There’s No Place Like Home: A Closer L
Housing in Hendricks County




MIBOR REALTOR® Association is the professional association
representing central Indiana’s REALTORS®. Founded in 1912, MIBOR
serves the needs of more than 10,000 members in Boone, Brown,
Decatur, Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, Johnson, Madison, Marion,
Montgomery, Morgan, and Shelby counties.

Mission:

MIBOR REALTOR® Association empowers members and strengthens

the marketplace in central Indiana through collaboration, advocacy,
professionalism, education and innovation.
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As Central Indiana REALTORS®, you may often be asked, “How's the market?” Members of MIBOR have access to the most up-to-
date market data in Central Indiana. We hope you leverage this data to get in front of your clients and serve as their partner in

navigating this fast-paced market.

Log into MIBOR Central to utilize even more features of this tool!
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County Total Populations: 2010-2021
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County Populations: 25-44-year-olds: 2010-2021
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County Populations: 65 years+: 2010-2021
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County Populations Projection 2021 - 2050
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EXisting Housing Stock: Hendricks County

HOUSING OCCUPANCY HOUSING PRODUCT TYPE

Total housing units 65,852 65,852 Total housing units 65,852 65,852
Occupied housing units 62,91 95.50% 1-unit, detached 52,025 79.00%
Owner-occupied 49,130 78.10% 1-unit, attached 3,370 5.10%
Renter-occupied 13,781 21.90% 2 units 745 1.10%
Vacant housing units 2,941 4.50% 3 or 4 units 985 1.50%
Homeowner vacancy rate 0.6 0.9) 5 to 9 units 2,768 4.20%
Rental vacancy rate 4.1 0,9) 10 to 19 units 2,708 4.10%
Avg HH size of owner-occupied unit 2.84 x) 20 or more units 2,082 3.20%
Avg HH size of renter-occupied unit 2.21 (0,9) Mobile home 1,169 1.80%
Source: US Census Bureau, 2021 ACS 5-year estimates Source: US Census Bureau, 2021 ACS 5-year estimates ‘ ‘
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Cost Burden for Households in Hendricks County

RENTERS COST BURDEN

HOMEOWNER COST BURDEN

Occ_Units paying Rent 13,170 13,170
Housing units w/Mortgage 36,523 36,523 - —

Less than 15.0 percent 2,317 17.60%

Less than 20.0 percent 23,110 63.30%
15.0 to 19.9 percent 1,690 12.80%

20.0 to 24.9 percent 4,926 13.50%
20.0 to 24.9 percent 2,214 16.80%

25.0 to 29.9 percent 2,462 6.70%
25.0 to 29.9 percent 1,383 10.50%

30.0 to 34.9 percent 1,734 4.70%
2 30.0 to 34.9 percent 1,524 11.60%
35.0 percent or more 4,291 1.70% 35.0 percent or more 4,042 30.70%

Not computed 45 (0,9 Not computed 611 )
Source: US Census Bureau, 2021 ACS 5-year estimates Source: US Census Bureau, 2021 ACS 5-year estimates ‘ ‘
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Incomes by Household Type and Purchasing Power
Hendricks County

Total 62,91 47,239 38,059 15,672

Less than $10,000 2.20% 1.30% 0.60% 5.20% $30,000 $0 $0
$10,000 to $14,999 1.40% 0.60% 0.10% 4.30% $30,000 $37,499 $44,997
$15,000 to $24,999 3.70% 2.60% 1.60% 8.60% $45,000 $59,999 $74,997
$25,000 to $34,999 5.30% 3.30% 2.10% 13.30% $75,000 $89,999 $104,997
$35,000 to $49,999 9.20% 7.50% 4.10% 16.30% $105,000 $127,499 $149,997
$50,000 to $74,999 18.90% 17.00% 15.80% 21.70% $150,000 $187,499 $224,997
$75,000 to $99,999 16.40% 17.90% 18.20% 13.30% $225,000 $262,499 $299,997
$100,000 to $149,999 23.00% 26.30% 29.40% 11.00% $300,000 | $374,999 $449,997
$150,000 to $199,999 10.60% 12.40% 14.80% 3.70% $450,000 | $524,999 $599,997
$200,000 or more 9.10% 11.10% 13.30% 2.60% $0 $0 $600,000
Median income (dollars) $87,961 $99,646 $111,155 $51,710 $155,130 $263,883 $333,465
Mean income (dollars) $109,086 $121,420 $134,489 $66,203 $198,609 $327,258 $403,467

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, 2017-2021 American Community Survey, 5-Year Estimates; Author’s calculations.
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Hendricks County Community Patterns
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Flow of Workers by GDP by County, and

