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Executive Summary 

Can a land bank financially sustain itself within the current framework of state enabled legislation? To 

examine financial viability, a hypothetical land bank with all the powers permitted by Indiana state law 

will be applied to a Marion County census tract, and then applied to Marion County as a whole. The 

expenses, revenues, and practices will model an active development based land bank as opposed to a 

passive land bank that only holds properties. The evolution of the powers of the land bank in Indiana, 

and where they currently stand, will be examined to provide the scope of actions where the land bank 

can participate. The significant federal financial mechanisms will be identified and help determine if they 

need to be used to leverage private funds for the identified scope of work. Finally, the funds and the 

operations of the land bank will be examined for sustainability. Sustainability is determined by the 

ability of the funding mechanisms being able to pay for continued operations of the land bank on a scale 

that can return the majority of abandoned homes back to productive use. 

This paper looks at what if a land bank could sustainably dispose of all abandoned properties in Marion 

County utilizing the powers given to it by the State. The State gives the land bank wide ranging powers, 

including the ability to conduct its practices in creative ways not explicitly listed, as long as they meet 

the established goals and objectives. The main element missing from the Indiana legislation is the lack of 

establishing a designated funding mechanism for its activities. The lack of an established revenue stream 

causes the land bank to rely on private money, grants, and loans. Private money depends on a market 

that relies almost solely on the ability to make a profit on the sales of properties and other related 

activities. Grants are a reallocation of money from elsewhere and are subject to the political 

environment and other changes in policy. Finally, loans should not be considered sustainable because 

debt can jeopardize a project, or even cause the project to go default if not managed correctly or if 

faced with a national fiscal breakdown.  
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This paper identifies a strategy that combines demolition and new construction with rehabilitation in 

one neighborhood/census tract to determine a baseline cost estimate that can be applied to the entire 

county. One census tract was chosen as the pilot neighborhood based on its vacancy rate and housing 

stock type being comparable to the whole of Marion County. Using a 50/50 distribution of rehab and 

new construction the project has an overall cost of $7,009,000. The interventions proposed would put 

46 properties and 65 units back into productive use. The primary strategy for funding utilizes existing 

federal funds from HOME and CDBG allocations along with Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) and 

the Housing Trust Fund (HTF). HOME and CDBG are each annually allocated to the County, and LIHTC 

and HTF are affordable housing federal funding mechanisms that help to add significant funds to the 

project. The HTF is also a federal formula allocation, but the state receives it and not the County. The 

combination of the allocations of federal funds and the other forms of funding would still require a 

match or local investment of $2.6 million. That amount would be repaid from the sales and rent accrued 

from the project. Subsidies for occupants unable to meet Fannie Mae standards of 30% of rent for 

housing related costs are also applied to the total cost.  

At the completion of the project there will be a net profit of $1,890,739.79, approximately $5 million 

less than the project needs. Therefore, this study finds that such a model is not sustainable for a land 

bank without additional funding mechanisms. This paper recommends exploring mechanisms from 

nearby states such as Ohio and Michigan that use dedicated funding streams to allow their land banks to 

continually function, and work towards their goals. 
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Introduction 

Is there a way an entity can combat county-wide abandoned housing while gaining a profit for the 

county? Hundreds and perhaps thousands of individual jurisdictions ranging from some of the largest 

cities in United States to the smallest rural towns are grappling with an inventory of derelict properties. 

This paper attempted to find a way to use existing federal funds to initiate a land bank/development 

entity in Marion County, Indiana that could systematically return all the derelict properties to inhabited 

dwellings. However, the entity would be constricted to the powers given to it by the Indiana State 

legislature. This paper found that under these circumstances the land bank would not be able to reach 

its goal of returning all abandoned properties back to productive use.  

An organization helping to research and develop policy that relates to vacant property, The Center for 

Community Progress notes on their website: 

Land banks, in essence, are a direct response to this growing trend of vacancy and 

abandonment,    created to strategically acquire problem properties and convert these liabilities 

into assets. In short, land banks are intended to acquire title to these problem properties, 

eliminate the liabilities, and transfer the properties to new, responsible owners in a transparent 

manner that results in outcomes consistent with community-based plans.”(p.1) 

Nation-wide land banks have been utilized to demolish, rehabilitate, construct, and assemble properties, 

all for the sake of stabilizing neighborhoods. Faced with a growing inventory of houses that people no 

longer wanted nor cared for, and a private sector that no longer had the capabilities to fund its 

activities, governments formed land banks to seize control of these properties. At their core, land banks 

are meant to manage the inventory of homes through a combination of database management and 

minimal fixing of code violations. This passive approach depends on private citizens or developers to 

purchase these properties. Governments then used their prerogative to protect the health and safety of 

its citizens to begin demolishing homes that were too far gone to be saved. The exuberance in which a 
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jurisdiction approached an active role in the fate of these homes was usually predicated on the extent of 

the problem. 

Quantifying the fiscal and social impact of abandoned, foreclosed, and blighted housing is difficult; 

however one measurable impact is the value of property:  

According to HUD(2014) “Studies attempting to quantify the effect of foreclosures on 

surrounding property values find that foreclosures depressed the sales prices of nearby homes 

by as little as 0.9 percent to as much as 8.7 percent.”(p.1).  

 
Even using the lowest percentage mentioned (0.9%) this can result in millions of dollars of lost revenue 

for cities that contain thousands of these homes that often sit unproductive for many years. A financial 

impact analysis of foreclosures only includes part of the issue of abandonment. The location of the 

foreclosure and current condition of the unit(s) creates wide variables in their measureable negative 

impact. Additionally, the example above doesn’t examine what kind of effect a concentration of 

abandoned houses can cause. For example, a foreclosure in a desirable census tract may only be vacant 

for a short period of time until it is sold to a new buyer, with a negligible impact to the neighboring 

properties. Foreclosures and abandonment of homes located in a less desirable census tract that will not 

readily sell it, will experience more negative impacts over time as the property becomes less likely to be 

rehabilitated/sold. Additionally, abandoned houses are often a danger to the surrounding homes due to 

crime and fire hazards. The additional danger is then compounded by the fact that these dwellings are 

not paying property taxes that often serve as a main part of jurisdictional budgets. 

 
Finally, the evidence examining the impact of housing stock characteristics suggests that violent 

and property crime rates are higher in neighborhoods with higher housing vacancy rates (Krivo 

& Peterson, 1996; Roncek, 1981), foreclosed homes (Cui, 2010; Ellen,Lacoe, & Sharygin, 2012; 

Goodstein & Lee, 2010; Immergluck & Smith, 2006; Katz, Wallace,& Hedberg, 2011; Williams, 
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Galster, & Verma, 2013) and more abandoned, unsecured buildings(Spelman, 1993), although 

with one exception (Plerhoples, 2012).(Raleigh, Galster, 2015 p.369) 

 
The diminishing property tax means that the areas with fewer resources to alleviate abandoned/ 

blighted housing are more likely to suffer from the effects of it. 

Housing has been prominently featured in national legislation since the 2008 Great Recession (About 

TARP, 2016), which was caused partially due to mass defaulting on mortgages. One part of the Recovery 

Act (2009) was the creation of Troubled Asset Recovery Program (TARP) which then created Hardest Hit 

Funds (HHF) and Making Home Affordable (MHA) to combat the issue of homes at risk of foreclosing. 

The glut of foreclosed housing was not isolated to a particular region, nor does it tell the whole story of 

the homes that were abandoned before relief could help them. Image 1 in the Appendix shows where 

Hardest Hit Funds were directed in the darker shaded areas, therefore, where the highest concentration 

of foreclosures and abandonment existed. Indiana received Hardest Hit Funds totaling approximately of 

$284 million (Treasury Department, 2018).  

What determines which properties are vacant/abandoned/blighted? Each of these distinctions has its 

own definition and there are several different ways that a jurisdiction/entity can identify each. A vacant 

building is simply not occupied. Vacancies are common with commercial properties and rentals as they 

serve as the product or asset that is being marketed and held by the owner. Even single family dwellings 

can be vacant for a period of time without being a detriment to the community around them. A blighted 

property can either be vacant or occupied; it simply represents a property that is in disrepair. Blighted 

properties suffer from neglect that stems from either an inability or a lack of desire to maintain a 

property to certain standards. Foreclosures often fall into the blighted category where ownership may 

be in limbo, or the bank/lending agency that is now responsible for it does not have the adequate 

resources to maintain it. Lastly, an abandoned property is one that should be the first focus of all 
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jurisdictions. Frank Alexander (Alexander, 2014), a well-known author of land banking literature, defines 

abandonment as follows:  

“Abandonment, on the other hand, is a far stronger concept. An abandoned property, is 

foregoing all routine maintenance, and is making no further payments on related financial 

obligations such as mortgages or property taxes”(p.14). 

It is properties that fall into the category of abandonment that Alexander states cause the problems for 

local government. The lack of payment on property taxes affects the ability of the local government to 

pay for services. The lack of paying a mortgage sends the property into default with the mortgage 

company where the future of the property becomes uncertain. Foreclosure by abandonment or general 

abandonment leaves the local government with a decision to either let the market handle it, or to 

intervene. In either case there will be a cost to their actions. 

Several municipalities in the state have been struggling with housing related issues and Marion 

County/Indianapolis is one of them. Census data from 2010 estimated that there were 51,686 vacant 

housing units equaling 12.4% of all housing units in Marion County (Census, 2010). According to the 

current land bank in Indianapolis there are “currently more than 18,000 parcels in Indianapolis where 

utilities have been shut off for more than a year or that are identified as vacant by the UPS”(p.11) A 

Community Progress Report from May 2016 (Community Progress, 2016) identified at least four 

different entities that utilized different methods for identifying abandoned/vacant/blighted housing: 

United States Postal Service, the Department of Metropolitan Development, Indianapolis Metropolitan 

Police Department, and Code Enforcement.  

The history of government involvement in housing dates back to the United States Housing Corporation 

in 1918 that sought to house workers closer to the factories producing material for the war effort 

(Department of Labor, 1920). Two decades later the Housing Act of 1937 (FDR, 2012) was passed and 
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since then the role of the government in housing has evolved to take on many issues along the way. The 

issues range from public/affordable housing, public health, slum clearance, etc... Since that first 

experience in government - controlled housing one entity developed to combat abandoned properties 

has been land banks.   

Alexander, (2014) splits the history of land banking into three periods (pps.18-24). An example of the 

first (1st) generation land bank can be found in 1971 in St. Louis. It resembled other land banks of that 

generation by being a depository of residential property that was not sold in the public tax process. 

Alexander indicates that these early land banks failed in their objectives to return property to productive 

use partially due to a lack of dedicated or internally generated funding. The second (2nd) generation land 

banks were backed by stronger state legislation and included abilities, such as direct funding 

mechanisms outside of the local government. However, the second generation was heavily influenced 

by the tax foreclosure crisis and the land banks often got their power from amending several existing 

sections of legislation. By not having a clear set of regulations, the mandate of the land bank to act 

became muddled in the numerous agencies and directives from amending existing legislation. The third 

(3rd) and final generation outlined is simple compared to the second generation by being its own 

complete package of legislation dedicated to the mission and powers of the land bank.  

Land banks, in Indiana, began with the signing of HEA 1102 in 2006(in.gov, 2006).This 2006 legislation 

followed the prevailing second generation land bank model by amending Unsafe Building Law, property 

tax collection and enforcement, and redevelopment law(Radice, Mind’s Eye 1). The prevailing thought 

was that the County/city simply had to expedite the process of penalizing properties for abandonment. 

The use of tax liens as penalties, and their status of being on the property for a future buyer to pay off 

were predicated on the property being desired so that the County would recoup the costs associated 

with blight or abandonment. Land banks were seen as a management and maintenance arm that could 
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strategically assume temporary responsibility of properties in areas that were slated for larger projects, 

or as an entity that could work with local non-profits needing affordable space within a certain 

geographic area. The other strategy was to use the legislation to keep the same persons from acquiring 

properties that already had blighted properties to their name and had not acted on ameliorating those 

penalties. The legislation did identify one funding mechanism. It stated that “100% of the property taxes 

in the first year after a property had been conveyed would go to the County Executive” (Radice 33, 

2006) who would then distribute the funds accordingly.  

Indiana legislature then changed course in 2016 enacting the enabling legislation that is used currently. 

Rather than being distributed as amendments in several different chapters and sections, Indiana utilized 

the third generation land bank strategy of creating its own chapter. The Indiana enabling legislation is 

now located in IC 36-7-38.  

This enabling legislation sets specific regulations on how each land banking organization must be set up 

in the beginning sections and then goes on to list the powers of the land bank in IC 36-7-38-8. The 

important powers to mention are: the ability to acquire, lease, improve, repair, renovate, and dispose of 

property, borrowing money, and making investments. All of the powers in this section must, however, 

be directed to the objectives found in the following section IC 36-7-38-9. Section 9 states the 

importance that “…the land bank serves and, thereby generates revenue for the land bank in a 

sustainable manner”. Some of the important objectives in disposing properties that will be considered, 

to be listed in order of importance, puts redevelopment that will act as a catalyst for further 

development at top, returning to productive tax paying status at number five, and lastly at number nine 

is that it will generate operating support for the functions of a land bank. This demonstrates one of the 

limitations of operating a land bank with this enabling legislation that makes an overall statement of 

generating revenue in a sustainable manner, but then saying that its activities and objectives should 
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consider the operating support of the mission last. Sections IC 36-7-38-19 & 20, explain that income of 

the land bank is tax exempt the property will remain tax exempt when leased, or offered to lease for 48 

months.  

As stated from the history of land banking, land banks and their activities are often dictated by state 

legislation, and are most commonly used in larger metropolitan areas. Image 2 in the Appendix shows 

the 18 states that have developed some kind of land bank. Income producing operations for land banks 

have been limited, but include: vacant land side lot sale, land sale, selling the property, and rehabbing 

for resale. A prominent issue following the creation and mandate of the land bank is the funding to 

uphold its mandate.  

“Land banks are generally funded through a variety of sources … finding consistent and 

preferably dedicated funding sources is critical to the success of land banks” (Frequently Asked 

Questions on Land Banking, 2016, retrieved from communityprogress.net) 

A land bank is a unique entity that can handle the macro needs of an entire county by being given the 

task of putting all troubled properties back into productive use. However, the land bank is also able to 

focus on individual communities and neighborhoods to serve the greater goal of aiding the whole 

county. The land bank is capable of being given powers that can actively bring properties back to 

productive use. A city or county could wield those powers to coordinate with other neighborhood 

revitalization projects for a more significant impact on that community.  

