been hosting successful Fair Housing Month activities in April, tracking countywide marketing and participation would help ensure that the messages are getting to the jurisdiction residents and
leaders, not just those in Gary, East Chicago, and Hammond.
The known accessible housing in the jurisdiction is primarily located in Merrillville and is publicly supported with
wither Section 808 or Section 202. Programs like Rebuilding Together offer home modifications on a limited basis,
and Northwest Indiana Community Action offers services. Most of the zoning ordinances either significantly limit
development of multi-family housing or smaller lot/building size housing or require it to be approved through a
public process, where it becomes subject to bias of the local residents. Requiring large lot sizes also limits the
compact type of development that can be well served with infrastructure and transportation choices for people
with disabilities or mobility limitations. New housing is not necessarily being built to accommodate wide doors and
hallways, zero step entries, and grab bars, among other features, even in the affordable market. Lower income and
older residents with disabilities experience challenges in finding housing to accommodate needs or allow aging in
place.
In the past there was a Regional Bus Authority (RBA) and a Regional Development Authority (RDA). The RBA
collapsed in 2012, and the RDA has been assigned responsibility for transit, but has other areas of responsibility
and priority. The South Shore Line (regional rail connecting to Chicago) and the Gary Public Transit Authority
(GTPA) are the primary transit services in Lake County, though there are demand responsive services in some
townships and community fixed-route systems in a few communities. Affordability, connectivity, and accessibility
for people with disabilities are challenges facing transit service in the area. Locally the lack of funding has been
expressed as a racial issue, with people not wanting “those people” from Gary and East Chicago coming into the
more suburban communities. Overlapping areas of funding, authority, and constituents between the state,
regional organizations, and local governments makes solutions complex.
NIMBY-ism plays a significant role of the availability of affordable rental and homeownership opportunities in the
municipalities of the jurisdiction. This has been codified in local zoning ordinances, and is present in hearings for
development of new housing choices. The prevailing conversation is that anyone is welcome to live in any
community so long as they can afford it, but there are significant differences in income between majority
populations and people in protected classes, so there is a disparate impact. In rental housing advertisement there
is relatively frequent mention of “No Section 8” for both single and multi-family properties. Even those who don’t
necessarily object to HCVs as a source of income say that the FMR for the area makes it impossible for them to
accept vouchers. Lack of availability of rental housing throughout the jurisdiction drives rents higher. There is a
sense in the community, and beyond, that renters are not desirable in neighborhoods and are less invested in
property. There are also significant expectation gaps between landlords and tenants in terms of property
maintenance, particularly when renters come from Illinois where there are different laws. Income, credit scores,
and ability to save a downpayment are barriers to homeownership for low and moderate-income households.
Additionally, fewer people are choosing homeownership, but that cultural shift is slow to happen in stable
neighborhoods. Recent changes to Indiana law regarding rental registration and inclusionary zoning are obstacles
to implementing better policies locally.
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VIII.Appendices

APPENDIX A – HUD-Provided Tables

Table 1 Demographics – Demographic data for Jurisdiction and Region (including total
population, the number and percentage of persons by race/ethnicity, national origin (10
most populous), LEP (10 most populous), disability (by disability type), sex, age range
(under 18, 18-64, 65+), and households with children)
Table 1 - Demographics

Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Two or More Races, Non-Hispanic
Other, Non-Hispanic
National Origin
#1 country of origin
#2 country of origin
#3 country of origin
#4 country of origin
#5 country of origin
#6 country of origin
#7 country of origin
#8 country of origin
#9 country of origin
#10 country of origin
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Language
#1 LEP Language
#2 LEP Language
#3 LEP Language
#4 LEP Language
#5 LEP Language
#6 LEP Language
#7 LEP Language
#8 LEP Language
#9 LEP Language
#10 LEP Language
Disability Type
Hearing difficulty
Vision difficulty
Cognitive difficulty
Ambulatory difficulty
Self-care difficulty
Independent living difficulty
Sex
Male
Female
Age
Under 18
18-64
65+
Family Type
Families with children

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction
#
%
230,850 75.84%
28,420 9.34%
35,588 11.69%
5,087 1.67%
523 0.17%
3,625 1.19%
281 0.09%

(Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI) Region
#
%
5,204,488 55.01%
1,613,644 17.06%
1,957,080 20.69%
528,832
5.59%
12,777
0.14%
131,257
1.39%
13,026
0.14%