Income Percent Work From Home

2021 PCT

Geography 2021 GDP (000) PCT OF STATE PCT OF MSA WFH*
Indiana $346,240,868 100.0%
LIVE OUT/ LIVE IN/ LIVE IN/ Boone, IN $3,805,313 1.1% 2.9% N/A
WORKER INCOME WORK IN WORK IN WORK OUT Brown, IN $250,416 0.1% 0.2% A
LOWER WAGE 11,556 3,434 7,880 Hamilton, IN $19,431,795 5.6% 14.6% 27.4%
MID WAGE 21,084 5,190 14,120 Hancock, IN $3,168,895 0.9% 2 4% N/A
HIGHEIZ VI\-ICGE 15,669 5,845 32,160 Hendricks, IN $7.213,615 s . —
WORKERS 48,309 14,469 54,160 CCECLD L S e 16% 4.1% N/A
LOWER WAGE% 23.9% 23.7% 14.5% Madison, IN 33,469,013 1.0% 2.6% 13.3%
MID WAGE% 43.6% 35.9% 26.1% Marion, IN $86,015,333 24.8% 64.6% 16.2%
HIGHER WAGE% 32.4% 40.4% 59.4% Morgan, IN $1,555,579 0.4% 1.2% N/A
Putnam, IN $995,457 0.3% 0.7% N/A
LOWER = $1,251 LESS Shelby, IN $1,827.196 0.5% 4% N/A
MID = $1,251 - $3,333
MSA $133,250,637 38.5% 100.0%

HIGHER = $3,333+ MONTH

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, CAGDP1 County and MSA gross domestic product (GDP) summary;
SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, Center for Economic Studies, LEHD *U.S. Census Bureau, 2021 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates (WFH = Work from home)




2022 Community Preference Survey Results

In 2022, MIBOR REALTOR® Association
and the Indianapolis MPO
commissioned American Strategies to
conduct a survey regarding the
community preferences of central

MIBOR

REALTOR ASSOCIATION ) )
Indiana residents.
AMERICAN é’smmmms Between April 18t - April 29th,
American Strategies collected 1,500
responses throughout the 12 county
MIBOR Service Area*.
*MIBOR Service Area: Boone, Brown, Decatur, Hamilton, Hancock, Hendricks, Johnson, Madison, Marion, Montgomery, Morgan, and Shelby Counties /‘/‘
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Overall Satisfaction with Quality of Life
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Overall Satisfaction with Quality of Life
Hendricks County
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Satisfaction with Community Features: Central Indiana
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Importance of Community Features: Central Indiana

SAFETY OF THE COMMUNITY AND LEVEL OF CRIME
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Importance vs. Satisfaction of Community Features:
Central Indiana
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Satisfaction with Community Features Hendricks County

SAFETY OF THE COMMUNITY AND LEVEL OF CRIME

AVAILABILITY OF HOSPITALS AND DOCTORS' OFFICES [ 78%
PARKS, PLAYGROUNDS, AND TRAILS NEARBY [ 69%
HIGH QUALITY puBLIC scHooLs NN 68%
RELIABLE, HIGH-SPEED INTERNET [ 66%
THE LENGTH OF YOUR COMMUTE TO scHooL orR WORK I
siDEWALKs I
CULTURAL RESOURCES LIKE LIBRARIES, THEATERS, MUSIC VENUES, AND oy
PLACES OF WORSHIP
THE QUALITY OF STREETS AND ROADS NG 50%
THE AFFORDABILITY OF HOUSING, INCLUDING APARTMENTS, ey 5o/
TOWNHOMES, AND HOUSES °
LEVEL OF PROPERTY TAXES AND OTHER LOCAL TAXEs [

THE NUMBER OF SHOPS OR RESTAURANTS WITHIN WALKING DISTANCE OF oo
YOUR HOME

AVAILABILITY AND QUALITY OF PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION [N

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

7A /A

Source: MIBOR REALTOR® Association, Indy MPO, 2022 Community Preference Survey M|BOR
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Importance of Community Features: Hendricks County
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Importance vs. Satisfaction of Community Features:
Hendricks County
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Current vs. Preferred Location Type: Hendricks County
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Source: MIBOR REALTOR® Association, Indy MPO, 2022 Community Preference Survey




Importance of House vs. Neighborhood Location
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Importance of Budget in Deciding Where to Live?
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Source: MIBOR REALTOR® Association, Indy MPO, 2022 Community Preference Survey M|BOR



Preferred Housing Product Type:
Central Indiana, 2018 vs. 2022
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Preferred Housing Product Type:
Hendricks County and Central Indiana