An issue that arises when attempting to revitalize a community or particular area is to determine how 

much funding is necessary to turn it around. This paper utilizes a strategy of focusing all of the programs 

funding into one geographical area. Another question is how much funding the county should provide 

from its own budget, and how much can or should be garnered from other forms of investment or 
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grants? This paper will demonstrate that a combination of those mechanisms is necessary to make a 

difference and that there are programs available to make each dollar from the county go further. 

Chapter 2, Methodology explains the research process used to reach the findings. Primarily the 

methodology follows the use of extrapolated census statistics and the use of available construction costs 

to determine an overall cost to the project. Care was taken to match much of the census data of the 

neighborhood. 

Chapter 3, Funding Mechanisms, identifies and analyzes grants and programs that have a similar or 

supporting mission to land banks and could potentially be used by a land bank as a source of funding. 

There is no designated source of funding specifically for land banks, but Community Development Block 

Grant (CDBG) and Home Investments Partnerships Program (HOME) each contain eligible uses that are 

used as primary activities of the land bank. Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) and the Housing 

Trust Fund (HTF) are two other funding sources each have a mission that supports a building and 

maintaining homes, but in the context of affordable housing.  

The Application chapter demonstrates a way to strategically utilize the permitted land banking practices 

and funding mechanisms to attempt to solve the issue of abandoned housing in Marion County, with a 

sustainable land banking program. There are a number of other organizations with similar missions 

competing for some of the same funds an expanded land bank would be requesting. With such a large 

number of properties to consider, the paper focuses on one neighborhood/census block. By using 

consistent census data, the results of the one neighborhood will be extrapolated to the rest of the 

county.  

The conclusion and recommendations chapter briefly summarizes the contents of the paper with a final 

analysis of the application chapter to indicate whether the current conditions of land bank operations in 

Marion County can be sustainable. From that final analysis, recommendations that come from national 
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best practices will be discussed and briefly analyzed for an understanding of what impact they may have 

on the success of a sustainable land bank. 
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Methodology 

The question being researched is: can a land bank, with the powers given to it in the State of Indiana, be 

self-supporting while effectively acting in its mission of putting the city’s supply of abandoned properties 

back to productive use? The term self-supporting in this context means that after a hypothetically 

pragmatic amount of seed money is provided to the land bank, revenue streams from the direct 

activities of the land bank can fund the land bank until its mission has been completed. 

The paper bases its project model on a design established in 2004 at the behest of then Indianapolis 

Mayor Greg Ballard. The Abandoned Houses Work Group worked to establish a ten point list of how to 

redevelop a neighborhood (Revitalizing Indianapolis Neighborhoods: A Framework for Linking 

Abandoned Houses and Redevelopment Initiatives, 2004). The suggested methods of implementation 

were those that were available at the time. Since the release of that report in early 2005, both 

technological advancements and alterations to land Bank enabling legislation make this a valuable 

model to use. 

Per the Housing Group’s report, the first step is to define the boundaries of the project. This paper will 

use the boundaries to the defined area of the 354900 census block (maps.indy.gov). HUD released a 

document in 2016 (HUD, 2016) that jurisdictions and municipalities should use Neighborhood 

Revitalization Strategy Areas (NRSAs) to focus the use of CDBG funds. Maps.indy.gov, the citizen portal 

for Marion County GIS, provided a layer of information demonstrating what census tracts currently have 

NRSA status. Census Tract 354900 was chosen due to its proximity to downtown and having the NRSA 

status. 

The chosen census tract has some comparable characteristics to the typical tract in Marion County and 

some that are not close at all. The percentage of detached single dwellings and 2 unit buildings are 
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significantly similar as well as the percentage of 1 bedroom and 3 bedroom dwelling units. The 

significant dissimilarities include the much higher percentage of dwellings built in 1939 or prior and the 

significantly higher percentage of 1 unit attached structures that are prevalent in the chosen census 

tract versus other ones found in the city. The differences mentioned lend themselves to considering 

work in the census tract to have a higher chance of homes beyond salvaging due to their age and a 

derelict of dwellings with 4 or more bedrooms compared to the averages of Marion County. 

The second step they recommend is to define the redevelopment goals. This project utilizes the 

abandoned housing data of the census tract stated above (354900) from Map Indy to determine which 

parcels are considered abandoned (Appendix Image 4). Two parcels were removed from the list because 

they are commercial properties as determined by the property assessment cards and the zoning map 

(Appendix Image 5). The parcels are categorized into three groups. The first group, SF –single family, 

represents stand-alone single unit buildings. The second group, Row- row houses, is also stand-alone 

buildings but these contain two units in them. The final group is listed as properties because the building 

that was once on them has been demolished and the property has not been purchased, or is otherwise 

considered abandoned. The full list can be found in Table 1 in the Appendix. All of the properties found 

in Table 1 are the derelict/abandoned properties that will need to be returned to productive use. The 

means by which they will be put back to productive use is through new construction and rehabilitation. 

Without understanding the actual feasibility of rehabilitating a property causes this paper to assume 

each property has a 50% chance of being rehabilitated versus new construction. This choice is to stay 

consistent with a random distribution, as well as ease in altering the proposed project to real conditions. 

It is more likely that a housing stock will have more dwellings available for rehabilitation (and therefore 

lower cost) than demolition and the higher cost of new construction. This ensure cost savings from the 

beginning.  
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The third step they recommend is to identify a team and team structure. It would consist of a 

combination of the land bank, the city/county, local organizations with a housing focus, and private 

investment at the very least. Specific contributions from local organizations and private investment are 

not factored in to these calculations. 

Involving the community is the fourth step in the project. There should be an effort to show that the 

community would be involved in the process. The concern that would be voiced prominently would be 

against gentrification of the area. Raising the quality of some homes, and therefore raising property 

values, would also raise the taxes. This could potentially make affordable living in the area harder for 

some. The qualifications associated with some of the federally backed funding (LIHTC and HTF) should 

ensure the asking prices of the homes and rents match the income distribution that already exists in the 

neighborhood. Additionally, the project will not bring a new housing type to the neighborhood, so there 

will be no change in the character of the neighborhood.   

The fifth step is determining the means of site control. The land bank is limited by the enabling 

legislation on what strategies it can use to complete the project, specifically, how it obtains properties 

for the project. In this paper, the land bank and associated team will purchase the identified 

vacant/abandoned properties only. This paper will assume that all the properties that will be purchased 

by the land bank are based off of the average acquisition price from the property card (maps.indy.gov, 

2017). Table 3 shows a side by side of the purchase prices (excerpt of the table shown below).  

Figure 1: Table 3 Excerpt 
Address Recent Indy 
870 Gladstone $3,400 $0 
934 Gladstone $6,200 $6,200 
Average $14,344 $3,889 
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The ‘Recent’ column shows what the most recent purchase price of the property was regardless of who 

the purchaser was and the ‘Indy’ side shows what either Marion County or Renew Indianapolis paid for 

the property when they purchased. The ‘Average’ designation in the table above reflects the total 

average and no that of the excerpt of the table above. These average acquisition amounts are then 

applied in Table 5 as a part of the overall project costs. Purchases are chosen as the form of attainment 

because communities will often request all liens against the property to be paid by the obtaining 

organization. By requiring a purchase, the community can guarantee some revenue from the property, 

regardless of the success or failure of the management of the property by the organization. 

The sixth step, analyzing market and economic feasibility, involves determining if this project has a 

chance of success by building properties that can be sold at high enough prices to recoup costs under 

current market conditions. This step is being assumed to be true without a professional market analysis. 

The economic feasibility will come down to how much private investment and market investment 

compared to federal/governmentally backed investment can be garnered for this project. The land bank 

is a semi-governmental entity that is seeking a profit to the extent that it can fund future projects. Part 

of the market analysis is determining the income level distribution of Marion County (Table 13) and the 

income distribution of the census tract (Table 7). If the project anticipates the market for its homes to 

match the existing income distribution of Marion County, it ensures its success in returning homes to 

productive use.  

Delving deeper into the project, the seventh step identifies product type and price points. The house 

types already existing in the neighborhood are single family dwellings and Row type houses, or stand-

alone structures with two units in the building, either side by side or one on top of the other. The new 

dwellings will attempt to match the existing types of the housing stock (Table 12). The price points for 

the homes are determined through a combination of two methods. The first is to determine what the 
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typical construction costs would be for new construction and rehabilitation. The other method is to 

determine how large of a mortgage or monthly rent can the anticipated income levels afford. By 

combining these two methods the project will achieve its goal of creating productive housing and 

ensuring its economic feasibility for planning for who its potential residents will be based on income 

level. In 2017 the National Association of Home Builders conducted their annual survey and compiled 

the results to determine a typical construction cost breakdown for new home construction costs 

(National Association of Home Builders, 2017). This paper took these costs and divided it against the 

average square footage of a new home (2,800 square feet) determine that the average square foot cost 

of new construction is $103.57, in Table 4 of the Appendix. The breakdown of costs associated with 

construction include percentages for both sales commission and profit which will not need to be 

included in the estimations for the project since it will not utilize private sector services. The cost of 

rehabilitation was estimated by a 2013 working paper (Brennan, Deora, Heegaard, Lee, Lubell, Wilkins, 

2013) to be 75% the cost of new construction, therefore $77.68 per square foot was calculated for 

rehabilitated houses. The square footage construction costs will then add to landscaping, and other 

costs that come with home building which are determined as percentages of the overall project, a full 

estimate of the product can be calculated.  

The second method involves utilizing a document provided by Dr. Frankel, professor of Urban and 

Regional Planning at Ball State University, to determine the affordability for both renters and then home 

buyers (Tables 9.1-9.8). The first step taken for both rental and home ownership affordability is to find 

the Area Median Income (AMI). The next step is to determine the actual income for each income level 

that will be represented 30%, 60%, 100%, and 110% AMI known as cAMI (chosen AMI). For rental 

affordability the following step is to multiply the cAMI by 30% to determine the gross annual rent 

contract (GR for Gross Rent) based on HUD standards. This figure divided by 12 will give the mGR 

(monthly Gross Rent). The document also provides the Utility Allowance (UA). To calculate the net rent 
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(NR), the UA is subtracted from the mGR and multiplied by 12 to determine ANR (annual net rent). With 

the net rent calculated for each income level identified that maximum ANR can be applied to the 

dwellings set aside for rent, based on that cAMI.   

The first steps for homeownership affordability are the same as rental; find AMI and cAMI. The next step 

is applying the Fannie Mae factor of 28% to the cAMI which will determine the maximum owner 

allowance (MA) for the annual mortgage payment, divide by 12 to determine the monthly amount. After 

calculating MA, Hazard Insurance (HI) and Property tax (also known as millage per equalized value EMU) 

must be deducted to determine the actual maximum mortgage. Per the Dr. Frankel paper, Hazard 

Insurance sits at 0.325% of the cost of the home and in Indiana the residential property tax cap is at 1% 

of the value of the home. The income for the mortgage can then be calculated as MA minus EMU, and 

then minus HI equaling income for mortgage (MI). The following step includes dividing MI by the annual 

mortgage constant or CAP rate (0.0596) to determine maximum mortgage (MM). Finally, MM/95% for 

underwriting will determine the maximum amount the mortgage can reach and remain affordable for 

that cAMI. 

The eighth step is to determine financing requirements for the project. Federal Funds will be utilized 

including: Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME which requires a 25% local match 

(hud.gov, 2016), Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) where 50% of the homes need to be available 

to 60%AMI or lower and can only account for 70% of the project costs (propertymetrics, 2017), and 

Housing Trust Fund (HTF) where units need to be made available to those at 30%AMI for 30 years 

(hudexchange, 2016). All additional funding will be considered to come from the county government. To 

find out exactly what the breakdown of the funding will be, the project cost regardless of funding type 

needs to be determined. Table 5 shows an estimate of what the project costs will be using the estimates 

from the NAHB survey applied to the particular properties in the census tract. The cost estimation table 
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first uses the average of the most recent purchase of each property to achieve an average acquisition 

cost associate with each building, and then another average for the properties with no existing building. 

The table then uses the existing square footage of the building and multiplies it by the NAHB estimated 

$77.68 per square foot to determine the base rehabilitation cost. The following two columns ‘lot cost’ 

and ‘other cost’ are calculated as a flat percentage of the rehabilitation cost at 19% and 12% 

respectively. The total rehabilitation cost is then the sum of acquisition, estimated rehab construction, 

lot construction, and other costs. The eight properties that do not currently have buildings on them are 

not eligible for a rehabilitation estimate. The other half of the table is dedicated to estimating the costs 

of new construction of a dwelling based on the NAHB $103.57 per square foot multiplied by the square 

footage of the building. For sake of simplicity, newly constructed homes on property that already 

contains a home will be rebuilt to match the existing size. The next two columns again referred to as ‘lot 

cost’ and ‘other costs’ are determined by a flat rate of 14% and 12% respectively of the construction 

costs, as calculated from the NAHB survey. On the properties that contain an existing building that will 

have to be torn down $8,000 is used as the flat estimate for each based off of the findings from 

Community Progress p. 27 where it discusses demolition costs of Genesee County Michigan. Therefore 

the total construction costs of new construction are the sum of acquisition, demolition, construction by 

square foot, lot costs, and finally other costs. The eight properties with no dwellings on them utilize a 

smaller acquisition cost, and because the building has already been demolished, they are not subject to 

the demolition cost. The sum of the project costs based on these assumptions is $7,009,458.66. 

