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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
For the purposes of this report, we define homelessness prevention as efforts aimed at preventing
individuals from becoming homeless before they experience a crisis-related event that leads them
directly into homelessness. These efforts focus primarily on reducing the effects of housing instability,
and address populations that tend to be financially unstable. Related efforts to address their needs target
issues associated with both housing and income instability. Prevention differs from diversion, which is the
process of connecting individuals with immediate alternate housing arrangements and other resources,
and for which local efforts are aiming to improve that system as well. Prevention efforts require an entire
community to be focused, effective and actively involved with long-term perspectives to ultimately reduce
homelessness.

The goals of this report include:
1.

Assess key trends and contextual issues that can inform local homelessness prevention

strategies
2. Identify populations at risk of homelessness in Indianapolis, and for whom prevention
strategies may be effective
3. Understand Indianapolis’ readiness for homelessness prevention strategies
The first and second goals are addressed through exploratory research methods aimed at capturing the
Indianapolis context for homelessness prevention, including issues related to policy, housing instability,
and evictions. These activities are based in the existing body of research about recommendations for
prevention strategies in other locations and additional efforts to understand mechanisms for homelessness
in populations experiencing housing instability. Addressing the final goal is based in an understanding of
previous research that identifies commonalities across communities that have effectively implemented
homelessness prevention strategies.

TRENDS IN MARION COUNTY HOUSING INSTABILITY
Affordable housing and evictions are among the main causes of housing instability, and can directly lead
into homelessness. We assessed trends about renters in Marion County, housing affordability relative to
wage stagnation, and eviction rates.
• Marion County has a large proportion of renters, which has increased over time
and corresponds with national trends. The growth in renters suggests the lack
of affordability of homeownership, which is also a national implication of higher
proportions of individuals who rent.
• Wages have stagnated in Marion County while rental costs have increased, suggesting
families may be priced out of affordable housing opportunities. These trends vary
based on where one lives, where certain townships have better affordability ratios
relative to income. These areas also tend to have less racial/ethnic diversity.
• There are many mechanisms to provide affordable housing through federal subsidies
utilized by developers, landlords, and renters, but waitlists are long and eligible
individuals may not be guaranteed housing in a timely fashion. Additionally, individuals
may not be able to afford rent without subsidies, further showing the lack of affordable
housing opportunities for renters.
1

•

•

Marion County has some of the highest eviction and eviction filing rates, nationally,
state-wide, and regionally. Townships vary in eviction and eviction filing rates, but with
most experiencing declines over a five-year period.
Many factors are associated with areas that have high eviction and filing rates in
Marion County, including areas with high proportions of families with children, areas
with racial/ethnic minority populations, areas with high crime rates, and areas with
unemployment rates. Areas with higher rental costs are less likely to have higher rates
of eviction, suggesting financially unstable individuals may be priced out of rental
markets in those locations.

The research identified three main populations that could be targeted for homelessness prevention efforts:
individuals evicted through the court system, families with children, and individuals recently released from
institutions, particularly correctional facilities.

COURT-BASED STRATEGIES
Courts were identified as a key group to target of prevention efforts in Marion County because:
• Evictions create high levels of housing instability and will result in homelessness, either
as an immediate result of the eviction or as a delayed outcome.
• Marion County has one of the highest eviction rates in the state, and Indianapolis is
one of the highest-ranked cities for evictions in the U.S.

Key Findings
•

•

•
•

•
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•
Indiana state legislation offers some tenant protections, but tends to create
additional support for landlords in ways that differ from other states. Locally, ordinances
provide code enforcements to which landlords must comply. Due to relatively less
strict legislation on create environments that complicate affordable housing with
positive tenant-landlord relationships.
•
Prior to eviction, housing unstable individuals and landlords reported a number
of issues that lead to eviction, including the use of informal evictions, general financial
instability, poor maintenance of rental units by both tenants and landlords, and
communication between tenants and landlords. These pressures appear to accelerate
the court-based eviction process among local residents, and reinforce issues of
housing instability.
Nonpayment of rent was the most common reason for eviction, suggesting a need for
greater financial services and supports.
Issues of financial instability were complicated by issues with credit, criminal histories,
job loss, loss of a support system, medical bills and other debts, and illness. These
issues have major implications for maintaining housing because they are not easily
resolved, and result in a formal eviction on an individuals’ record that can prevent them
from obtaining other housing.
Judges and landlords have discretion during the eviction process, including
opportunities to use mediation strategies to resolve issues between tenants and
landlords before they worsen or ultimately result in a court-based eviction. The process
also has many implications for tenants, including an assumption that the tenant has
sufficient legal knowledge and resources to appear in court or understand the difficulty
in having an eviction overturned without evidence.

•

•

After being evicted, tenants face a cycle of issues, including managing the trauma of
being evicted, loss of resources and poor credit history, all of which result in difficulty
in obtaining additional housing.
Tenants frequently do not know their rights as renters due to a lack of formal education
by landlords or other local entities. Only a handful of local organizations aim to address
these knowledge gaps.

Evidence-Based Strategies
•
•
•
•
•

Tenant-landlord education
Improved tenant screening
Mediation services
Case management
Information sharing

FAMILY-BASED STRATEGIES
Families were identified as a key population due to the levels of housing instability they face. Specifically:
• Households with children tend to be statistically more likely to experience evictions
and housing instability
• Excessive moves related to housing instability are associated with negative, longlasting effects on children’s development and well-being.
• Families with children may be more likely to fall under prevention-related issues instead
of just efforts related to homelessness intervention.

Key Findings
•

•

•

•

Indianapolis families who are housing unstable have a variety of complex needs related
to housing, many of which require systemic, long primary prevention efforts. These
efforts require partnerships with many organizations that provide related services that
are beyond the scope of housing providers.
Educational institutions (both child care facilities and public schools) serve as potential
resources to address housing instability. Affordable, high-quality early learning
providers offer parents opportunities to obtain stable employment. School systems
have staff to address and facilitate resources for parent and child housing needs.
Public school districts in Marion County have widely ranging student homelessness
and mobility rates. Homelessness rates increased before declining in the 2015-2016
school year. Indianapolis Public Schools has the highest rates of student homelessness
and (likely residential) mobility.
Families interact with systems (such as state and local agencies) that collect
information and may be linked across other organizations. Many of these agencies
provide financial assistance, to which local families report inconsistent access.

Evidence-Based Strategies
•
•
•
•
•

Two-generational approaches to poverty reduction
Financial coaching
Housing stabilization supports
Emergency financial assistance
Integrated case management
3

RE-ENTRY BASED STRATEGIES
Re-entry populations (particularly individuals with criminal histories) were identified across all population
areas as a prevention population due to their difficulty to obtain and maintain housing. Additionally:
• Institutions provide an opportunity for planning, coordination, and identification
of vulnerable individuals, which contrasts with the general population or other
subpopulations that may be difficult to identify and engage.
• Initial estimates indicate that large proportions of the homeless population in Marion
County have been incarcerated prior to engaging with homeless services.

Key Findings
•

•

•

Re-entry populations are broadly defined, but individuals who were recently
incarcerated are a large population with substantial difficulty finding safe, stable, and
affordable housing.
Key factors affecting individuals’ ability to obtain housing post-release include mental
illness, lack of social support, low levels of education, and individuals with sex offenses
included in their criminal history.
Locally, identifying effective estimates of the re-entry population are difficult, which
could complicate target numbers for some programs; however, existing data systems
and structured institutions create opportunity for prevention partners to work together
to reduce housing instability in this population.

Evidence-Based Strategies
•
•
•

Housing voucher programs
Transitioning justice-involved individuals to communities
Tracking systems engagement

INDIANAPOLIS READINESS FOR HOMELESSNESS PREVENTION STRATEGY
This effort resulted an organizational map of prevention-related connections across Indianapolis, including
the identification of organizations that have data collection and maintenance systems, and those that
provide financial assistance. The organizations were grouped into the three prevention groups identified
(individuals evicted through courts, families, and re-entry populations) to better assess the extent to
which each organization may interact with the other for the purposes of prevention. This report identified
multiple signs of readiness for homelessness prevention strategies in a community. Based on those criteria,
Indianapolis must commit to multiple key steps before embarking on a city-wide prevention strategy. The
following questions were used to assess Indianapolis readiness for homelessness prevention strategies.

Mechanisms for accurate targeting?
Indianapolis Readiness: Low to Moderate
Agencies and systems should be able to share information. The information should be able to be shared
through a single data system or tracking clients across different systems, as well as a single agency. The
system controlling the eligibility determination process should include agreed-upon criteria combined with
housing barrier screening and triage for individuals at high risk.
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High jurisdictional commitment?
Indianapolis Readiness: Low
The community should effectively shelter one or more populations deemed to be at risk (e.g. families),
which is typically reinforced via public policy or another formal mechanism that provides funding. This
policy should help ensure funding is targeted toward that population and used effectively.

Significant mainstream agency involvement?
Indianapolis Readiness: Moderate
Public and private agencies should collaborate to maximize and/or create new partnerships to identify a
need and develop a service that did not previously exist. This collaboration includes mainstream agencies
(e.g. schools) that do not specialize in housing, but accept responsibility for their clients’ housing stability.
These efforts can involve both creating new efforts or resources, as well as producing more effective
collaboration across partner organizations.

Mechanisms for continuous improvement?
Indianapolis Readiness: Low
Agency heads and public figures must commit to developing and sustaining a community-wide prevention
strategy. These efforts should include clear goals and strategies to meet those goals, mechanisms to
measure progress, development of new ideas and identify gaps/next steps; and knowing needs to ensure
agencies meet them.

A well-functioning homelessness crisis response system?
Indianapolis Readiness: Moderate
The definition of a well-functioning crisis response system includes a few main things. First, communities
should offer diversion across populations, which is important because skills and activities utilized during
diversion process can be replicated at larger levels for prevention purposes. Trends should show declines in
homelessness and a low unsheltered population. Length of time for individuals in homelessness should be
decreasing, and tertiary prevention efforts (such as rapid rehousing) should be high and operate effectively.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The following recommendations have been identified for a prevention strategy for Indianapolis:
• Identify what issues or questions may be missing from initial scan of prevention efforts
and strategies
• Continue to identify organizations that can be included in the prevention map to flesh
out developing a list of potential partners
• Increase jurisdictional commitment to prevention efforts
• Clarify agency involvement in initial and potential prevention efforts
• Develop system for continuous system improvement
• View options as a range of potential interventions from targeted to broad
• Consider disparate trends in location and populations for eventual targeted strategies

5
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PART
PARTONE
I:

OVERVIEW
BACKGROUND
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PROJECT OVERVIEW
Indianapolis’ Community Plan to End Homelessness (hereafter referred to as the Community Plan)
aims to have homeless individuals spend no more than 30 days without a permanent, safe, affordable
place to live by 2023. Through this plan and other existing strategies, organizations in Indianapolis
have implemented programs targeted at reducing homelessness, particularly through intervention
strategies such as rapid rehousing and permanent supportive housing; however, many related efforts
and systems are aimed at those who have already become homeless or are chronically homeless.
Chronically homeless individuals are defined by the Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) as those who have a disabling condition and have been homeless for at least 12 months or who
have had at least four episodes of homelessness over the last three years (totaling at least 12 months).
Additionally, the definition of an episode of homelessness varies between federal agencies. These
definitions affect how federally funded services are targeted and who is eligible for such services. While

PART ONE

the Community Plan defines homelessness as “any family or individual that lacks regular, fixed, and
adequate nighttime residence,” differences in definitions between agencies and funding entities create
challenges in administering strategies and programs. The Community Plan seeks to address those
challenges, and this report aligns with those efforts by increasing understanding and contextual factors
of preventing homelessness in Indianapolis.
Little effort has been made in Indianapolis to specifically target issues of homelessness prevention—
strategies aimed at preventing crises that can lead directly into homelessness. Using the Community
Plan’s definition of homelessness prevention, existing efforts focus primarily on households that are
imminently at-risk of becoming homeless (within 14 days of eviction), but currently residing in permanent
housing. Other efforts not directly within the scope of the Community Plan seek to reduce the effects of
housing instability, and address populations that tend to be financially unstable.
Prevention differs from diversion. This distinction is important to understand in order for a community
to fully engage in both prevention and diversion work. The Community Plan defines diversion as “a
strategy that prevents a household from entering shelter or an unsheltered location by helping them
identify immediate alternate housing arrangements, and if necessary, connecting them with services and
financial assistance to help them return to permanent housing.” Community partners are working to
identify how to improve Indianapolis’ diversion system.
For the purposes of this report, we define homelessness prevention more broadly than the Community
Plan. Prevention efforts require an entire community to be focused, effective, and actively involved with
long-term perspectives to ultimately reduce homelessness. Substantial research has been conducted
nationally about what effective prevention programs and networks include, and factors associated
with housing instability. The strategies offer fiscal benefits as well: In 2006, the cost of one episode of
homelessness was estimated at nearly $5,000 per family, compared to $450 for prevention efforts (City
of Minneapolis Commission to End Homelessness, 2006). As such, investing in prevention strategies
may present an earlier, more holistic opportunity to improve the outcomes of families experiencing
housing instability at a lower cost than intervention services.

8

The Community Plan addresses a few issues related to prevention, suggesting stakeholders are
aware of the need to address higher-level issues of housing instability, even if not directly connected
to a prevention framework. Yet, Indianapolis lacks information about local efforts that aim to prevent
individuals from becoming homeless or about populations that are unstably housed, as well as trends
that exist among those populations. The purpose of this report is to better understand how Indianapolis
fits into the national landscape of homelessness prevention efforts, and to what extent Indianapolis is
prepared to implement those activities.

The goals of this report include:
Assess key trends and contextual issues that can inform local homelessness
prevention strategies
2. Identify populations at risk of homelessness in Indianapolis, and for whom
prevention strategies may be effective
3. Understand Indianapolis’ readiness for homelessness prevention strategies
The first and second goals are addressed through exploratory research methods aimed at capturing the
Indianapolis context for homelessness prevention, including issues related to policy, housing instability,
and evictions. These activities are based in the existing body of research about recommendations
for prevention strategies in other locations and additional efforts to understand mechanisms for
homelessness in populations experiencing housing instability. Addressing the final goal is based in
an understanding of previous research that identifies commonalities across communities that have
effectively implemented homelessness prevention strategies.

OVERVIEW

1.
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THEORIES OF PREVENTION
WHAT IS HOMELESSNESS PREVENTION?
Many frameworks exist for understanding homeless prevention. For the purposes of this report, we
modify and utilize a commonly used public health framework to discuss prevention strategies and the
general issues that lead individuals into homelessness. This typology (see Figure 1) shows that prevention
strategies often fit into three categories: primary, secondary and tertiary. While other researchers have
used this typology to conceptualize homelessness prevention, there is not yet one, standardized way of
applying the framework to homelessness prevention. Here we will discuss how this typology guides our
understanding of types and levels of prevention.

FIGURE 1. A Continuum of Homelessness Prevention & Targeted Populations
HOMELESS
EPISODE

Primary Prevention

Secondary Prevention

Tertiary Prevention

PART ONE

DIVERSION
Reduces risk of homelessness
through improving protective
factors as well as addressing
environmental factors.

Reduces risk of
homelessness for targeted
individuals and or families
based on risk factors.

Relapse prevention
for individuals and or families
that are exiting homelessness
into stable housing.

Population: General Public

Population: Individuals
that are at imminent risk
of homelessness

Population: Individuals at
risk of chronic homelessness
or future episodes without
support

Primary Prevention
Primary prevention attempts to prevent homelessness before it occurs for the first time. Issues requiring
primary prevention include addressing income and income inequality, access to transportation, public
policy, neighborhood food insecurity, and availability of affordable housing (Poppe, 2018). Often,
strategies related to primary prevention efforts include addressing societal and structural issues
affecting vulnerable populations. Examples include affordable housing campaigns and changes to
workforce needs. These efforts not only benefit vulnerable populations, but potentially all individuals at
a population level.

Secondary Prevention
Similar to primary prevention, secondary prevention also seeks to prevent a first experience with
homelessness. Where secondary prevention differs is in the timing and targeting of the prevention
activity. While primary prevention occurs further “upstream” from an acute crisis, secondary prevention
spans the time immediately leading up to a housing crisis. Key issues requiring secondary prevention
include factors that lead to an immediacy of crisis, including recent changes in income or employment,
family violence, substance use, arrest history, or a recent change in housing stability (Burt, 2005).
Interventions attempt to ensure that individuals at this level do not enter into homelessness, though
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they may be at heightened risk. Strategies include legal assistance, financial assistance, and wraparound
services, among others.
After secondary prevention, efforts to prevent homelessness fall under the category of diversion, which
aim to immediately house someone. At this point, a household has not yet entered a HUD-defined
homeless episode, though it is in urgent need of housing services. If diversion is unsuccessful, an
individual will likely have a homelessness episode, during which he or she will meet definitions of being
literally homeless.

Tertiary Prevention

Additionally, homelessness prevention strategies should be both effective and efficient (Burt et al. 2007,
Shinn and Cohen, 2018), where effective efforts help at-risk individuals find and keep stable housing and
efficient efforts target and assist individuals most likely to benefit from prevention services.

CURRENT DISCUSSIONS ON HOMELESSNESS PREVENTION
Many national organizations committed to reducing or ending homelessness have conducted work
related to prevention, but to varying effects. HUD began providing guidance in homelessness prevention
in earnest in the mid-2000s; however, much of their guidance has not been renewed. The National
Alliance to End Homelessness (NAEH) has produced multiple reports about prevention but with an
emphasis on diversion-related issues (NAEH, 2009; NAEH, 2011).

OVERVIEW

Tertiary interventions are not always considered prevention-related because these efforts focus on
households that have already experienced homelessness. For households experiencing their first
episode of homelessness, the goal is to re-house and stabilize them as quickly as possible to prevent
them from becoming chronically homeless. For those who have experienced chronic homelessness,
the goal is to reduce the likelihood of any future returns to homelessness. Strategies primarily include
housing supports that ensure individuals are safely housed and can work to reduce barriers associated
with chronic homelessness. Collectively and individually, these interventions can be successful to end
chronic homelessness (Burt, 2005).

NAEH released a guide in 2009 about homelessness prevention services and the factors that should
guide effective prevention services. They include: 1) resolving crises leading to homelessness, 2)
providing client choice and empowerment, 3) providing the minimum assistance necessary for the
shortest possible time, 4) maximizing community resources and assistance, and 5) providing resources
as early as possible. The organization also provides guidance about how communities can effectively
target populations who are most likely to become homeless.
Unlocking Doors to Homelessness Prevention: Solutions for Preventing Homelessness and Eviction, is a
2018 report solicited by Your Way Home of Montgomery County, Pennsylvania. This report provided a
comprehensive literature review about homeless prevention, resulting in four key findings about what
research has demonstrated to date:
1. Causes of eviction and homelessness are complex and multi-dimensional.
2. Race plays a critical role in determining eviction rates and is correlated with rates
of homelessness.
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3. The challenge of prevention is targeting services and resources toward those most
likely to become homeless.
4. Accurately targeted and effective community-based prevention programs can be
cheaper for cities than expensive shelter stays.

PART ONE

The report also assessed existing and previous homelessness prevention efforts and provides several
key lessons for how to best implement community-wide homelessness prevention.1 The authors
recommend multiple factors related to building on existing homelessness intervention and diversion
efforts. Key recommendations include: 1) Developing and maintaining engagement from community
partners and prevention allies, especially those outside of the homelessness Continuum of Care (CoC);
2) a recognition that prevention strategies are both broad (affecting the entire community) and highly
targeted (for populations particularly at risk); 3) having a highly-functioning crisis response system;
and 4) considering the use of data and pilot programming to work strategically to address prevention.
To continue the work of other researchers and practitioners, this report aims to utilize these strategies,
lessons, and the evidence base to better consider opportunities and guidance for Indianapolis’ potential
prevention network. Indianapolis has identified several strategies that fall under the role of prevention,
such as creating pipelines of affordable housing, increasing the accessibility and affordability of
transportation, and partnering with organizations to create access to employment training and job
placement. Though these goals and strategies may not be directly listed under the umbrella of prevention
in the Community Plan, again, they suggest a recognition and desire to pursue prevention-related issues
at a community level.