Mexico
India
Macedonia
Greece
Poland
Other Eastern Europe
Philippines
Serbia
Germany
Croatia

4,417
1,420
1,305
838
747
708
675
675
671
515

1.54%
0.50%
0.45%
0.29%
0.26%
0.25%
0.24%
0.24%
0.23%
0.18%

Mexico
Poland
India
Philippines
China excl. Hong Kong & Taiwan
Korea
Guatemala
Germany
Pakistan
Ukraine

670,150
139,517
117,387
80,046
53,795
40,746
22,679
22,341
22,156
21,286

7.56%
1.57%
1.32%
0.90%
0.61%
0.46%
0.26%
0.25%
0.25%
0.24%

Spanish
Serbo-Croatian
Other Slavic Language
Greek
Polish
Arabic
Chinese
Other Indic Language
Tagalog
Gujarati

4,578
1,169
1,028
557
490
404
386
185
140
134

1.60%
0.41%
0.36%
0.19%
0.17%
0.14%
0.13%
0.06%
0.05%
0.05%

Spanish
Polish
Chinese
Korean
Tagalog
Russian
Arabic
Other Indo-European Language
Gujarati
Other Slavic Language

679,023
90,506
44,600
23,998
21,731
18,620
17,947
17,092
16,803
15,803

7.66%
1.02%
0.50%
0.27%
0.25%
0.21%
0.20%
0.19%
0.19%
0.18%

10,155
6,015
12,239
19,422
7,541
13,658

3.58%
2.12%
4.31%
6.84%
2.66%
4.81%

222,317
157,791
317,781
497,902
194,734
346,905

2.53%
1.80%
3.62%
5.67%
2.22%
3.95%

148,506 48.79%
155,868 51.21%

4,622,870
4,838,235

48.86%
51.14%

72,844 23.93%
189,370 62.22%
42,160 13.85%

2,377,810
6,003,402
1,079,893

25.13%
63.45%
11.41%

34,767 42.74%

1,090,056

47.24%

Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region, except family type, which is out of total families.
Note 2: 10 most populous places of birth and languages at the jurisdiction level may not be the same as the 10 most populous at the Region level, and are thus
labeled separately.
Note 3: Data Sources: Decennial Census; ACS
Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).

Table 2 Demographic Trends –Demographic trend data for Jurisdiction and Region
(including the number and percentage of persons by race/ethnicity, total national origin
(foreign born), total LEP, sex, age range (under 18, 18-64, 65+), and households with
children)
Table 2 - Demographic Trends

Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
National Origin
Foreign-born
LEP
Limited English Proficiency
Sex
Male
Female
Age
Under 18
18-64
65+
Family Type
Families with children

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction
(Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI) Region
1990 Trend
2000 Trend
2010 Trend
Current
1990 Trend
2000 Trend
2010 Trend
Current
#
%
#
%
#
%
#
%
#
%
#
%
#
%
#
%
230,850 75.84% 5,486,650 67.05% 5,397,094 59.32% 5,204,489 55.01% 5,204,488 55.01%
223,168 92.63%
227,363 85.36% 231,337 75.80%
3,482 1.45%
12,941 4.86% 30,131 9.87%
28,420 9.34% 1,528,728 18.68% 1,708,340 18.78% 1,669,774 17.65% 1,613,644 17.06%
11,679 4.85%
19,850 7.45% 35,867 11.75%
35,588 11.69%
11,633 0.14%
27,454 0.30% 1,957,080 20.69% 1,957,080 20.69%
2,045 0.85%
3,985 1.50%
6,122 2.01%
5,087 1.67%
247,669 3.03%
421,408 4.63% 584,045 6.17%
528,832 5.59%
335 0.14%
1,182 0.44%
1,328 0.44%
523 0.17%
895,156 10.94% 1,494,314 16.42%
29,335 0.31%
12,777 0.14%
10,187

4.23%

13,342

5.01%

17,646

5.78%

17,868

5.85%

913,505 11.16% 1,464,119 16.09% 1,642,981 17.37% 1,669,830 17.65%

6,848

2.84%

8,535

3.20%

10,188

3.34%

10,389

3.40%

633,074

7.74% 1,013,364 11.14% 1,086,835 11.49% 1,077,121 11.38%

117,750 48.88%
123,138 51.12%

130,147 48.86% 148,506 48.79%
136,209 51.14% 155,868 51.21%

148,506 48.79% 3,972,148 48.55% 4,443,825 48.84% 4,622,870 48.86% 4,622,870 48.86%
155,868 51.21% 4,209,909 51.45% 4,654,491 51.16% 4,838,235 51.14% 4,838,235 51.14%