The next step in determining the cost of the project is to choose which properties will be rehabilitated 

and which will have new construction. If this were applied in a real world scenario, there would be 

building experts capable of determining which structures were habitable, and which should be 

demolished because there is too much work to be done. For the sake of this paper a random 50/50 split 

was chosen with the eight properties automatically being considered new construction. Table 6 shows 
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the split and the total rehabilitation cost or new construction cost with the stated address. Finally, after 

choosing which properties will be newly built or rehabilitated, each dwelling will be assigned a cAMI that 

will act as the hypothetical purchaser or renter of the property. By assigning dwelling units to a cAMI the 

funding can be properly allocated and accounted for on the funding mechanisms that have limitations 

associated with obtaining the funds. Table 8 demonstrates the breakdown of the homes by cAMI and 

bedroom type. Care was taken to distribute the different levels of AMI across dwelling types and 

specifically by the number of bedrooms. Using the income data from the census and the already 

established distribution of bedrooms, each cAMI can be assigned to roughly the same percentage of 

units of each bedroom type they already occupy. This method uses the assumption that there is an even 

distribution of cAMI across housing units with each number of bedrooms (1 bedroom to 4 bedrooms). 

By replicating the existing cAMI distribution across the project dwellings, will be satisfied the low to 

moderate income requirements of some of the funding mechanisms. The tabulations indicate that 20 

units will go to 30%cAMI, 19 to 60%cAMI, 18 to 100%cAMI, and 8 to 110%cAMI which can be 

acknowledged as 31%, 29%, 27%, and 13% of the project respectively. This breakdown demonstrates 

that 60% of the project will go towards households of 60% AMI or lower and will allow opportunity for 

HTF to be utilized on 31% of the units that are a part of this project. With the financial requirements 

calculated, all that would be left would be to find out what sources of funding were available and if they 

could cover it. The federal funding mechanisms would come first, and for the sake of trying to be 

realistic and consistent in the paper, only 25% maximum of each funding mechanism will be available for 

this particular project. The County would then be the ones to pay any remaining funding requirements. 

The ninth step of defining a marketing and outreach strategy is not included in this paper. It would 

include advertising through the community and on County websites. The established networks from 

partnering organizations would also be utilized. Finally, the structure in place for those waiting for low 

and moderate income housing to become available would be used to market the project.  
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The final and tenth step is the completion of the implementation plan. This project will take 46 existing 

abandoned properties, and through a combination of rehabilitation and new construction, will develop 

65 dwelling units. All 65 of them will be occupied. This paper will assume that all acquisition, demolition, 

and construction will be completed at the same time and all the finished units will come online and be 

assigned or purchased at the same time, to simplify the long term finances. Table 10 shows the first year 

result of the dwellings being constructed and paying property tax. The table includes the entire selling 

cost of dwelling units that are owned, and includes the annual rent from the dwelling units that will be 

rented. In some cases, the maximum mortgage capability does not meet or exceed the asking price, and 

in those cases the purchase will be subsidized by the land bank. 

Limitations 

This paper relies heavily on federally backed funding, that, despite being renewed each year for multiple 

decades, is still subject to administrative decisions. These decisions may increase, decrease, or remove 

the source of funding, but current numbers were utilized in this paper to reflect the most pragmatic 

approach.  The local allocation of the federal allocation is also not guaranteed and would be subject to 

administrative and policy changes. 

This paper only covers one to four dwelling unit buildings, mostly single family and duplex housing. 

Individual buildings that contain more than four dwelling units were considered to be beyond the scope 

of this paper due to their low number of instances, the complexity they would add to the paper and to 

the hypothetical staff of the land bank. The exclusion also includes commercial and mixed-use buildings. 

These excluded buildings contain unique financial solutions and often benefit from scalability, such as a 

reduction in the cost of land per dwelling unit. 

This paper does not examine how much additional impact a program of this size would have on the 

amount of private investment in a neighborhood beyond the project, nor does it specifically measure 
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the widespread detrimental effects of having numerous abandoned properties in a neighborhood. 

Without exploring these indirect costs and potential gains, the full impact of redevelopment cannot be 

measured. 

By working within the framework of the current enabling legislation and on federal allocations that 

currently exist, this paper does not seek the fictional application of law and funding that could make a 

land bank succeed. 
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Funding Mechanisms 

The legislation establishing the land bank does not contain any direct mention of whom or what will be 

able to contribute funds to the land bank. Therefore, it should be assumed the land bank will rely on 

funds that are earned directly from land banking activities and those that are sought out from other 

indirect sources, such as federal funds, grants, loans, and individuals. Land banks in Indiana are not-for-

profit organizations (legiscan, 2016) which give them the abilities of other not-for-profits to accept gifts, 

fundraise, and apply for grants. Land banks may also gain capital through borrowing money, which 

includes issuing bonds, and making investments. The following section explains funding sources or 

mechanisms that help fund projects in the same category as land banks.  

External Funding Mechanisms (Indirect Funding) 

Funding mechanisms through the enabling legislation are only one aspect of how to sustainably fund a 

land bank. Considering the importance of the housing market on the overall US economy, federal and 

state governments have established programs that help finance housing improvement related 

programs. Some of these federal programs are flexible enough in their scope that a land bank can utilize 

them for its activities. These programs will be categorized as either seed money or financing aid. Seed 

money programs can help establish the overall budget a land bank is working with and help determine 

what activities it will focus on based on the availability of those funds. The financing programs help with 

gap financing for individuals, and specific hard and soft costs. Financing aid funds need to be available to 

handle variables and externalities that can make or break a project.  

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 

The Community Development Block Grant is one of the most basic and widely used programs of the 

federal government. The program began in 1974 by consolidating several existing programs into one 

lump sum of flexible money for qualified municipalities to spend (Richardson, 2014). The flexibility of 
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CDBG is one of the reasons why it has been so widely used in the renewal of urban places. CDBG 

supports specific areas of renewal such as: 

• Acquisition of real property 
• Relocation and demolition 
• Rehabilitation of residential and non-residential structures 
• Construction of public facilities and improvements, such as water and sewer facilities, streets, 

neighborhood centers, and the conversion of school buildings for eligible purposes 
• Public services, within certain limits 
• Activities relating to energy conservation and renewable energy resources 
• Provision of assistance to profit-motivated businesses to carry out economic development and 

job creation/retention activities 
 

That list and all of the official regulations for use of CDBG funds can be found on the US Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD) website. One of the consistent themes from the list above is the 

direct physical improvement of the community, or the hard costs associated with redevelopment. 

Acquisition of property, relocation and demolition, rehabilitation, and construction are all activities 

associated with the hard cost of development.  

Another significant factor for the wide spread use of CDBG funds is that municipalities that exceed 

50,000 in population, known as entitlement communities, automatically receive funding without the 

need to specify where they plan to spend the funds. There are steps that monitor where the funding 

goes and how it is spent, but the funding contributed from the federal government is not mollified by 

the plan. The positive to this is that money is going to be coming to the community in the form of a 

grant no matter what. The negative of this is that even if the city has done very well with their money 

and has specific goals intended for the CDBG money, entitlement communities are not guaranteed the 

same level of funding each year. The chart below indicates how much total funding is allocated to 

Indianapolis, and is potentially available to the project. 
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Figure 1 External Funding Mechanisms Breakdown 

CDBG is relevant to the land banking project because the funding has been consistent and can be 

utilized for a variety of construction related projects without a fund matching requirement. The 

Indianapolis allocation in 2016 was $8,211,848 (hud.gov, 2017). Since CDBG can be classified as an 

allocation, it can be categorized as seed money for the land bank. An amount of money determined 

early in the fiscal year that will set a guideline of how many dwellings are able to be rehabilitated or 

constructed by the land bank.  

Home Investments Partnerships Program (HOME) 

HOME Investment Partnerships Program allows participating jurisdictions, in the form of communities 

and municipalities, to partner with local not-for-profit organizations on housing related projects. A 

unique feature of HOME is that it requires a match that must be at least 25% from non-federal sources 

meaning the aforementioned CDBG funds would not be eligible to be counted for that match (hud.gov, 

2016). HOME funds, however, are like CDBG in that they are allocated each year, by the greater of their 

formula allocation, or $3 million. Eligible activities for HOME include: 
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• provide home purchase or rehabilitation financing assistance to eligible homeowners and new 
homebuyers;  

• build or rehabilitate housing for rent or ownership;  
• "other reasonable and necessary expenses related to the development of non-luxury housing," 

including site acquisition or improvement, demolition of dilapidated housing to make way for 
HOME-assisted development, and payment of relocation expenses.  

• Participating Jurisdictions may use HOME funds to provide tenant-based rental assistance 
contracts of up to 2 years if such activity is consistent with their Consolidated Plan and justified 
under local market conditions. 

The status of HOME funds as annual allocations from the federal government for housing related 

projects makes it an obvious choice for a development minded land bank. The allocation status makes it 

easy to confirm it as a form of seed money for the land bank. Since it does require a match, the amount 

of HOME funds would be directly affected by how much additional funding the land bank receives and 

therefore a significant piece in determining the annual budget/capabilities of the land bank in a given 

year. Additionally with HOME, there are also benefits for designating funds for Low to Moderate Income 

projects. (HUD.gov, 2016) These additional benefits come into play when certain percentages of the 

funds go into assisting low income groups at particular percentages below the area median income 

(AMI); with below AMI groups a part of the goals of the land bank, the two following sources of funds 

are appropriate.  

Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) 

The Low Income Housing Tax Credit is a federally backed program through the IRS where investors are 

able to indirectly finance a low income housing project by purchasing the credits from the developer of 

the project. The Illinois Housing Development Authority (IHDA) (IHDA.gov, 2016) explains it in layman 

terms. The credits are approved by the IRS to each state based on population and a multiplier. The 

credit authorizing authority in the state then must decide what projects are eligible to sell the tax credits 

to, to enable investors to purchase them. There are strict guidelines for what projects are eligible: 
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• To qualify for the credit, a project must meet the requirements of a qualified low-income 
project.  

• Project sponsors/developers (project sponsors) are required to set aside at least 40 percent of 
the units for renters earning no more than 60 percent of the area’s median income (the 40/60 
test) or  

• 20 percent of the units for renters earning 50 percent or less of the area’s median income (the 
20/50 test) 

• These units are subject to rent restrictions such that the maximum permissible gross rent, 
including an allowance for utilities, must be less than 30 percent of imputed income based on an 
area’s median income. 

The credits are sold or allocated to investors at either 9% annually with a 70% maximum or 4% annually 

with a 30% maximum. 

Low Income Tax Credits have been very heavily utilized in recent years. Indiana in 2016 it was estimated 

that $15 million would be used (source). This $15 million is part of an approximately $560 million nation-

wide. (in.gov,2016) $1.2 million is the maximum request for a single project. 

Low Income Housing Tax Credits is a proven form of project financing aid for housing projects and would 

fulfill the same role for the land bank. Assuming the land bank already garnered CDBG and HOME funds 

for their annual budget, cooperation with the state authorizing organization would make sense since the 

state is already invested in the project. By opening it up for private investment, Indiana would be 

allowing each of its matching dollars for HOME go further, and make a larger impact. 

HTF (Housing Trust Fund) 

According to the (treasury.gov, 2018) the Housing Trust Fund (HTF) was created in 2008 as part of the 

Housing and Economic Recovery Act (HERA). While a large portion of HERA went towards mortgage aid 

and keeping people in their existing homes, these funds are directed solely towards newly rehabilitated 

and constructed housing. The program only began making monetary contributions to projects starting in 

2016, with $174 million available (nlihc.gov, 2017). There was an estimated $219 million available in 

2017. The funds are distributed annually by formula allocation.  
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The eligible activities to receive HTF funds in the state of Indiana include:  

• Rehabilitation  
• New construction   
• Acquisition/rehabilitation or acquisition/new construction of rental housing in the form of 

traditional apartments, single room occupancy units (SROs), or single family housing.  
• SRO housing may have shared bathroom and kitchen facilities, but must not be used as student 

housing. 
• If HTF funds are used for acquisition of vacant land or demolition in conjunction with another 

activity, then construction must commence within nine (9) months of the demolition or 
acquisition. ( page 8) 

There are also rules guiding the affordability requirements after it has been determined that the 

organization/project receiving the funds will be using them for an eligible activity. 

 The affordability period for all HTF developments is 30 years. The recipient shall comply with the 

following requirements of the HTF Program throughout the affordability period (see Appendix Image 5). 

Summarized, the project must submit to some regulatory procedures, follow the eligible activities, and 

in Indiana, only 20% of the grant can be used for operating expenses of the rental units. The affordability 

requirements begin as soon as the project has been constructed (hudexchange.gov, 2017).  

The HTF allocation is the final component of federally influenced funding. Since it is an annual allocation 

it will also be classified as seed money directly impacting the capability of the land bank annually. The 

stipulations of being used to benefit low income groups and used for rental housing hard costs makes 

HTF a good funding mechanism for this land bank. 
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Application 

The previous section discussed the financial grants available to help alleviate the problem of blighted 

and abandoned housing. However, there are hundreds of other competing issues and funds, and the 

political cycle associated with this money cannot be depended on as a sustainable source. It is the goal 

of this chapter to demonstrate what an effective land banking program could do with some brief 

concentration of the funds from the funding mechanism chapter. The plan is to create a self-sustaining 

model of physically improving or constructing dwellings, one census block at a time, without the need to 

request or rely federal funding each time.  

Census Tract Project 

The first step of the application is deciding the boundaries of the project area. In this case it is census 

tract 354900 on the East side of downtown Indianapolis. Image 3 in the Appendix shows the census tract 

boundaries and significant physical features. It is approximately a rectangle with 10th street 

representing the North border and Michigan Street acting as the South border. The borders to the East 

and the West are Oakland and Gladstone Avenue, respectively. An active CSX rail line runs through 

approximately the center of the tract (Indiana Rail System Map, 2017). 