1 These strategies are identified in the Community Plan under Strategic Priority 3
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PART II:
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This section discusses local trends of key predictors of homelessness and housing instability: affordable
housing and evictions. These trends are mostly discussed through renters, a key population most likely
to experience these events, leading to housing instability and potential experiences of homelessness.
Affordable housing generally refers to the affordability, accessibility, and quality of rental units, while
evictions are discussed broadly in terms of local trends. Details of eviction-related policies and processes
are discussed in greater detail in Part III.
To assess these issues, data were obtained and analyzed from Indianapolis’ Homelessness Management
Information System (HMIS), the Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS), Eviction Lab,
HUD, and the Marion County Small Claims Court. This analysis includes spatial, descriptive, and
statistical trends. When possible, displays of data occur at the township level, as the nine townships
within Marion County are the primary jurisdiction for eviction-related issues. Additionally, interviews
were conducted with constables, judges, and individuals and families experiencing housing instability.

PART TWO

MARION COUNTY RENTERS
Understanding Marion County’s population and its rental trends help contextualize the majority of this
report. Marion County’s population is 932,142, comprising 365,472 households, of which 46.4% are
renter-occupied. Marion County contains nine townships, across which rental rates vary substantially.
Of all renters in Marion County, 21% live in Center Township, followed by Washington and Wayne
Townships, with lower distributions of renters across Lawrence, Franklin and Pike Townships. Figure 2
displays information indicating where Marion County renters are concentrated, while Figure 3 displays
the percentage of households within each township that are renter-occupied.
At a township level, Center Township has the highest proportion of renters, with over half of its households
being renter-occupied, and some specific Census tracts where the concentration of renters is over 75%

FIGURE 2. Distribution of Renter-Occupied Households (2016)
Marion County by Townships
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of all households (as displayed in Map 1). Of those Census tracts, 23% are in Wayne Township, while
22% are each located in Washington and Center Townships.
After Center Township, Wayne, Pike and Washington Townships have a higher percentage of residents
who rent rather than own their housing. Although only 9% of all Marion County renters live in Pike
Township, 44.6% of the households within that township are renter-occupied. Map 1 shows areas of high
concentration of renters within each township, broken down at the census tract level, demonstrating
that renters in each township are not evenly distributed across the township. Overall, these trends show
a large renter population that varies by location and may be particularly vulnerable to housing instability.

PART TWO

AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Multiple researchers have identified the availability of affordable housing as an environmental predictor
of homelessness (Crane et al., 2005; Culhane et al., 1996; Early, 2005; Lee et al., 2003). As a result, a
common primary prevention strategy is to increase the availability and quality of affordable housing,
especially among renters. However, housing that is both of affordable and of livable quality is not
universally defined. Differences in these definitions may create difficulty for local communities to find
consensus and political will around the level of unmet need for affordable housing.

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY & RENT BURDEN
HUD’s definition of housing affordability is no more than 30% of a household’s income used to pay
for rent. Households that pay above 30% of their income for housing are considered housing-cost
burdened, and households paying more than 50% of their income are considered severely housing-cost
burdened. HUD notes that, “A family with one full-time worker earning the minimum wage cannot afford
the local fair-market rent for a two-bedroom apartment anywhere in the United States.”2
Table 1 demonstrates that although housing cost burden affects both homeowners and renters alike,
the proportion of renters who are housing cost burdened is more than twice that of homeowners, and
renters experience severe housing cost burden at nearly three times the rate of homeowners.

Housing Instability & Wage Stagnation
Trends in housing affordability and stagnant wages are seen in multiple communities and as such,
discussed at a national level (DeSilver, 2018). The proportion of rent-burdened households doubled
from 2000 to 2015 and corresponds with an increase in number of households that are renter-occupied.
One of the reasons discussed for an increased lack of affordable housing is that wages have remained
generally the same while rental costs have increased. Indianapolis is also experiencing this trend locally,
it varies by township.
Median household income includes income of homeowners as well, but identifying trends in median
household income should indicate general trends in wage growth inclusive of individuals who likely have

2 www.hud.gov/program_offices/comm_planning/affordablehousing/
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TABLE 1. Housing & Rent Burden among Homeowners & Renters (2016)
Percentage of Marion County
Households

Type of Housing Burden
Housing Cost Burdened (Homeowner, >30%)

21%

Severe Housing Cost Burdened (Homeowner, >50%)

9%

Rent Burdened (> 30%)

50%

Severe Rent Burdened (>50%)

26%

SOURCES: U.S. Census Bureau. “B25070: Gross Rent as a Percentage of Household Income in the Past 12 Months.” 2012-2016
American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates; U.S. Census Bureau. “B25091: Mortgage Status by Selected Monthly Owner Costs as
a Percentage of Household Income in the Past 12 Months.” 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

FIGURE 4. Median Household Income by Township (2012-2016)
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higher incomes than housing unstable individuals. As shown in Figure 4, median household incomes have
remained mostly stagnant across Marion County, with all but three (Decatur, Lawrence, and Warren)
townships experiencing slight increases in median income from 2015 to 2016. This trend contrasts
with median rent (Figure 5), which trended upward over the same time. Decatur Township experienced
both the largest percent change (10.2%) and dollar amount increase ($77) in median monthly rent over
the four-year period. This was followed by Perry Township (with a 9.25% increase), Center Township
(with a 9.1% increase), and Franklin Township (with an 8.5% increase). The townships that saw the
17

FIGURE 5. Median Monthly Rental Housing Cost by Township (2012-2016)
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lowest increases in median monthly rent include Lawrence (with a 4.3% increase, translating to $33),
Washington (with a 4.8% increase), and Warren (with a 5.8% increase).
The implication of these findings (particularly for townships like Decatur and Warren where median
incomes have stagnated or decreased and median monthly rental costs have increased), is that housing
in these areas is declining in affordability for the people who live there. Collectively, these housing
affordability trends suggest that Marion County has poor rates of rental affordability relative to income,
inclusive of individuals with higher income, suggesting that Marion County may benefit from having
greater job opportunities to improve wages. Additionally, Marion County has substantial disparity across
townships.

HUD calculates the Fair Market Rate (FMR) for rental housing in order to determine subsidy amounts
for rental assistance programs, and to dictate maximum allowed rents for certain properties.3 This
calculation is updated annually, and using Census data, reflects the 40th percentile of all the rents
being charged in a particular area. The 2019 Fair Market Rates for the Indianapolis-Carmel Metro area,
along with the annual household incomes necessary to afford these units are displayed in Figure 7. It
is important to consider that the FMR is simply a descriptor of the local rental market. However, the
implications of FMR on housing affordability are made clear when comparing it with typical incomes of
households involved in HMIS.
In order to afford an efficiency apartment at Fair Market Rate, a household would need to have an annual
income of $23,960. In order to afford a three-bedroom apartment, the needed income increases to
$45,600. A discrepancy exists when comparing these incomes with Federal Poverty Guidelines and the
average incomes of program participants across program types in the Homelessness Management
Information System (HMIS) system.

Efficiency
($599)

One-Bedroom
($696)

54.5%

49.2%

Two-Bedroom
($852)

120.6%

110.9%

90.2%

82.9%

68.8%

73.7%

67.7%

59.2%

63.4%

58.3%

FIGURE 7. Percent of Monthly Income to Rent an FMR Unit (2016)
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Fair Market Rate

Three-Bedroom
($1140)

Average Secondary Prevention ($1028)
Average Tertiary Prevention ($945)
Federal Poverty Guideline (adjusted for family size)
SOURCE: HUD.gov, FY 2018 Fair Market Rent Documentation System. “Final FY2018 FMRs by Unit Bedrooms”. Information retrieved
from: www.huduser.gov

3 www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/fmr.html
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Table 2 displays both the 2018 Federal Poverty Guideline per household size as well as the average
income of program participants who reported having any income at HMIS program entry. Using HMIS
data, we classified secondary prevention programs to include existing prevention programs, such as
Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA); intervention programs such as day shelters and
street outreach, and tertiary prevention programs such as rapid rehousing and permanent supportive
housing.
The amount of annual income necessary for an efficiency unit to be affordable is nearly twice the amount
of the Federal Poverty Guidelines for a household of one. For HMIS program participants, the average
incomes across programs were either slightly above Federal Poverty Guidelines for a household of one
(in the case of secondary prevention programs), or under (both intervention programs and tertiary

TABLE 2. Federal Poverty Guidelines Compared with HMIS Program
Participant Incomes (2012-2017)

PART TWO

2018 FEDERAL
POVERTY GUIDELINES
Household
Size

Income

1

$12,140

2

$16,460

3

$20,780

4

$25,100

5

$29,420

6

$33,740

7

$38,060

8

$42,380

AVERAGE INCOME FOR
HMIS PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS (2012-2017)
Secondary
Prevention
Programs

Intervention
Programs

Tertiary
Prevention

$12,336

$10,332

$11,340

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Health & Human Services. “HHS Poverty Guidelines for 2018.” (Jan 18, 2018); HMIS data (2012-2017)

TABLE 3. Median Family Income for Indianapolis-Carmel Metro Area (2018)
% OF AMI

DOLLAR AMOUNT

HIGHEST AFFORDABLE MONTHLY RENT

30% AMI

$23,160

$579

40% AMI

$30,880

$722

50% AMI

$38,600

$965

60% AMI

$46,320

$1,158

80% AMI

$61,760

$1,544

100% AMI

$77,200

$1,930

SOURCE: HUD.gov, FY 2018 Income Limits Documentation System. “FY 2018 Income Limits Summary –
Indianapolis-Carmel, IN HUD Metro FMR Area”. Information retrieved from: www.huduser.gov
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prevention programs). This comparison suggests that affordable housing, when defined using Fair
Market Rates, is not affordable for people experiencing poverty, and this may contribute to eventual
experiences of homelessness.

Although the Fair Market Rate is not affordable to those experiencing substantial poverty, units are
available at rates lower than reflected by the Fair Market Rate. For available efficiency, one-bedroom,
two-bedroom, and three-bedroom units across Indianapolis, the lowest rent for an available unit was
$380 per month for an efficiency unit, and the highest rent was $8,100 for a three-bedroom. Efficiency
unit rents ranged from $380-$3500, one-bedroom units ranged from $415-$3200, two-bedroom units
ranged from $549-$5495, and three-bedroom units ranged from $740-$8,100. One and two-bedroom
units had the largest number of units available for rent. As discussed below, federal programs may
support housing with rents as low as $50 per month. Otherwise, these trends further suggest that rental
rates exceed affordability for low to moderate-income individuals at high-risk for housing instability.

FIGURE 8. Percent of Monthly Income to Rent an FMR Unit (2016)
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Figure 8 further demonstrates this trend by displaying the percent of income that households receiving
secondary and tertiary prevention services would have to spend per month to afford an efficiency unit
up to a three-bedroom unit. Only secondary and tertiary prevention groups from HMIS were compared,
as both groups were housed at the time of data collection. The family size used to determine the Federal
Poverty Guideline group was adjusted by unit size. A family size of one was used for both the efficiency
and one-bedroom unit sizes, while family sizes of three and four were used for two- and three-bedroom
units, respectively.
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from: www.huduser.gov
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FEDERALLY FUNDED HOUSING
HUD provides a variety of subsidies, grants, and vouchers to help ensure housing affordability,
particularly among low-income families. Subsidies are typically paid directly to landlords by public
housing agencies. Locally, these options are managed by the Indianapolis Housing Agency (IHA) and
at the state level via the Indiana Housing Community Development Authority (IHCDA). For some HUDfunded programs, affordable housing is defined using Area Median Income (AMI) to determine rental
rates. These standards entail committing a minimum percentage of units to be rent-restricted and
available only to individuals whose income is at or below 30%, 40%, 50%, or 60% of the area median
income, based on the metropolitan area in which the property is located (Jackson and Kawano, 2015).
For 2018, the HUD-calculated Median Family Income for the Indianapolis-Carmel Metro area is $77,200.
Table 3 displays the corresponding income levels based on that amount.
Table 4 provides an overview of several HUD-related programs, while Map 2 shows the locations and unit
sizes of each of these types of properties. The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) provides federal
tax credits to rental housing developers who develop rental properties that meet affordability standards
(Jackson and Kawano, 2015), while the HOME program is more flexible in its funding mechanisms,
providing grant or loan funding to developers interested in constructing or rehabilitating affordable
housing (Indiana Housing and Community Development Authority, 2013).

PART TWO

TABLE 4. HUD-Related Programming for Affordable Housing
HUD PROGRAM

SUMMARY

HOME

Provides formula grants to states and localities that communities use - often in partnership
with local nonprofit groups - to fund a wide range of activities including building, buying, and/
or rehabilitating affordable housing for rent or homeownership or providing direct rental
assistance to low-income people.

Section 3

Recipients of certain HUD financial assistance, to the greatest extent possible, provide
training, employment, contracting and other economic opportunities to low- and very
low-income persons, especially recipients of government assistance for housing, and to
businesses that provide economic opportunities to low- and very low-income persons.

Section 202

Provides capital advances to finance the construction, rehabilitation or acquisition with or
without rehabilitation of structures that will serve as supportive housing for very low-income
elderly persons, including the elderly, and provides rent subsidies for the projects to help
make them affordable.
Residents must be at least 62 years old and earn less than 50% AMI

Public Housing Housing
Choice Vouchers
(formerly Section 8)
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Allows very low-income families to choose and lease or purchase safe, decent, and affordable
privately-owned rental housing.
Residents’ income may typically not be more than 50% of AMI.

LIHTC/Section 42

Allows developers of affordable housing to receive a federal tax credit. In exchange, the
developer agrees to keep the housing income restricted, rent restricted, and in safe, decent,
and sanitary condition.
Residents typically must earn <60% of AMI.

Housing Opportunities
for Persons With AIDS
(HOPWA)

HOPWA is the only federal program to support housing needs of people living with HIV/AIDS.
HUD funds projects for low-income individuals living with HIV/AIDS and their families. The
projects can be funded through HUD support to nonprofit organizations or local jurisdictions.

Community
Development Block
Grants (CDBG)

Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) consist of federal block grants managed
locally by the City’s Department of Metropolitan Development (DMD). The funds help
support community development activities that address needs where the safety or health of
a community may be at risk, and generally to help low-to-moderate income individuals (e.g.
home repairs).

It is important to note that with some programs, namely Housing Choice Vouchers, accessing these
subsidies and services can be complicated. Though rents can be as low as $50 a month, and sometimes
with utilities included, the waitlist can range from six months to four years. Other barriers may also
impact the ability to access these programs. For example, individuals with criminal backgrounds are
often ineligible or denied due to their conviction (though some work is in process to examine and clarify
these policies), and individuals may not be guaranteed needed apartment sizes (e.g. a two-bedroom
apartment for a larger family).

HOUSING INSTABILITY

MAP 2. Project-Based Rental Assistance Locations in Marion County (2018)

SOURCE: U.S. Office of Housing and Urban
Development. “2016 Number of Households Reported
for All HUD Programs by Counties”. Accessed via savi.
org.
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LIHTC-funded units may not be allocated to those who are on the margin of homelessness, but rather
to the moderately poor who are already housed, suggested by relatively high rent ceilings and a low
incentive to rent to tenants with very low incomes. Researchers have found that while the presence
of LIHTC rental properties has no effect on neighborhood-level homelessness, it does provide some
mitigating effects on homelessness at the county level (Jackson and Kawano, 2015). This finding likely
reflects the transient and migratory nature of homelessness, and does not necessarily distinguish
between primary prevention of homelessness and tertiary prevention response for a homelessness
episode that has already occurred. Although overall the program may have ameliorating effects on the
rate on homelessness experienced by a particular community, its effectiveness as a prevention strategy,
especially locally, invites additional research.

PART TWO

One individual dealing with housing instability noted the difficulty in obtaining housing, even when
federally subsidized.
“I’m trying to move in, out to Plainfield. They [apartments are] Section 42, but they
go by your income...the rent was like $535, but then they wanted the rent plus $350
down payment or the deposit and that costs, you know, almost $900 just to move
in and that’s hard to do when you’re moving...you know, you don’t have the money
at the time... You wait two weeks, you two or three weeks after you moved to get it,
but these people ain’t gonna wait. And it’s a thousand dollars or more to move in
somewhere and I can’t afford stuff like that. I don’t make that much because I’m
on social security disability and make like a $1,100 a month. Now that’s not a lot of
money when your rent is like $500, right? Only have like $500 left...”

Affordability & Housing Quality
Unlike the process discussed above, many individuals do not receive or live in housing that receive
subsidies. Housing unstable individuals shared that the lack of affordable rental housing substantially
worsened the experience of housing instability. Many interviewees identified difficulties finding housing
at their income, especially after considering the required initial deposit, first month’s rent, and fees
required by property managers and landlords. Additionally, several individuals shared anecdotes of not
meeting income requirements of three times the rent being charged and being denied housing on that
basis.
An increase in affordable housing in the city was a top solution to their experiences with housing instability.
Many discussed the months of being on waitlists for affordable housing units, and their frustration with
the process as well as with the service providers facilitating their access to these resources. Interviewees
communicated that personal and family health issues, and employment instability negatively affected
their ability to pay rent. One interviewee revealed that even with financial assistance and rental subsidies,
her housing stability continued to be precarious.
“When I was on...cash subsidies, it’s always like a cap and so sometimes I would
always be like right there on the bare line...It really is helpful, it just seems like
there’s not enough programs for people to make just a little bit over because the
rate is so low.”
The question of affordability is not comprehensive when seeking to understand the housing challenges
faced by many low-income Indianapolis residents. Several individuals identified issues of housing quality
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MAP 3. Number of Subsidized Housing Units (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

that directly impacted their housing stability. Housing damage or lack of quality was also a recurring
problem. In some cases, the individuals described substandard living conditions being provided to them.
These included issues like rodent and bug infestations, mold, water damage, and broken plumbing.
This also added to their stress and urgency in needing to find what they considered to be more stable
housing, especially for those who had children.

HOUSING INSTABILITY

SOURCE: U.S. Office
of Housing and Urban
Development. “2016
Number of Households
Reported for All HUD
Programs by Counties”.
Accessed via savi.org.

“Then we got into a house and...it had problems with it too...but you know, we don’t
got no place to stay, you know? We just go with anything, try to fix it, patch it up...I
kept calling (the landlord)...and trying to go and have him face it, and then one
day I got up and I just seen outside two had gotten shot, killed down in the street,
you know? It was just, he was just renting it out trying to make money. No ma’am,
(he wasn’t trying to fix anything). Scum landlord, just trying to make money off a
house...I talked to him about it, and I told him I ain’t goin’ to live here. I just left...”
Overall, affordable housing is a local issue driven by both developers, federal guidelines, and state and
local implementation. Marion County aligns with national trends in wage stagnation and availability of
affordable housing. However, perceptions of the quality of that housing is low among housing unstable
individuals.
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EVICTIONS
An eviction is a landlord-initiated, involuntary move that expels people from their homes. Evictions are a
major cause of housing instability and homelessness, either as an immediate result of the eviction or by
serving as a precipitating factor for a homeless episode later after additional destabilizing issues occur
(Poppe, 2018). Depending on the reason for eviction, a tenant may receive varying notices from the
courts. This section provides an overview of trends in evictions across the city and state. Part III provides
more information about legal structures related to the court-based eviction process.

PART TWO

This section primarily uses data from the Eviction Lab and the U.S. Census Bureau’s American
Community Survey (ACS) to show trends in evictions relative to other significant factors associated
with evictions. The methodology of the Eviction Lab data is detailed in the Appendix, with key definitions
explained here.
An eviction rate is the proportion of homes that received an eviction judgement in which renters were
forced to leave, divided by the number of renter-occupied homes. In short, the eviction rate illustrates
the number of addresses that received an eviction judgment in a given year. In this dataset, the eviction
filing rate is a ratio of evictions filed in an area divided by the number of renter-occupied homes in that
same location (Desmond et al. 2018). The filing rate considers all eviction cases (including multiple
cases filed against the same address in the same year), where the eviction rate considers only a single
address that received an eviction judgement. For example, in a house that has two filed evictions in a
given year, an eviction rate may show only one eviction, where a filing rate would show two, even if one
of the filed cases did not result in an eviction.
It is important to note that due to these methods, the eviction rates likely underrepresent the eviction
rates and raw numbers of eviction, as more than one eviction may take place at a single residence. Still,

FIGURE 9. Eviction Rates in U.S. and Indiana (2010-2016)
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SOURCE: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)

2013

2014
US Eviction rate

FIGURE 10. Eviction Filing Rates in U.S. and Indiana (2010-2016)
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this report uses these data to show trends in evictions, eviction filings, and their respective rates across
Indiana and Marion County, with data aggregated to the township level when possible.
Figure 9 and 10 demonstrate the eviction filing rate and the rate of eviction in the United States and
Indiana from 2010 to 2016. While the rate of eviction has remained relatively stable (around 3%), the
eviction filing rate varied. Indiana’s eviction and filing rates remained higher than the U.S. rates during
the same period.