70%

67%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

16% 16%

SF Detached SF Attached (Townhouse) Something else Apartment/Condo Mobile Home

0%

® Hendricks County m Central Indiana

7N/

Source: MIBOR REALTOR® Association, Indy MPO, 2022 Community Preference Survey M|BOR



Preferred Neighborhood Type:
Hendricks County and Central Indiana
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Importance of Features Since the Pandemic:
Hendricks County
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Active Inventory, Single-family homes,

Hendricks County

January 2023
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Median Sales Price, Single-family homes,

Hendricks County
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New Listings, Single-family homes,

Hendricks County

January 2023
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Days on Market, Single-family homes,

Hendricks County

January 2023
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CENTRAL INDIANA

HOUSING THE REGION’S
WORKFORCE
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PROJECTED JOB GROWTH = -
WILL DRIVE DEMAND FOR l 'TT

NEW HUUSING UNITS. NEW JOBS MEW HOUSEHOLDS NEW HOUSING UNITS
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*Reprasents emplayment-disen demand anly, Addtianal damend coukd be 18 times the smployment-driven damand, prmeee than 324,000 net naw units, Frics shudies i Washingion DU and Mnnsapals, MM found that fotal hawsing
demard erdad (o ba betisen 15 and 2.0 dmes the smplowmentdeiven damand
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THE INDIANAPOLIS REGION
IS UNDERBUILDING EACH YEAR BY

1,750 UNITS




THE TYPES UF JUBS “‘m‘“‘“ TODAY, ONLY y OF AMERICANS ARE MARRIED.

R E B I U N A F F E BTS 201N, Addiicnally, more waung |:&:1:n|§ ara forgalng mamage all tegether, up fram just § parcent In 19640 42 20 percent in 2012,

HOUSEHOLD AGE, M“ A3% o usoomros 20% TODAY
s I Z E y A N D MA K E U P' Yaunger generallons are wating knger 1o star families. Over the la=145 years, the median age of fist-ime methers has increased by &

MARRIED W/ KIDS IN 1950,
years. Amedcan families have gatien smaller since WE0, resuling In the nesd far smaller homes.
Industry sectors with a younger
workforce (retail, accommodations
used to drive the employment- *? i M
driven model are based on current

and food services) are more likely to
population trends. HOUSEHOLD OF THE PAST HOUSEHOLDS OF TODAY

live alone or in smaller household
sizes. This and other patterns

Saurce: U5 Census; Mew York Times, “Late Mamiage and #s Consequences,” 2003; Time, “Why 25% of Millennials Will Never Get Marmed,” 2014,
NPR. “Average Age of First-Time Moms Keeps Climbing In the US" 200%: Bleomberg, “Millarnilale S8 Want Kids, =t Nat Right Mew?” 2016

M BAGI greenatreet jj s Sturtevant

MIBOR
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CREATING THE RIGHT SUPPLY
IS critical.




BUT COMMONLY HELD MISCONCEPTIONS LIMIT THE REGION’S ABILITY TO DELIVER

the right product

at the rignt price points
i in the right focations.

REAITOWR ASSORTATION



HIHEI] HOUSING PRODUCTS AND
MIXED VALUES WILL DEPRESS
NEARBY HOME VALUES

ALTERNATIVE HOUSING TYPES
INCREASE NEIGHBORHOOD
CRIME RATES

THERE'S NO DEMAND FOR
NEW HOUSING TYPES

DENSER NEIGHBORHOODS BURDEN
SCHOOLS AND ARE COSTLIER
T0 SERVICE

FIRE SAFETY INCREASES AS
RESIDENTIAL DENSITY DECREASES

DEHSE HOUSING WILL
NEGATIVELY AFFECT
TRAFFIC AND PARKING

I]IFF.EFIEHT HOUSING TYPES, OR
DENSER HOUSING, ARE UGLY
AND OUT OF CONTEXT




MIXED HOUSING PRODUCTS AND
MIXED VALUES WILL DEPRESS
NEARBY HOME VALUES

Those new apartments will drag down the value of my home.”




APPRAISER DATA/PROCESS SHOWS DIFFERENT
HOUSING TYPES ARE CATEGORICALLY NOT INVOLVED IN
DEVELOPMENT OF COMPS FOR HOME SALES

Owar the past few decades, more than a dozen reports conducted
throughout the nation studied price appreciation/depreciation in mixed-
income neighborhoods. Researchers overwhalmingly agree on several
relevant findings:

« There is no evidence suggesting the meare presence of affordable housing units
reduced the value of higher priced homes within the same neighborhood

» Ininstances when devaluation does occur, the effect is negligible - eguivalent to
removing 0.5 sguare feet from the home's square footage (Lyons and Loveridge)