This census tract contains 1,388 housing units with approximately 865 (62.3%) being single unit 

detached and 432 (31.1%) single unit attached or in the Row house style. Of the 1,388 housing units in 

the census, 400 were estimated to be vacant in the 2015 ACS 5-year estimate data (Table 12). The 

(indymap.gov) data in Image 4 shows that 38 dwellings and eight properties were considered vacant and 

abandoned at the time of gathering the information. Table 12 gives the complete table of basic housing 

characteristics according to the Census estimates. 
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HOUSING OCCUPANCY         
    Total housing units 1,388 +/-51 1,388 (X) 
      Occupied housing units 988 +/-98 71.2% +/-6.4 
      Vacant housing units 400 +/-89 28.8% +/-6.4 
          
      Homeowner vacancy rate 1.2 +/-2.2 (X) (X) 
      Rental vacancy rate 9.9 +/-6.5 (X) (X) 
          
UNITS IN STRUCTURE         
    Total housing units 1,388 +/-51 1,388 (X) 
      1-unit, detached 865 +/-100 62.3% +/-6.9 
      1-unit, attached 432 +/-96 31.1% +/-6.8 
      2 units 40 +/-22 2.9% +/-1.6 
      3 or 4 units 26 +/-21 1.9% +/-1.5 
BEDROOMS         
    Total housing units 1,388 +/-51 1,388 (X) 
      No bedroom 6 +/-9 0.4% +/-0.7 
      1 bedroom 254 +/-76 18.3% +/-5.4 
      2 bedrooms 664 +/-104 47.8% +/-7.3 
      3 bedrooms 405 +/-87 29.2% +/-6.1 
      4 bedrooms 31 +/-27 2.2% +/-2.0 
      5 or more bedrooms 28 +/-26 2.0% +/-1.9 

Figure 2 Table 12 Excerpts 

The second step in the process is to determine the goals of the project. This project will take the 46 

abandoned dwellings and properties in the census tract and return them to being occupied productive 

units. It will consist of new construction, demolition, and rehabilitation to make marketable dwellings. 

The dwellings will match the same dwelling types that existed before the project and the project will 

make the dwellings available to a distribution of buyers that matches the AMI (Area Median Income) 

distribution of the county, not just the existing census tract. Table 13 of the Appendix is an excerpt of 

the 2015 ACS data that indicates $42,168 is the AMI for Marion County as a whole. 

The following step is to define the redevelopment goals, which is essentially to replicate the existing 

housing type distribution while improving the quality of the housing. The abandoned parcels are 

categorized into three groups. The first group, SF –single family, represents stand-alone single unit 

buildings. The second group, Row- row houses, also contains stand-alone buildings but these have two 
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units in them. The final group is listed as properties because the building that was once on them has 

been demolished and the property has not been purchased, or is otherwise considered abandoned. A 

full table of the abandoned properties can be found in Table 1 of the Appendix and an excerpt is found 

here for each type: 

Table 1 Excerpt 
Address 608 Dearborn 626 Dearborn 815 Dearborn 
Type Row SF Property 
Floors 1 1  
Units 2 1  
Beds 2 2  
Year Built 1915 1921  
Square Feet 1314 1147 .11 acres 
Assessed Value $46,500 $47,700 $2,200 
Grade (condition) F D++  
 

To stay consistent with the most random distribution possible, this step choses an even distribution of 

23 properties to be rehabilitated and 23 properties to have new construction. Based on the information 

provided in Table 1 it would make the most financial sense to only demolish the smallest structures and 

those in the poorest shape, but without an expert to visit the properties and determine which ones are 

more worth rehabilitating, a random distribution was chosen. Additionally, the properties that had no 

dwelling on them were automatically considered new construction (Table 1.1). The properties rehabbed 

and those with new construction can be found in Table 6 of the Appendix. 

The next, or third step recommended by the Housing Group is to identify a team and team structure 

that will handle the project. It would be wise for a development based land bank to utilize the work of 

existing structures and organizations. The primary stakeholders would consist of the land bank, the 

city/county, organizations that utilize government funding, and finally large sources or entities of private 

investment. The city/county would hold most of the financial controls considering that the Indiana 

Housing and Community Development Authority (IHCDA) is an arm of the state and distributes the 
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federal funds necessary for this first project (IHCDA, 2016). The land bank would be the local managing 

group with the city. This new land bank would need to have its own staff and be able to work with 

contractors on the physical build out of the project. In addition to this internal staff it would be useful to 

engage the assistance of organizations that are already working on similar goals such as Habitat for 

Humanity, Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC), the Indianapolis Housing Partnership (INHP), the 

Lilly Endowment, and Renew Indianapolis. 

Habitat for Humanity works around the world and in Indianapolis utilizing large amounts of volunteers 

to reduce the labor costs on the homes that it builds and repairs. The 2016 Annual Report stated they 

used over 6,000 volunteers and $3.8 million to build and rehabilitate 21 homes and repair an additional 

44 owner occupied homes (indyhabitat.gov, 2017). By partnering with Habitat for Humanity the project 

could reduce the number of homes it has to construct or decrease the cost of those homes with the help 

of some funding or volunteer labor force. The next organization, Local Initiatives Support Corporation 

(LISC), can use some of its funding to aid in reducing the cost to the land bank in the project. In 2016 

LISC supported local organizations with $1.7 million (lisc.gov, 2017). The Indianapolis Housing 

Partnership has been working in housing around Indianapolis for over 30 years and offers classes and 

other housing help to the community (inhp.org, 2017). The addition of the INHP in this project would 

improve long term sustainability and success. By working with the Lilly Endowment the project would 

gain another powerful community actor that can use both funds and influence to help the success of the 

project. The exact amount of money the Endowment gives out per year or has given out throughout its 

history is not public knowledge, but it is claimed that 70% of their charitable/grant activities go to 

organizations working in Indiana (lillyendowment.org, 2016). The final organization to partner with is 

Renew Indianapolis, the acting land banking authority in Indianapolis. Partnering with Renew and 

potentially merging the missions to reflect the new strategy would make a lot of sense. Currently Renew 

suffers from a lack of available funding receiving only $51,000 in revenue from non-grant sources. 
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The fourth step is to involve the community in the project. Raising the quality of some homes, and 

therefore raising property values, would also raise the taxes. This could potentially make affordable 

living in the area harder for some. The qualifications associated with some of the federally backed 

funding (LIHTC and HTF) should ensure the asking prices of the homes and rents match the income 

distribution that already exists in the neighborhood. Additionally, the project will not bring a new 

housing type to the neighborhood, so there will be no change in the character of the neighborhood. 

Finally, some of the residents would be concerned with new development altogether. It is evidenced by 

the census data in Table 12 that only 12 houses have been built in the census tract since 1990.   

The next step is determining the means of site control. The land bank will only purchase the dwellings 

and the vacant pieces of property that are vacant and abandoned, meaning no evictions will take place. 

On the properties that have a questionable title, the quiet title process will be used, and the cost of the 

quiet title has not been factored into the cost projections. Table 3 of the appendix uses the average 

recent acquisition price to calculate that the average acquisition cost for a parcel with a dwelling on it is 

$14,344. Parcels that have no building on it were calculated the same way which comes out to just 

$187.60. The estimated total disclosed in Table 5 states the project would have to spend $546,572.80 to 

purchase all of the properties and buildings for outright site control. 

This next step analyzes market and economic feasibility of the project by looking at market conditions 

including the proposed project and the relative buying power of the targeted income demographic. The 

growing success of other near downtown neighborhoods in Indianapolis and elsewhere demonstrates 

that there is a growing desire and need for quality housing near the core (downtownindy.org, 2018). 

Additionally, the project is being built to be made available to all income groups rather than limiting it to 

a smaller range of income groups. The economic feasibility will come down to how much private 
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investment market investment compared to federal/governmentally backed investment in making the 

new development meet the needs of the existing and future residents.  

The important next step of the project identifies product type and price points. The house types already 

existing in the neighborhood are detached single family dwellings and row type houses. The new 

dwellings, or the product type, will match the existing conditions of the housing stock shown in Table 12 

of the Appendix. A summary of that table is shown below: 

Table 12 Housing Type Summary 
Units in Structure Number of that type Percentage 

1 Detached 865 62.3% 
1 attached 432 31.1% 

2 40 2.9% 
3 or 4 26 1.9% 
5 to 9 3 0.2% 

10 to 19 0 0.0% 
20 or more 10 0.7% 

Mobile homes 12 0.9% 
Total 1,388 100% 

 

The price points will be determined, in part, by the cost of construction per square foot. It is assumed 

that the product will all be of the same quality and therefore merit the same cost per square foot. The 

cost of new construction is calculated at $103.57 per square foot and the cost of rehabilitation is $77.68 

per square foot, see Table 4 of the Appendix. The calculations on the left hand side utilize the responses 

from developers nationwide, but this project does not need to include a 9% increase for profit. With 

these cost estimates and the other costs as determined as percentages of the overall project, a full 

estimates of the product can be determined. This information can be found in Table 4.  

Once the costs of the project have been calculated it is necessary to see if the estimated income 

demographic could afford to live in the dwelling built by the project. Dr. Frankel provides a working 

paper to calculate what the affordability requirements are for each income bracket found in Tables 9.1-
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9.8 of the Appendix. The first step taken for both rental and home ownership affordability is to find the 

Area Median Income (AMI) of Marion County, $42,168, because that is the chosen market. The next step 

is to determine the actual income for each income level that will be represented $12,650.40 (30%AMI), 

$25,301 (60%AMI), $42,168 (100%AMI), and $46,385 (110% AMI) known as cAMI (chosen AMI). 

The following steps to determine rental affordability. Multiplying the chosen AMI, in the figure below it 

is represented by the 60% AMI, by 30% determines the gross annual rent contract (GR for Gross Rent) 

based on Fannie Mae (FNMA) HUD standards. The table below shows what the next steps look like using 

60% of the Marion County median income. 30% of the $25,301 is $7,590 annually meaning that in order 

to find the monthly amount of rent a family at this income level can afford, it will have to be divided by 

12. As a result, as shown in the table the Monthly Gross Rent or mGR is $633.The final step is to use 

HUD defined Utility Allowances that increase by the number of bedrooms in the unit. The number 

provided comes from research conducted by Dr. Frankel and is a maximum amount that the family can 

be charged based on the unit size. It can be seen that the known maximum range for a family at this 

income level is $476 in a one bedroom apartment and $373 in a four bedroom. A take away from this 

table is that the lower the income level, the smaller number of bedrooms will yield the greatest 

affordability with the least amount of subsidy.  

 

The first steps for homeownership affordability are the same as rental; finding the Marion County AMI 

and the Chosen AMI (cAMI again represented by 60% AMI). The next step is applying the Fannie Mae 

factor of 28% to the cAMI which will determine the maximum owner allowance (MA) for the annual 

mortgage payment of $7,084. When calculating the maximum mortgage payment, property taxes and 
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hazard insurance are factored into that payment. Property taxes were estimated by the bedroom size as 

a factor to determine the square footage of the house. In Indiana, residential property tax is capped at 

1% of the property value, and so the cost per square foot, times the average square footage, then times 

1% will determine the estimated property taxes annually. In addition to the property tax deduction from 

the maximum annual mortgage payment, Hazard Insurance must also be calculated as a deduction. Dr. 

Frankel provided the research to state that Hazard Insurance is the 0.325% times the value of the home, 

again estimated based on the number of bedrooms as a factor for determining typical size. Using the 

first column in the table below a MA would be $7,084 before the deductions, but using the estimated 

value of a one bedroom home will reduce it by $1,069 for the property taxes and by $347 for the Hazard 

Insurance. The deductions in this case take that maximum annual payment to $5,668 for a 20% decrease 

of the mortgage payment. The following step includes dividing maximum mortgage payment of $5,668 

by the annual mortgage constant or CAP rate (0.0596) to determine maximum mortgage (MM). In the 

case below the resulting maximum mortgage amount is $95,027. Using the 95% of Loan to Value ratio 

means that the maximum price of the home is just over $100,000. Using this table as the example, it can 

again be seen that the smaller the size of the home/number of bedrooms the more affordable it is for 

someone to buy. Meaning that in a large project like this, it would make the most sense to try and align 

families and individuals with 60% AMI or lower with the smaller homes. 

 



42 
SUSTAINABLE LAND BANK 

The table below shows how much each unit can accumulate annually based on each cAMI. 

Ideal Annual Payments/Price Points 
 1 BEDROOM 2 BEDROOM 3 BEDROOM 4 BEDROOM 
30% AMI     
RENT $1,908 $1,584 $1,224 $684 
OWN $2,473 $2,117 $2,084 $2,068 
60%     
RENT $5,712 $5,388 $5,028 $4,476 
OWN $5,668 $5,195 $5,152 $5,131 
100%     
RENT $10,764 $10,440 $10,080 $9,540 
OWN $10,390 $9,918 $9,875 $9,854 
110%     
RENT $12,036 $11,712 $11,352 $10,812 
OWN $11,571 $11,099 $11,056 $11,034 

Figure 3 

After finding out what the economic capabilities are for selected income groups, the next step is to find 

out how to fund the project, or the financing requirements of the project. The project will require 

significant up-front funds so that it will not have to rely on the sales of the finished products in order to 

complete its annual mission. Federal Funds will be utilized first to demonstrate public sector 

commitment to the project, and then hopefully garner the private sector investment required to fill any 

funding gaps. Federal funding will include part of the annual allocations of CDBG and HOME which also 

requires a 25% local match (hud.gov, 2016). Albeit a smaller and more limited allocation, the Housing 

Trust Fund will also be utilized. The project must commit the funds to dwelling units available to 30% 

AMI for 30 years.  LIHTC will also be used where 50% of the homes need to be available to 60%AMI or 

lower and can account for a maximum of 70% of the project costs (propertymetrics, 2017). The local 

match required by HOME and all remaining finance gaps will be covered by Marion County. The heavy 

reliance on federal funding as a means to cover the first year costs is that the project will not accrue any 

debt. The only money not federally backed is the matching and gap funds which will be paid back first 

before any profit can be assumed for the project in the next year.   
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The project costs can be broken into two groups, hard and soft costs. The hard costs are associated with 

acquisition and physical construction. Soft costs are related to the financing requirements of the project, 

in this case subsidies and or debt service. Finding the hard costs first and then combining the 

information with the financing requirements will make the soft costs clear and therefore the entire 

project cost can be calculated. The acquisition costs were determined in step 5 of this section, showing 

that a total of $546,572.80 would need to be spent in acquiring the abandoned buildings and vacant lots 

in the census block. Following acquisition, the demolition of the 15 abandoned dwellings will cost an 

estimated $8,000 a piece for a total of $120,000. These calculations show that before constructing or 

rehabilitating a single home the project has already incurred $666,572.80 in costs.  

Table 4 of the Appendix, devised from data in the NAHB survey shows how the hard costs will be 

calculated. After only applying the construction costs and scaling for proportionality the typical cost per 

square foot is $103.57.Table 5 of the appendix shows the breakdown estimate of what the project costs 

will be for each dwelling as rehabilitation or new construction. Acquisition costs are standard for lots 

with dwellings, and lots without them. Then the numbers from Table 4 are used to determine the total 

cost of rehabilitation and new construction. Without having to look closely at the table it can be 

determined that only the smallest dwellings undergoing new construction will be cheaper than 

rehabilitation considering the 25% difference in square footage cost, and not having to invest $8,000 

into demolition using the estimates from the NAHB survey applied to the particular properties in the 

census tract.  