HOUSING INSTABILITY

5

LOCAL EVICTION TRENDS
INDIANA & MARION COUNTY
Overall, Marion County’s eviction and filing rates have slightly declined over time, with slight increases
from 2015 to 2016. At the same time, Marion County only comprises about 14% of Indiana’s population,
but about 40% of its evictions. Table 5 shows how these trends progress over time, suggesting a
decline in the proportion of evictions and filings relative to the rest of the state, despite persistent
overrepresentation relative to other counties.
According to 2016 data from the Eviction Lab (Table 6), Marion County (7.3%) has the third- highest
eviction rate among Indiana counties, following DeKalb (8.2%) and Howard (7.6%) counties. Marion
County has the highest eviction filing rate (17.3%), followed by Elkhart (16.4%) and DeKalb (16.3%)
counties, respectively. Indianapolis’ “donut counties” for which data were available all had eviction and
27

FIGURE 11. Eviction & Eviction Filing Rates in Marion County (2010-2016)
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TABLE 5. Proportion of Marion County Evictions & Eviction Filings Relative
to Indiana (2011-2016)
YEAR

NUMBER OF MARION
COUNTY EVICTIONS

MARION COUNTY’S
PROPORTION OF INDIANA
EVICTIONS

MARION COUNTY’S
PROPORTION OF INDIANA
EVICTION FILINGS

2011

15,300

45.7%

49.1%

2012

14,559

43.1%

46.7%

2013

14,399

44.0%

46.5%

2014

13,591

42.6%

46.4%

2015

11,738

40.1%

42.6%

2016

12,647

39.8%

45.1%

SOURCE: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)

TABLE 6. Proportion of Marion County Evictions & Eviction Filings Relative to
Indiana (2011-2016)
EVICTION
RATE

NUMBER
OF
EVICTION
FILINGS

EVICTION
FILING
RATE

PROPORTION
OF RENTEROCCUPIED
HOUSEHOLDS

12,647

7.3

29,986

17.3

45.7%

Hamilton County

494

2.0

1,308

5.3

21.7%

Boone County

211

3.7

339

5.8

24.1%

Hancock County

76

1.2

161

5.6

21.8%

Johnson County

412

2.6

811

5.2

29.2%

NUMBER
OF
EVICTIONS
Marion County

SOURCE: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)

28

18.8%

21.1%

Lawrence

Warren

2016 Eviction Rate

Decatur

Washington

Pike

4.2%

4.2%

5.6%

6.1%

Perry

4.8%

10.0%
6.6%

7.1%

Center

Franklin

2016 Eviction Filing Rate

SOURCE: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)

eviction filing rates that were half or less than half of that in Marion County. Even though Marion County
has a higher proportion of renters, it still has a lower proportion of renter-occupied households than
Tippecanoe (47.2%) and Monroe (46.4%) counties which are homes to major universities. Yet, both of
which have substantially lower eviction rates (4.6% and .6%, respectively).

MARION COUNTY TOWNSHIPS
As discussed earlier, eviction-related processes and judgments occur at the township level in Marion
County. Because each township has some slight discretion in how evictions are assessed, it is important
to understand how these trends may vary at these smaller levels of government. Figure 10 shows that
Wayne had the highest eviction and filing rates compared to other Marion County townships in 2016.
With the exception of Wayne, all Marion County townships had eviction rates lower than 10%. Franklin
was the only township with an eviction filing rate that fell below 10%, and had the lowest eviction and
filing rates overall in 2016. Map 4 is a spatial representation of where these trends occurred throughout
the county. Generally, areas with high eviction rates did not necessarily always have high eviction filing
rates. This finding is particularly true in areas of Pike Township,
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Wayne

8.6%

8.7%

11.7%

14.4%

14.8%

20.3%

21.7%

26.1%

FIGURE 12. Eviction & Filing Rates by Townships (2016)

To better understand the locations where some of the top eviction and filings rates take place, Tables 7
and 8 show the eviction and filing rates at the Census tract level, and the Census tracts with the highest
number of evictions and eviction filings. The Census tracts shown with the highest eviction and filing
rates have rates among the top 1% in the U.S. Another key point is that locations that have high numbers
of eviction or filings do not necessarily have high corresponding rates and vice versa.
Recall that the eviction and filing rates are relative to the renting population of a given area. The locations
with high numbers of evictions and filings but lower rates suggest that particular properties may be
29
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MAP 4. Eviction & Eviction Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

SOURCE: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)

30

TABLE 7. Top 10 Census Tracts for Evictions & Eviction Rates (2016)

Ranking

Tract
Number

Eviction
Rate

Location

Number of
Evictions

1

3401.09

36.49

W. 34th and I-465

77

2

3401.08

22.94

I- 465 and W 38th

167

3

3419.03

20.85

I- 465 and W 10th St

402

4

3308.03

18.89

N Post Road and E 42 St

188

5

3419.02

18.78

W. 10th St. and S Girl School Road

71

6

3603.02

18.18

N Arlington Ave and E 30th St

108

7

3548

17.51

E 10th St and N Rural St

69

8

3802

17.39

Bluff Road and W Troy Ave

156

9

3405

16.3

Guion Rd and West 38th St

210

10

3551

16.09

N Sherman Dr and E Michigan St

74

NUMBER OF EVICTIONS
Ranking

Tract
Number

Number of
Evictions

Location

Eviction
Rate

1

3419.03

402

I-465 and W 10th St

20.85

2

3405

210

Guion Rd and West 38th St

16.3

3

3906

205

Fall Creek (body of water) & E 56th St

10.63

4

3201.08

201

Township Line Rd and W 86th St

9.5

5

3302.02

188

N Mitthoeffer Rd and E 56th St

18.89

6

3308.03

188

N Post Road and E 42 St

13.13

7

3301.06

184

I 69 and 86th St

8.29

8

3209.03

183

(Southwest of) Westlane Rd and
Grandview Dr

13.95

9

3309

183

N Arlington Ave. and E 46th St

14.15

10

3401.1

181

I-74 and W 38th St

8.94

HOUSING INSTABILITY

EVICTION RATES

SOURCE: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)

evicting higher numbers of individuals compared to other rental properties. Areas with higher rates and
lower numbers may imply a general trend of the geography, where many properties in the geography
are evicting tenants.
Even though overall eviction and filing rates are important to understand, trends in the changes
experienced by townships are also important for context about the eviction environment. All townships
experienced declines in eviction rates from 2011 to 2016, with the exception of Warren (24.1%) and
Wayne Townships (1.7%). The townships experiencing the largest declines during this time were Decatur
(-52.3%) and Pike (-61.3%). Map 5 shows these trends at the Census tract level for Marion County.
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TABLE 8. Top 10 Census Tracts for Eviction Filings & Filing Rates (2016)
EVICTION FILING RATES
Ranking

Tract
Number

Eviction
Rate

Location

Number of
Evictions

1

3401.09

140.28

W. 34th and I-465

296

2

3401.08

56.73

I-465 and W 38th

413

3

3419.02

49.74

W. 10th St. and S Girl School Road

188

4

3103.08

43.69

Georgetown Rd and W 62 St

173

5

3308.03

41.51

N Post Road and E 42 St

413

6

3306

41.03

E 56th St and N Franklin Road

455

7

3703.02

40.94

S High School Rd and W
Thompson Rd

210

8

3405

39.44

Guion Rd and West 38th St

508

9

3209.03

38.49

(Southwest of) Westlane Rd and
Grandview Dr

505

10

3419.03

38.07

I- 465 and W 10th St

734

PART TWO

NUMBER OF EVICTION FILINGS
Ranking

Tract
Number

Number of
Evictions

Location

Eviction
Rate

1

3419.03

734

I-465 and W 10th St

38.07

2

3103.05

567

I-456 and interstate 65

36.68

3

3401.1

524

I-74 and W 38th St

25.89

4

3405

508

Guion Rd and West 38th St

39.44

5

3209.03

505

(Southwest of) Westlane Rd and
Grandview Dr

38.49

6

3604.01

497

N Post Rd and E 30 St

27.32

7

3309

481

N Arlington Ave. and E 46th St

37.2

8

3306

455

E 56th St and N Franklin Road

41.03

9

3301.06

455

I-69 and 86th St

20.5

10

3302.02

450

N Mitthoeffer Rd and E 56th St

31.42

SOURCE: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 5. Percent Change in Eviction Rates in Marion County (2011-2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

SOURCE: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH
EVICTION RATES
WHO GETS EVICTED?
There are multiple groups that are more likely to be evicted through the court system, which the Eviction
Lab data aim to capture. Again, capturing these data provide a snapshot into issues associated with
evictions, as more informal evictions that occur outside of the court system (discussed in more detail
in Part III) are difficult to count or measure. This section considers previous research and a statistical
analysis of Marion County Census tracts to understand what factors locally may be associated with
areas with higher eviction rates. Please note that the previous research referenced below frequently
analyze trends among individuals, while the Marion County analysis refers to trends within places.

PART TWO

POVERTY & RACE
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Low-income women, especially low-income black women, are at highest risk of eviction. For
example, women living in black neighborhoods in Milwaukee represent 9.6% of the population, but
30% of evictions. Among renters, over one in five black women report having been evicted sometime
in their adult life. The same is true for roughly one in twelve Hispanic women, and one in fifteen white

MAP 6. Household Poverty Rate (2016), Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships
SOURCES: U.S. Census
Bureau. “S1702: Poverty
Status in the Past 12 Months
of Families”, 2012-2016
American Community
Survey 5-Year Estimate;
Eviction Lab (2010-2016)

women (Desmond, 2015). In a statistical analysis of Marion County Census tracts, areas with higher
rates of household poverty were associated with higher eviction rates. Map 6 shows how these trends
correspond.
Because data were not available at the individual level, an analysis assessed the relationship between
the proportions of different racial/ethnic groups living in an area relative to the area’s eviction rates.
Map 7 shows that black, Latino, and white renters are concentrated in different areas of Marion County.
Higher proportions of black and Latino renters were associated with higher eviction rates in Perry,
Washington, and Warren Townships. Among the three townships with the lowest proportion of minority
renters (Decatur, Perry, and Franklin) two had the lowest eviction and filing rates overall. Higher filing
rates were also associated with areas with high proportions of black individuals, regardless of township.
At a spatial level in Marion County, these findings suggest race may play a role in eviction rates.

Unemployment and recent job loss have been found to be up to 22% higher among those with past
evictions, suggesting that unemployment can also result from an eviction as well as lead to them
(Desmond & Gershenson, 2016a). In Marion County, areas with high unemployment rates were
associated with lower eviction filing rates, and not significantly associated with eviction rates. Areas with
high unemployment rates are primarily located in Center Township, which does not contain substantial

MAP 7. Unemployment & Eviction Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships
SOURCES: U.S. Census
Bureau. “S2301:
Employment Status”, 20122016 American Community
Survey 5-Year Estimate;
Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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UNEMPLOYMENT

35

numbers of high-eviction Census tracts. This analysis could not gauge how recently job loss occurred,
which may also further explain that discrepancy (Desmond & Gershenson, 2016a). Also, individuals in
Center Township may have experienced chronic unemployment or “off-the-books” employment (not
usually captured by employment statistics).

CRIME RATES
Research has suggested that living in areas of high crime is a sign of neighborhood disadvantage,
where tenants may use eviction as a reason to relocate (Desmond & Gershenson 2016a). Evicted tenants
also tend to relocate to neighborhoods with higher crime rates. This research included an analysis of the
top 15 rental properties that participated in an eviction hearing, an order for eviction, or an emergency
eviction from 2010 to 2017. These properties were consistently in the news for various criminal activity.
A crime analysis of these properties from January 2018 to June 2018 indicated high numbers of crimes
against person, including battery, intimidation, and resisting law enforcement.

PART TWO

In Marion County, areas with higher violent and property crime rates were highly and consistently
associated with greater rates of eviction and eviction filings, including within most townships. Housing
unstable residents frequently included concerns about crime, yet residents also did not perceive that
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MAP 8. Violent Crime Rate & Eviction Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships
SOURCE: Indianapolis
Metropolitan Police
Department. “2016
All Crimes: All Violent
Crimes and Simple
Assaults for the Year as
% of All Part 1 Crimes
by 2010 Census
Tracts.” Accessed via
SAVI.org

existing residents Increases in crime have been suggested as a reason for individuals to relocate, which
may result in individuals intentionally skipping out on payments in order to afford a new residence. Doing
so does provide opportunity for landlords to pursue an eviction.

FAMILY SIZE

Key exceptions can be seen in Franklin, Decatur, and Pike townships, which had relatively low eviction
rates relative to high proportions of households with children. This finding may be due to the fact that
these three townships also had the lowest proportion of all renting households in Marion County,
while Franklin and Pike townships also had the two lowest proportions of renting households within

MAP 9. Percent of Households with Children and Eviction Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships
SOURCES:
U.S. Census
Bureau. “S1101:
HOUSEHOLDS AND
FAMILIES.” 2012-2016
American Community
Survey 5-Year
Estimate; Eviction Lab
(2010-2016)
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Families are at risk for eviction, especially those with large family size (Desmond & Gershenson,
2016). Evictions are more prevalent in neighborhoods with a high percentage of children, and courts
issue eviction judgements more frequently to tenants with children (Desmond, An, Winkler, & Ferriss,
2013). In a study of subsidized housing recipients, researchers found that those living in “family housing”
are at the highest risk of lease violation for nonpayment of rent (Brisson & Covert, 2015). In Marion
County, areas with higher proportions of households with children were associated with higher eviction
rates (Map 10).
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their respective townships. This trend suggests that these families may be more likely to own homes,
reducing the likelihood that households with children are associated with evictions in those areas.

SUMMARY OF KEY HOUSING INSTABILITY ISSUES
•

•

•

PART TWO

•
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•

Marion County has a large proportion of renters, which has increased over time
and corresponds with national trends. The growth in renters suggests the lack
of affordability of homeownership, which is also a national implication of higher
proportions of individuals who rent.
Wages have stagnated in Marion County while rental costs have increased,
suggesting families may be priced out of affordable housing opportunities. These
trends also vary based on where one lives, where certain townships have better
affordability ratios relative to income. These areas also tend to have less racial/
ethnic diversity.
There are many mechanisms to provide affordable housing through federal
subsidies utilized by developers, landlords, and renters, but waitlists are long and
eligible individuals may not be guaranteed housing in a timely fashion. Additionally,
individuals may not be able to afford rent without subsidies, further showing the
lack of affordable housing opportunities for renters.
Marion County houses some of the highest eviction rates, nationally, state-wide,
and regionally. Townships vary in eviction and eviction filing rates, but with most
experiencing declines over a five-year period.
Many factors are associated with areas that have high eviction and filing rates in
Marion County, including areas with high proportions of families with children,
areas with racial/ethnic minority populations, areas with high crime rates, and
areas with unemployment rates. Areas with higher rental costs are less likely to
have higher rates of eviction, suggesting financially unstable individuals may be
priced out of rental markets in those locations.

COURT-BASED
STRATEGIES

COURT-BASED STRATEGIES

PART III:
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WHY COURTS?
This section aims to understand how the court system may affect housing stability within Marion County
through the eviction process, including key actors and at key steps in the eviction process. Several
factors point to individuals facing court-based evictions as a potential population of interest and need.
First, although not all families and individuals who receive an eviction judgement will enter homelessness,
evictions create high levels of housing instability and will result in homelessness either as an
immediate result of the eviction, or a delayed outcome (Poppe, 2018). Eviction may immediately
precede an episode of homelessness or may be a precipitating factor for a homeless episode that
occurs later, after other, temporary tenancy options through support networks or progressively less
stable or formalized landlord-tenant situations occur.

PART THREE

Second, as mentioned earlier, Marion County has one of the highest eviction rates in the state, and
Indianapolis is one of the highest-ranked cities for evictions in the U.S. Addressing evictions as a
homelessness prevention strategy is timely, as emerging research highlights a potential eviction crisis
facing the United States. In 2015, 2.7 million households faced eviction through the court system, a
statistic that fails to account for informal evictions that occur outside of the courts (Marr, 2016). Lack
of affordable housing, stagnating household incomes, and the resulting increase of households that are
cost-burdened by their rental housing are implicated factors of high eviction rates across the country
(Marr, 2016).
The goal of court-based solutions to address homelessness prevention is both to reduce the number
of households receiving an eviction judgement and simultaneously delay inevitable evictions to reduce
the amount of trauma and chaos experienced by the individuals and families being required to leave
their housing. Court-based strategies also ideally provide time for the arrangement of alternate
accommodations (Poppe, 2018). As Crane (2006) notes, “if prevention works in a local authority or for
a social housing provider, rent arrears should reduce, and the number of eviction warnings and evictions
should fall”.
To understand the process fully, we examined local and national trends and potential solutions
throughout the literature review. We were able to observe the Small Claim Courts systems throughout
the nine townships in Marion County to identify local sources impacts of eviction, analyze related data
from Small Claims Court, and identify key policies related to the eviction process and tenants’ rights.
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EVICTION-RELATED LEGISLATION
Multiple policies may affect an individual’s ability to avoid housing instability, including policy related to
affordable housing, employment, and other upstream issues affecting renting-related outcomes. For the
purposes of this section, we focus on policy that directly relates to individuals’ ability to rent housing.

FEDERAL GUIDANCE: TENANT-LANDLORD MODEL LAWS
Landlord-tenant law governs the rental of commercial and residential property (Cornell Law School,
2018). State laws governing the relationship between landlords and renters differ by state, particularly
those addressing the obligations of tenants, responsibilities of landlords, and protections for tenants,
especially safeties against retaliation by the landlord.

The Uniform Residential Landlord and Tenant Act (URLTA) of 1972 was created to standardize, clarify,
and modernize the rights and responsibilities of landlords and tenants in the United States. Prior to the
adoption of URLTA, laws governing tenant-landlord relationships were rooted in common law, adopted
when the United States was an agricultural society; as society becomes increasingly urban, new laws
are needed to reflect this change (URLTA §1.102). URLTA seeks to address tenants being subject to
uninhabitable living conditions and aging evicted due to landlord retaliation by outlining landlord
obligations, tenant remedies, and limitations on landlord rights (Bagni, 1972; Ahlen & Foster, 2014).
While many state statutes are based on URLTA, other states have not adopted the Act.
The Revised Uniform Residential Landlord and Tenant Act (RURLTA) of 2015 adopts additional protections
for tenants, such as inclusion of protections for victims of domestic violence and expanded protections
against landlord retaliation. With respect to the latter, RURLTA “expands protected conduct of the tenant
to include good faith complaints to a governmental agency responsible for enforcing governmental
housing, wage, price, or rent controls, pursuit of a legal action against a landlord, or testifying against
the landlord in court” (Ahlen & Foster, 2014). Again, states are under no obligation to adopt measures
specified in URLTA and RURLTA, but they can provide guidance for states looking to address issues of
renter protections.

COURT-BASED STRATEGIES

Uniform Residential Landlord & Tenant Act

Cross-State Comparisons
While most states afford protections against landlord retaliation, Indiana is one of eight states that
does not do so. In many states, retaliation is presumed if a negative reaction by a landlord occurs within
a specified period following a tenant’s action. This protection varies from state to state, and some states
do not explicitly identify such a period. Retaliatory acts include: increasing the rent, reducing availability
of utilities (e.g. water, heat, or electricity), filing an eviction, refusing to renew the lease, or threatening to
take any of these actions (RURLTA, Section 901; Cornell Law School, 2018). Additionally:
• Indiana is also one of sixteen states that does not address rent withholding and
repairs in statute (e.g. ensuring that the residence is habitable).
• Indiana is one of eight states that does not require notice before a landlord files for
an eviction.
• Positively, 25 states, including Indiana, allow victims of domestic violence to
terminate their lease.
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Overall, these trends suggest that Indiana may
lack key protections at the state level to ensure
tenant protections and comprehension of
related rights.