» The change in adjacent proparty values - pasitive or negative - is largely due to
design quality and upkeep of affordable units, not their seliing price or assessed
value ([Cummings and Landis)

MULTIPLE STUDIES HAVE FOUND MIXED PRODUCT
TYPE HAS POSITIVE IMPACTS ON PRICE VALUE OF
ADJACENT SINGLE FAMILY

In 2010, the Partnership for Housing Affordability conducted an analysis
of neighborhoods with mixed-income/mixed-use housing. These
neighborhoods were shown to have positive impacts on surrounding
neighborhoods, including higher home price appreciation and lower crime
levels compared to other parts of the region.

price appreciation of single family homes for units located
within 300 feet of multifamily units compared to units in
single-use neighborhoods.

Source NEHA compatatiens besed andata in LS Camin frsauand the Denarment of Hoammg and Urssn Delsfapmenl American Hoosog Suneey, Moking Mes-imoms Meiphiormoeds Wk for Low-inimine Horssloids

M MYTHS IN
HOUSING

MIBOR | wecio
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DENSER NEIGHBORHOODS BURDEN
SCHOOLS AND ARE COSTLIER TO
SERVIGE




BUSTED:

RENTERS AND LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS HAVE FEWER
CHILDREN, NOT MORE

OWNER-QCCUPIED UNITS AND HIGH-INCOME
HOUSEHOLDS CONTRIBUTE THE MOST CHILDREN
TO INDIANAPOLIS-AREA SCHOOLS

owner-gccupied high-income (>$75,000)
households have 28% households have 21% more
maore children per unit children per unit compared
compared to rentar- to low-income households
cccupied houssholds

alis M54 2T ACS PUMS; Smart Growth Amencs The Fiscal implications of Dewwelogment Pattermee Indianspois

PN
7 W \linijs

MTc!era.ﬂonﬁ INDY REG

— ]
| == |

=]
]

AS HOUSING DENSITY INCREASES, PER-UNIT COST T0 BUILD
AND PROVIDE SERVICES DECREASES

SUBURBAN LOW .2 units por ocra)

12 321 onmual cost per urnt

SUBURBAN MEDIUM (0.3
F1.322 onnwal cost par wnif

URBAN COMPACT (20.3;

i Eedsivioubisic | ntbreds 3,000 dwelling unifs uzed for each development
The per-unit cost to construct infrastructure and provide municipal services

is significantly lower for dwelling units located in compact, walkable
developments compared to low density auto-oriented neighborhoods.

Higher densities have been found to reduce per-unit residential

service costs related to Fire/EMS and Police, road maintenance, school
transportation, utilities, and solid waste pickup.

greenstreet '. 10



MUNICIPALITIES CAN
SAVE MONEY BY
BUILDING SMARTER,
MORE EFFICIENT
NEIGHBORHOODS.

Land development and
infrastructure cost of efficient
development can be up to one-
third less and save 10 percent on

on-going delivery of city services,

including police, ambulance,
and fire services. Additionally,
municipalities can generate 10

times more tax revenue per acre.

FISCAL BENEFITS OF COMPACT, WALKABLE DEVELOPMENT
oy

1/31ess 10y SAVINGS 10X REVENUE

Upfront Land Development alng De Comparad to Traditional
r-,|'|||||| ||_| | -1 B ICEE =~||||‘-:__'||| i |:I.._.',..I-'_.|ii'|'|'_|'||

E Infrastruciura Costs

& & DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS HAVE A HUGE EFFECT ON THE FINANCES OF A
TOWN OR CITY. THE COST OF INFRASTRUCTURE LIKE ROADS AND SEWERS, AS WELL AS
SERVICES LIKE FIRE DEPARTMENTS, AMBLILAMCES AND POLICE ARE MAJOR BUDGET ITEMS FOR
ANY MUNICIPALITY, AND DECISIONS ABDUT DEVELOPMENT PATTERMNS CAM RAISE OR LOWER
THE COST OF THESE SERVICES, THESE CHOICES HAVE SIGNIFICANT IMPLICATHINS FOR PUBLIC
BUDGETS IN COMMUNITIES EVERYWHERE.

Sourgs: Smsr Growdh America, The Fiscal implications of Development Fatlems Indisnapalis, B, 2005; Smart Growth America, Buliding Bettar Budgets, 2013

m i* Lm s-mrteu.unt



DENSE HOUSING WILL NEGATIVELY
AFFECT TRAFFIC AND PARKING

Cur roads couldn’t handle the traffic from a dense new development.”




BUSTED:

ISOLATED LOW DENSITY UNITS GENERATE MORE DAILY
TRIPS PER UNIT, ESPECIALLY AT PEAK HOUR

PEAK HOUR VEHICLE TRIPS PER UNIT

SINGLE USE/SUBURBAN >
061 peok hour tipsfuni fovg.)