Table 5b is basically the same table as 5a; however the acquisition and demolition costs have been 

removed since they have already been accounted for as $666,572.80. Table 6 takes the cost estimates 

from Table 5 and organizes them as either new construction or rehabilitation addresses. Since there are 

46 properties a part of the project an even split of 23 new construction and 23 rehabilitation was 
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chosen, with the properties not having an existing dwelling automatically going into the new 

construction category. From there the split between size and types of dwellings was decided to match 

the existing distribution of the neighborhood. Using the established distribution the final hard cost result 

is $2,865,991.17 in rehabilitation hard costs and $3,476,894.68 in new construction hard costs for a total 

hard cost of $6,162,885.85. Finally, having calculated those hard costs, adding the $666,572.80 would 

result in a hard cost total of $7,009,458.65.  

Having calculated hard costs, the next part of this step is to determine the soft costs. The main source of 

soft costs associated with this project will be the subsidies required for helping potential renters and 

buyers of properties to afford the dwellings provided by the project. The project is guaranteed to have 

subsidies, but hopefully the profit coming from using grant money will offset those subsidies. Ideally, 

only the units that a cAMI could afford on their own would be the ones they can choose, however, that 

is not representative of real world conditions and therefore is not planned for in this project. The project 

will come as close as possible to matching the existing AMI distribution. The tabulations indicate that 20 

units will go to 30%AMI, 19 to 60%AMI, 18 to 100%AMI, and 8 to 110%AMI which can be acknowledged 

as 31%, 29%, 27%, and 13% of the project respectively (found in Table 8 of the Appendix). This 

breakdown serves as proof that 60% of the project will go towards households of 60% AMI or lower and 

will allow opportunity for HTF to be utilized on the 31% of the units that are reserved for 30% AMI. 

Using the actual placement of cAMI in dwelling units the paper can utilize the payment abilities 

discussed earlier in the paper and found in Table 9.1-9.8. In Table 10 of the Appendix, each address is 

given a cAMI at random and each address has been assigned a status of either being a rental or being 

available to purchase. Using the previous tabulations of cost and affordability requirements the ability to 

make the proper payments is calculated. Each rental property can rent up to the 30% FNMA 

requirement and no higher meaning the cAMI renting will pay a higher rent even with similar quality. 
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The dwellings available to purchase will also have to abide by FNMA regulations. Dwellings with higher 

cAMI will pay up to the development cost (breakeven point for the project) and no more while the 

dwellings available to those with lower cAMI will pay up to the FNMA regulations and no more. 

The CDBG allocation to Indianapolis is $8,211,848 (hud.gov, 2017), which if used in full could cover the 

entire cost of the project. However, pragmatically, this paper will assume that the land bank could 

access 25% of any federally allocated funding for any given year. Using 2017 numbers those amounts 

can be calculated as $2,052,962 in CDBG, 25% of $3,128,210 in HOME equals $782,052.50, and 25% of 

$3 million in HTF is $750,000. The 25% match for HOME funds would come out to $195,513.13 for a 

total of $3,780,527.63. The sum total cost of the project is calculated at $7,009,458.66 indicating a gap 

of $3,228,931.03 to be filled by LIHTC and other sources. However, (in.gov, 2017) states that Indiana 

caps the maximum request to $1.2 million, and assuming that request is granted, would leave a gap of 

$2,028,931.03. This paper will assume that the gap in financing this initial project will come from the 

County, resulting in a total contribution of $2,224,444.16. 

The first step in a marketing and outreach strategy is to talk to the existing community and verify or 

garner support for the project. Allaying fears of large scale development (in terms of height and dwelling 

unit massing), and verifying that the existing neighbors would be content to see existing homes being 

rehabilitated and newly constructed in a similar style. The marketing side goes well beyond the purview 

of this paper and belongs in the hands of real estate experts. 

The last step is the implementation plan which is to take 46 abandoned properties and develop them 

into 65 newly built or newly rehabilitated units for the market to sell. This paper will assume that all 

acquisition, demolition, and construction will be completed at the same time and all the finished units 

will come online and be assigned or purchased at the same time, to simplify the long term finances.  
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With the use of significant federal grants and other funding mechanisms the total profit from the first 

year comes out to about $1.9 million. 

Project Application in Marion County  

The point of the exercise above is to demonstrate how the most common forms of housing related 

subsidies can be applied to improving all of the blighted dwellings in a neighborhood, and to replicate 

that project over the entire geographic boundaries of the County until all abandoned buildings have 

been put back to productive use. In order to demonstrate the sustainability of the project this paper will 

assume that it is conducting almost the same exact project (using rounding of some numbers); only that 

now it can include the funds from the previous project.  

The second year project will have the same assumptions as the first year overall project cost, but 

rounded at $7,500,000.00, for simplicity. The federal allocations and access to 25% of those allocations 

will remain the same. The CDBG allocation would amount to $2,052,962, 25% of $3,128,210 in HOME 

equals 782,052.50, and 25% of 3 million in HTF is 750,000. The 25% match for HOME funds would come 

out to 195,513.13 for a total of 3,780,527.63 coming from federally related sources. Based on Table 11 

there would be $1.9 million in profits from the first year project to bring the seed money up to about 

$5.7 million.  

Based on this trajectory and the approximately same project happening each time, it will take until the 

4th year to accumulate enough profit to do it without federal subsidies. That means the land bank will 

accumulate enough money to complete the project without federal subsidies every 5 years. However, as 

long as the federal funds remain stable there will be enough profit that after that initial 5 years, that it 

will be every 3rd year the appropriate amount of funds can be accumulated and every 4th year the 

project can be done without subsidy. 
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Conclusion and Recommendation 

Conclusion  

The scope of blighted dwellings in Marion County is immense, and the solutions are limited. 3,200 

abandoned properties recovered at roughly 46 at a time at a price tag of roughly $7 million would cost 

$487 million dollars over 70 years, assuming that no additional properties were added to that initial 

3,200. Census data states that there are over 55k vacant housing units in the county. If 1% of the 55,000 

vacant units became abandoned, it creates 550 more units that will need assistance adding an additional 

12 years and $84 million. With this financial capabilities of the land bank being severely limited it can be 

determined that this project would not create a sustainable land bank for Marion County. 

Understanding the issue of abandoned housing and the history of land banking in that struggle with 

abandoned properties, it makes sense to see the slow deliberate changes in the Indiana legislation that 

ultimately gives the Indianapolis land bank its powers. Unfortunately the powers designated by the 

legislation do not allow the land bank to fully take advantage of the resources necessary to accomplish 

their mission. Nor do the powers prioritize the activities that would make the land bank sustainable. 

Following the application of federal funding sources, and leveraging other forms of revenue, ultimately 

the tools that are within the grasp of land banks in the state of Indiana, and Marion County are 

inadequate to fully approach solving the issue of abandoned housing in a sustainable and realistic 

manner.  

Recommendation 

This paper proposes a solution to a problem that is highly visible, but has lacked proper political will and 

action to adequately combat. Other Rust Belt states such as Ohio have amended their legislation to find 

inventive and progressive ways of funding and handling abandoned housing. Ohio has the most robust 

and largest of the designated funding mechanisms, but still allows for local governments to have control 
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on that amount. Ohio utilizes an activity already taking place, which is the collection of delinquent taxes 

on properties, known as Delinquent Tax and Assessment Collection (DTAC) (Take it to the Bank, 2014, 

p.35). One of the most likeable aspects about this funding mechanism is that it does not involve making 

a new tax. The mechanism is also directly related to the mission of the land bank. The enabling 

legislation permits counties to allocate up to 5% of those collected taxes (biannually) to the land bank 

for their operations. It is also not a state wide requirement so some counties have opted not to use that 

mechanism and others have only used 2.5%. Regardless of the amount that a land bank obtains, it 

provides the organization the ability to provide an expected level of service.  

The other states analyzed for this paper utilize a mechanism that provides some support for the land 

bank, and is directly related to their mission. This most common tactic is to receive 50% of the additional 

property taxes for a property for 5 years after it is conveyed from the land bank (Land Banks and Land 

Banking, 2014, p.58). A quick demonstration of the impact of this agreement is to take a property that 

pays $100 dollars annually before the land bank takes ahold of it. The land bank then makes some 

immediate repairs on the property to make it structurally sound and sells it for $5000 to someone who 

will continue to fix it up. The property taxes on this property are now $1000 per year. Because it is only 

the additional taxes collected, the land bank will receive 50% of $900, or $450 for 5 years. Best case 

scenario from above is that the immediate repairs and the land acquisition are at or under the $5000 

they sold the property for. And that lets the land bank have $2250 from that property over the 5 years 

that will help pay for new property, repairs, and the staff.  

Since both methods rely on property taxes, it is easy to see how they could work in tandem to get 

money back into the program that is working to solve a housing/property problem. First, in estimating 

the amount DTAC could obtain an average or typical value for dwellings in Marion County at 

$153,596.93 (the average cost of the homes in the project).  Assuming that all of the 3,200 abandoned 
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properties are also delinquent, that would make a typical biannual attainment of $245,755.09, and an 

annual amount of $491,510.18. The other method can only be applied to the dwellings rehabilitated or 

constructed by the land bank, so it would rise for 5 years, and then likely level off assuming the land 

bank conducts a project each year. Using the properties and the cost (and therefore value) from the 

project it would give an additional $70,654.59 per year, over the course of 5 years equaling $353,272.93, 

and that would be if the values remained constant. Together they would garner an additional $500,000 

annually, more than enough to cover the match needed from federal grants as well as pay for additional 

staff for the land bank. 
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Census Tract 354900 Abandoned Properties 
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608 Dearborn Row 1 2 2 1915 1314 46,500.00$  F
626 Dearborn SF 1 1 2 1921 1147 47,700.00$  D++
837 Gray Row 2 2 6 1910 1200 55,300.00$  F
905 Gray SF 1 1 2 1918 920 51,500.00$  F
940 Dearborn SF 1 1 2 1929 816 40,000.00$  D++
944 Dearborn Row 2 2 6 1922 1176 75,600.00$  F
925 Dearborn SF 2 1 3 1910 1390 46,500.00$  F
811 Dearborn* SF 1 1 4 1914 1352 71,500.00$  F
620 LaSalle SF 1 1 2 1920 842 53,900.00$  F
685 Dearborn Row 1 2 4 1920 960 36,900.00$  F
533 Dearborn SF 2.5 1 3 1915 ? 52,400.00$  P
839 LaSalle Row 2 2 4 1900 1029 52,400.00$  F
909 LaSalle SF 1.5 1 3 1914 1481 80,300.00$  A
958 Tuxedo SF 1 1 2 1930 1148 42,600.00$  P
962 Tuxedo SF 1 1 3 1900 1172 38,600.00$  P
965 Tuxedo Row 1 2 4 1920 1400 52,000.00$  A
936 Olney Row 1 2 4 1895 1114 74,300.00$  F
809 Tuxedo SF 1 1 3 1917 936 31,700.00$  P
948 Kealing Sf 1 1 3 1930 1356 56,300.00$  F
912 Kealing SF 1 1 1 1947 1056 45,400.00$  F
951 Sherman Row 2 2 6 1930 1144 47,200.00$  P
948 Bradley SF 1 1 2 1928 1312 34,900.00$  F
923 Sherman SF 1 1 4 1930 1014 28,500.00$  F
742 Bradley SF 1 1 2 1917 1084 42,300.00$  F
703 Sherman SF 1 1 3 1921 1328 43,800.00$  F
611 Sherman Row 2 2 2 1925 1120 29,400.00$  F
519 Bradley Row 1 2 1 1920 1400 34,700.00$  F
724 Denny Row 1 2 2 1920 1568 64,000.00$  A
927 Denny SF 1 1 3 1927 960 36,000.00$  P
4004 Michigan SF 1 1 3 1900 1164 23,800.00$  F
4110 Michigan SF 2 1 2 1910 1540 44,600.00$  F
611 Grant Row 1 2 2 1930 1120 25,600.00$  F
614 Grant Row 1.5 2 2 1915 961 40,000.00$  P
715 Grant Row 1 2 1 1920 1334 52,200.00$  F
717 Grant Row 2 2 3 1920 1266 71,400.00$  F
858 Gladstone* SF 1 1 2 1965 644 25,900.00$  F
870 Gladstone SF 1 1 2 1925 1128 35,800.00$  F
934 Gladstone Row 2 2 2 1920 980 70,500.00$  F

TABLE 1: Census Tract 354900 Dwelling Inventory 
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Address type acres value
864 Gladstone* property 0.13 2800
621 Bradley property 0.12 7500
937 Kealing property 0.11 400
939 LaSalle property 0.16 2300
826 Tuxedo* property 0.16 2300
815 Dearborn property 0.11 2200
922 LaSalle property 0.11 8300
3010 Michigan property 0.16 2400

TABLE: 1.1 

Census Tract 354900 Property Inventory 



62 
SUSTAINABLE LAND BANK 

 

 