PART THREE

STATE LEGISLATION
Broadly, under the federal Fair Housing Act,
Indiana does not allow housing discrimination
for seven protected classes: Race, color, religion,
national origin, sex, disability, and families
with children. As such, there are many groups
not legally protected by the Fair Housing Act,
including sexual orientation and gender identity,
health status, and individuals with criminal
histories, among others. In recent years, Indiana
has adopted legislation, parts of which have been
identified by the Fair Housing Center of Central
Indiana as creating barriers to fair housing. An
overview of that legislation is provided in Table 9.
The Indiana General Assembly enacted
legislation that prevents evictions on the basis
of nuisance violations. Often, repeated calls to
emergency services, whether it be to provide
assistance to one’s self or a neighbor, count
against a tenant in ways that often result in
being labeled a nuisance by the city or other
jurisdiction. In these instances, landlords are
pressured by the city to abate the nuisance,
which often leads to the eviction of the tenant. In
these instances, landlords are pressured by the
city to abate the nuisance in order to support
perceptions of and actual safety, which may lead
to the eviction of the tenant.
Indiana Code 32-31-1-22 says that “requests
for law enforcement or emergency assistance;
political subdivisions are prohibited from
imposing penalties for requests believed
necessary to prevent abuse, crime, or emergency”.
This law does not prevent tenants or properties
from being labeled a ‘nuisance’, but it does
prevent landlords from using these requests for
emergency assistance as basis for an eviction.
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A tenant shall do the following:
(1) Comply with all obligations imposed
primarily on a tenant by applicable
provisions of health and housing
codes.
(2) Keep the areas of the rental premises
occupied or used by the tenant
reasonably clean.
(3) Use the following in a reasonable
manner:
(A) Electrical systems.
(B) Plumbing.
(C) Sanitary systems.
(D) Heating, ventilating, and air
conditioning systems.
(E) Elevators, if provided.
(F) Facilities and appliances of the
rental premises.
(4) Refrain from defacing, damaging,
destroying, impairing, or removing
any part of the rental premises.
(5) Comply with all reasonable rules
and regulations in existence at the
time a rental agreement is entered
into. A tenant shall also comply with
amended rules and regulations as
provided in the rental agreement.
(6) Ensure that each smoke detector
installed

in

the

tenant’s

rental

unit remains functional and is not
disabled” (IC 32-31-7-5).

TABLE 9. Rental-Related Legislation Recently Passed by the Indiana General
Assembly
YEAR
ENACTED

LEGISLATION

House Bill
14

House Bill
1165

KEY COMPONENTS

2014

Owners of rental units who pay fees to a political jurisdiction
(e.g. township) may require tenants to reimburse the owner
for payment of the fee. Was ruled unconstitutional by Court of
Appeals in 2018, but is pending decision by Indiana Supreme
Court

2015

Rooming houses and hotels may be exempt from provisions that
regulate rental registration or inspection. Families and individuals
who have been evicted frequently stay in hotels on a short-term
basis when they have lost housing.

House Bill
1300

2015

Senate Bill
558

2017

ordinances that require landlords to participate in Section 8 or
similar housing programs. This legislation may create difficulties
in creating broader affordable housing opportunities.
Units may not regulate rental rates for privately owned property
through ordinances or other regulations.

SOURCE: Indiana General Assembly. Data retrieved from: iga.in.gov.

A landlord shall do the following:
(1) Deliver the rental premises to a tenant in compliance with the rental agreement, and
in a safe, clean, and habitable condition.
(2) Comply with all health and housing codes applicable to the rental premises.

COURT-BASED STRATEGIES

Municipalities, counties, and townships may not adopt

(3) Make all reasonable efforts to keep common areas of a rental premises in a clean and
proper condition.
(4) Provide and maintain the following items in a rental premise in good and safe working
condition, if provided on the premises at the time the rental agreement is entered
into:
(A) Electrical systems.
(B) Plumbing systems sufficient to accommodate a reasonable supply of hot and cold
running water at all times.
(C) Sanitary systems.
(D) Heating, ventilating, and air conditioning systems. A heating system must be
sufficient to adequately supply heat at all times.
(E) Elevators, if provided.
(F) Appliances supplied as an inducement to the rental agreement” (IC 32-31-8-5).
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LOCAL ORDINANCES
Unlike the rest of Indiana, Marion County/Indianapolis does not allow housing discrimination related to
age, sexual orientation, or military status. These classes are not protected by the federal Fair Housing
Act, which provides additional protections for local tenants.

Landlord Registration

PART THREE

Since 2015, the Indianapolis Landlord Registration program requires landlords (or management
companies) of residential units to register their properties with the Indianapolis Department of
Business and Neighborhood Services (BNS). Landlords are required to submit the parcel number of
their property, the number of units on each parcel, and contact information for both the owner and
property manager, if there is one. Properties in Beech Grove, Lawrence, Southport, and Speedway are
exempt from registration. Individuals owning more than one property are only assessed one $5 fee each
year, provided that each of their properties are registered through the program.
As of December 2018, approximately 19,000 rental properties exist within Indianapolis, excluding cities
exempt from the registry. According to the Indianapolis Business Journal, this number has fluctuated
over time, from 22,000 in 2016 to 13,000 in 2017 (Colombo,2017). They suggest those fluctuations were
due to a lack of penalties for property owners for not participating by registering in the system, and it is
unclear why the number has increased since then. This research attempted to use the landlord registry
to contact a sample of landlords, and found many of the e-mail addresses and phone numbers to be
inaccurate (e.g. phone numbers directing to restaurants).

Code Enforcements
Landlords are obligated to deliver the rental premises in a safe, clean and habitable condition, comply
with all applicable health and housing codes, and, if provided, maintaining the following in good and
safe working condition: the electrical system, plumbing system, sanitary system, heating system and
landlord-provided appliances. The code enforcement process is managed locally by the Marion County
Health Department. The City of Indianapolis also manages code enforcements related to nuisances,
handled by the Department of Business and neighborhood Services (BNS). Tenants are required to use
the rented facility and its appliances in a reasonable manner, keep the rental premises reasonably clean,
comply with all applicable health and housing codes, and comply with all the landlord’s reasonable rules
and regulations, as they might be changed from time to time.
In one example, 16 tenants noted that they paid for maintenance issues since March, issues included
furnaces going out in winter, bed bugs and termites eating the floor and ceiling, upon takeover of the
property management company. The Consumer Protection Division of the Indiana Attorney General’s
office revoked the company’s license.
Collectively, the legal environmental for tenants and landlords can be complex, with all parties needing
to understand how to navigate federal, state, and local regulations in order to be an effective renter or
property owner. Property owners also have the ability to develop their leases using additional language
with which tenants should comply, and adding another legal component to the renting process. Each
of these legal statutes and documents provide opportunities for challenge or compliance through the
court system.
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TABLE 10. Types of Evictions & Application in Indiana
Type of
Eviction

Definition

Application in Indiana

FORMAL EVICTIONS
Used when the tenant has not paid rent. Most
states require that landlords give tenants three to
five days to pay the rent or vacate the premises.

Notice to Quit
or Cure

Given after a tenant has violated a condition or
term of the lease or rental agreement, such as
clauses addressing pet ownership or excessive
noise. Some states offer the chance for tenants
to correct lease violations, while others only
provide unconditional quit notices.

Unconditional
Quit Notice

Order the tenant to vacate the premises with
no chance to pay the rent or correct a lease
or rental agreement violation. In most states,
unconditional quit notices are allowed only when
the tenant has:
• Repeatedly violated a significant lease or
rental agreement clause;
• Been late with rent on more than one
occasion;
• Seriously damaged premises; or
• Engaged in illegal activity, e.g. drug dealing
on premises.

Other
Rationales for
Eviction

In some circumstances, a landlord may evict
a tenant without cause, including those with
month-to-month leases if the eviction is not
discriminatory or retaliatory.

Indiana allows 10 days
for tenants to vacate
premises.

Most states allow for a 3
to 7-day waiting period
before eviction is filed, but
Indiana allows landlords
to file unconditional quit
notices immediately.

COURT-BASED STRATEGIES

Notice to Pay
Rent

CONSTRUCTIVE EVICTIONS

Constructive
Eviction

A constructive eviction occurs when the landlord
causes the residence to become uninhabitable,
resulting in the tenant leaving the premises.
Wrongful conduct by the landlord includes the
following:
• Fails to perform an obligation in the lease
• Fails to adequately maintain and control the
common area
• Breaches a statutory duty owed to the
tenant
• Fails to perform promised repairs
• Allows nuisance-like behavior

A landlord must engage in
one of the five behaviors,
and the tenant must
vacate the premises
within a reasonable time
frame, where leaving
after a reasonable time
frame may be considered
abandonment (in which
the landlord is no longer
responsible for the
wrongful behavior).

SOURCE: Indiana General Assembly. Data retrieved from: iga.in.gov.

45

TYPES OF EVICTIONS
When seeking to evict a tenant, a landlord often engages in one of two methods: a formal eviction (filed
through a court-based lawsuit), or a constructive eviction, also known as an informal eviction. While
constructive evictions are not a legal means of eviction, landlords still may engage in these practices to
avoid bringing a costly suit to court. Table 10 details both formal and constructive evictions.

ACTIONS RESULTING IN
COURT-BASED EVICTIONS
PART THREE

ROLE OF INFORMAL EVICTIONS
Informal evictions typically lack a formal paper trail, such as a lease. These evictions are also unable to
go to court for damages, and fall under the umbrella of constructive evictions, discussed above. Several
housing unstable individuals discussed under-the-table relationships with their landlords that affected
their ability to move to a new unit due to lost funds, as well as the process of not having support from their
landlord during that process. At the same time, tenants discussed this informal relationship working two
ways, where landlords give tenants more time to pay rent, but where a lack of documentation leaves few
rights. One woman noted the complications she experienced with a roommate and no lease:
“My fiancé and I, we got on craigslist and got a roommate… and then we moved in
with him and we paid him the $350 that he asked me. Three-hundred fifty dollars a
month and my fiancé and I gave him $350. After he spent that money, he came and
said he needed more money and my fiancé said ‘We don’t have any more money’.
We paid $350 a month and he kicked us out. We were back to square one.”

INABILITY TO PAY RENT
Among court observations and case filings, inability or general nonpayment of rent was the most
common reason tenants were in court. Most delinquent rent payments were three to four months
late. The majority of these observed cases were in apartment complexes. One landlord attributed
nonpayment to a lack of oversight:
“Mostly landlords that do not pay close attention to their own tenants, most
landlords wait until tenant is behind multiple months to file. I never wait past 15-20
days to file and when the communication stops.”
Tenants were unable to pay rent for many reasons. First, in addition to general financial instability,
many housing unstable renters reported existing debt and high financial costs of moving into a
new rental unit. Medical bills were frequently noted among individuals as a source of financial burden
and their ability to maintain any income. Similarly, poor health prevented individuals from maintaining
employment in order to increase their wages.
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Individuals reported turning to payday lending or high-interest funds, which further increased their debt
loads. Many individuals discussed needing to utilize Supplemental Security Income (SSI), pensions,
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), or other sources of income. Individuals with
criminal histories also struggled due to a dual inability to obtain employment and to find sufficient
housing. Landlords in high-poverty areas noted illness, job loss, divorce or separation from a significant
household contributor, and inadequate employment.

“If somebody has the funds and the means to cover their rent and their bills, why
do they [landlords] need three times that? They’re not gonna pay it three times a
month. All right, so why do they need it three times to get into a place to live? It’s
just ridiculous. Then you wonder why all these places are boarded up or empty, or
we need to clean this neighborhood and we need to build this neighborhood. You
can’t because landlords and owners and leasers, they want too much. They expect
too much.”

LACK OF MAINTENANCE FOR HOUSING UNIT
Despite reading and signing leases, many tenants did not understand the legal responsibility of
maintaining a clean rental unit. When rental units are not well-maintained due to landlord negligence,
tenants reported withholding rent for repairs. In court observations, many tenants brought receipts of
repairs or other issues they fixed (e.g. a furnace, window, etc.), and would become upset when told that
the money for repairs did not go toward rent. As one individual explained:
“The current place that I was staying in had a terrible roach infestation, so I was
trying to find a place to move in to, but they had given me a bad review so that
was the one time. I complained about it, and stopped paying rent because I did
everything I could to manage it using things from the store.”

COURT-BASED STRATEGIES

Second, extra financial costs related to moving into a new rental unit created additional financial
complications for individuals looking to relocate, especially if they anticipated being evicted. Many
individuals questioned the need for substantial amounts required for deposits. Landlords, however,
viewed these deposits as essential for understanding tenants’ ability to pay rent. One tenant said:

This lack of understanding of habitability, renters’ rights, and lease agreements can lead to an eviction
because it minimally violates certain leases, and reflects the fact that renters may not know how to
legally address maintenance issues. Some renters perceive that they can move out if the landlord does
not fix their repairs. Additionally, if tenants know they are being evicted, some have purposely damaged
property in retaliation to their landlord. Again, these actions all warrant legal action from a landlord.

TENANT-LANDLORD RELATIONSHIPS
Communication between the tenant and landlord is a vital component in deciding to evict a tenant.
Specifically, if the tenant and landlord can identify solutions (e.g. payment plans), the eviction process
does not go to court or can be delayed. Landlords have discretion in how to determine whether to evict,
and indicated that once communication stops, they become stricter with the rules and are more likely
to evict.
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“If a tenant has had a poor history of paying on time, I usually explain to them that
the next time the rent is late, I will file for an eviction by the 5th of the month. If they
stay in contact with me and give me reasons for late rent and will follow a payment
plan strictly to the date then I will work with them.”
Many tenants also spoke positively about the flexibility of their landlords, including traits like patience
and responsiveness, especially to maintenance issues:
“My landlord’s real good to me. So I got everything. Anything happens, he’ll furnish
it. So anything he went and got me an air conditioner for the summer, another one
for upstairs.”

PART THREE

In other cases, tenants discussed landlords not discussing important issues with their tenants. In one
case, an owner experienced a foreclosure, which affected residents.
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“We went through some foreclosures, of renting not through fault of our own per
se, but it was our landlord’s situation. So we’ve had x amount of months to find
[housing], so that was somewhat stressful in the past…A few years ago we were
informed in January and they didn’t know exactly when but it gave us like 60 days
to find a place and we found something within 3 months and then they finally
foreclosed. They didn’t really know the exact time, they just knew the bank was
foreclosing so that meant immediately we had to find something, and they didn’t
really give us a time-frame. We just did it on our own.”

MARION COUNTY EVICTION PROCESS
The following section aims to highlight key components of the court-based eviction process based on
court observations and legal resources.

Eviction Filing
with the Court

Initial Court
Date

Judge decides
the case

Tenant given
time-frame to
vacate

If not,
send constable
to unit

Damages
hearing

Case Dismissed
or Counterclaim

EVICTION FILING WITH THE COURT
Before an eviction can be filed, the landlord must give a 10-day notice to the tenant to pay rent, giving
the tenant an opportunity to vacate the property, pay rent, or to work out a plan with the landlord. If an
individual has a month-to-month lease, the landlord must provide 30 days’ notice inclusive of the total
amount owed. If the tenant does not respond to the notice, the eviction process can begin. Some housing,
such as LIHTC housing, has specific tenant protections that judges consider during this process. These
considerations include tenant protection against future income increases, subject to the federal Fair
Housing Act by accommodating to disabilities if needed, and no evictions without cause.

COURT-BASED STRATEGIES

FIGURE 13. Court-Based Eviction Process

Considerations
The landlord pays a filing fee to the court, which is often charged to the tenant at a later date if the ruling
is in favor of the landlord. For individuals with financial instability, even small fees can create additional
burdens.

INITIAL COURT DATE
Both parties must attend an initial hearing for the judge to determine who is entitled to possession of
the property, and evidence is presented from both parties. If the judge rules in favor of the landlord, he
or she will give the tenant a certain number of days to leave.
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Considerations
Landlords and property owners tended to have legal representation more frequently than tenants.
Among the dozens of cases observed, landlords had representation in about half of cases, while tenants
only had representation in 10% of the cases. Judges prefer hard copies of evidence or information on
flash drives, which many tenants lack. Just the process of appearing in court, much less developing a
feasible defense, can be confusing for tenants.

JUDGE DECIDES CASE
The judge determines whether the case will result in a formal court hearing based on the facts of the
case.

Considerations

PART THREE

The court hearing serves as an opportunity to resolve the issue more formally by identifying modified
payment plans or acceptable delays in payment. Judges will often ask if the tenant and landlord have
attempted to resolve the issue. In several cases, both parties were able to identify a way to prevent
taking further measures.

GRANTING TENANT TIME TO VACATE
Often, the tenant will ask for an extension. Depending on their reasoning (e.g. having a disability, being
elderly, etc.), the judge may grant one.

CONSTABLE SENT TO UNIT
After the initial court date, the judge can order possession of the property, which is when the township’s
constable or deputy constable serves a Writ of Possession to the tenant. Some constables have
discretion on serving the writ (I.e. is the person is an older adult, or has physical disabilities), but most
follow the judge’s orders closely. The landlord must contact the constable after the judge orders the
writ. If the tenant does not vacate by the deadline, the landlord must call the constable. The constable
can also be there while the landlord calls a moving company to have the tenant’s items stored.

Considerations
It is important to note that constables’ income comes from serving writs on small claim cases (including
lawsuits), earning $13.00 each time a writ is served.is supposed to call the constable. Additionally, if
individuals’ items are taken to a storage company, he or she has 90 days to claim their property before
they lose it.

DAMAGES HEARING & DISMISSAL
During the second hearing, the landlord claims damages from the tenant. The tenant may order
continuance of the case. The case can also be dismissed for reasons such as insufficient evidence or if
the landlord and tenant reached an agreement.

Considerations
Tenants may have to pay additional fees if they decide to continue the case and their case is unsuccessful.
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EFFECTS OF EVICTION
CREDIT SCORE

This is because the evicted tenant must call the court to remove the ruling from their record. If the judge
does not inform the tenant of this option, the eviction will remain on their record. Additionally, one of the
most common plaintiffs in evictions hearings in Marion County Small Claims Court was a debt collection
agency. One renter described their experiences with a lingering eviction on her credit score:
“They [landlord] denied me because of my credit. They wouldn’t say because I had
been evicted or anything. The guy gives me a good reference, but…a lot of them has
denied because of my credit and I don’t think that’s fair, especially for people that
are looking for houses or apartments or something. I don’t think that’s fair because
they go by your credit.”

DIFFICULTY OBTAINING FUTURE HOUSING
Landlords can report evictions or other issues via data systems and landlord networks. These
designations frequently appear on individuals’ credit reports, which many former tenants do not realize
until they are rejected by another property. Landlords also identified issues with tenants’ previous rental
histories as a reason for not considering them for housing.

COURT-BASED STRATEGIES

Formal eviction affects tenants’ credit scores and ability to maintain or find affordable housing from
properties that will rent to an individual with a history of eviction. In some cases, tenants reported
not knowing they had an eviction on their records given that they were never brought to court, even
if they did owe back rent or other payments to a previous landlord. Possibly even more confusing to a
tenant, Indiana’s court database (MyCase) will state that a tenant is evicted, even if he or she identified
a solution with the landlord.

COSTS

Cost to City & Other Jurisdictions
Not only are evictions expensive for the defendant, but for the plaintiff, courts, and community at large
as well. It can cost up to $10,000 to have someone evicted, repair any outstanding damages, and
then sometimes not be able to lease the apartment. It is also costly to have individuals cycle through
homelessness and housing instability, as the city must hold a hearing, the Health Department conducts
inspections, and the small claims court increases its caseload. It can be less expensive to provide
supports to a tenant, such as case management, and keep the individual within the home.

Costs of Relocation & Associated Trauma
Evictions are associated with high levels of psychological distress. Researchers have found that home
evictions and foreclosures were linked to an increase in suicides during the U.S. housing crisis (Fowler et
al. 2015). Tenants felt isolated during this process, especially after experiencing more informal evictions.
In addition to psychological costs, financial costs were also an issue.
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Multiple stakeholder interviews suggested that the biggest need for evicted populations is a free moving
service, to help individuals move their things out and into a storage room or their new unit. Several
individuals noted that their eviction experience was something that they “didn’t want anyone to go
through.” Many individuals want to vacate, but they do not have any resources to move their furniture
and other belongings out. These belongings typically end up in storage facilities, for which tenants would
need to pay to remove and repossess their items
“I didn’t have nowhere to go and I had to put my stuff in storage and I didn’t have the
money to really do that, and then I had to throw away a lot of stuff that I didn’t want
to throw away, I didn’t know where to put it, so it was a bad process, but when even
in a place to go I had to move in with my son and then they got divorced and then I
was homeless again.”