62,862 26.10%
149,210 61.94%
28,817 11.96%

68,423 25.69% 72,844 23.93%
162,991 61.19% 189,370 62.22%
34,942 13.12% 42,160 13.85%

72,844 23.93% 2,135,547 26.10% 2,507,372 27.56% 2,377,810 25.13% 2,377,810 25.13%
189,370 62.22% 5,118,727 62.56% 5,602,091 61.57% 6,003,402 63.45% 6,003,402 63.45%
42,160 13.85%
927,783 11.34%
988,853 10.87% 1,079,893 11.41% 1,079,893 11.41%

31,901 48.06%

26,501 46.30%

34,767 42.74%

34,767 42.74% 1,010,310 48.80%

893,969 49.71% 1,090,056 47.24% 1,090,056 47.24%

Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region for that year, except family type, which is out of total families.
Note 2: Data Sources: Decennial Census; ACS
Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).

Table 3 Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity –Race/ethnicity dissimilarity index for Jurisdiction and
Region
Table 3 - Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Trends

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index
Non-White/White
Black/White
Hispanic/White
Asian or Pacific Islander/White

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction
(Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI) Region
1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current
41.94
41.62
38.65
37.90
66.39
60.55
54.75
57.53
77.72
73.02
65.69
67.78
84.26
80.39
75.15
77.79
28.28
28.80
24.78
25.03
61.27
60.64
56.32
58.11
35.96
34.69
34.36
41.75
46.52
45.08
42.74
47.52

Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).
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Table 4 R/ECAP Demographics –Data for the percentage of racial/ethnic groups, families
with children, and national origin groups (10 most populous) for the Jurisdiction and
Region who reside in R/ECAPs
Table 4 - R/ECAP Demographics

R/ECAP Race/Ethnicity
Total Population in R/ECAPs
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Other, Non-Hispanic
R/ECAP Family Type
Total Families in R/ECAPs
Families with children
R/ECAP National Origin
Total Population in R/ECAPs
#1 country of origin
#2 country of origin
#3 country of origin
#4 country of origin
#5 country of origin
#6 country of origin
#7 country of origin
#8 country of origin
#9 country of origin
#10 country of origin

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction
#
%
1,650
389 23.58%
1,074 65.09%
153 9.27%
2 0.12%
1 0.06%
1 0.06%

(Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI) Region
#
%
446,161
23,451
5.26%
329,001 73.74%
84,286 18.89%
3,783
0.85%
798
0.18%
442
0.10%

418
230 55.02%

Mexico
Nigeria
Korea
Italy
Null
Null
Null
Null
Null
Null

1,650
73
53
12
6
0
0
0
0
0
0

4.42%
3.21%
0.73%
0.36%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

Mexico
Nigeria
Guatemala
Honduras
Haiti
Vietnam
India
Philippines
Poland
Ghana

96,392
49,708

51.57%

446,161
29,903
697
688
584
580
478
469
400
376
325

6.70%
0.16%
0.15%
0.13%
0.13%
0.11%
0.11%
0.09%
0.08%
0.07%

Note 1: 10 most populous groups at the jurisdiction level may not be the same as the 10 most populous at the Region level, and are thus labeled
separately.
Note 2: Data Sources: Decennial Census; ACS
Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).
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Table 5 Publicly Supported Housing Units by Program Category – Data for total units by 4
categories of publicly supported housing in the Jurisdiction (Public Housing, Project-Based
Section 8, Other Multifamily, Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program) for the Jurisdiction
Table 5 - Publicly Supported Housing Units by Program Catego
(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME)
Jurisdiction
Housing Units
#
%
Total housing units
123,316
Public Housing
N/a
N/a
Project-based Section 8
N/a
N/a
Other Multifamily
447
0.36%
HCV Program
984
0.80%
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details
(www.hudexchange.info).
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Table 6 Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity – Race/ethnicity data for 4
categories of publicly supported housing (Public Housing, Project-Based Section 8, Other
Multifamily, HCV) in the Jurisdiction compared to the population as a whole, and to
persons earning 30% AMI, in the Jurisdiction
Table 6 - Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity
(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME)
Jurisdiction
Housing Type