Address Assessed Value current new difference
626 Dearborn 131,063.64$                 1,246.26$               3,424.30$       2,178.04$      
905 Gray 107,963.94$                 1,345.54$               2,820.77$       1,475.23$      
940 Dearborn 97,380.81$                   1,045.08$               2,544.27$       1,499.19$      
925 Dearborn 218,080.50$                 1,214.91$               5,697.79$       4,482.88$      
811 Dearborn 213,121.57$                 1,868.08$               5,568.23$       3,700.15$      
620 LaSalle 100,026.59$                 1,408.25$               2,613.39$       1,205.15$      
533 Dearborn 291,947.46$                 1,369.05$               7,627.71$       6,258.66$      
909 LaSalle 165,051.74$                 2,098.00$               4,312.31$       2,214.31$      
958 Tuxedo 186,499.93$                 1,113.01$               4,872.68$       3,759.67$      
962 Tuxedo 189,631.89$                 1,008.50$               4,954.51$       3,946.01$      
809 Tuxedo 109,592.11$                 828.23$                   2,863.31$       2,035.09$      
948 Kealing 152,331.64$                 1,470.95$               3,979.97$       2,509.02$      
912 Kealing 174,494.10$                 1,186.17$               4,559.01$       3,372.84$      
948 Bradley 207,901.64$                 911.83$                   5,431.85$       4,520.01$      
923 Sherman 169,013.17$                 744.62$                   4,415.81$       3,671.19$      
742 Bradley 124,652.71$                 1,105.17$               3,256.80$       2,151.63$      
703 Sherman 209,989.61$                 1,144.36$               5,486.40$       4,342.04$      
927 Denny 112,034.37$                 940.57$                   2,927.12$       1,986.55$      
4004 Michigan 188,587.90$                 621.82$                   4,927.24$       4,305.41$      
4110 Michigan 171,055.63$                 1,165.26$               4,469.17$       3,303.91$      
858 Gladstone 120,728.84$                 676.69$                   3,154.28$       2,477.59$      
870 Gladstone 129,130.18$                 935.35$                   3,373.78$       2,438.44$      
621 Bradley 157,672.98$                 195.95$                   4,119.52$       3,923.57$      
937 Kealing 157,625.53$                 10.45$                     4,118.28$       4,107.83$      
826 Tuxedo 170,022.86$                 60.09$                     4,442.19$       4,382.10$      
815 Dearborn 117,823.58$                 57.48$                     3,078.38$       3,020.90$      
922 LaSalle 143,923.22$                 216.85$                   3,760.28$       3,543.43$      
608 Dearborn 148,057.69$                 1,214.91$               3,868.30$       2,653.40$      
837 Gray 136,456.96$                 1,444.82$               3,565.21$       2,120.39$      
944 Dearborn 134,014.70$                 1,975.20$               3,501.40$       1,526.20$      
685 Dearborn 161,966.27$                 964.09$                   4,231.69$       3,267.61$      
839 LaSalle 170,970.65$                 1,369.05$               4,466.95$       3,097.90$      
965 Tuxedo 219,385.48$                 1,358.60$               5,731.88$       4,373.28$      
936 Olney 127,705.53$                 1,941.24$               3,336.56$       1,395.33$      
951 Sherman 130,758.36$                 1,233.19$               3,416.32$       2,183.13$      
611 Sherman 182,845.98$                 768.13$                   4,777.22$       4,009.08$      
519 Bradley 219,385.48$                 906.61$                   5,731.88$       4,825.28$      
724 Denny 173,904.93$                 1,672.13$               4,543.61$       2,871.49$      
611 Grant 128,316.10$                 668.85$                   3,352.51$       2,683.66$      
614 Grant 112,136.13$                 1,045.08$               2,929.78$       1,884.70$      
715 Grant 210,772.60$                 1,363.83$               5,506.86$       4,143.03$      
717 Grant 201,898.72$                 1,865.47$               5,275.01$       3,409.54$      
934 Gladstone 164,576.24$                 1,841.95$               4,299.88$       2,457.93$      
864 Gladstone 156,043.24$                 73.16$                     4,076.94$       4,003.79$      
939 LaSalle 130,873.40$                 60.09$                     3,419.33$       3,359.24$      
3010 Michigan 170,022.86$                 62.70$                     4,442.19$       4,379.48$      

47,817.64$             193,272.90$  145,455.27$ 

Collected Property Tax

TABLE 2 



63 
SUSTAINABLE LAND BANK 

 

Address Recent Indy 

608 Dearborn 0 0 
626 Dearborn $32,000  
837 Gray  $2500 $2,500 
905 Gray $1  
940 Dearborn $27,000  
944 Dearborn $10,900  
925 Dearborn $16,000  
811 Dearborn $10,271 $10,271 
620 LaSalle $3600 $3600 
685 Dearborn 0 0 
533 Dearborn 44500 0 
839 LaSalle 0 7092.6 
909 LaSalle 7200 7200 
958 Tuxedo 0 0 
962 Tuxedo 0 0 
965 Tuxedo 55000 8000 
936 Olney 20000  
809 Tuxedo 0 0 
948 Kealing 55000 11000 
912 Kealing 10500 10500 
951 Sherman 62500 0 
948 Bradley 4100 4100 
923 Sherman   
742 Bradley  7500 

703 Sherman 24770  
611 Sherman 6000 6000 
519 Bradley 9500  
724 Denny   
927 Denny 0 0 
4004 Michigan 3750 3750 
4110 Michigan 4000 4000 
611 Grant 2000 0 
614 Grant 0 0 
715 Grant 67,000 9,400 
717 Grant   
858 Gladstone 0  
870 Gladstone 3400 0 
934 Gladstone 6200 6200 
Average 14344 3889 
Address   
864 Gladstone 0  
621 Bradley 0  
937 Kealing 500 500 
939 LaSalle 0 0 
826 Tuxedo* 500 500 
815 Dearborn 0 0 
922 LaSalle 1  
3010 Michigan 500 250 
Average 187.6 250 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TABLE 3: Acquisition Costs 
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TABLE 4: NAHB SURVEY SUMMARY 



65 
SUSTAINABLE LAND BANK 

 

 

Address type sqft units
acquisition 

cost rehab cost lot cost other costs
total rehab 

cost
626 Dearborn SF 1147 1 14,344.00$   89,098.96$       16,928.80$  10,691.88$   131,063.64$    

905 Gray SF 920 1 14,344.00$   71,465.60$       13,578.46$  8,575.87$     107,963.94$    
940 Dearborn SF 816 1 14,344.00$   63,386.88$       12,043.51$  7,606.43$     97,380.81$       

620 LaSalle SF 842 1 14,344.00$   65,406.56$       12,427.25$  7,848.79$     100,026.59$    
533 Dearborn SF 2728 1 14,344.00$   211,911.04$     40,263.10$  25,429.32$   291,947.46$    

909 LaSalle SF 1481 1 14,344.00$   115,044.08$     21,858.38$  13,805.29$   165,051.74$    
958 Tuxedo SF 1148 1 14,344.00$   89,176.64$       16,943.56$  10,701.20$   131,165.40$    
948 Kealing Sf 1356 1 14,344.00$   105,334.08$     20,013.48$  12,640.09$   152,331.64$    
742 Bradley SF 1084 1 14,344.00$   84,205.12$       15,998.97$  10,104.61$   124,652.71$    
927 Denny SF 960 1 14,344.00$   74,572.80$       14,168.83$  8,948.74$     112,034.37$    

4110 Michigan SF 1540 1 14,344.00$   119,627.20$     22,729.17$  14,355.26$   171,055.63$    
870 Gladstone SF 1128 1 14,344.00$   87,623.04$       16,648.38$  10,514.76$   129,130.18$    
608 Dearborn Row 1314 2 14,344.00$   102,071.52$     19,393.59$  12,248.58$   148,057.69$    

837 Gray Row 1200 2 14,344.00$   93,216.00$       17,711.04$  11,185.92$   136,456.96$    
944 Dearborn Row 1176 2 14,344.00$   91,351.68$       17,356.82$  10,962.20$   134,014.70$    

839 LaSalle Row 1029 2 14,344.00$   79,932.72$       15,187.22$  9,591.93$     119,055.86$    
936 Olney Row 1114 2 14,344.00$   86,535.52$       16,441.75$  10,384.26$   127,705.53$    

951 Sherman Row 1144 2 14,344.00$   88,865.92$       16,884.52$  10,663.91$   130,758.36$    
724 Denny Row 1568 2 14,344.00$   121,802.24$     23,142.43$  14,616.27$   173,904.93$    
611 Grant Row 1120 2 14,344.00$   87,001.60$       16,530.30$  10,440.19$   128,316.10$    
614 Grant Row 961 2 14,344.00$   74,650.48$       14,183.59$  8,958.06$     112,136.13$    
715 Grant Row 1334 2 14,344.00$   103,625.12$     19,688.77$  12,435.01$   150,092.91$    
717 Grant Row 1266 2 14,344.00$   98,342.88$       18,685.15$  11,801.15$   143,173.17$    

TABLE 5: PROJECT COST ESTIMATION REHAB 



66 
SUSTAINABLE LAND BANK 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Address type sqft units
acquisition 

cost
demolition 

cost
new 

construction lot cost other costs

total new 
construction 

cost
925 Dearborn SF 1390 1 14,344.00$   8,000.00$     143,962.30$      20,154.72$    17,275.48$     203,736.50$ 
811 Dearborn SF 1352 1 14,344.00$   8,000.00$     140,026.64$      19,603.73$    16,803.20$     198,777.57$ 
962 Tuxedo SF 1172 1 14,344.00$   8,000.00$     121,384.04$      16,993.77$    14,566.08$     175,287.89$ 
809 Tuxedo SF 936 1 14,344.00$   8,000.00$     96,941.52$        13,571.81$    11,632.98$     144,490.32$ 
912 Kealing SF 1056 1 14,344.00$   8,000.00$     109,369.92$      15,311.79$    13,124.39$     160,150.10$ 
948 Bradley SF 1312 1 14,344.00$   8,000.00$     135,883.84$      19,023.74$    16,306.06$     193,557.64$ 

923 Sherman SF 1014 1 14,344.00$   8,000.00$     105,019.98$      14,702.80$    12,602.40$     154,669.17$ 
703 Sherman SF 1328 1 14,344.00$   8,000.00$     137,540.96$      19,255.73$    16,504.92$     195,645.61$ 

4004 Michigan SF 1164 1 14,344.00$   8,000.00$     120,555.48$      16,877.77$    14,466.66$     174,243.90$ 
858 Gladstone SF 644 1 14,344.00$   8,000.00$     66,699.08$        9,337.87$      8,003.89$       106,384.84$ 

621 Bradley SF 1137 1 187.60$         -$                117,738.38$      16,483.37$    14,128.61$     148,537.95$ 
937 Kealing SF 1205 1 187.60$         -$                124,801.85$      17,472.26$    14,976.22$     157,437.93$ 
826 Tuxedo SF 1300 1 187.60$         -$                134,641.00$      18,849.74$    16,156.92$     169,835.26$ 

815 Dearborn SF 900 1 187.60$         -$                93,213.00$        13,049.82$    11,185.56$     117,635.98$ 
922 LaSalle SF 1100 1 187.60$         -$                113,927.00$      15,949.78$    13,671.24$     143,735.62$ 

685 Dearborn Row 960 2 14,344.00$   8,000.00$     99,427.20$        13,919.81$    11,931.26$     147,622.27$ 
965 Tuxedo Row 1400 2 14,344.00$   8,000.00$     144,998.00$      20,299.72$    17,399.76$     205,041.48$ 

611 Sherman Row 1120 2 14,344.00$   8,000.00$     115,998.40$      16,239.78$    13,919.81$     168,501.98$ 
519 Bradley Row 1400 2 14,344.00$   8,000.00$     144,998.00$      20,299.72$    17,399.76$     205,041.48$ 

934 Gladstone Row 980 2 14,344.00$   8,000.00$     101,498.60$      14,209.80$    12,179.83$     150,232.24$ 
864 Gladstone Row 1172 2 187.60$         -$                121,384.04$      16,993.77$    14,566.08$     153,131.49$ 

939 LaSalle Row 1000 2 187.60$         -$                103,570.00$      14,499.80$    12,428.40$     130,685.80$ 
3010 Michigan Row 1300 2 187.60$         -$                134,641.00$      18,849.74$    16,156.92$     169,835.26$ 
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Rehab and New Construction Distribution 
Address Type Rehab Address Type New 
626 Dearborn SF $ 116,719.64 925 Dearborn SF $ 181,392.50 
905 Gray SF $ 93,619.94 811 Dearborn SF $ 176,433.57 
940 Dearborn SF $ 83,036.81 958 Tuxedo SF $ 149,811.93 
620 LaSalle SF $ 85,682.59 962 Tuxedo SF $ 152,943.89 
533 Dearborn SF $ 277,603.46 912 Kealing SF $ 137,806.10 
909 LaSalle SF $ 150,707.74 948 Bradley SF $ 171,213.64 
809 Tuxedo SF $ 95,248.11 923 Sherman SF $ 132,325.17 
948 Kealing SF $ 137,987.64 703 Sherman SF $ 173,301.61 
742 Bradley SF $ 110,308.71 4004 Michigan SF $ 151,899.90 
927 Denny SF $ 97,690.37 858 Gladstone SF $ 84,040.84 
4110 Michigan SF $ 156,711.63 621 Bradley SF $ 157,297.78 
870 Gladstone SF $ 114,786.18 937 Kealing SF $ 157,250.33 
608 Dearborn Row $ 133,713.69 826 Tuxedo SF $ 169,647.66 
837 Gray Row $ 122,112.96 815 Dearborn SF $ 117,448.38 
944 Dearborn Row $ 119,670.70 922 LaSalle SF $ 143,548.02 
839 LaSalle Row $ 104,711.86 685 Dearborn Row $ 125,278.27 
936 Olney Row $ 113,361.53 965 Tuxedo Row $ 182,697.48 
951 Sherman Row $ 116,414.36 611 Sherman Row $ 146,157.98 
724 Denny Row $ 159,560.93 519 Bradley Row $ 182,697.48 
611 Grant Row $ 113,972.10 864 Gladstone Row $ 155,668.04 
614 Grant Row $ 97,792.13 939 LaSalle Row $ 130,498.20 
715 Grant Row $ 135,748.91 3010 Michigan Row $ 169,647.66 
717 Grant Row $ 128,829.17 934 Gladstone Row $ 127,888.24 
Total  $ 2,865,991.17 Total  $ 3,476,894.68 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TABLE 6: REHAB AND NEW CONSTRUCTION DISTRIBUTION 
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Subject Census Tract 3549, Marion County, Indiana 

      Occupied housing units Owner-occupied 
housing units 

Renter-occupied 
housing units 

      Estimate Margin of 
Error 

Estimate Margin of 
Error 

Estimate Margin of 
Error 

Occupied housing units 988 +/-98 399 +/-57 589 +/-99 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN THE PAST 12 
MONTHS (IN 2015 INFLATION-
ADJUSTED DOLLARS) 

            