PART THREE

CYCLICAL LOSS OF RESOURCES
Particularly due to high deposits among an already financially unstable population, loss of income
associated with being evicted was discussed as a particularly painful experience. In Marion County,
tenants are often defendants during court cases, meaning that if they lose the eviction case, they owe
back rent, utilities, or whatever other costs are missing. Because these individuals are typically in court
because they could not pay the costs they owed initially, sometimes for unknown reasons.
“The only thing that hurt me was that we had to pay a few hundred dollars for
a deposit and never got any of it back. We’d only lived there not even two whole
months. The police came in, put everybody outside and went through everybody’s
things, they had been doing surveillance, people upstairs with the jail and then the
board of health came the very next morning, gave everyone a paper and said we
had 72 hours to vacate the boarding house. I’d never been through nothing like that
before. Like I said, the only thing that hurt me was our deposit, because we could
have took that deposit and put it back right towards another place. We had nothing
when we left, we might’ve had three or four dollars when they came and told us we
had to turn.”
Because stakeholders in the eviction process understand the financial issues associated with being
evicted, they frequently recommended or utilized services such as 211 to refer clients to trustee
assistance or other basic needs. Tenants discussed utilizing a variety of services to reach a little bit of
stability, including accessing homelessness providers, but also reported using methods that were less
effective in the long-term, such as obtaining loans.
“I’ve got a little loan money to buy groceries and the help get all the bills paid. It
wasn’t a payday loan, but it was like just a loan company, like real high interest rate
stuff. I’ve done that before to help my children out to have a place to live, but didn’t
work out either.”
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SUMMARY OF NEEDS & STRATEGIES
•

•

•
•

•

•

•

Indiana state legislation offers some tenant protections, but tends to create
additional support for landlords in ways that differ from other states. Locally,
ordinances provide code enforcements to which landlords must comply. Due to
relatively less strict legislation on create environments that complicate affordable
housing with positive tenant-landlord relationships.
Prior to eviction, housing unstable individuals and landlords reported a number of
issues that lead to eviction, including the use of informal evictions, general financial
instability, poor maintenance of rental units by both tenants and landlords, and
communication between tenants and landlords. These pressures appear to
accelerate the court-based eviction process among local residents, and reinforce
issues of housing instability.
Nonpayment of rent was the most common reason for eviction, suggesting a need
for greater financial services and supports.
Issues of financial instability were complicated by issues with credit, criminal
histories, job loss, loss of a support system, medical bills and other debts, and
illness. These issues have major implications for maintaining housing because
they are not easily resolved, and result in a formal eviction on an individuals’ record
that can prevent them from obtaining other housing.
Judges and landlords have discretion during the eviction process, including
opportunities to use mediation strategies to resolve issues between tenants and
landlords before they worsen or ultimately result in a court-based eviction. The
process also has many implications for tenants, including an assumption that
the tenant has sufficient legal knowledge and resources to appear in court or
understand the difficulty in having an eviction overturned without evidence.
After being evicted, tenants face a cycle of issues, including managing the trauma
of being evicted, loss of resources and poor credit history, all of which result in
difficulty in obtaining additional housing.
Tenants frequently do not know their rights as renters due to a lack of formal
education by landlords or other local entities. Only a handful of local organizations
aim to address these knowledge gaps.

COURT-BASED STRATEGIES

KEY COURT-RELATED ISSUES

Theoretically, a court-based prevention strategy could include landlord-tenant alternative dispute
resolution, legal representation for tenants facing eviction, short-term financial assistance to cover rent
or utility arrears that the court determines are owed by the tenant, or short-term supportive services
to the household to improve money-management skills or connect tenants with community services to
address other, underlying causes of their housing instability (Culhane, 2011).
State and local governments are implementing innovative approaches to target those most at-risk
of entering homelessness, sometimes blurring the lines between primary and secondary prevention
strategies. Some of these promising practices are occurring in New York City, Hennepin County,
Minnesota, and Massachusetts (Burt et al., 2007). Several programs currently implemented at a local
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level seek to intervene in potential homelessness through the courts at the point of eviction from rental
housing (Poppe, 2018).

FIGURE 14. Continuum of Prevention Strategies: Courts
HOMELESS
EPISODE

Primary Prevention

Secondary Prevention

Tertiary Prevention
DIVERSION

• Tenant-Landlord Education
• Improved Tenant Screening

• Mediation Services
• Legal Representation

• Information Sharing
Across Systems

PRIMARY PREVENTION

PART THREE

Tenant-Landlord Education
Education tenants about their rights as renters is a strategy that could prevent individuals from being
evicted by helping at-risk individuals understand how to be a good tenant and when their rights may be
infringed upon. The University of Minnesota developed an Enhanced Comprehensive Tenant Education
Program (ECTEP) that utilized a peer educator to work with low-income residents to understand issues
related to renting. Rent Well, based in Oregon and Washington, provide 15-hour tenant education
courses that last for three to six weeks. Landlords can work with Rent Well so that if a renter attends the
workshops and leaves their rental unit within the year, the landlord will be reimbursed for any damages
or lost funds. The renter must be registered within 30 days of renting the property. Rent Smart is a
similar program in Wisconsin that is currently being evaluated and is available at the county or local
level.

Improved Tenant Screening
Regulation Tenant Screening Bureaus utilize the Fair Credit Reporting Act to ensure accurate information
is being reported within screening bureaus and to regulate use of court information. Key indicators
include a tenant statement of dispute or explanation, requirement to remove expunged/sealed records.
Records are updated as information is updated. Though not a requirement of screening tools, HUD
guidance issued in 2016 suggests that landlords exclude criminal history in tenant screening in order to
reduce the disparate effects of housing instability among individuals with a criminal background.
In 2016, Minnesota enacted a reform measure, entitled “Residential Tenant Reports; Disclosure and
Corrections,” to provide more accuracy in tenant screening reports. The statute requires that a tenant
receive a copy of the report and mandates that tenants be given the opportunity to contest any perceived
inaccuracies that the report might contain. The reporting service must reinvestigate reports that are
disputed and must correct the record when mistakes are found or reported entries are unverifiable.
To prevent the reporting of stale claims, and to facilitate aims of fairness and equity, the statute gives
courts the “inherent authority” to seal eviction records when appropriate (Franzese, 2018).

SECONDARY PREVENTION
Mediation Services

An evidenced-based practice that works to prevent evictions throughout the United States is
implementing tenant/landlord mediation services in Small Claims Courts. A model program located
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Mediation is an underutilized resource in the court systems generally, and increase in its usage in relation
to landlord-tenant disputes and eviction prevention could be very successful. Mediation, or alternative
dispute resolution, is an official process through the courts frequently staffed by law school mediation
programs or approved community mediation centers (Poppe, 2018). Evidence from Hennepin County,
Minnesota, showed that “sixty-nine percent of cases filed...were settled without eviction and the family
retained housing” (Burt et al., 2007). Additionally, The Western Massachusetts Tenancy Preservation
Project demonstrated an 85% housing retention rate for individuals who participated in the mediation
program, and when compared against a similar group of tenants who did not receive mediation, reduced
the likelihood that tenants would enter homelessness by one-third (Burt et al., 2007).
In her analysis, Poppe found that differences in court structures had an impact of the success and
design of court-based prevention efforts (Poppe, 2018). Centralized “housing courts” where housingrelated civil claims are heard can facilitate administration of prevention strategies, compared with
systems where small claims are heard in a variety of different courts or contexts. Services that are
more efficient may be provided and communication about the availability of services becomes easier
in systems with a centralized location, but it is unlikely that entrenched court structures will be reorganized solely for the purpose of homelessness prevention efforts. For optimal administrative of
court-based strategies, Poppe recommends that courthouses make space available for onsite provision
of services and communication about services, posted notices about the availability of services, and
adjusted scheduling of cases to best facilitate the constraints of pro-bono legal services to staff courts
and meet with clients (Poppe, 2018).

Case Management

COURT-BASED STRATEGIES

in Hennepin County looked at the rates of successful mediation services. 69% of cases filed against
families in the Hennepin County Housing Court were settled without eviction, and the family retained
housing. If 20% of these families would have become homeless if evicted, mediation has successfully
prevented homelessness among these families. A similar study conducted in Massachusetts known
as the Tenancy Preservation Project showed that mediation preserved tenancy for 85% of seriously
mentally ill tenants facing eviction, and reduced the probability of becoming homeless by about onethird (Burt, 2005).

Hennepin County, Minnesota’s Commission to End Homelessness focuses on housing first approaches
to prevent and divert homelessness. They implemented an Eviction Prevention Pilot within the small
claims court systems. The program includes case management, referrals to mediations, referrals to
legal assistance with emphasis on low-income individuals, and cash assistance to help stabilize housing.
Although the program can improve homeless prevention, it can have some drawbacks. Eligibility
requirements can often be a barrier to aid.

Legal Representation for Tenants
Legal representation for tenants could have a significant impact in reducing eviction judgements in favor
of the property owner. After a concerted effort to provide legal representation for tenants facing eviction
in New York City, Mayor Bill de Blasio expanded funding for the program because “it has saved more
than the amount spent by keeping families out of shelters” (Marr, 2016). Notably, prior to that program’s
implementation, only one in every hundred tenants facing eviction had legal representation.
After the program’s implementation, that number increased to one in four resulting in a 24% decrease in
evictions over two years (Marr, 2016). Studies of other local eviction processes support that lack of legal
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representation for tenants results in increased evictions (Poppe, 2018). There is plenty of opportunity to
implement this particularly court strategy, as 70% of individuals and families facing eviction do not have
legal representation (Poppe, 2018).

TERTIARY PREVENTION
Information Sharing

PART THREE

Sharing client information across agencies and systems is a general practice that may help stave
off potential evictions and help individuals recover from ones that led to homelessness. In Hennepin
County, Minnesota, all prevention efforts and rapid exit agencies share a data base. In Montgomery
County, Pennsylvania, prevention and shelter efforts share a database (Broeke, 2006). These activities
reflect the housing first approach, a philosophy that works to keep the at-risk individual housed, while
gathering supportive services in the community (Institute of Urban Studies, 2015). Linking the courts
system into this process may help more effectively identify individuals at risk and connecting them to
needed resources.
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Sharing client information across agencies and systems is a general practice that may help stave
off potential evictions and help individuals recover from ones that led to homelessness. In Hennepin
County, Minnesota, all prevention efforts and rapid exit agencies share a data base. In Montgomery
County, Pennsylvania, prevention and shelter efforts share a database (Broeke, 2006). These activities
reflect the housing first approach, a philosophy that works to keep the at-risk individual housed, while
gathering supportive services in the community (Institute of Urban Studies, 2015). Linking the courts
system into this process may help more effectively identify individuals at risk and connecting them to
needed resources.

FAMILY-BASED
STRATEGIES
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WHY FAMILIES?
Families have been and continue to be a large focus of homelessness intervention efforts at national
and local levels, and for multiple reasons. Indianapolis’ 2018 Point-in-Time Count indicated that 128
households with children were literally homeless, a decline from 2017 (158 families). The Indianapolis
Plan to End Homelessness also includes families as one of its four populations to receive targeted services
to reduce their likelihood of homelessness. Related goals include reaching developed benchmarks for
increasing the number of permanent supportive and rapid rehousing units, reductions in the amount of
time families spend in shelters, and diversion strategies.
Nationally, research suggests that families with children are an ideal population to target for
homelessness prevention. First, households with children tend to be statistically more likely to
experience evictions and housing instability (Desmond, An, Winkler, & Ferris, 2013). As discussed
earlier, areas in Indianapolis with higher proportions of households with children were more likely to
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have higher eviction rates. The map below shows those trends across Marion County.
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MAP 10. Percent Households with Children (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and School Districts
SOURCE: U.S. Census
Bureau. “S1101:
HOUSEHOLDS AND
FAMILIES.” 2012-2016
American Community
Survey 5-Year
Estimate

Third, the definition of homelessness that varies between HUD and the Department of Education (Ed)
means that families with children may be more likely to fall under prevention-related issues instead
of just efforts related to homelessness intervention. Unlike the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), the Department of Education (DOE) includes youth who “lack a fixed, regular, and
nighttime residence,” in their definition of homelessness, which includes youth who are doubled-up (i.e.
“couch-surfing”). This definition applies to not only unaccompanied youth, but also to children who are
homeless or doubled up with their families.
Predictors of homelessness and housing instability for families with children are similar to those of
single adults. For families residing in metropolitan areas, economic factors such as housing costs,
unemployment, and household income have been the strongest predictors of homelessness (Fargo,
Munley, Byrne, Montgomery, Culhane, 2013). There is often a direct correlation between domestic
violence and homelessness for families. Drug and alcohol use, as well as crime, have also been strong
correlated with housing instability among families in cities. (Fargo, et al., 2013).
This section highlights key findings about Indianapolis families who experience housing instability.
Specifically, the findings are categorized by systems with which families may be more likely to interact.
These findings help clarify potential issues and opportunities for a potential prevention network in
Indianapolis. This section was informed by multiple sources, including data from the Indiana Department
of Education (IDOE), the United Way of Central Indiana, Connect2Help (211), Indiana’s Department of
Local Government Finance (DLGF), and Near Eastside Area Renewal (NEAR).
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Second, excessive moves related to housing instability are associated with negative, long-lasting
effects on children’s development and well-being. The risk of children experiencing trauma through
housing instability is high, resulting in a greater chance of behavioral issues and lack of emotional
regulation (McManus, & Thompson, 2008). They are also more likely to experience re-traumatization,
decreased ability to cope, exposure to violence, and have an increased risk of being physically and
sexually assaulted (Allen, & Davies, 2017). According to HUD, of youth experiencing homelessness, 35%
had to repeat a grade and 90% had behavioral problems in school, including truancy, suspension, and
fighting.

The work also includes interviews with housing unstable families; and staff from government offices,
non-profit agencies, and McKinney-Vento Liaisons. In Marion County, each of the nine townships and
the town of Speedway is represented by a McKinney-Vento liaison. These liaisons uphold the federal
McKinney-Vento law, which aims to ensure that students experiencing homelessness do not experience
negative academic outcomes.
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FAMILY NEEDS
Locally, school officials report evictions as a common cause of homelessness among McKinney-Vento
families, with consistently low wages being reported as perpetuating a cycle of evictions. Not only did lack
of sustainable wages cause families to experience multiple evictions, but they prevent access to other
resources. It was noted that families are not always willing to discuss eviction, with families seeming
more willing to report moves based on domestic violence. Another perceived domestic violence was on
the rise among families, particularly among families who flee to Indianapolis from other states. Figure 15
shows that in 2017, the number of 211 calls related to being homeless/doubled up and domestic violence
declined from 2016, but the proportion of those calls representing families with children is unclear.

Number of Calls
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FIGURE 15. Marion County 211 Calls by Individuals who were Homeless/
Doubled-up, or Experiencing Domestic Violence (2016 & 2017)
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SOURCE: Connect2Help211. Data retrieved from: connect2help211.org

GAPS IN SERVICES
Both availability to services and lack of services were noted as gaps in the system. Outside of the
Homeless Initiative Program (HIP), federally funded subsidies, and similar entities, shelters were a
common referral for families. One liaison noted, however, that shelter-specific policies are detrimental
to families.
“I’ve seen families wanting to get better jobs, but the shelter says they have to be
onsite at certain times. For families, going to a shelter in Indianapolis is a catch-22.
They need to work better jobs to be able to afford stable housing, but they aren’t
able to work because of the shelter hours.”
Outside of shelters, liaisons expressed frustration with Indianapolis’s affordable housing. Section 8 was
described as “messy.” Affordable housing, it was noted, needs to exist in areas outside of downtown to
prevent perpetuating mobility among already unstably housed families. Another said simply, “There is
no state of affordable housing in Indianapolis.” Families also discussed the difficulty of being a parent
and having a criminal history, which further complicated their ability to find affordable, quality housing.
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In addition to existing issues with the affordability and access to affordable housing, staff noted that
families with previous evictions are further limited in their access to housing. Staff also perceived that
family mobility restricts access to food, and thought that options for mobile food access and access to
fresh food need to be increased.

DIFFERENCES IN RENTAL NEEDS

Further, families with children were slightly more likely to report dissatisfaction with their landlord, with
18% of those with children saying their landlord did not treat them with dignity, compared to 13% of
renters without children. Thirty-seven percent of respondents with children noted that landlords did
not respond effectively to reasonable rental requests, the same rate as those without children. Seventyeight percent of those with children had been at their address for two years or more, compared to only
48% of those without children.
In interviews, parents shared that they would ideally like to own a home, but tended to prefer housing and
neighborhood options different from single adults. They spoke more about living in safe neighborhoods,
transportation, and living near quality schools than other groups. One parent specifically discussed
checking the sex offender registry and observing neighbors’ homes at nighttime.

SCHOOLS
School-related interactions comprise a bulk of a child’s day, and may provide substantial support and
resources for families with children to interact and receive services. In this section, schools refer to both
early learning providers as well as K-12 institutions.

FAMILY-BASED STRATEGIES

Near Eastside Area Renewal (NEAR), which develops affordable housing on the Near Eastside, conducted
a survey of renters in an area that has some of highest eviction rates in Center Township. In a survey of
150 renters on Indianapolis’s Near Eastside, 47% of renters represented families with children under
the age of 18. Compared to renters without children, these individuals were more likely to rent a house
(69% of respondents) and less likely to rent an apartment (21% of respondents). Families reported
slightly more negative perspectives on the rental experience, with 46% of families believing rental rates
are too high and only 47% believing the rates are appropriate (compared to 36% and 56% of non-family
renters, respectively).

Lack of Affordable, Quality Child Care
Lack of affordable, quality child care, especially at early ages, is a concern for housing unstable
families with children.
HUD has prioritized childcare access and access to early learning programs for grantees as a part of
ensuring strong youth development and housing stability for families. Locally, families with children
discussed child care as an issue for multiple reasons. First, a lack of child care meant that parents,
particularly mothers, were unable to find or maintain employment. Not having employment meant that
they had to rely on support from friends and family or institutions. Second, finding affordable and highquality child care is even more complicated for families due to waiting lists for such services, and not
receiving them due to a child aging out. One parent discussed this complexity:
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“Yes, childcare is an issue. Without it I can’t get employment. This is something I’ve
always had trouble with, when I applied for IMPACT, they’re the ones who give you
the referral for the childcare. The childcare through Children’s Bureau they call you,
and if you don’t answer that call then you are knocked off the list. I don’t have a
phone right now so that’s hard. They send a letter out to you too to say, this is your
appointment, but there’s been times where I’ve gotten the appointment the day
before and I’ve been like “Oh my gosh I have to be there at 8am!”. Then you have to
get everything together and make sure things are straightened out. There’s been
days where I’ve gotten the letter the day of the appointment, and its 6 hours after
I’ve missed the appointment.”
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High Student Mobility & Homelessness Rates
Marion County school districts have high student mobility rates and high rates of homelessness
relative to the state.
According to McKinney-Vento data provided to the state of Indiana, as of 2016, 1.8% of public-school
students in Indiana are homeless compared to 3.3% in Marion County. Worse, students attending public
schools in the 11 districts in Marion County comprised 26% of all homeless students in Indiana. These
trends also vary by township and over time. Student homelessness appears to have increased over time,
peaking during the 2014-2015 school year (with 4.1% of students classified as homeless), and then
declining in the 2015-2016 school year.
Similar to overall rates, the numbers for individual school districts declined from SY 2014-2015 to SY
2015-2016. During the 2015-2016 school year, Indianapolis Public Schools (IPS) experienced the highest
rate of student homelessness among the 11 Marion County School districts. Their rate increased over
time, while the high rate experienced by MSD Wayne Township declined during the same time.
However, there was consensus among McKinney-Vento liaisons that the rates of homelessness among
families with school-aged children has increased during the current school year. While the January 2018
Point-in-Time Count for Marion County noted a decrease in McKinney-Vento students since the previous

FIGURE 16. Homelessness Rates among Public School Students in Marion
County (2010-2016)
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year, liaisons noted that these numbers may not necessarily reflect the number of families experiencing
homelessness.
“It has always baffled me that McKinney-Vento has a federal definition different
from HUD. That trips up a lot of people because ‘Oh yeah you’re homeless’ but then
you go to a resource and ‘Oh we can’t help you because you don’t meet the HUD
definition’. They’re still homeless and have the same issues, whether they were
under HUD or not.”