#

White

%

Race/Ethnicity
Black

#

%

#

Hispanic

Asian or Pacific
Islander
#
%

%

Public Housing

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

Project-Based Section 8

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

Other Multifamily

297

71.39%

95

22.84%

23

5.53%

0

0.00%

69

8.11%

740

86.96%

42

4.94%

0

0.00%

HCV Program
Total Households

90,146

79.82%

10,084

8.93%

10,247

9.07%

1,540

1.36%

0-30% of AMI

6,021

68.53%

1,358

15.46%

1,050

11.95%

103

1.17%

0-50% of AMI

10,986

56.53%

2,562

13.18%

2,024

10.41%

218

1.12%

0-80% of AMI

23,703

66.86%

4,160

11.73%

3,518

9.92%

347

0.98%

(Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-INWI) Region
Housing Type
Public Housing
Project-Based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program
Total Households

#

White

%

Black

#

%

#

Hispanic

Asian or Pacific
Islander
#
%

%

3,655

13.93%

18,966

72.26%

2,319

8.84%

1,255

4.78%

15,010

27.64%

31,361

57.75%

4,590

8.45%

3,281

6.04%

1,873

28.39%

4,073

61.73%

355

5.38%

286

4.33%

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

2,130,705

62.12%

583,315

17.01%

499,192

14.55%

177,119

5.16%

0-30% of AMI

185,580

39.73%

166,749

35.70%

85,158

18.23%

22,525

4.82%

0-50% of AMI

296,435

34.23%

257,452

29.73%

177,696

20.52%

37,463

4.33%

0-80% of AMI

592,580

41.97%

362,066

25.65%

294,439

20.86%

59,086

4.19%

Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS
Note 2: #s presented are numbers of households not individuals.
Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).
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Table 7 R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics by Publicly Supported Housing Program
Category – Data on publicly supported housing units and R/ECAPs for the Jurisdiction
Table 7 - R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category
(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME)
Jurisdiction
Public Housing
R/ECAP tracts
Non R/ECAP tracts
Project-based Section 8
R/ECAP tracts
Non R/ECAP tracts
Other HUD Multifamily
R/ECAP tracts
Non R/ECAP tracts
HCV Program
R/ECAP tracts

Total # units
% Asian or
% Families
(occupied) % White % Black % Hispanic Pacific Islander with children

% Elderly

% with a
disability

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a
N/a
433 71.39% 22.84%

N/a
5.53%

N/a
0.00%

N/a
0.00%

N/a
78.86%

N/a
24.55%

208

0.97%

0.00%

45.71%

10.00%

16.67%

1.93% 97.10%

Non R/ECAP tracts
641 10.23% 83.41%
6.20%
0.00%
60.85%
8.65%
16.39%
Note 1: Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data reflect information on all
members of the household.

Note 2: Data Sources: APSH
Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).
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Table 8 Demographics of Publicly Supported Housing Developments by Program
Category – Development level demographics by Public Housing, Project-Based Section 8,
and Other Multifamily1 for the Jurisdiction
Table 8 - Demographics of Publicly Supported Housing Developments, by Program Category
Other HUD Multifamily Assisted Housing
(Lake County, IN CDBG) Jurisdiction
Development Name PHA Code PHA Name # Units White Black Hispanic Asian
Bell Tower North
Bell Tower
Ahepa 78 Phase Iii
Ahepa 78 Vi Apartments
Watertower West
Ahepa 78 V Apartments
Ahepa 78 Phase Iv
Griffith Apartments
Southlake Center Residential
Ahepa 78 Phase Ii
Watertower Residential
Ahepa 78, Inc.
Watertower South, Inc
Linden House Of Hobart

N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a

14
14
49
50
14
50
50
14
15
50
14
50
14
49

79%
92%
77%
38%
69%
71%
62%
93%
69%
78%
71%
63%
64%
79%

21%
8%
19%
48%
23%
27%
31%
7%
25%
18%
21%
29%
21%
4%

0%
0%
4%
14%
8%
2%
6%
0%
6%
4%
7%
8%
7%
13%

N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a

Households with
Children

N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
N/a
7% N/a
N/a
N/a

Note 1: For LIHTC properties, this information will be supplied by local knowledge.
Note 2: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding error.
Note 3: Data Sources: APSH
Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).