  Less than $5,000 17.4% +/-5.8 8.8% +/-6.0 23.3% +/-8.8 

  $5,000 to $9,999 12.2% +/-5.1 3.8% +/-3.7 18.0% +/-8.0 

  $10,000 to $14,999 6.7% +/-3.5 7.3% +/-6.0 6.3% +/-4.6 

  $15,000 to $19,999 10.8% +/-4.6 8.8% +/-6.6 12.2% +/-6.8 

  $20,000 to $24,999 9.6% +/-4.8 9.0% +/-5.6 10.0% +/-6.5 

  $25,000 to $34,999 10.8% +/-4.8 12.3% +/-6.7 9.8% +/-6.2 

  $35,000 to $49,999 15.2% +/-6.0 24.1% +/-11.0 9.2% +/-5.5 

  $50,000 to $74,999 13.7% +/-6.2 18.3% +/-10.0 10.5% +/-7.2 

  $75,000 to $99,999 2.7% +/-2.0 5.8% +/-4.2 0.7% +/-1.3 

  $100,000 to $149,999 0.8% +/-1.4 2.0% +/-3.6 0.0% +/-5.0 

  $150,000 or more 0.0% +/-3.0 0.0% +/-7.2 0.0% +/-5.0 

  Median household income (dollars) 21,186 +/-3,591 35,042 +/-6,525 16,510 +/-6,967 

TABLE 7: CENSUS TRACT 354900 INCOME DISTRIBUTION 
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626 Dearborn SF 1147 1 2 100
905 Gray SF 920 1 2 100
940 Dearborn SF 816 1 2 100
925 Dearborn SF 1390 1 3 110
811 Dearborn* SF 1352 1 4 30
620 LaSalle SF 842 1 2 100
533 Dearborn SF 2728 1 3 100
909 LaSalle SF 1481 1 3 100
958 Tuxedo SF 1148 1 2 100
962 Tuxedo SF 1172 1 3 100
809 Tuxedo SF 936 1 3 110
948 Kealing Sf 1356 1 3 100
912 Kealing SF 1056 1 1 110
948 Bradley SF 1312 1 2 100
923 Sherman SF 1014 1 4 60
742 Bradley SF 1084 1 2 100
703 Sherman SF 1328 1 3 60
927 Denny SF 960 1 3 60
4004 Michigan SF 1164 1 3 30
4110 Michigan SF 1540 1 2 100
858 Gladstone* SF 644 1 2 60
870 Gladstone SF 1128 1 2 60
621 Bradley SF 1205 1 3 100
937 Kealing SF 1205 1 4 110
826 Tuxedo* SF 1300 1 4 100
815 Dearborn SF 900 1 2 110
922 LaSalle SF 1100 1 2 110
608 Dearborn Row 1314 2 2 30 30
837 Gray Row 1200 2 6 60 60
944 Dearborn Row 1176 2 6 30 30
685 Dearborn Row 960 2 4 30 30
839 LaSalle Row 1029 2 4 30 30
965 Tuxedo Row 1400 2 4 30 30
936 Olney Row 1114 2 4 60 60
951 Sherman Row 1144 2 6 30 30
611 Sherman Row 1120 2 2 30 30
519 Bradley Row 1400 2 2 30 30
724 Denny Row 1568 2 2 60 60
611 Grant Row 1120 2 2 60 60
614 Grant Row 961 2 2 100 100
715 Grant Row 1334 2 2 100 110
717 Grant Row 1266 2 3 100 110
934 Gladstone Row 980 2 2 60 60
864 Gladstone* Row 1193 2 4 30 30
939 LaSalle Row 1000 2 4 60 60
3010 Michigan Row 1300 2 4 60 60

TABLE 8: DWELLING AND cAMI DISTRIBUTION 
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Household Income @30% AMI $12,650.40 $12,650.40 $12,650.40 $12,650.40

FNMA Affordability Factor 30% 30% 30% 30%

Affordable Gross Contract Year $3,795.12 $3,795.12 $3,795.12 $3,795.12

Affordable Gross Contract Month $316.26 $316.26 $316.26 $316.26

Utility Allowance -157 -184 -214 -259

Net Rent $159.26 $132.26 $102.26 $57.26

Household Income @ 30% AMI $12,650 $12,650 $12,650 $12,650
FNMA Factor [Front End] 28% 28% 28% 28%

EQUALS Maximum Owner Allowance $3,542.11 $3,542.11 $3,542.11 $3,542.11
LESS Allowance for Taxes [2] ($1,069) ($1,426) ($1,458) ($1,474)

ESS Allowance for Hazard Insurance [3 ($347) ($463) ($474) ($479)
EQUALS Income for Mortgage $2,473 $2,117 $2,084 $2,068

DIVIDED by Annual Mortgage Constant 0.0596 0.0596 0.0596 0.0596
EQUALS Maximum Mortgage $41,492 $35,512 $34,968 $34,697

VIDED by Loan to Value Ratio [COAH std 95% 95% 95% 95%
EQUALS Maximum Price of Home $43,675.59 $37,381.00 $36,808.76 $36,522.64

Household Income @ 60.0% $25,301 $25,301 $25,301 $25,301
FNMA Affordability Factor 30.00% 30.00% 30.00% 30.00%

EUALS Affordable Gross Contract Rent/Year $7,590 $7,590 $7,590 $7,590
EUALS Affordable Gross Contract Rent/Month $633 $633 $633 $633

LESS Utility Allowance [1] ($157) ($184) ($214) ($259)
EQUALS Affordable Net Rent $476 $449 $419 $373

Household Income @ 60% AMI $25,301 $25,301 $25,301 $25,301

FNMA Factor [Front End] 28.00% 28.00% 28.00% 28.00%

EQUALS Maximum Owner Allowance $7,084 $7,084 $7,084 $7,084

LESS Allowance for Taxes [2] ($1,069.20) ($1,425.60) ($1,458.00) ($1,474.20)

LESS Allowance for Hazard Insurance [3] ($347) ($463) ($474) ($479)

EQUALS Income for Mortgage $5,668 $5,195 $5,152 $5,131

DIVIDED by Annual Mortgage Constant 0.0596 0.0596 0.0596 0.0596

EQUALS Maximum Mortgage $95,027 $87,110 $86,390 $86,030

DIVIDED by Loan to Value Ratio [COAH std.] 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%

EQUALS Maximum Price of Home $100,029 $91,694 $90,937 $90,558

TABLE 9.1: 30% AMI RENTAL AFFORDABILITY 

TABLE 9.2: 30% AMI OWNERSHIP AFFORDABILITY  

TABLE 9.3: 60% AMI RENTAL AFFORDABILITY 

TABLE 9.4: 60% AMI OWNERSHIP AFFORDABILITY 
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Household Income @ 100.0% $42,168 $42,168 $42,168 $42,168
FNMA Affordability Factor 30.00% 30.00% 30.00% 30.00%

EUALS Affordable Gross Contract Rent/Year $12,650 $12,650 $12,650 $12,650
EUALS Affordable Gross Contract Rent/Month $1,054 $1,054 $1,054 $1,054

LESS Utility Allowance [1] ($157) ($184) ($214) ($259)
EQUALS Affordable Net Rent $897 $870 $840 $795

Household Income @ 100% AMI $42,168 $42,168 $42,168 $42,168
FNMA Factor [Front End] 28.00% 28.00% 28.00% 28.00%

EQUALS Maximum Owner Allowance $11,807 $11,807 $11,807 $11,807
LESS Allowance for Taxes [2] ($1,069.20) ($1,425.60) ($1,458.00) ($1,474.20)

LESS Allowance for Hazard Insurance [3] ($347) ($463) ($474) ($479)
EQUALS Income for Mortgage $10,390 $9,918 $9,875 $9,854

DIVIDED by Annual Mortgage Constant 0.0596 0.0596 0.0596 0.0596
EQUALS Maximum Mortgage $174,215 $166,297 $165,577 $165,217

DIVIDED by Loan to Value Ratio [COAH std.] 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
EQUALS Maximum Price of Home $183,384 $175,050 $174,292 $173,913

Household Income @ 110% AMI $46,385 $46,385 $46,385 $46,385
FNMA Affordability Factor 30.00% 30.00% 30.00% 30.00%

EUALS Affordable Gross Contract Rent/Year $13,915 $13,915 $13,915 $13,915
EUALS Affordable Gross Contract Rent/Month $1,160 $1,160 $1,160 $1,160

LESS Utility Allowance [1] ($157) ($184) ($214) ($259)
EQUALS Affordable Net Rent $1,003 $976 $946 $901

Household Income @ 110% AMI $46,385 $46,385 $46,385 $46,385
FNMA Factor [Front End] 28.00% 28.00% 28.00% 28.00%

EQUALS Maximum Owner Allowance $12,988 $12,988 $12,988 $12,988
LESS Allowance for Taxes [2] ($1,069.20) ($1,425.60) ($1,458.00) ($1,474.20)

LESS Allowance for Hazard Insurance [3] ($347) ($463) ($474) ($479)
EQUALS Income for Mortgage $11,571 $11,099 $11,056 $11,034

DIVIDED by Annual Mortgage Constant 0.0596 0.0596 0.0596 0.0596
EQUALS Maximum Mortgage $194,012 $186,094 $185,374 $185,014

DIVIDED by Loan to Value Ratio [COAH std.] 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
EQUALS Maximum Price of Home $204,223 $195,888 $195,131 $194,752

TABLE 9.5: 100% AMI RENTAL AFFORDABILITY 

TABLE 9.6: 100% AMI OWNERSHIP AFFORDABILITY 

TABLE 9.7: 110% AMI RENTAL AFFORDABILITY 

TABLE 9.8: 110% AMI OWNERSHIP AFFORDABILITY 
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626 Dearborn 131,063.64$       own 175,050.00$ 131,063.64$     
905 Gray 107,963.94$       own 175,050.00$ 107,963.94$     
940 Dearborn 97,380.81$         own 175,050.00$ 97,380.81$        
925 Dearborn 203,736.50$       own 174,292.00$ (29,444.50)$   203,736.50$     
811 Dearborn 198,777.57$       rent 57.00$        3,420.00$          
620 LaSalle 100,026.59$       own 175,050.00$ 100,026.59$     
533 Dearborn 291,947.46$       own 195,131.00$ (96,816.46)$   291,947.46$     
909 LaSalle 165,051.74$       own 174,292.00$ 165,051.74$     
958 Tuxedo 172,155.93$       own 175,050.00$ 2,894.07$       172,155.93$     
962 Tuxedo 175,287.89$       own 174,292.00$ (995.89)$         175,287.89$     
809 Tuxedo 109,592.11$       own 195,131.00$ 109,592.11$     
948 Kealing 152,331.64$       own 174,292.00$ 152,331.64$     
912 Kealing 160,150.10$       own 204,223.00$ 160,150.10$     
948 Bradley 193,557.64$       own 175,050.00$ (18,507.64)$   193,557.64$     
923 Sherman 154,669.17$       rent 373.00$     22,380.00$        
742 Bradley 124,652.71$       own 175,050.00$ 124,652.71$     
703 Sherman 195,645.61$       rent 419.00$     25,140.00$        
927 Denny 112,034.37$       own 90,937.00$    (21,097.37)$   112,034.37$     
4004 Michigan 174,243.90$       rent 102.00$     6,120.00$          
4110 Michigan 171,055.63$       own 175,050.00$ 3,994.37$       171,055.63$     
858 Gladstone 106,384.84$       rent 449.00$     26,940.00$        
870 Gladstone 129,130.18$       own 91,694.00$    (37,436.18)$   129,130.18$     
621 Bradley 157,485.38$       own 174,292.00$ 157,485.38$     
937 Kealing 157,437.93$       own 194,752.00$ 157,437.93$     
826 Tuxedo 169,835.26$       own 173,913.00$ 169,835.26$     
815 Dearborn 117,635.98$       own 195,888.00$ 117,635.98$     
922 LaSalle 143,735.62$       own 195,888.00$ 143,735.62$     
608 Dearborn 148,057.69$       rent 159.00$     159.00$     19,080.00$        
837 Gray 136,456.96$       rent 419.00$     419.00$     50,280.00$        
944 Dearborn 134,014.70$       rent 102.00$     102.00$     12,240.00$        
685 Dearborn 147,622.27$       rent 132.00$     132.00$     15,840.00$        
839 LaSalle 119,055.86$       rent 132.00$     132.00$     15,840.00$        
965 Tuxedo 205,041.48$       rent 132.00$     132.00$     15,840.00$        
936 Olney 127,705.53$       rent 449.00$     449.00$     53,880.00$        
951 Sherman 130,758.36$       rent 102.00$     102.00$     12,240.00$        
611 Sherman 168,501.98$       rent 159.00$     159.00$     19,080.00$        
519 Bradley 205,041.48$       rent 159.00$     159.00$     19,080.00$        
724 Denny 173,904.93$       rent 449.00$     449.00$     53,880.00$        
611 Grant 128,316.13$       rent 449.00$     449.00$     53,880.00$        
614 Grant 112,136.13$       rent 897.00$     897.00$     107,640.00$     
715 Grant 150,092.91$       rent 897.00$     1,003.00$  114,000.00$     
717 Grant 143,173.17$       rent 870.00$     1,003.00$  112,380.00$     
934 Gladstone 150,232.24$       rent 476.00$     476.00$     57,120.00$        
864 Gladstone 155,855.64$       rent 132.00$     132.00$     15,840.00$        
939 LaSalle 130,685.80$       rent 449.00$     449.00$     53,880.00$        
3010 Michigan 169,835.26$       rent 449.00$     449.00$     53,880.00$        

7,009,458.66$   (167,965.10)$ 4,283,149.05$  
total $ 4,115,183.95$  

TABLE 10: COMPLETED PROJECT REVENUE 
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Yellow= year and amount accumulated that is enough to do the project without subsidy 

Green= year the project is done without subsidy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Project Cost 7,009,458.66$   7,000,000.00$      7,000,000.00$      7,000,000.00$     7,000,000.00$    7,000,000.00$        

CDBG 2,052,962.00$   2,052,962.00$      2,052,962.00$      2,052,962.00$     2,052,962.00$    2,052,962.00$        
HOME 782,052.50$       782,052.50$          782,052.50$          782,052.50$        782,052.50$        782,052.50$            
Match 195,513.13$       195,513.13$          195,513.13$          195,513.13$        195,513.13$        195,513.13$            