“I think that if I had a magic wand, I would change [the definition between HUD and
DOE] so that more of the doubled-up families could get assistance and help with
housing. That would be a huge piece for me to get more resources together.”
One liaison noted that due to turnover and lack of training, families are not always reported as homeless
by staff in the schools, undercounting the total number. Another reported that in their district, enrollment

FIGURE 17. Homelessness Rates among Public School Students in Marion
County (SY 2010-2011 to SY 2015-2016), by Public School District
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At the same time, all interviewed liaisons reported that the differences in definitions of homelessness
created issues when connecting McKinney-Vento families to resources. In fact, one liaison said that
the inconsistency in federal definitions was one of the biggest barriers to assisting families who are
considered “housed” by the HUD definition, noting:
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in McKinney-Vento services has continued to increase as more people hear about available services.
The interviewed liaisons reported that overwhelmingly, the families they work with are headed by singleparents, typically single mothers.
Even though the McKinney-Vento definition of homelessness broadens the definition to include families
that may be less stable and not literally homeless, mobility rates may better capture the instability
experienced by students across districts. Indiana’s Department of Education (IDOE) defines interdistrict mobility as the percentage of students who moved from one school to another in a different
school corporation. In other words, this may be an underestimate of mobility, as the focus is on moves
across school district boundaries, not those who also may have moved to different schools within their
existing district. Though mobility can happen for a number of reasons, residential mobility tends to be
the main source (Rumberger, 2003). Figure 18 shows the mobility rates among students attending
public school districts in Marion County.
Similar to homelessness rates, IPS has the highest proportion of students who moved across school
boundaries. Research suggests that student mobility tends to be especially high among majorityminority school districts like IPS (Rumberger, 2003).
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Collectively, this information suggests a need to provide additional services at the school level, due to
lack of consistent existing supports, and clear trends across districts.

Lack of Resources
School staff may not be consistently equipped to manage growing homeless and instability rates.
Lack of capacity was noted among the liaisons, each of whom operates as the only McKinney-Vento
liaison for their district. This may contribute to enrollment numbers that underestimate the actual

FIGURE 18. Inter-District Mobility Rates among Public School Students in
Marion County (SY 2016-2017), by Public School District
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SOURCE: Indiana Department of Education. Data retrieved from: doe.in.gov.

9.7%
8.5%
7.6%

number of students and families
experiencing housing instability.
While one liaison administers
a survey tool during school
enrollment to help assess need,
others are more dependent on
referrals from social workers,
teachers, and administrators
located within the individual
schools. One liaison reported
that shelters housing students
will report directly to the school
regarding further services the
family and student may need.

Lack of training for liaisons,
educators, and administration
was noted as a detriment to
service delivery, particularly in
terms of increasing access and
increasing resources. One liaison
said that if staff members could receive more professional development around topics of housing
instability, more families could become aware and get enrolled in McKinney-Vento programming, and
these numbers could be used to justify increased resource provision from government entities. One
said, “If we could really train everyone, that would help get the numbers to more reflect the reality, and
then I’m confident the state or city would be willing to help.”

STATE & LOCAL AGENCIES

Families utilize federal sources of support when possible, but may experience
issues in eligibility and needs being sufficiently met.

FAMILY-BASED STRATEGIES

MAP 11. School Districts in Marion County

Families reported accessing multiple services administered through state agencies, including SNAP,
SSI, and WIC. They also suggested that those services were not always sufficient, as those parents also
received support from local food pantries in additional to assistance. At the same time, parents or their
partners with criminal histories are not as able to access these services, federal housing or other means
of support, potentially leading to additional criminal activity to cover costs. One parent said:
“But you tell me I can’t get food stamps which means that they blackball me from a
job, they blackball me from food stamps. What you think I’m gonna do? I’m gone go
ahead and get me another break of dope and sell some more dope now you got me
locked up again. You’re not helping the situation. You’re perpetuating the situation.
They will not give me a chance.”
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Local financial assistance is frequently recommended to families, but is not
easily obtained or distributed consistently across townships.
Township Trustees
The township trustee serves as an administrator of township assistance and is responsible for the
oversight and care of all poor individuals, making sure said individuals are taken care of in the manner
required by law (IC 12-20-5-2). There are nine trustees within Marion County representing the nine
separate townships. The trustees’ offices are frequently recognized by agencies and individuals as
locations to receive financial assistance in times of need, and all nine offices are listed as options for
housing and other forms of assistance via 211. The Center Township trustee’s office has been consistently
one of the most frequently referred locations, according to data from 211. As of 211’s most recent quarter
(through September 2018), the Center Township trustee’s office is the fourth most frequent referral.
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At the same time, agency staff and housing unstable individuals do not view the trustees’ offices as
reliable sources of assistance. This was particularly noted among McKinney-Vento liaisons trying to
access resources from the local trustees, whose resources are not available to doubled-up families.
The liaisons reported frustration with the lack of help from the city, noting difficulties in accessing
resources due to “so many rules and so much red tape” hindering families. Many noted perceptions of
high rejection rates for assistance, as well as the difficulty in providing information to receive services,
which housing unstable individuals may lack due to the types and amounts of documentation needed.
According to trustee office websites and Indiana Legal Services (ILS), key documents include:
•
•
•
•

Proof of household’s income and finances (e.g. pay stubs)
Verification of household residents (e.g. social security numbers/cards and birth
certificates)
Receipts for expenses during the last month
Documentation about need for assistance (e.g. past due bill notice)

Through an analysis of data submitted to the Department of Local Government Finance over the
past seven years, approximately one out of every five requests for assistance to the township trustee
have been granted. Assistance was categorized as one of the following: emergency shelter, housing
(including rent), utilities, food, transportation, health care, clothing, household supplies, funerals/

FIGURE 19. Percent of Households Receiving Any Assistance in Center
Township (2011-2017)
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FIGURE 20. Percent of Households Receiving Any Assistance in All Townships (2017)
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FIGURE 21. Percent of Housing Assistance Given by Townships (2011-2017)
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burials/cremations, and other direct relief. Though Center Townships is the most referred trustee office,
Figure 19 shows a steep decline followed by a consistent trend of about 22% of households requesting
assistance that actually received assistance of any kind. The average proportion of requests granted
was about 21% across all townships for 2017 (Figure 20).
The story varies for housing assistance, especially across townships. Of all assistance provided, most
townships did not experience a consistent trend in the proportion of assistance provided for housing
needs (Figure 21). Wayne and Center Townships experienced declines in the proportion of housingrelated assistance, with most funding going to food and utilities assistance during this time. Decatur
and Lawrence Townships experienced increases during this time. Pike and Franklin Townships lack
consistent data on assistance provision, suggest increasing needs in other areas of assistance relative
to housing.

FIGURE 22. Percent of Housing Assistance Given by Townships (2017)
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FIGURE 23. Percent of Applicant Households Receiving Housing Assistance in
Center Township (2011-2017)
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COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS

The proportion of reported housing-related needs has declined over time, but
still comprise a high level of unmet need relative to other issues.
Connect 2 Help (211)
Connect 2 Help (211) is a service used by communities, including Indianapolis, as a source for identifying
local resources for particular needs. Housing unstable families are often referred to or call 211 for free
to connect them to services such as food pantries, trustees, community centers, faith-based agencies,
and other organizations. In 2017, utility assistance, food, and housing comprised the largest proportions
of needs among Marion County callers.

FIGURE 24. Percent of Housing-Related Calls to 211 (2016-2017)
in Marion County
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Housing assistance had the highest proportion of needs that were not met among all callers’ needs.
Specifically, out of the more than 25,000 calls made related to housing, 19% of those needs were unmet
compared to 7% of calls related to utility assistance and 2% of calls related to food or meals. An attempt
to identify where housing-related 211 calls originated showed that most calls were from downtown zip
codes, suggesting calls from shelters or homelessness-related entities.

SOURCE: Connect2Help211. Marion County Reports. Available at connect2help211.org

Community Centers & Faith-Based Groups
Families report frequently utilizing services provided by community centers and faith-based agencies,
specifically related to food pantries, energy assistance, and similar needs. 211 reported that as of the
third quarter in 2018, Christ Church Cathedral, Catholic Charities, and Salvation Army were among the
top five referral agencies. Housing unstable individuals reported going to community centers specifically
for cash or other types of assistance, and was among the top location for support in addition to food
pantries.

Strategies that promote longer-term stability suggest individuals receive
such services in times of crisis or secondary prevention, rather than times of
primary prevention.
Centers for Working Families
The Center for Working Families (CWF) approach to service delivery for economically struggling families
was developed by the Annie E. Casey foundation in 2004 (Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2013.) The CWF
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concept was built on the idea that coaching rather than case management builds long-term skills and
stabilizes families.
CWF provides support in three different areas: Employment coaching, financial coaching, and income
support. Employment coaching services include résumé writing and critique, job search assistance,
job application support, and skills training. The primary goal of income supports services is to connect
participants to those social benefits for which they are qualified. Common income supports include
nutritional assistance (SNAP and WIC), utility assistance, and health insurance. Lastly, financial
coaching aims to help empower participants to make and maintain responsible net worth-building
behaviors through budgeting, career planning, acquiring and improving credit scores, loan and banking
information, and asset management.
Data from 211 show that from October 2017 to September 2018, 18% of callers noted job loss and
reduction of income and hours was one of the major reasons individuals used the service. Housing
unstable families also indicated a need for such services:
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“Knowing that homelessness isn’t our only issue, it’s financial intelligence, knowing
how to not spend money when you don’t need to. Or how to put some aside and pay
for the things that are needed. Not being so impulsive.”
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In Indianapolis, CWF sites are administratively housed within the United Way of Central Indiana, and
located in 12 agencies across the city, many of which are community centers. Though the long-term goal
of CWF is to promote financial stability, an analysis of data among families in CWF from 2012 to 2017
shows families in immediate need of support.
Among CWF participants with children living in the household, about a quarter reported being either
homeless (6%) or living rent-free (20%). In discussions with CWF staff, most sites define rent-free as
living somewhere without paying rent (e.g. with a family member) with one site defining this to include
individuals with fully subsidized housing. Not counting individuals at the CWF site within PACE (which
specializes in helping re-entrants/ex-offenders), about 20% have a criminal history. That number
increases to 50% when individuals from PACE are included. Additionally, excluding families that reported
no income, the average household’s income was a little over $13,000. Most participating individuals
were black females, and most had a high school diploma/GED or less. These findings suggest that
programs like CWF serve individuals who who not only experience housing and financial instability, but
are at secondary levels of prevention when receiving those services.

SUMMARY OF NEEDS & STRATEGIES

•

•

2016 school year. Indianapolis Public Schools has the highest rates of student
homelessness and (likely residential) mobility.
Families interact with systems (such as state and local agencies) that collect
information and may be linked across other organizations. Many of these agencies
provide financial assistance, to which local families report inconsistent access.
Families are obtaining access to agency and school-based services at times of
crisis, and agencies may have difficulty engaging families prior to higher levels of
financial instability.

The following are presented as potential strategies that may address issues among housing unstable
families in Indianapolis. Literature suggests there are several primary, secondary and tertiary programs
for families who experience homelessness. Intensive case management, school-based interventions,
and shelters all target family homelessness (Toro, Dworksy, & Fowler, 2007). Poppe (2018) also identified
several existing evidence-based strategies and promising practices that address these needs. Chapter
VI identifies existing programs in Indianapolis that address some of these prevention strategies.

FAMILY-BASED STRATEGIES

These findings suggest several key issues and opportunities:
• Indianapolis families who are housing unstable have a variety of complex needs
related to housing, many of which require systemic, long primary prevention
efforts. These efforts require partnerships with many organizations that provide
related services that are beyond the scope of housing providers.
• Educational institutions (both child care facilities and public schools) serve as
potential resources to address housing instability. Affordable, high-quality early
learning providers offer parents opportunities to obtain stable employment.
School systems have staff to address and facilitate resources for parent and child
housing needs.
• Public school districts in Marion County have widely ranging student homelessness
and mobility rates. Homelessness rates increased before declining in the 2015-

FIGURE 25. Continuum of Prevention Strategies: Families
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PRIMARY PREVENTION

Two-Generation Approaches
Two-generation approaches to poverty aim to stabilize families by incorporating interventions to both
children (e.g. high-quality childcare) and their parents (e.g. financial coaching, employment assistance,
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etc.). These services aim to provide both short-term stabilization and long-term structure and career
opportunities for parents from which children benefit. A widely recognized program is CAPTulsa, which
connects parents of Head Start students to parental education and job training through Career Advance©,
which provides free career coaching toward certificates in high-need health-related professions. This
program has shown declines in child absenteeism, an issue among housing unstable families (ChaseLandale et al., 2017), as well as long-term, positive academic achievement for participants who ultimately
reached middle school.

Financial Coaching
Hennepin County, Minnesota is working to ensure families are being taken care of by expanding
prevention assistance programs for youth, families, and single adults with children. They are also
increasing number of youth outreach workers to schools. The pilot program, Stable Families Initiative
(SFI), helped decrease the number of families using emergency shelters in 2013. The purpose of the
program is to reduce the number of families utilizing emergency shelters and increase stability. The
Prevention Program targets families before they lose their housing, and services include intensive case
management and housing support, as well as rent subsidies and emergency funds.

SECONDARY PREVENTION

PART FOUR

Housing Stabilization Supports
Housing stabilization support include landlord mediation, assistance with utility companies, education
on landlord and tenant rights and responsibilities, and housing relocation (Poppe, 2018). Though not yet
evidence-based, the Cincinnati’s City Council enacted a prevention assistance fund for 2019 that will
help families who fall behind on rent (Coolidge, 2019). Success will be measured by how many families
remain in their homes over time.

Emergency Financial Assistance
Financial assistance is frequently reported as a strategy to help stabilize families who are on the verge
of losing their homes or those who may not be, but are generally financially unstable (Shinn et al. 1998,
Culhane et al. 2011, Poppe, 2018). These services are frequently provided by numerous agencies, such
as social service agencies and non-profit community groups. Poppe (2018) notes that the length of
such services may need to vary based on individual need, where those with disabilities or other issue
that prevent them from earning additional income may rely on such assistance for longer periods of
time.

TERTIARY PREVENTION

Integrated Case Management
The Young Parent Program is designed for families headed by parents under the age of 25 who entered
shelter in 2014. This component includes a two-year rent subsidy, early childhood services and parent
education programming, as well as an array of support services tailored to meet the needs of each
family. The third component, Integrated County Services, is based on the concept that clients have
a coordinated case plan supported by all the case managers involved in their lives. Clients in all three
components are also offered enrollment in parent support and enhanced employment services. There
was a 21% reduction in the shelter return rate between 2014 and 2015 for families who had two or more
previous shelter stays (Heading Home Hennepin, 2016).
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WHY RE-ENTRY?
Preventing homelessness for individuals exiting institutional settings is a long-established area of
research and recommendations (Metraux, Byrne and Culhane, 2009), and is appropriately reflected in
the Indianapolis Community Plan to End Homelessness under Strategic Priority 4. Institutions typically
included in this discussion are hospitals, inpatient mental health care facilities, foster care, military
service, state correctional facilities and local jails.
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Inpatient
Mental Health
Facilities

Foster Care

RE-ENTRY

Hospitals

Institutions provide an opportunity for planning, coordination, and identification of vulnerable
individuals, which contrasts with the general population or other subpopulations that may be
difficult to identify and engage. Institutional discharges leading to homelessness have been a longstanding and well documented issue since the 1980s. This issue continues to persist, as demonstrated
by a 2009 study in New York, showing that 28% of individuals entering shelter for the first time had been
discharged from an institution within the 90-day period immediately preceding shelter entry (Metraux,
Byrne and Culhane, 2009), primarily from hospitals and correctional facilities.
While it is important to address individuals exiting all types of institutions, focusing on justice-involved
individuals provides unique opportunities and barriers. According to the United States Interagency
Council on Homelessness, “national data shows that nearly 50,000 people a year enter shelters
directly after release from correctional facilities. Many of these individuals are caught in a revolving
door between homelessness and incarceration, bouncing week after week between the streets, shelter,
and jails” (2016). While the scope of the problem locally is difficult to measure with certainty, initial
estimates indicate that significant percentages of the homeless population in Marion County have
been incarcerated prior to engaging with homeless services. Housing instability for the re-entry
population is of particular concern as it relates both to episodes of homelessness as well as recidivism
back into the criminal justice system. Although the exact nature of the relationship between housing
insecurity, homelessness, and incarceration requires additional research, the fact of a relationship is
clear (Herbert, 2015).
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For individuals who enter homelessness subsequent to being in an institutional setting, there are two
patterns of experience that emerge (Metraux, Byrne, and Culhane, 2009):
Transitional: Stays in shelter may be of a limited nature that occur in a single,
relatively short-term episode as individuals transition from an institutional setting
into re-integration in the community.
2. Cyclical: Individuals who cycle between multiple institutions (I.e. jails, hospitals,
homeless shelters) over an extended period of time, where institutions are
functioning as a substitute for more stable housing and services. This cycling
self-perpetuates as the institutions are merely acting as a band-aid rather than
addressing root causes of instability.
Conversations about re-entry and criminal justice reforms are taking place both locally and nationally.
This prevention area provides an opportunity to better highlight issues of homelessness and housing
insecurity among re-entry populations. The IU Public Policy Institute (PPI) is currently engaged in
ongoing research in this area to better understand housing instability and homelessness among reentrants and will be releasing a report that delves deeper into this issue in Marion County in the Spring,
2019.

DEFINING RE-ENTRY & RECIDIVISM
RE-ENTRY
Re-entry is generally considered the transitional process, beginning prior to a justice-involved individual’s
release from a correctional facility and continuing for a set period of time post-release. For the purposes
of this report, we are specifically looking at the twelve-month period post release from a correctional
facility (including Marion County Jail, Indiana Department of Corrections, and work release facilities).
However, pre-release planning is a crucial component discussed in our strategies and model program
sections as it can impact housing stability significantly after-release.

RE-ENTRY BASED STRATEGIES

1.

RECIDIVISM
Much of the literature examining the intersection of housing instability and re-entry comes from
criminal justice research and focuses heavily on factors that lead individuals to return to incarceration,
viewing housing instability and homelessness as factors that ultimately contribute to recidivism into
the criminal justice system. Conversely, the term recidivism can also be used to describe returns to
homelessness after a period of being housed. For the purposes of this report, we will use “recidivism” to
refer to returns to the criminal justice system and “returns to homelessness” to refer to future episodes
of homelessness after a period of stable housing.
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PREDICTORS OF HOUSING INSTABILILTY
FOR JUSTICE-INVOLVED INDIVIDUALS
SOCIAL SUPPORT
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Social support, while an important predictor of homelessness in other subpopulations, becomes of
paramount importance for justice involved individuals, as a majority of these individuals rely on family
and friends for initial housing placement immediately after release (Baer et al., 2006, as cited in Clark,
2016). For the most part, an individual’s level of social support is difficult to quantify. Therefore, research
measuring the degree to which this affects an individual’s risk for becoming homeless or what type of
social supports are most critical is sparse. However, for the re-entry population, measuring the number
of visits an individual received while incarcerated can serve as a proxy for measuring the quality and
quantity of social support. One study noted that “family and friends provide crucial support for newly
released offenders” (Clark, 2016), and that housing placements in private residential environments
either with family and friends or independently are ideal.
Not all living situations with family or friends provide the same degree of protection from entering
homelessness. In a study of parolees in Michigan, those who resided with parents demonstrated the
fewest number of residential changes during the study period, followed by those living with a romantic
partner, and finally, those living with friends (Herbert, 2015). Individuals who lived in a private residence
alone also had few residential moves, but it is likely this finding is reflective of higher wages and more
economic stability that led to independent housing, more than the independent living situation was
a protective factor against housing instability by itself (Herbert, 2015). This difference may be due to
the potential for deterioration of interpersonal relationships in shared housing situations post-release
(Nelson et al., 1999).