Please note that, for the first year, census tract level demographic data in which publicly supported
housing developments are located, also including LIHTC developments, are available through the AFFH Data
and Mapping Tool which includes a data query function and ability to export tables.

1

FINAL NOVEMBER 2017

7

Table 9 Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs – Tabular
data of total households in the Jurisdiction and Region and the total number and
percentage of households experiencing one or more housing burdens by race/ethnicity
and family size in the Jurisdiction and Region
Table 9 - Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs
Disproportionate Housing Needs
Households experiencing any of 4
housing problems
Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Other, Non-Hispanic
Total
Household Type and Size
Family households, <5 people
Family households, 5+ people
Non-family households
Households experiencing any of 4
Severe Housing Problems
Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Other, Non-Hispanic
Total

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction
# with problems

# households

% with problems

(Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI) Region
# with problems

# households

% with problems

22,466
4,343
3,400
313
25
289
30,824

90,146
10,084
10,247
1,540
156
759
112,930

24.92%
43.07%
33.18%
20.32%
16.03%
38.08%
27.29%

717,245
298,919
275,241
68,711
1,946
15,414
1,377,470

2,130,705
583,315
499,192
177,119
4,239
35,217
3,429,735

33.66%
51.24%
55.14%
38.79%
45.91%
43.77%
40.16%

13,771
3,866
13,199

67,753
11,208
33,941

20.33%
34.49%
38.89%

634,375
206,964
536,125

1,868,457
403,174
1,158,140

33.95%
51.33%
46.29%

# with severe
problems
10,206
2,391
1,765
138
10
144
14,684

# households
90,146
10,084
10,247
1,540
156
759
112,930

% with severe
problems
11.32%
23.71%
17.22%
8.96%
6.41%
18.97%
13.00%

# with severe
problems
330,774
177,078
162,367
38,366
1,251
8,291
718,160

# households
2,130,705
583,315
499,192
177,119
4,239
35,217
3,429,735

% with severe
problems
15.52%
30.36%
32.53%
21.66%
29.51%
23.54%
20.94%

Note 1: The four housing problems are: incomplete kitchen facilities, incomplete plumbing facilities, more than 1 person per room, and cost burden greater
than 30%. The four severe housing problems are: incomplete kitchen facilities, incomplete plumbing facilities, more than 1 person per room, and cost
burden greater than 50%.

Note 2: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region, except household type and size, which is out of total households.
Note 3: Data Sources: CHAS
Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).
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Table 10 Demographics of Households with Severe Housing Cost Burden – Data of the
total number of households in the Jurisdiction and Region and the number and
percentage of households experiencing severe housing burdens by race/ethnicity for the
Jurisdiction and Region
Table 10 - Demographics of Households with Severe Housing Cost Burden
Households with Severe Housing Cost Burden
Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Other, Non-Hispanic
Total
Household Type and Size
Family households, <5 people
Family households, 5+ people
Non-family households

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction
# with severe cost
burden
9,009
2,254
1,551
124
10
99
13,047

# households
90,146
10,084
10,247
1,540
156
759
112,930

5,250
1,242
6,535

67,753
11,208
33,941

(Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI) Region

% with severe # with severe cost
cost burden
burden
9.99%
304,785
22.35%
159,065
15.14%
113,819
8.05%
30,277
6.41%
1,109
13.04%
7,254
11.55%
616,309
7.75%
11.08%
19.25%

273,530
67,444
275,406

# households
2,130,705
583,315
499,192
177,119
4,239
35,217
3,429,735

% with severe
cost burden
14.30%
27.27%
22.80%
17.09%
26.16%
20.60%
17.97%

1,868,457
403,174
1,158,140

14.64%
16.73%
23.78%

Note 1: Severe housing cost burden is defined as greater than 50% of income.
Note 2: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region, except household type and size, which is out of total households.
Note 3: The # households is the denominator for the % with problems, and may differ from the # households for the table on severe housing problems.
Note 4: Data Sources: CHAS
Note 5: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).
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Table 11 Publicly Supported Housing by Program Category: Units by Number of
Bedrooms and Number of Children – Data on the number of bedrooms for units of 4
categories of publicly supported housing (Public Housing, Project-Based Section 8, Other
Multifamily, HCV) for the Jurisdiction
Table 11 - Publicly Supported Housing by Program Category: Units by Number of Bedrooms and Number of Children

Housing Type

Households in 0-1
Bedroom
Units
#
%

Public Housing

N/a

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction
Households in 2
Households in 3+
Bedroom
Bedroom
Units
Units
#
%
#
%

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

Households with
Children
#
%

N/a

N/a

N/a

Project-Based Section 8

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

Other Multifamily

440

100.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

HCV Program

224

25.75%

454

52.18%

176

20.23%

498

57.24%

Note 1: Data Sources: APSH
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).