HTF 750,000.00$       750,000.00$          750,000.00$          750,000.00$        750,000.00$        750,000.00$            
LIHTC 1,200,000.00$   1,200,000.00$      1,200,000.00$      1,200,000.00$     1,200,000.00$    1,200,000.00$        
Gap 2,028,931.03$   2,019,472.37$      2,019,472.37$      2,019,472.37$     2,019,472.37$    2,019,472.37$        

Revenue 4,115,183.95$   4,115,183.95$      4,115,183.95$      4,115,183.95$     4,115,183.95$    4,115,183.95$        
Total County 2,224,444.16$   2,214,985.50$      2,214,985.50$      2,214,985.50$     2,214,985.50$    2,214,985.50$        

net profit 1,890,739.79$   3,790,938.24$      5,691,136.69$      7,591,335.14$     2,491,533.59$    4,391,732.04$        
2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028

Project Cost 7,000,000.00$   7,000,000.00$      7,000,000.00$      7,000,000.00$     7,000,000.00$    7,000,000.00$        
CDBG 2,052,962.00$   2,052,962.00$      2,052,962.00$      2,052,962.00$     2,052,962.00$    2,052,962.00$        
HOME 782,052.50$       782,052.50$          782,052.50$          782,052.50$        782,052.50$        782,052.50$            
Match 195,513.13$       195,513.13$          195,513.13$          195,513.13$        195,513.13$        195,513.13$            

HTF 750,000.00$       750,000.00$          750,000.00$          750,000.00$        750,000.00$        750,000.00$            
LIHTC 1,200,000.00$   1,200,000.00$      1,200,000.00$      1,200,000.00$     1,200,000.00$    1,200,000.00$        
Gap 2,019,472.37$   2,019,472.37$      2,019,472.37$      2,019,472.37$     2,019,472.37$    2,019,472.37$        

Revenue 4,115,183.95$   4,115,183.95$      4,115,183.95$      4,115,183.95$     4,115,183.95$    4,115,183.95$        
Total County 2,214,985.50$   2,214,985.50$      2,214,985.50$      2,214,985.50$     2,214,985.50$    2,214,985.50$        

net profit 6,291,930.49$   8,192,128.94$      3,092,327.39$      4,992,525.84$     6,892,724.29$    8,792,922.74$        

Annual Project Expense and Revenue

TABLE 11 
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Subject Census Tract 3549, Marion County, Indiana 
      Estimate Margin of 

Error 
Percent Percent 

Margin of 
Error 

HOUSING OCCUPANCY         
    Total housing units 1,388 +/-51 1,388 (X) 
      Occupied housing units 988 +/-98 71.2% +/-6.4 
      Vacant housing units 400 +/-89 28.8% +/-6.4 
          
      Homeowner vacancy rate 1.2 +/-2.2 (X) (X) 
      Rental vacancy rate 9.9 +/-6.5 (X) (X) 
          
UNITS IN STRUCTURE         
    Total housing units 1,388 +/-51 1,388 (X) 
      1-unit, detached 865 +/-100 62.3% +/-6.9 
      1-unit, attached 432 +/-96 31.1% +/-6.8 
      2 units 40 +/-22 2.9% +/-1.6 
      3 or 4 units 26 +/-21 1.9% +/-1.5 
      5 to 9 units 3 +/-5 0.2% +/-0.3 
      10 to 19 units 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-2.1 
      20 or more units 10 +/-12 0.7% +/-0.9 
      Mobile home 12 +/-19 0.9% +/-1.4 
      Boat, RV, van, etc. 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-2.1 
          
YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT         
    Total housing units 1,388 +/-51 1,388 (X) 
      Built 2014 or later 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-2.1 
      Built 2010 to 2013 9 +/-10 0.6% +/-0.7 
      Built 2000 to 2009 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-2.1 
      Built 1990 to 1999 3 +/-5 0.2% +/-0.3 
      Built 1980 to 1989 16 +/-17 1.2% +/-1.2 
      Built 1970 to 1979 30 +/-24 2.2% +/-1.8 
      Built 1960 to 1969 90 +/-48 6.5% +/-3.5 
      Built 1950 to 1959 122 +/-51 8.8% +/-3.6 
      Built 1940 to 1949 127 +/-52 9.1% +/-3.7 
      Built 1939 or earlier 991 +/-83 71.4% +/-5.4 
          
ROOMS         
    Total housing units 1,388 +/-51 1,388 (X) 
      1 room 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-2.1 
      2 rooms 6 +/-9 0.4% +/-0.7 
      3 rooms 98 +/-49 7.1% +/-3.5 
      4 rooms 252 +/-69 18.2% +/-4.8 
      5 rooms 424 +/-80 30.5% +/-5.8 
      6 rooms 345 +/-91 24.9% +/-6.4 
      7 rooms 148 +/-61 10.7% +/-4.4 
      8 rooms 81 +/-42 5.8% +/-3.0 
      9 rooms or more 34 +/-31 2.4% +/-2.2 

TABLE 12: CENSUS TRACT 354900 GENERAL HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 
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      Median rooms 5.3 +/-0.2 (X) (X) 
          
BEDROOMS         
    Total housing units 1,388 +/-51 1,388 (X) 
      No bedroom 6 +/-9 0.4% +/-0.7 
      1 bedroom 254 +/-76 18.3% +/-5.4 
      2 bedrooms 664 +/-104 47.8% +/-7.3 
      3 bedrooms 405 +/-87 29.2% +/-6.1 
      4 bedrooms 31 +/-27 2.2% +/-2.0 
      5 or more bedrooms 28 +/-26 2.0% +/-1.9 
          
HOUSING TENURE         
    Occupied housing units 988 +/-98 988 (X) 
      Owner-occupied 399 +/-57 40.4% +/-6.1 
      Renter-occupied 589 +/-99 59.6% +/-6.1 
          
      Average household size of owner-occupied unit 2.80 +/-0.41 (X) (X) 
      Average household size of renter-occupied unit 2.62 +/-0.39 (X) (X) 
          
YEAR HOUSEHOLDER MOVED INTO UNIT         
    Occupied housing units 988 +/-98 988 (X) 
      Moved in 2015 or later 48 +/-36 4.9% +/-3.6 
      Moved in 2010 to 2014 464 +/-95 47.0% +/-7.1 
      Moved in 2000 to 2009 227 +/-68 23.0% +/-6.8 
      Moved in 1990 to 1999 106 +/-38 10.7% +/-3.9 
      Moved in 1980 to 1989 53 +/-29 5.4% +/-2.9 
      Moved in 1979 and earlier 90 +/-34 9.1% +/-3.4 
          
VEHICLES AVAILABLE         
    Occupied housing units 988 +/-98 988 (X) 
      No vehicles available 257 +/-71 26.0% +/-6.4 
      1 vehicle available 388 +/-86 39.3% +/-7.2 
      2 vehicles available 246 +/-63 24.9% +/-6.2 
      3 or more vehicles available 97 +/-39 9.8% +/-4.0 
          
HOUSE HEATING FUEL         
    Occupied housing units 988 +/-98 988 (X) 
      Utility gas 854 +/-99 86.4% +/-5.4 
      Bottled, tank, or LP gas 4 +/-7 0.4% +/-0.7 
      Electricity 130 +/-56 13.2% +/-5.5 
      Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-3.0 
      Coal or coke 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-3.0 
      Wood 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-3.0 
      Solar energy 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-3.0 
      Other fuel 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-3.0 
      No fuel used 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-3.0 
          
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS         
    Occupied housing units 988 +/-98 988 (X) 
      Lacking complete plumbing facilities 5 +/-8 0.5% +/-0.8 
      Lacking complete kitchen facilities 8 +/-8 0.8% +/-0.8 
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      No telephone service available 57 +/-40 5.8% +/-4.0 
          
OCCUPANTS PER ROOM         
    Occupied housing units 988 +/-98 988 (X) 
      1.00 or less 980 +/-97 99.2% +/-1.4 
      1.01 to 1.50 8 +/-14 0.8% +/-1.4 
      1.51 or more 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-3.0 
          
VALUE         
    Owner-occupied units 399 +/-57 399 (X) 
      Less than $50,000 158 +/-49 39.6% +/-10.4 
      $50,000 to $99,999 213 +/-46 53.4% +/-11.2 
      $100,000 to $149,999 1 +/-3 0.3% +/-0.8 
      $150,000 to $199,999 27 +/-36 6.8% +/-8.7 
      $200,000 to $299,999 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-7.2 
      $300,000 to $499,999 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-7.2 
      $500,000 to $999,999 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-7.2 
      $1,000,000 or more 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-7.2 
      Median (dollars) 56,600 +/-6,237 (X) (X) 
          
MORTGAGE STATUS         
    Owner-occupied units 399 +/-57 399 (X) 
      Housing units with a mortgage 196 +/-53 49.1% +/-11.6 
      Housing units without a mortgage 203 +/-56 50.9% +/-11.6 
          
SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS (SMOC)         
    Housing units with a mortgage 196 +/-53 196 (X) 
      Less than $500 28 +/-27 14.3% +/-12.0 
      $500 to $999 116 +/-37 59.2% +/-14.2 
      $1,000 to $1,499 52 +/-29 26.5% +/-12.0 
      $1,500 to $1,999 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-14.2 
      $2,000 to $2,499 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-14.2 
      $2,500 to $2,999 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-14.2 
      $3,000 or more 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-14.2 
      Median (dollars) 808 +/-135 (X) (X) 
          
    Housing units without a mortgage 203 +/-56 203 (X) 
      Less than $250 65 +/-37 32.0% +/-18.3 
      $250 to $399 107 +/-55 52.7% +/-20.1 
      $400 to $599 31 +/-25 15.3% +/-11.7 
      $600 to $799 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-13.7 
      $800 to $999 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-13.7 
      $1,000 or more 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-13.7 
      Median (dollars) 335 +/-50 (X) (X) 
          
SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS AS A 
PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME 
(SMOCAPI) 

        

    Housing units with a mortgage (excluding units 
where SMOCAPI cannot be computed) 

186 +/-51 186 (X) 

      Less than 20.0 percent 63 +/-34 33.9% +/-15.4 
      20.0 to 24.9 percent 20 +/-18 10.8% +/-8.8 
      25.0 to 29.9 percent 31 +/-21 16.7% +/-11.3 
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      30.0 to 34.9 percent 28 +/-25 15.1% +/-11.6 
      35.0 percent or more 44 +/-24 23.7% +/-11.5 
          
      Not computed 10 +/-8 (X) (X) 
          
    Housing unit without a mortgage (excluding units 
where SMOCAPI cannot be computed) 

203 +/-56 203 (X) 

      Less than 10.0 percent 60 +/-38 29.6% +/-16.4 
      10.0 to 14.9 percent 61 +/-45 30.0% +/-18.6 
      15.0 to 19.9 percent 19 +/-15 9.4% +/-7.1 
      20.0 to 24.9 percent 26 +/-25 12.8% +/-11.9 
      25.0 to 29.9 percent 10 +/-10 4.9% +/-5.6 
      30.0 to 34.9 percent 2 +/-4 1.0% +/-1.9 
      35.0 percent or more 25 +/-22 12.3% +/-10.9 
          
      Not computed 0 +/-11 (X) (X) 
          
GROSS RENT         
    Occupied units paying rent 571 +/-97 571 (X) 
      Less than $500 53 +/-38 9.3% +/-6.3 
      $500 to $999 464 +/-100 81.3% +/-8.9 
      $1,000 to $1,499 54 +/-38 9.5% +/-6.8 
      $1,500 to $1,999 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-5.1 
      $2,000 to $2,499 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-5.1 
      $2,500 to $2,999 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-5.1 
      $3,000 or more 0 +/-11 0.0% +/-5.1 
      Median (dollars) 679 +/-81 (X) (X) 
          
      No rent paid 18 +/-21 (X) (X) 
          
GROSS RENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF 
HOUSEHOLD INCOME (GRAPI) 

        

    Occupied units paying rent (excluding units where 
GRAPI cannot be computed) 

506 +/-90 506 (X) 

      Less than 15.0 percent 40 +/-33 7.9% +/-6.5 
      15.0 to 19.9 percent 48 +/-34 9.5% +/-6.6 
      20.0 to 24.9 percent 7 +/-9 1.4% +/-1.9 
      25.0 to 29.9 percent 55 +/-40 10.9% +/-7.4 
      30.0 to 34.9 percent 31 +/-24 6.1% +/-4.7 
      35.0 percent or more 325 +/-84 64.2% +/-12.3 
          
      Not computed 83 +/-46 (X) (X) 
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Subject Marion County, Indiana 
      Occupied housing units Owner-occupied housing 

units 
Renter-occupied housing 
units 

      Estimate Margin of 
Error 

Estimate Margin of 
Error 

Estimate Margin of 
Error 

Occupied housing units 363,558 +/-1,997 197,290 +/-1,881 166,268 +/-2,063 
HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN THE PAST 
12 MONTHS (IN 2015 INFLATION-
ADJUSTED DOLLARS) 

            

  Less than $5,000 5.1% +/-0.3 2.3% +/-0.2 8.4% +/-0.5 
  $5,000 to $9,999 4.7% +/-0.3 1.7% +/-0.2 8.4% +/-0.5 
  $10,000 to $14,999 6.3% +/-0.2 3.2% +/-0.3 10.0% +/-0.5 
  $15,000 to $19,999 6.7% +/-0.3 4.3% +/-0.3 9.5% +/-0.6 
  $20,000 to $24,999 6.3% +/-0.3 4.3% +/-0.3 8.7% +/-0.5 
  $25,000 to $34,999 12.4% +/-0.4 9.5% +/-0.4 15.8% +/-0.6 
  $35,000 to $49,999 15.5% +/-0.4 14.9% +/-0.5 16.1% +/-0.7 
  $50,000 to $74,999 17.6% +/-0.5 21.0% +/-0.6 13.5% +/-0.6 
  $75,000 to $99,999 10.4% +/-0.3 14.6% +/-0.5 5.4% +/-0.3 
  $100,000 to $149,999 9.6% +/-0.3 15.1% +/-0.5 3.1% +/-0.3 
  $150,000 or more 5.3% +/-0.2 8.9% +/-0.4 1.1% +/-0.2 
  Median household income (dollars) 42,168 +/-428 60,246 +/-823 27,861 +/-521 

 

 

 

 

TABLE 13: Marion County Income Distribution 