MENTAL ILLNESS
A diagnosis of mental illness correlates with both incarceration and experiences of homelessness. Thus,
it is unsurprising that research has found that justice-involved individuals with mental illness are more
likely to have an episode of homelessness after release and that individuals experiencing homelessness
and mental illness are more likely to be arrested and incarcerated (Richman, Convit, and Martell, 1992;
Michaels et al. 1992; Vitelli, 1993; Martell, Rosner and Harmon, 1995, as cited in Metraux and Culhane,
2004).

EDUCATION
Evidence suggests that for justice-involved individuals, having a high school diploma or equivalent not
only decreases the amount of housing instability experienced post-release, but also that this group was
able to access emergency shelter more quickly when necessary (Remster, 2017). This trend held true
even for individuals with a sex offense, in that those with education beyond high school had less housing
instability than those without a high school diploma or equivalent during the re-entry period (Rydberg
et al., 2014).
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SEX OFFENSES

UNDERSTANDING RE-ENTRY IN
MARION COUNTY
Critical to developing strategies to address this issue is understanding the scope for both Marion
County and Indiana generally. This section aims to gain a better understanding how many individuals
locally are both justice-involved and struggling with housing instability and/or homelessness. Efforts are
underway to match data between HMIS, Marion County Jail, Indiana Department of Corrections, and
Marion County Community Corrections’ data systems, but until more concrete data is available, indirect
measures provide a sense of the scope of the problem.
Figure 26 displays the percentage of program participants in HMIS identifying that they had a felony
conviction at program entry, comparing those participants entering secondary prevention programs
with those entering homelessness intervention programs (See Appendix #). Although the percentage
of individuals enrolled in HMIS with felony convictions appears to be growing significantly between

RE-ENTRY BASED STRATEGIES

While navigating housing needs can be a challenge across re-entry populations, those challenges are
magnified for individuals re-entering with a sex offense. Intense stigma around these offenses and
residential restrictions create an environment where housing options are more limited than for other
populations (Socia et al., 2015; Socia, 2011). Additionally, sex offenders may be less likely to be able
to rely on pre-conviction social support networks to address housing needs (Grossi, 2017). Typically,
correctional institutions have a higher level of involvement in supervising and determining housing
placement post-release for sex offenders (Mustaine et al., 2015), and some studies show that sex
offenders are more likely to be placed in non-residential settings (shelters, transitional housing, work
release or treatment facilities) post release (McNeeley, 2017), or in neighborhoods characterized by
high levels of economic disadvantage, residential instability and racial and ethnic diversity (Hipp et al.,
2010), with both situations correlating to greater overall instability.

2012 and 2015, it is likely that trend is mostly a reflection of improved data quality. Additionally, it is

FIGURE 26. HMIS Felony Barrier at Program Entry (2012-2017)
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important to note that this information does not capture individuals who are within one year of release
from incarceration, and could include that population as well as individuals who have been released
many years ago. The HMIS system only provides the opportunity to capture this information on felony
offenses, excluding misdemeanor convictions.

TABLE 11. Estimates of Re-entry Populations in Marion County
DATA SOURCE (2017)

POPULATION

10% ESTIMATE

2,568

257

2,600 - 54,080

260 - 5,408

375 - 3,770

38 - 380

Conservative Estimate

5,543

554

With Turnover Adjustment

60,418

6,042

IN Department of Corrections
Marion County Jail
Marion County Community Corrections
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SOURCES: IN Department of Corrections, Marion County Jail, Marion County Community Corrections.

Indiana criminal justice systems do not consistently collect high-quality data about the number of
individuals being released into homelessness. However, national research indicates that approximately
10% of individuals entering incarceration are homeless, and approximately 10% of individuals
exiting incarceration are exiting into homelessness. When applying these estimates to the numbers
of individuals released from incarceration in Indiana in 2017, between 554 to 6,042 individuals were
released into homelessness in Marion County. These releases occurred among the Indiana Department
of Corrections, Marion County Jail, and Marion County Community Corrections. Conservative estimates
are based on point-in-time populations of various correctional facilities, and larger numbers are with
turnover estimates applied. The estimate of the large range of releases is a product of a) exact numbers
being unavailable over time and b) estimates of between 20% to 40% weekly turnover occurring in
different correctional facilities.
Conservative estimates are based on point-in-time populations of various correctional facilities, and
larger numbers are with turnover estimates applied. The estimate of the large range of releases is a
product of a) exact numbers being unavailable over time and b) estimates of between 20% to 40%
weekly turnover occurring in different correctional facilities.

COMMUNICATION & COLLABORATION BETWEEN SYSTEMS
Defining Success

One barrier to systems’ collaboration is a difference in how success is defined. Correctional systems
seek to release individuals to placements that are not literally on the street. When that is avoided, it is
considered a successful release placement, even when it may be to a homeless shelter. In contrast, from
the perspective of homeless services, this would constitute a release into homelessness. Typically, from
a homelessness and housing perspective, success is defined as permanently housed, including a variety
of housing arrangements that are long-term and stable in nature. Justice-involved individuals who are
in their reentry period face many barriers to attaining this type of permanent housing including lack of
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affordable housing options that accept tenants with criminal histories, eligibility barriers to accessing
permanent supportive housing or rapid rehousing services and placement, and increased barriers to
securing employment, thus compounding their ability to achieve financial and housing stability.
Another issue that impacts justice-involved individuals facing housing instability is the definition of
homelessness used by HUD-funded housing programs. Chronically homeless individuals may lose
their “chronic” status if they stay in an institution (such as incarceration) for more than 90 days, per
HUD guidelines (*). As those meeting the chronic homelessness criteria are prioritized for entry into
permanent supportive housing units, loss of chronic status can negatively impact an individual’s ability
to access to this type of housing, even when it is necessary to meet the individual’s needs and housing
barriers.

Initial evidence indicates that recovery housing is one primary referral for justice-involved individuals
as they transition from correctional institutions back into the community in Indiana, and particularly in
Marion County. HUD has recommended that barriers to entry into recovery housing programs be minimal,
including requirements around criminal records and eviction histories.1 In a study completed in 2017,
PPI found that current recovery housing providers in Indianapolis largely follow this recommendation,
although when examining how criminal histories pose a barrier to access to recovery housing, some
nuance emerges. For the study, all providers surveyed indicated that they would accept individuals with
felony and misdemeanor convictions into their programs.
However, individuals with violent offenses, sex offenses and arson offenses are more limited in their
access to recovery housing. Only 17% of recovery housing providers responded that they would accept
individuals with a sex offense regardless of the length of time since conviction. For violent offenses,
75% of recovery housing providers would accept individuals with that offense regardless of timing, and
for arson offenses, that proportion dropped to 67% (Merritt et al., 2017). This strategy coincides with
the Indianapolis Community Plan to End Homelessness Strategic Priority 2.5: “Increase availability
of recovery housing for previously homeless individuals transitioning out of treatment or the criminal
justice system”.
Although initial findings show that recovery housing is an important resource for justice-involved
individuals re-entering into the community, it is not an option for all re-entrants. Presence or history
of a substance use disorder is necessary for entry into these types of programs. The structure and
programing in recovery housing is geared toward assisting individuals with their substance use disorder,
and thus would not usually be an appropriate placement for those who do not have a substance use
disorder. However, the lack of alternative or similar option for individuals not requiring substance
abuse programming leaves a gap in the system where individuals may fall into homelessness postincarceration.

RE-ENTRY BASED STRATEGIES

Role of Recovery Housing

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS
•

Re-entry populations are broadly defined, but individuals who were recently
incarcerated are a large population with substantial barriers to finding safe, stable
and affordable housing.
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•

•

Key factors affecting individuals’ ability to obtain housing post-release include
mental illness, lack of social support, low levels of education, and sex offense
convictions included in their criminal history.
Locally, identifying accurate estimates of the re-entry population is a challenge;
however, existing data systems and structured institutions create an opportunity
for prevention partners to work together to reduce housing instability in this
population.

SUMMARY OF NEEDS & STRATEGIES
The following sections address examples of programs that have demonstrated effectiveness, and

PART FIVE

assigns them to a prevention category based on the program components or the mechanisms required
to implement the programs. Although most programs contain aspects that fall across the spectrum of
prevention activities, they have been categorized for simplicity.

FIGURE 27. Continuum of Prevention Strategies: Re-entry
HOMELESS
EPISODE

Primary Prevention

Secondary Prevention

Tertiary Prevention
DIVERSION

• Washington State Housing
Voucher Program

• APIC Model
• TPCI Model

• FUSE Model

MODEL PROGRAMS SUMMARY
In comparing program models that have some evidence of success in other parts of the United States,
several themes emerged:
1. Coordination and collaboration between systems
2. Beginning discharge planning on the first day of incarceration
3. Involvement of community-based human service agencies while individuals are
still incarcerated to develop relationships pre-release
4. Data collection and sharing (to identify individuals in need of services, coordinate
those services, understand scope and outcomes)
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FIGURE 28. Model Program Principles for Efforts in Re-entry & Housing
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Review of the literature has yielded information on several model programs being implemented
across the United States to address the issue of justice-involved individuals’ release directly into
homelessness or housing unstable situations. The following sections address examples of programs
that have demonstrated effectiveness, and assigns them to a prevention category based on the program
components or the mechanisms required to implement the programs. Although most programs contain
aspects that fall across the spectrum of prevention activities, they have been categorized for simplicity.

PRIMARY INTERVENTION

Housing Voucher Programs
Washington State’s Housing Voucher Program was enacted via legislation after data showed that
the state department of corrections was keeping individuals incarcerated past their earliest possible
release date because they did not have viable housing options post-incarceration. This program model
begins one year prior to an individual’s release date, employing a Regional Housing Specialist to assist in
identifying housing options. At six months pre-release, addresses and housing programs are vetted and
investigated for appropriateness. Finally, at 30-days pre-release, individuals who still lack an appropriate
release address and who meet eligibility criteria can apply for a limited housing voucher to enter either
privately owned, market rental units or transitional housing post-release.

RE-ENTRY BASED STRATEGIES

COMMUNITY SUPERVISION

Initially, the program did not demonstrate the successful outcomes expected, other than a minimal
reduction in cost. However, the policies were revisited by legislators and instead of discarding the
program, changes were implemented to the program based on initial learnings. In the second
iteration of the program, eligibility criteria narrowed, partnership with community justice centers were
strengthened for additional services and resources needed by the reentrants, and the period of rental
subsidy post-release was extended. Following these changes, program outcomes improved drastically
and are summarized in Table 12 (Lutze, Rosky, & Hamilton, 2014). As with most interventions targeting
justice-involved individuals experiencing housing instability, measuring both homelessness (returns
to homelessness and first experiences with homelessness) as well as recidivism are important in
determining the program’s effectiveness.
In the outcomes reported below, recidivism is divided into categories of re-arrest for a new conviction,
revocation, and readmission. For the evaluation of this program, researchers examined outcomes of
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TABLE 12. Outcomes of Washington State’s Housing Voucher Program
PROGRAM
PARTICIPANTS

COMPARISON
GROUP

2.1

2.3

At least 1 period of homelessness

18%

26%

Homeless for the entire follow-up

9%

15%

New convictions

22%

36%

Revocation

40%

47%

Readmission

37%

56%

THREE YEAR POST RELEASE FOLLOW UP
Count of address changes

SOURCE: Lutze, F. E., Rosky, J. W., & Hamilton Z. K. (2014). A Multisite Outcome Evaluation of Washington State’s Reentry Housing
Program from High Risk Offender. Criminal Justice and Behavior, Vol 41(4), pp. 471-491
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participants in the program compared with outcomes for individuals with comparable circumstances
and characteristics who were not enrolled in the program. Notable in terms of homelessness prevention,
the program saw only 18% of participants having at least one period of homelessness compared with
26% of non-program participants; only 9% of program participants remained homeless for the entire
follow-up period compared with 15% of non-program participants.
While differences in political and economic environments between Indiana and Washington states may
diminish the possibility of Indiana enacting similar legislation to implement a statewide housing voucher
program for justice-involved individuals, a few key lessons from this model could assist in efforts to
develop a strategy for Indiana. The first is that learning from mistakes and missteps in a pilot program
can lead to minor adjustments that yield significant positive outcomes. The second is that for primary
prevention, public policy and legislative approaches can be crucial in enacting change and are not to be
discounted in their importance.

SECONDARY INTERVENTION

Transitioning justice-involved individuals to communities
APIC Model
APIC stands for Assess, Plan, Identify, Coordinate, and it is a model used to assist justice-involved
individuals with mental illness and/or co-occurring disorders as they transition from incarceration
into community. It may be used for either local jail or state department of corrections populations
(Barr, Osher and Steadman, 2003). This program model identifies the need for systems change and
collaboration between community-based services and correctional services as necessary before
developing individualized case plans and implementing them with individual program participants. The
program is organized to prioritize the most important steps first, facilitating its use in jail settings where
inmates may not have long incarceration periods.
TPCI Model
The Transition from Prison to Community Initiative is a successful model to assist with overcoming
barriers to reintegration. The model has been implemented successfully in several states, including
Michigan. The initiative divides the transition process into three phases; institutional, reentry and
community. The institutional phase begins ideally 12 months pre-release, conducting assessments
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and case management plans, as well as addressing community stability needs (I.e. obtaining proper
identification). The re-entry phase creates communication between the case manager and parole officer,
to ensure that needs are being met by utilizing the Transitional Accountability Plan shared between
both parties. The final phase extends 6 months post-release, focusing on long-term stabilization. The
Michigan model is utilized throughout the entire state and provided training to all staff involved in the
criminal justice system.

The assessment tool utilized by those implementing TPCI is the Vulnerability Index-Service Prioritization
Assistance Tool (VI-SPDAT) to understand housing needs. The housing assessment ensures that the
most appropriate housing intervention is recommended to each household as well as to give priority to
those experiencing the greatest need (Michigan Balance of State CoC, 2018). Specifically, the Justice
Discharge VI-SPDAT is used for those being released from incarceration.

TERTIARY INTERVENTION

Tracking Systems Engagement
Frequent Users Systems Engagement (FUSE) is a program model with demonstrated effectiveness that
seeks to identify individuals with high levels of engagement across multiple services and institutional
systems, including jails, homeless services, emergency services, and hospitals. The design of this model
is tailored to addressing individuals who experience a cyclical pattern of institutionalization as described
previously. One of this model’s most successful implementations has been in Mecklenburg County,
North Carolina, where the program’s outcomes included a 90% housing retention rate after two years,
an 87% reduction in shelter usage among participants, and significantly fewer arrests among program
participants than a comparison group (Listwan and LaCourse, 2017). Stakeholders in Indianapolis are
taking initial steps toward implementing a FUSE program locally, and the community has demonstrated
interest and support for support for such a project.

RE-ENTRY BASED STRATEGIES

The initiative, as it was implemented in Michigan, supports the Continuum of Care by opening
communication between homeless services and the criminal justice system (Janetta, Neusteter, Davis,
& Horvath, 2012). Successful outcomes have been noted in Michigan over a two-year period. Success
includes a reduction in recidivism rates by 26%. Eighty-eight percent of those who completed the
program were successfully housed. The initiative has also strengthened relationships between systems,
including ensuring that the Michigan State Housing Development Authority has a vital role is enhancing
the community phase of the model (Michigan Department of Corrections, 2018).
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PART SIX

UNDERSTANDING PREVENTION CONNECTIONS
This section identifies existing agencies and organizations in Marion County that help facilitate efforts
related to housing stability and homelessness prevention. Displaying these connections graphically
highlight the interconnectedness of potential partners and the complexity of which groups should be
included in discussions to reduce homelessness using a prevention perspective.
• Note that this is not a comprehensive list of organizations, as many of these
provided have multiple agencies within them, or are intended to be a blanket
organization (e.g. community centers) which may comprise multiple different
organizations.
• Additionally, for organizations that provide very specific services, the map provides
an idea of where they might best fit. A list of additional related stakeholders is
provided in the Appendix.
• The map includes identification of agencies or partners with existing data
collection systems or that provide forms of assistance. Both financial assistances
and have connected data collection systems are considered to be effective forms
of prevention that can exits across multiple organizations.
• Not included in this list of organizations are philanthropic groups, which may be
willing to fund or support efforts related to prevention, either through existing or
additional support to organizations.

COURTS
Code enforcement, typically overseen by Marion County Health Department and the Department of
Business and Neighborhood Services, is used by landlords and courts to understand the extent to which
tenants and landlords comply with the local codes. When individuals violate these codes (frequently
included in leases0, landlords may opt to file paperwork with the Marion County Clerk’s office.
Constables execute the Writ of Possession in order to ensure the tenants are evicted from the property,
and oversee moving companies that are hired by the landlord/management. The tenant’s items are
taken to a storage unit where they have just a few days to pay to get there things back (cost depends on
the landlord, the company, etc.). The landlord charges the tenant any moving fees.
Legal representation is needed once a tenant is in court, though many tenants lack legal representation
due to cost or other reasons. Attorneys work through the small claims court to do so. Judges ultimately
determine whether the tenant/landlord case is in favor of a party, dismissed, or continued based on
the party’s evidence. The courts also enter case-related information in a state database (MyCase.gov).
When debt or delinquent funds are involved in the case, debt collection agencies play a role in obtaining
the funds, working with landlords to ensure the funds are paid. When applicable, landlords also work
directly with affordable housing agencies to receive funds for affordable units and to comply with
relevant regulations that may affect their eviction case and their ability to provide affordable housing
to tenants.

FAMILIES
Connect 2 Help (211) helps families and housing unstable individuals identify local resources for particular
needs. Housing unstable families use 211 to connect them to services such as food pantries, township
86

FIGURE 29. Map of Cross-Agency Relationships for Existing Prevention Efforts
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trustees, community centers, and faith-based organizations, which frequently house food pantries or
forms of financial assistance for those who meet eligibility criteria. Community centers typically serve
as a hub for individuals to access a variety of services, financial assistance, transportation vouchers
(e.g. bus passes) and other forms of support. Several of these centers also house the Centers for
Working Families (CWF) service delivery model. CWF also helps parents obtain both financial coaching
and employment opportunities. Staff also direct individuals to the trustees’ office to receive financial
assistance to those who provide sufficient forms of documentation.
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Many community centers and faith-based organizations house childcare or early learning programs,
regulated by the Family and Social Services Administration (FSSA) if they receive scholarship funds
that help offset the cost of care and/or participate in the Paths to Quality rating system. FSSA also
oversees cash and food assistance, like TANF, SNAP, and WIC, which are frequently utilized by housing
unstable families, and connected to families through local agencies like community centers, which
check eligibility and other criteria before enrolling them. FSSA also provides links to Medicaid and other
health services, which also houses a state database for persons utilizing these services.
IHCDA and IHA provide multiple methods to support housing unstable families, including helping
families find affordable housing. They are also the administrative arm for federal programs such as
federally funded housing, energy assistance programs, IHCDA provides information via HUD’s Indiana
office about fair housing issues, such as renters’ rights, including tenant rights, landlord obligations, and
legal assistance options. ICHDA and IHA work with apartment complexes to ensure implementation of
HUD-related guidelines and with other state agencies, such as FSSA.
FSSA also manages foster care-related issues, including youth who must return to or continuing
attending school. School districts, particularly McKinney-Vento liaisons, refer housing unstable families
to a variety of services that connect families to housing, shelters, and hotels for short-term stays. These
connects can be made directly or indirectly through community centers or other agencies.

RE-ENTRY
The correctional system inconsistently facilitates housing for people exiting the criminal justice system,
either from Department of Corrections, county jail, or work release facilities. Currently, a primary referral
is to recovery housing providers, but systems of health care and mental health care pose opportunities
to engage individuals with mental health conditions pre-release to improve release planning and housing
placement post-release, as well as other community-based services. An additional barrier that justiceinvolved individuals face that is inextricably linked to problems finding and maintaining stable, affordable
housing is barriers to employment due to criminal history. Thus, individuals may seek services from
employment agencies to identify opportunities for gainful employment as an integral part of increasing
stability and access to housing.
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EXISTING LOCAL PREVENTION EFFORTS
Given the main areas of prevention discussed in this report, it is important to understand where
existing efforts exist in order to identify where recommended strategies may be able to take place. This
section aims to identify key programming or strategies that already exist in Marion County. Some may
not be yet evidence-based, but have efforts within those areas. This section does not aim to provide
a comprehensive list of a programs, but can serve as a starting point for understanding potential
prevention-related programming and collaboration. The section concludes with a prevention map,
which aims to show the connectedness of the key organizations discussed throughout this report.