Table 12 Opportunity Indicators by Race/Ethnicity – Data of opportunity indices for
school proficiency, jobs proximity, labor-market engagement, transit trips, low
transportation costs, low poverty, and environmental health for the Jurisdiction and
Region by race/ethnicity and among households below the Federal poverty line.
Table 12 - Opportunity Indicators, by Race/Ethnicity

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) Jurisdiction
Total Population
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Population below federal poverty line
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic

(Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI) Region
Total Population
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Population below federal poverty line
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic

Low Poverty
Index

School
Proficiency
Index

Labor Market
Index

Transit
Index

Low
Transportation
Jobs
Environmental
Cost Index
Proximity Index Health Index

69.19
47.90
60.18
73.59
62.70

60.93
52.98
56.75
70.37
54.62

56.57
42.40
49.51
66.16
50.70

61.70
65.72
64.86
67.14
61.07

38.83
47.10
42.36
43.10
39.66

52.87
51.06
52.23
57.77
52.72

69.99
66.98
67.07
63.96
69.69

53.94
44.14
51.05
65.45
55.12

54.05
41.43
54.58
57.74
53.95

44.14
36.77
40.60
61.09
45.94

62.59
61.86
68.37
55.56
57.73

40.19
45.03
43.34
40.68
38.81

51.40
51.01
47.61
60.78
52.39

70.56
68.80
68.46
64.54
72.91

69.89
30.33
42.21
65.44
51.44

63.72
29.30
37.60
61.72
46.42

68.19
27.29
42.43
71.93
51.23

74.37
83.75
83.70
81.66
78.17

61.60
71.26
71.82
70.68
66.36

52.12
46.98
47.65
53.63
50.30

54.46
53.51
47.85
45.53
53.13

55.93
18.81
32.03
49.65
45.83

52.95
20.95
30.98
50.45
37.93

58.81
19.35
37.10
62.53
47.74

78.55
86.10
86.18
86.29
83.96

66.85
74.98
74.98
77.60
71.28

52.64
44.92
47.62
54.21
49.70

50.20
52.34
46.06
39.58
46.49

Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; ACS; Great Schools; Common Core of Data; SABINS; LAI; LEHD; NATA
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).
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Table 13 Disability by Type – Data of persons with vision, hearing, cognitive, ambulatory,
self-care, and independent living disabilities for the Jurisdiction and Region
Table 13 - Disability by Type

Disability Type
Hearing difficulty
Vision difficulty
Cognitive difficulty
Ambulatory difficulty
Self-care difficulty
Independent living difficulty

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) (Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-INJurisdiction
WI) Region
%
#
%
#
2.53%
3.58%
222,317
10,155
1.80%
2.12%
157,791
6,015
3.62%
317,781
4.31%
12,239
497,902
5.67%
6.84%
19,422
2.22%
2.66%
194,734
7,541
3.95%
346,905
4.81%
13,658

Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region.
Note 2: Data Sources: ACS
Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).
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Table 14 Disability by Age Group – Data of persons with disabilities by age range (5-17,
18-64, and 65+) for the Jurisdiction and Region
Table 14 - Disability by Age Group

(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME) (Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-INJurisdiction
WI) Region

Age of People with Disabilities

#

%

#

%

age 5-17 with Disabilities

2,718

0.96%

66,500

0.76%

age 18-64 with Disabilities

18,033

6.35%

453,372

5.16%

age 65+ with Disabilities

15,198

5.36%

378,693

4.31%

Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region.
Note 2: Data Sources: ACS
Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).