WALKABILITY ADDS VALUE

MIXED USE/URBAN
023 peak-hour tipsfun fovg.)

By reducing the number of vehicle trips, residents are able to spend less
on transportation costs and allocate more money to housing. A 2016
Redfin study found that one WalkScore point can increase the value of a
home by an average of

source [T Trip Benerotion Monad, A0 Fadar, Kimieg-Hom & Axsocates; Digital Wedia Productions; Redfi

‘ YTHS IN
ASoR HOUSING

REALTOR ASSOCIATION

alternative approach: roadway design
AT R 1 - | Conventional street networks flafl too)
: . =% make heavy use of large, widely spaced
-{ arterials fed by smallar, disconnacted
-] roadways. Limited route choices contribute
-] to congestion on large roads and create
-] longer, inefficient trips often unsafe for

walking and bicycling.

Connected street grids (lefi bottam)

et provide a variety of more direct routes,
1k spreading traffic more evenly among

- roadways. Enhanced connections create

=+t1 safe, multimodal accessibility to nearby

—. amenities.

greenstreet . 12



ALTERNATIVE HOUSING TYPES
INCREASE NEIGHBORHOOD
CRIME RATES

| wouldn't feel safe living next to dense housing.”




THE INTRODUCTION OF LOW INCOME HOUSING UNITS
HAS BEEN FOUND TO REDUCE CRIME, EVEN IN HIGH
INCOME NEIGHBORHOODS

In 2016, Stanford University studied the effects caused by construction
of new, affordable or low income housing units within established
neighborhoods of all price ranges. The study concluded that the
introduction of affordable units:
Reduced the rates of violent crime and property crime for properties within one
mile of the affordable units in all neighborhoods, including neighborhoods in the

highest income category
Revitalized and raised nearby property values in low income neighborhoods

Additionally, nationwide studies by Harvard University's Joint Center for
Housing Studies (2007) and Partnership for Housing Affordability (2010)
found no relationship between mixed-income neighborhoods and residential
crime rates.

alternative approach: CPTED

The strategies of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
{CPTED) take advantage of pre-existing environmental assets or change
the design features and condition of particular buildings in an attempt
to deter criminal activity, increase overall safety for citizens, and reduce
citizen fear of crime.

i '_ .—HI:HFII' o l._'

Meintenance
Taking steps to ensure
that pubfic and private
properties are always well
maintained to commumnicate
the sense that a space is
occupied and used

Access Control
Taking steps to differentiate
public and private spaces
throuwgh the use of design
glements

Surveillance
Understanding the
relationship of natural
features and the activities
of people can maximize
visibility and foster positive
social interaction

greenstreet . 14



FIRE SAFETY INCREASES AS
RESIDENTIAL DENSITY DECREASES




INCREASED SAFETY RESULTS FROM DESIGN,
AWARENESS, AND LOCATION

Despite the increased density and decreased separation between attached
dwalling units, the comparative safety of fires in multi-unit structures can be
attributed to several factors typically associated with their construction:

» Increased fire protection regulations, including sprinkler systems

+ Dedicated maintenance staff to ensure proper operation of alarms and
prevention systems

« Presence of nearby residents for early reporting

= Ability for first responders to more quickly and easily find the location of
fires compared to single family, which may be set back from road or within
neighborhood with a confusing network of streets

Despite setback regulations for single family dwellings often establishing
separation distances much higher than required by fire codes, only 553 of
national single family and duplex fires spread to a new structure

Soume FEWA LS. Fre Adminisiiation; infematzinal Code Courel imematicnal Residents! Tode; Congress far the New Utbensm

-

Moie Resdential fires accumng nationwide between 2073- 2015

MYTHS IN
PN

alternative approach: collaborative initiatives

At first glance, the growing desire to construct narrower, pedestrian
friendly streets in mixed-use neighborhoods appears to contradict with
the accessibility needed by local public safety officials. An increasing
number of communities are exploring collaborative initiatives, such as
the Emergency Response & Street Design Initiative, with the goal of
amending design regulations to allow walkability without compromising
citizens’ safety. Benefits of smaller, well connected strests serving
walkable mixed use neighborhoods include:

= Lower speed limits result in fewer vehicle and pedestrian collisions, reducing
the number of emergency responses

= Multiple and shorter paths provided by connected streets can reduce
emergency response times

= Compact development results in less distance between residents and
emergency response units

In 2001, the City of Raleigh, Morth Carolina required additional street
connections to be constructed on all new residential subdivisions., Within
seven years, average citywide emergency response times dropped by

a reduction of EE4.

greenstreet '. 16



DIFFERENT HOUSING TYPES, OR
DENSER HOUSING, ARE UGLY AND OUT
OF CONTEXT

It wouldn't look right in this neighborhood.”




reality #
CREATIVE DESIGN CAN BLEND ALTERNATIVE UNITS
IN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS

L‘:::rur '_,-'a-rd ".|'I||E| -iDupIE:.'- | T-::uwnh-:nrr'nes C-:-urty.srtl Luttage Townhomes
Stapleton, Colorado Urbana, Hlinois Bosion, Massachuselis sfapleton, Cokbrado
M‘Eﬂaﬂgﬁhﬂ greenstreet @ 18
MIBOR INDY REGIDOM



ATTAINABLE CAN BE ATTRACTIVE

Affordable housing units can be designed to integrate with the
design and form of adjacent traditional units in today's mixed-
income neighborhoods.

hit /8 units/acre M??ﬂ,ﬂmﬁﬂ'ﬂ'“‘“ S 50 units/acre

Tl
F"nutt hg-:n-e F‘ubhc H-:n usl
Ca

5t Lows, Missoun ar

M MTTHS IH resnstreet ' 19
I‘IBéR !-P!I-Ell}‘rl'!lEE IDILE :
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HOUSING MYTH

THERE'S NO DEMAND FOR
NEW HOUSING TYPES

‘ ‘ Residents wouldn’t want to live in that type of housing.”

— general comment regarding development of non-single family detached products




AS AGE AND DEMOGRAPHICS CHANGE,
S0 DO HOUSING NEEDS

1in 5

Americans will be 65 or older expected growth of single-person
by 2030 households in America by 2030
% 69 %
56% 43%
of central Indiana residents central Indiana residents consider of central Indiana residents
prefer to live in small-lot homes neighborhood qualities more consider walkable amenities
in walkable neighborhoods over important than individual home ‘important’ or *very important’
large-lot, auto-dependent homes qualities gualities in deciding where to live

Source: MIDOR 2022 Commimity Proference Survey; LS. Censos Buresis: Pew Research Center; Urban Gaeen and ULT Research

M MﬂHS IH resnstreet l. 21
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HIKEI] HOUSING PRODUCTS AND
MIXED VALUES WILL DEPRESS
NEARBY HOME VALUES

ALTERNATIVE HOUSING TYPES
INCREASE NEICHEURROOD
CRIME RATES

THERE'S NO DEMANE FOR
NEW HOUSING TYPLS

DENSER NEIGHBORHOODS BURDEN
SCHOOLS AND ARE COSTLIES

T0 SERVICE

“IRE SAFETY INCREASES AS
HESIDENTIAL NENSITY DECREASES

srceptions are completely true? NONE

JENSE HOUSING WILL
NEGATIVELY AFFECT
TRAFEIC AND PARKING

DIFFERENT HOUSING TYPES, OR
DENSER HOUSING, ARE UGLY
AND OUT OF CONTEXT




TO SOLVE THE REGION’S HOUSING ISSUES, WE NEED TD MAKE
DECISIONS BASED ON AVAILABLE DATA NOT my't S.




ABLE
PROBLEMS




HOWDOWE  THAI?




common goals:

BUILD & SELL DEVELOP SAFE, CREATE AN
QUALITY, DESIRABLE ENVIRONMENT THAT
IN-DEMAND HOMES COMMUNITIES SUPPORTS INVESTMENT

IF WE CAN AGREE ON THESE, WE CAN FIND AE®

M ABLE
/7V/ treet 4
YIBOR PROBLEMS greenstreet @




n ol

Create win-wins for
municipalities, builders, and

L

¢

home buvyers by bringing all
parties together to improve the
development and delivery of
housing in the Indy Region.

MIBOR



WHY WAS ZONING CREATED IN
THE FIRST PLACE?







“ We changed from a country in which landowners had
relatively unfettered freedom to add density to a countr :.
in which veto rights over new projects are shared by a

dizzying array of abutters and stakeholders.

-.CONSEQUENTLY, WE NOW BUILD FAR LESS IN THE MOST SUCCESSFLUL,
BEST EDUCATED PARTS OF THE COUNTRY, AND HOUSING PRICES IN

THESE AREAS ARE FAR HIGHER THAN CONSTRUCTION COSTS OR PRICES
ELSEWHERE."

— Edward Glaesear, Brookings Institutes
Raforming Land Uso Regulations
Published 2017

MIBOR



In some communities, this has broken the zoning and development
process, causing market failures and fiscal instability.

And ultimately creating communities that aren't as great as they could be.




i ST

Zoning should be rnarket respunswe and flscally sustainable.

lﬂll“.