Table 15 Disability by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category – Data on disability
and publicly supported housing for the Jurisdiction and Region
Table 15 - Disability by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category
(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME)
Jurisdiction
People with a Disability
#
%
Public Housing

N/a

N/a

Project-Based Section 8

N/a

N/a

Other Multifamily

108

24.55%

HCV Program
(Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI)
Region

143

16.44%

Public Housing

9,378

34.75%

Project-Based Section 8

8,630

15.65%

Other Multifamily

944

13.38%

HCV Program

N/a

N/a

Note 1: The definition of "disability" used by the Census Bureau may
not be comparable to reporting requirements under HUD programs.
Note 2: Data Sources: ACS
Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details
(www.hudexchange.info).
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Table 16 – Homeownership and Rental Rates by Race/Ethnicity – Data of
homeownership and rental rates by race/ethnicity for the Jurisdiction and Region
Table 16 - Homeownership and Rental Rates by Race/Ethnicity
(Lake County, IN CDBG, HOME)
(Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI)
Jurisdiction
Region
Homeowners
Renters
Homeowners
Renters
Race/Ethnicity
#
%
#
%
#
%
#
%
White, Non-Hispanic
74,830 84.41%
15,255 62.83% 1,622,635 71.73%
508,055 43.51%
Black, Non-Hispanic
4,584 5.17%
5,534 22.79%
241,705 10.68%
341,600 29.26%
Hispanic
7,564 8.53%
2,705 11.14%
266,710 11.79%
232,480 19.91%
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
1,048 1.18%
480 1.98%
111,034 4.91%
66,081 5.66%
Native American, Non-Hispanic
139 0.16%
19 0.08%
2,399 0.11%
1,835 0.16%
Other, Non-Hispanic
500 0.56%
274 1.13%
17,650 0.78%
17,535 1.50%
Total Household Units
88,650
24,280
2,262,130
1,167,605
Note 1: Data presented are numbers of households, not individuals.
Note 2: Data Sources: CHAS
Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).
Version Name: AFFHT0002
Version Description: Jan 2017 - Present
For more information refer to: https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/affh/resources/#affh-data-and-mapping
Created Date (UTC): 04/04/2017
Created Time (UTC): 18:44:26
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APPENDIX B – HUD-Provided Maps

Maps are provided at a zoom level that was able to fully render and export from the HUD
mapping tool.

Map 1 Race/Ethnicity – Current race/ethnicity dot density map for jurisdiction and region
with R/ECAPs
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Map 2 Race/Ethnicity Trends –Past race/ethnicity for jurisdiction and region with
R/ECAPs (10, 00, 90)
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Map 3 National Origin – Current national origin dot density map for jurisdiction and
region
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Map 4 LEP – LEP persons for jurisdiction and region with R/ECAPs
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Map 5 Publicly Supported Housing and Race/Ethnicity –Public Housing, Project-Based
Section 8, Other Multifamily, Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program mapped with
race/ethnicity dot density map with R/ECAPs for the jurisdiction and region
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Map 6 Housing Problems – Households experiencing one or more housing burdens in
jurisdiction and region with R/ECAPs and race/ethnicity dot density (and national origin
dot density)
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Map 7 Demographics and School Proficiency – School Proficiency Index for the
jurisdiction and region with race/ethnicity, national origin, family status with R/ECAPs
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Map 8 Demographics and Job Proximity – Jobs Proximity Index for jurisdiction and region
with race/ethnicity, national origin, and family status and R/ECAPs
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Map 9 Demographics and Labor Market – Labor Engagement Index with race/ethnicity,
national origin, and family status with R/ECAPs
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Map 10 Demographics and Transit Trips – Transit Trips Index for the jurisdiction and
region with race/ethnicity, national origin, and family status with R/ECAPs
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Map 11 Demographics and Low Transportation Cost – Low Transportation Cost Index
with race/ethnicity, national origin, and family status and R/ECAPs
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Map 12 Demographics and Poverty – Low poverty index with race/ethnicity, national
origin, and family status with R/ECAPs
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Map 13 Demographics and Environmental Health – Environmental Health Index with
race/ethnicity, national origin, family status and R/ECAPs
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Map 14 Disability by Type – Dot density map of the population of persons with
disabilities by disability by jurisdiction and region with R/ECAPs
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Map 15 Disability by Age Group – All people with disabilities by age range with R/ECAPs
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Map 16 Housing Tenure – Housing tenure by renters (owners) with R/ECAPs
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Map 17 Location of Affordable Rental Housing – Map of percent of rental units
affordable, defined as units renting at or less than 30% of household income for a
household with income at 50% AMI
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