REDUCE SINGLE-
FAMILY ONLY
ZONING DISTRICTS.

MAKE EHTITLEMENT
PROCESS MORE
COLLABORATIVE.

ELIMINATE
MINIMUMS.

DECIDE WHAT
YOU WANT AND
STICKTO IT.

MATCH
INFRASTRUCTURE
T0 DEVELOPMENT.

MAKE IT EASIER,
FASTER, AND MORE
AFFORDABLE TO BUILD
WHAT YOU WANT.




REDUCE SINGLE-FAMILY
ONLY ZONING DISTRICTS.

IN THE U.5. OVER 75% OF LAND IS LIMITED TO SINGLE-FAMILY DETACHED ONLY
ZONING. THIS GREATLY REDUCES THE QUANTITY OF HOUSING THAT CAN BE
DEVELOPED LEADING TO UNDERPRODUCTION OF HOUSING IN SOME COMMUNITIES
LIKE CENTRAL INDIANA. DOWN ZONING TO AGRICULTURE OR LOW DENSITY ALSO
IMPACTS THE AVAILABILITY OF DEVELOPABLE LAND.




fixable problem
REDUCE THE AMOUNT
OF LAND THAT IS ZONED

EXCLUSIVELY SINGLE-
FAMILY DETACHED.

INCREASE OPPORTUNITIES
FOR GENTLE DENSITY
DEVELOPMENTS. ALLOW BY
RIGHT DEVELOPMENT OF
SMALL OR IRREGULAR LOTS,
TOWNHOMES, DUPLEXES
AND GQUADS IN RESIDENTIAL
ZONING DISTRICTS.

MIXED SINGLE-FAMILY AMD MULTI-FAMILY

A

MIBOR

ABLE
PROBLEMS




ELIMINATE
MINIMUMS.

REGULATORY COSTS ACCOUNT FOR NEARLY 25 PERCENT OF THE TOTAL HOME
PRICE. MINIMUM LOT SIZES, MINIMUM DENSITIES, MINIMUM HOUSE SIZES ALL
IMPACT COST AND HOW THEY ARE EMBRACED BY THE MARKET. BY ALLOWING
THE MARKET TO DICTATE THESE, APPROPRIATE HOMES CAN BE BUILT FOR A
BEROADER SWATH OF THE MARKET. (NAHB 2021)




fixable problem

ELIMINATE
STANDARD
MINIMUMS.

REMOVE REGULATORY
BEARRIERS TO ALLOW FOR
A VARIETY OF HOME AND
LOT SIZES AS DEMANDED
BY THE MARKET. THIS MAY
INCLUDE SMALLER HOMES
FOR EMPTY NESTERS AND
SINGLES AS WELL AS
DENSER NEIGHBORHOODS
THAT BETTER SUPPORT
WALKABILITY.

M .

MARRCW LOTS AMD INFILL [

SMALL APARTMETS

OR CONDOS

tﬁ & |

TOWNHOMES FOR E-J.LE OR FEHT




MAITCH INFRASTRUCTURE
10 DEVELOPMENT.

OVERSIZED ROADS AND OTHER INFRASTRUCTURE INCREASE COST AND

CONSUME VALUABLE LAND THAT COULD BE USED FOR HOUSING. ADDITIONALLY,
INFRASTRUCTURE BECOMES A COST BURDEN TO MUNICIPALITIES BRINGING DOWN
REVENUES AND DRIVING UP COSTS.




fixable problem
MATCH INFRASTRUCTURE

STANDARDS T0 ACTUAL
DEVELOPMENT INTENSITY.

ALIGN INFRASTRUCTURE
STANDARDS WITH
DEVELOPMENT INTENSITY
ALLOWED AND/OR PROPOSED
TO MANAGE COST FOR BOTH
THE DEVELOPER (TODAY)
AND THE MUNICIPALITY

(IN THE FUTURE.)




fixable problem
MATCH INFRASTRUCTURE

STANDARDS T0 ACTUAL
DEVELOPMENT INTENSITY

NARROWER STREETS FORCE Reddiittiaendl ) | :

CARS TO SLOW DOWN AND CAN e ok i et ey e q
GREATLY REDUCE FATALITIES i / e S G NI 4 i
OF PEDESTRIANS. _ = '

PEDESTRIANS HAVE A 95% SURVIVAL
RATE AT 20 MPH VERSUS ONLY A 10%
SURVIVAL RATE AT 40 MPH.

THIS CAN REDUCE FUTURE
MAINTENANCE COST, INCREASE THE
PRODUCTIVITY OF THE LAND, AND
REDUCE THE COST OF EACH LOT

(Tom) HAR [hodtam) Sumgaiwer

- EN LT




MAKE ENTITLEMENT PROCESS
MORE COLLABORATIVE.

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE
EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE




fixable problem
MAKE THE ENTITLEMENT
PROCESS MORE

COLLABORATIVE DURING
THE EARLY PHASE.

REDUCE TIME, RISK AND
WASTED INVESTMENT BY
WORKING

COLLABORATIVELY EARLY

IN THE DESIGN PROCESS.

Mk OF HOUSING TYPES GEMERATES WIBRAMCY




DECIDE WHAT YOU
WANT AND STICK TOIT.

ENSURE THAT STAFF, APPOINTED/ELECTED OFFICIALS, AND OTHER
DECISIONS MAKERS UNDERSTAND WHAT THE COMMUNITY AND CONSUMERS
WANT AND STICK TO THAT. PERSONAL PREFERENCE OR IDEAS ON WHAT
CONSUMERS WANT, DON'T HAVE A PLACE IN THE REVIEW PROCESS.




fixable problem
DECIDE WHAT THE
COMMUNITY WANTS

T0 SEE BUILT AND
STICKTOT.

ALL GUIDING AND
REGULATORY DOCUMENTS
SHOULD COMPLEMENT AND
SUPPORT ONME ANOTHER.
REQUIREMENTS NEED TO
REINFORCE AND REFLECT
DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT
TYPES DESIRED BY THE
BROADER COMMUNITY, NOT
PERSONAL PREFERENCES.

ABLE
A
MIBOR PROBLEMS

GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AMND REGULATIONS

>

COMPREHENSIVE AREA AND LAND USE
PLAN SUBAREA PLANS CODES

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

greenstreet ® 26




MAKE IT EASIER, FASTER,
AND MORE AFFORDABLE
10 BUILD WHAT YOU WANT.

ONCE YOU DECIDE WHAT YOU WANT, REGULATE FOR IT. ALLOW DESIRED
PRODUCT TYPES, PRICE POINTS, NEIGHEORHOOD TYPES, ETC. TO BE BUILT
BY RIGHT. REDUCE REGULATORY HURDLES, DISCOUNT APPLICATION AND
REGULATORY FEES TO EASE THE WAY FOR BUILDERS.




5. M.ART HOUSING IN ALUSTIN, TX §

fixable problem

MAKE IT EASIER,
FASTER, AND MORE
AFFORDABLE TO BUILD
WHAT THE COMMUNITY
WANTS TO SEE.

REDUCE THE REGULATORY
AND FINANCIAL BARRIERS TO
BUILDING DESIRED HOUSING
AND NEIGHBORHOOD

TYPES. THIS CAN INCLUDE
REDUCED FEES, EXPEDITED
REVIEWS, OR INCENTIVES TO
ENCOURAGE BUILDERS.

o ABLE
A
MIBOR PH’DE-I._H'E

REALTOR ASSOCIATION




IF WE CAN AGREE ON THESE,
WE CAN START TO CENTRAL INDIANA’S HOUSING CHALLENGES.

BUILD & SELL DEVELOP SAFE, CREATE AN
QUALITY, DESIRABLE ENVIRONMENT THAT
IN-DEMAND HOMES COMMUNITIES SUPPORTS INVESTMENT

A

MIBOR

PRDEElE-E'IS greenstreet @ 29



REDUCE SINGLE- ELIMINATE

FAMILY ONLY MINIMUMS.
70NING DISTRICTS.

I © DECIDE WHAT
ENTITLEMENT YOU WANT AND

PROCESS MORE STICKTOIT.
COLLABORATIVE

MATCH
INFRASTRUCTURE T
DEVELOPMENT.

MAKE IT EASIER,
FASTER, AND MORE
AFFORDABLE T0 BUILD
WHAT YOU WANT.




REGIONAL (potentialy statewide) COOPERATION IS NEEDED
TO TRULY fix THE HOUSING SHORTAGE WE ARE FACING.




Inventory continues to be
challenged. We need to
work collaboratively to
ensure we provide
housing for the workforce
of today and the future.

The right product.
The right price point.
The right location.

In Closing ...

We need to ensure As the region and

that our region and our communities
counties’ economic continue to grow,
development strategies we heed to ensure

are supported by a development is
robust housing strategic and

strategy. And vice- fiscally responsible,
versa. nhot only for today

but for the future.

It is critical that communities
continue to invest in quality
of place and amenities that
contribute to high quality of
life and attract a talented
workforce.




Questions?

Chris Pryor — Chief Advocacy Officer
chrispryor@mibor.com

Brad Coffing — Research Analyst
bradcoffing@mibor.com

MIBOR
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