Financial Coaching

Financial coaching provided by CWF was discussed in greater detail in Part IV. This strategy is evidencebased and staff collect client information on housing status, in addition to many other key factors. CWFs
also work with many organizations for longer-term client goal setting and growth.

Tenant Education
As mentioned earlier, tenant education programs teach renters about the renting process, including
how to be a successful tenant, how to manage issues with a landlord, and understanding their legal
rights, among other topics. Multiple Indianapolis organizations provide forms of tenant education and
in various ways.
• The Fair Housing Center of Central Indiana provides information about fair housing
and discrimination for renters at community events and trainings.
• The Indianapolis Neighborhood Housing Partnership (INHP) provides in-person
and online courses.
• Near Eastside Area Renewal (NEAR) hosted the Renting Neighbors Fair in late
2018, which provided multiple sessions including about how to avoid rental scams,
healthy home maintenance, and similar topics.

Landlord Education

CURRENT PREVENTION EFFORTS

PRIMARY PREVENTION

The Marion County Prosecutors’ Office began offering a program called SafeRental: Safeguarding
Rental Housing. This program, created in 1989, aims to help landlords prevent crime at their properties,
how to comply with city regulations, and how to create and maintain habitable properties. The eighthour course was offered monthly throughout Indianapolis. It is not a required course, but may provide
opportunities for landlords to become more skilled at addressing the many issues reported by tenants.
The course averages about 40 to 50 landlords per session. The training also recommends having formal
leases, which may help address issues of informal evictions.

Mediation
Multiple entities are working toward developing a mediation center known as the East Side Community
Mediation Clinic. The program is currently in its proposal phase, but they project that efforts would
save $3 million to the City in reduced court time and utilization of law enforcement. Specifically, they
estimate that it costs $3,700 to process case compared to $68 to mediate a case. Partners anticipated
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this process would increase awareness of mediation services to judges and others working in court
system and that related documentation would help inform judges whether the case needs to go to court.

Two-Generation Approaches
Several organizations offer programs that aim to address two-generational approaches to reducing
poverty within families. John Boner Neighborhood Centers, in conjunction with Thomas Gregg
Neighborhood School provide wraparound services for families both directly and indirectly related to
housing. The wraparound services involve initial intake with parents and follow up throughout the year
to understand parental needs related to employment, food security, and other factors that can affect
their child’s outcomes. They also jointly facilitate the Housing Stability for Student Success program,
which provides quality housing near the school for housing unstable families whose child(ren) attend
TGNS.

SECONDARY PREVENTION
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Case Management

Many service providers offer case management to clients, but range in their ability to provide
wraparound services and other key stabilizing efforts related to prevention. Other innovative approaches
to wraparound supports exist outside of direct service provision. An example of renter-related case
management is provided through Carriage House apartments, which has locations in Wayne, Lawrence,
and Washington Townships. Carriage House East apartments offer Service Coordinators, which connect
families to services and benefits. They also work with residents to develop meaningful relationships
and serve as a source for information about home maintenance, bill pay, and other issues that renters
may experience in another housing complex but for which they might not receive initial support or
guidance. Supportive Services for Veteran Families (SSVF) also provides case management to veterans
participating in their housing programs. Needs are assessed every 3 months to ensure the program is
meeting the target population. The following are assessed: income eligibility (must not exceed 50%),
housing status, assessing continuing need for services, and confirmation of veteran family status.

Legal Assistance
Legal assistance, specifically for individuals who cannot afford an attorney, is crucial in protecting
individuals from eviction. Indiana Legal Services (ILS) and the Neighborhood Christian Legal Clinic
(NCLC) offer services specifically for individuals living in poverty who are navigating complex legal
issues. Previously known as the Tenant Assistance Program (TAP), the Eviction Avoidance Project (EAP)
helps tenants avoid eviction through the judicial system through legal representation. Eligible individuals
must be both at risk of eviction and have vulnerabilities that place them at particular risk of eviction, like
having a household with children, a disability, or a criminal history.

Emergency Financial Assistance
As noted throughout this report, financial assistance may be particularly helpful when families are at
risk. A variety of organizations provide those services locally, including, but not limited to:
• Community centers: primarily sourced through a combination of philanthropic
dollars and through participation in local and federally programs)
• Township trustees: Funded primarily through taxpayer dollars
• Faith-based organizations: Funded through charitable donations and grant
dollars, as available
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Supportive Services for Veteran Families (SSVF)
Supportive Services for Veteran Families (SSVF) works to promote housing stability for veteran families
who are living in transitional housing. The program utilizes housing-first approaches to support those
who qualify. Clients can receive outreach, case management, VA benefits and programs, temporary
financial assistance and connections to public benefits and programs (Department of Veterans Affairs,
2017).

HOPWA
Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) is a state-wide initiative to provide housing
funding for non-profit agencies that specializes in assisting individuals with HIV/AIDS and their families.
Specifically, in Indianapolis, there are several organizations that provide HOPWA services, including
the Damien Center. They provide housing case managers to assist with long-term housing options
(one year of rental assistance through permanent supportive housing options). Reviewed each month
by a committee comprised of Central Indiana HIV service and housing providers. Programs offered
include long-term rental assistance, long-term program delivery, short-term rent, mortgage and utility
assistance, short-term program delivery, supportive services, housing information services, and facilitybased assistance.

OVERALL CONNECTIONS
The prevention map and list of existing prevention-related strategies highlight a few key trends for
Marion County’s local prevention context:
• Per previous research, organizations working together to address homelessness
prevention is essential, yet complex. As the map shows, many systems are
interrelated, but the extent to which they are aware of their role in the larger
prevention network is unclear.
• Data systems are not equally distributed, but each of the three prevention areas
identified by this work have at least one major source of data management, though
these systems may not work together in a consistent way.
• Not all existing prevention efforts listed here are evidence-based, and may require
additional evaluation or time to assess how well the programs are working across
intended populations for the purposes of homelessness prevention.
• Several gaps existed among potential prevention organizations. Private companies
(such as moving companies, rental properties, and hotels) play a role in the
prevention process, but may be least likely to engage in prevention activities
compared to the included nonprofit and public organizations who typically aim to
serve at-risk groups. Developing strategies to engage these organizations may be
crucial, as they typically aim to profit from housing unstable individuals. The court
system also has a very distinct role that seems to be less connected.

CURRENT PREVENTION EFFORTS

Homelessness prevention assistance is intended for eligible veteran families who are imminently atrisk of becoming literally homeless (e.g., entering an emergency shelter or place not meant for human
habitation) but for SSVF assistance. Note that this includes veteran families who may be living in
a doubled-up housing situation and who are also imminently at risk of becoming literally homeless.
Targeting SSVF assistance in this manner helps ensure limited SSVF resources are directed to veteran
families most in need of assistance to avoid falling into or experiencing literal homelessness.
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READINESS FOR PREVENTION STRATEGIES
Based on the previous sections’ outlining of local trends and context for prevention, this section
provides clarity for the extent to which Indianapolis is prepared to implement prevention-related
strategies, and the landscape in which leaders and stakeholders would do so. Based on an analysis of
multiple communities, Burt et al. (2007) identified four key considerations for implementing prevention
strategies at the community level. Though this work compared readiness for strategies among
particular populations (families and serious mental illness), this is primarily because few locations had
community-wide strategies and maintained data for tracking success.

MECHANISMS FOR ACCURATE TARGETING
Indianapolis Readiness: Low to moderate

Agencies and systems should be able to share information. The information should be able to be shared
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through a single data system or tracking clients across different systems, as well as a single agency. The
system controlling the eligibility determination process should include agreed-upon criteria combined
with housing barrier screening and triage for individuals at high risk.
As noted in Part VI, many local agencies and systems collect data on program participants or clients,
but do not always work together across agencies to share a system and link individuals to other data
sources. Some agencies are attempting to do so, such as Indiana’s Management Performance Hub
(MPH) and FSSA’s Social Determinants of Health office. Major homeless service providers do not yet
have HMIS connected to these systems, though there is a targeted effort to do so across the city.

HIGH JURISIDICTIONAL COMMITMENT
Indianapolis Readiness: Low

The community should effectively shelter one or more populations deemed to be at risk (e.g. families),
which is typically reinforced via public policy or another formal mechanism that provides funding. This
policy should help ensure funding is targeted toward that population and used effectively.
Indiana does not have consistently tenant-friendly policies, both in terms of actual tenant-landlord
protections and in terms of primary prevention, upstream-related factors, such as access to early
learning. Marion County’s local ordinances provide support for habitability protections via code
enforcement, but lack strength to support tenants and reduce housing instability. Similar to the state,
there are inconsistencies with clear policies or practices related to reducing upstream factors.
Obtaining quality affordable housing for low-income residents is also a complex process with a long
waiting period, particularly for federally funded housing. Other policy systems and those overseen by
elected officials are also lacking, such as a frequent inability to quality for financial support by residents.
The financial incentive may also be high for constables to evict individuals due to their pay being
associated with a higher number of evictions. More importantly, these efforts are not part of a larger
prevention framework.
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SIGNIFICANT MAINSTREAM AGENCY INVOLVEMENT
Indianapolis Readiness: Moderate

Across sectors, Indianapolis agencies collaborate for many purposes, including stabilizing residents. It
is unclear how well Indianapolis agencies may work together specifically for homelessness prevention,
but many already do, per the prevention map. Again, aims toward prevention are likely not explicitly
stated. For example, FSSA addresses many issues related to family stability that would fall under
primary prevention efforts, but FSSA does not have an explicit aim to address family-related housing
issues. The Community Plan has as one of its strategic priorities to “unify intersecting systems in a
shared approach to prevent people from being released into homelessness”, including corrections,
health care, and education, among others. Following through with this goal would bring agencies closer
to addressing issues of prevention.

HIGH MECHANISMS FOR CONTINUOUS SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT
Indianapolis Readiness: Low

Agency heads and public figures must commit to developing and sustaining a community-wide
prevention strategy. These efforts should include clear goals and strategies to meet those goals,
mechanisms to measure progress, development of new ideas and identify gaps/next steps; and knowing
needs to ensure agencies meet them.
Local organizations have not yet identified or determined a prevention strategy and related tasks.
Indianapolis stakeholders of key agencies would need to work together to develop clear goals and
strategies, identify what homelessness prevention means locally, and be able to establish or utilize
existing systems to assess progress.

IMPLICATIONS & CONCLUSIONS

Public and private agencies should collaborate to maximize and/or create new partnerships to identify
a need and develop a service that did not previously exist. This collaboration includes mainstream
agencies (e.g. schools) that do not specialize in housing, but accept responsibility for their clients’
housing stability. These efforts can involve both creating new efforts or resources, as well as producing
more effective collaboration across partner organizations.

WELL-FUNCTIONING HOMELESSNESS CRISIS RESPONSE SYSTEM
Indianapolis Readiness: Moderate

Poppe (2018) also provides information about when a community is ready to implement prevention
strategies, arguing that a homelessness crisis response system is key to effective prevention efforts. The
definition of a well-functioning crisis response system includes a few main things. First, communities
should offer diversion across populations, which is important because skills and activities utilized during
diversion process can be replicated at larger levels for prevention purposes. Trends should show declines
in homelessness and a low unsheltered population. Length of time for individuals in homelessness
should be decreasing, and tertiary prevention efforts (such as rapid rehousing) should be high and
operate effectively.
Indianapolis is the process of identifying and clarifying a diversion strategy (primarily for families and
survivors of domestic violence, which will help inform prevention-related needs and processes. Overall,
homelessness rates have been on a downward trajectory, but have fluctuated over the last few years.
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The unsheltered population has been relatively consistent, but low relative to the total homeless
population (around 6% to 8%). Indianapolis’ Community Plan to End Homelessness also includes goals
for reducing the number of days individuals experience homelessness (currently 89 days) to 30 days
by 2023.

RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR NEXT STEPS
These key components of readiness suggest that overall, Indianapolis is not ready to fully implement a
prevention strategy. However, there are several steps that can be followed to ensure Indianapolis is fully
prepared to ultimately tackle such a strategy.
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IDENTIFY MISSING COMPONENTS

Identify what may be missing from initial prevention scan.
Are there any key outstanding questions about populations or other topics related to prevention for
which more information is needed? The current report identifies some missing information for key topics,
such as a lack of accessible information about the reentrants back into Marion County, individual-level
information on evictions to better assess how much individuals generally owe after an eviction case, and
strategies on policies and investments in affordable rentals outside of federal funding.

CONTINUE TO IDENTIFY POTENTIAL PARTNERS

Continue to identify organizations that can be included in the prevention map
to help develop a list of potential partners.
Who or what organizations are missing? The prevention network developed in Indianapolis must include
organizations most primed to support prevention efforts, as well as those who may play a key or even
indirect role should be involved in such processes. The initial prevention scan shows some organizations
that may not be fully aware of their placement within the prevention network. A major goal would be
to ensure organizations not usually involved in housing discussions are fully aware of their relevance
and role in prevention efforts. As mentioned earlier, engaging for-profit businesses or landlords may be
particularly difficult to navigate. Identifying partners effective at engaging those groups may be crucial
to fully implementing prevention strategies.

INCREASE JURISDICTIONAL COMMITMENT
Many state-level efforts in other locations offer stronger protections for tenants, where Indiana may
have stronger protections at the local levels, especially in Marion County. Many local organization work
with advocates or legislators to promote and strengthen fair housing, affordable housing, and other
policies, locally and statewide. One consideration is the role of the lack of tenant’s rights organizations
in Indiana for tenants to directly advocate for related legislation. Conversely, the Indiana Apartment
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Association or other pro-property ownership entities may serve as opponents to efforts to improve
housing opportunities for renters in particular.

CLARIFY AGENCY INVOLVEMENT
As mentioned earlier, the list and mapping of agencies is not comprehensive, and aims for big-picture
involvement in prevention strategies. The list of individual organizations is numerous, and should be
considered when identifying and developing a network of prevention partners. Eventually, it is not
sufficient for organizations to just be present, but to identify which parts of homelessness prevention
they believe they can support. This identification should also increase agency buy-in for the process.

Maximize relationships among agencies to ensure linkages among housing unstable individuals or those
at risk of becoming homeless. These strategies could include regular data sharing among agencies with
de-identified client information. Any information would need strong data protections and demonstrate
clear use of any resulting information to benefit the individuals receiving services, not just the agencies
using them for decision making. Though not all participating organizations are required to have data
systems, there should be a strategy for how to streamline relevant data points within the identified
system.

UNDERSTAND POTENTIAL INTERVENTIONS AS BROAD OR TARGETED
Per Poppe (2018), stakeholders must understand that prevention-related interventions range from
primary (broad, upstream factors) to highly targeted efforts for specific populations. Once groups are on
the same page about general efforts, they should identify where ideal strategies fall on this continuum.
Additional, more specific actions for a community to use once it is ready to implement a prevention
strategy can be found in Poppe (2018)’s report, Unlocking the Doors to Homelessness Prevention.

CONSIDER DISPARATE OUTCOMES
This report provides substantial information about where individuals may be most likely to be housing
unstable, including variations by location. As options are eventually established, related strategies
should utilize and continue to explore these trends to inform ongoing strategies related to program
implementation and development.

IMPLICATIONS & CONCLUSIONS

DEVELOP SYSTEM FOR CONTINUOUS SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT
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RESEARCH STRATEGY
Conducting exploratory research strategies involved multiple efforts aimed at understanding
opportunities for implementing prevention efforts in Indianapolis. The following section outlines those
activities.

QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS
The team began with a review of relevant research related to prevention strategies, predictive factors for
housing instability and eviction, and populations that experience housing instability and homelessness.
This process included reviewing articles from peer-reviewed journals, as well as relatively recent
reports on national homelessness prevention efforts occurring in communities across the U.S. Because
comprehensive literature reviews have been conducted by other researchers, the team primarily relied
on existing key findings from more comprehensive efforts to guide our initial work. Collectively, these
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sources clarified existing strategies and recommended best practices for pursuing homelessness
prevention across a community.
The team also conducted substantial numbers of interviews in order to gain additional context about
prevention from both key stakeholders and individuals experiencing housing instability. PPI interviewed
46 individuals who had experienced housing instability and/or evictions, utilizing food pantries and
various events to interview individuals obtaining services or were earning about rental practices from
service providers on the Near Eastside and the Westside of Indianapolis. Key stakeholders included
individuals at local agencies and organizations who work in various areas of the prevention community,
including Indiana Legal Services, the Marion County Prosecutor’s Office, Fair Housing Center of Central
Indiana, township constables, trustees, judges, and school districts’ McKinney-Vento liaisons. The team
utilized thematic coding techniques to understand key trends across and within interviewed individuals
to inform prevention strategies utilizing NVivo software.
To better understand the eviction process, court observations were conducted at small claims courts
for each of the nine Marion County townships, where evictions hearings are administered. Frequently,
evictions cases were among other small claims cases. Observers used an observation tool to create
a consistent way of comparing evictions cases. Categories within the observation tool included
whether tenants had legal representation, if an individual had housing assistance, whether mediation
or negotiation occurred prior to the trial, reasons for eviction, and court fees and damages. Observers
kept track of the case number to verify and track the outcome of the case in MyCase, Indiana’s state
database for non-confidential cases in Indiana courts that use the Odyssey management system,
inclusive of small claims courts in Marion County. One issue with this process was that information
from the court observations did not always match up (e.g. race of defendant), where related information
could not always be consistently found in the online database.
The team also conducted content analyses of existing policies to understand the legal protections
provided by legislation and other legal means, and the implications for homelessness prevention.
Specific reviews included federal policies, Indiana state legislation, and Marion County ordinances.
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Additional content analyses included news articles to corroborate crime and other trends in particular
locations, rental properties, legislative decisions, and eviction processes.

DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS
The research team utilized publicly available data when possible, namely from the U.S. Census Bureau’s
American Community Survey (ACS). These data comprise the demographic trends identified in maps
and graphics throughout the report. Maps were developed using ArcGIS software. Additional descriptive
analyses were conducted using data from Indiana’s Department of Local Government Finance (DLGF)
interactive dashboard and local report searches, Indiana Department of Education (IDOE), and Connect
2 Help (211). Data from IDOE and 211 were accessed using existing online annual reports provided by
each agency. Additionally, data from Centers for Working families were analyzed using de-identified
client data from 2012 to 2017. Individuals were included in the analysis if they had valid information at
both baseline and at a recent follow-up session in order to ensure the individuals were actively engaged
in CWF.

In 2018, the Eviction Lab at Princeton University released data that mapped evictions across the U.S.
These data provided an opportunity to assess evictions in a way that is comparable across states. To
do this, the researchers had to standardize evictions in measurable ways, primarily through purchasing
datasets of evictions from LexisNexis Risk Solutions and American Information Research Services Inc.
In this dataset, the eviction filing rate is a ratio of evictions filed in an area divided by the number of
renter-occupied homes in that same location (Desmond et al. 2018). An eviction rate is the proportion
of those homes that received an eviction judgement in which renters were forced to leave, divided by the
number of renter-occupied homes. The filing rate considers all eviction cases (including multiple cases
filed against the same address in the same year), where the eviction rate considers only a single address
that received an eviction judgement. In short, the eviction rate illustrates the number of addresses
that received an eviction judgment in a given year. The data also populate values for renter-occupied
populations that is from 2015, rather than using the corresponding annual data.

APPENDIX A

EVICTION-RELATED DATA

In partnership with the Fair Housing Center of Central Indiana, PPI received data on cases from Marion
County Small Claims Court from 2000 to 2017. These data include individual cases related to evictions.
Data used in this report included those that had an eviction hearing, order of eviction, or an emergency
eviction hearing. Emergency evictions take place when tenants aim to harm a property in some way,
and typically take place no later than three business days after a petition is filed, where a typical eviction
hearing could take weeks just to schedule. From this 17-year time frame, a total of 226,534 evictionrelated cases took place in Marion County; however, this is likely an underestimate, as a substantial
number of cases were not included in the data set prior to 2010. For example, the dataset only contained
data for 2017 for Decatur Township, though data sources like Eviction Lab show evictions taking place
within that area prior to that year. Additionally, some evictions may have been coded under different
labels, as searches of comments showed evictions discussed for a particular case, but which was
labeled under a different category. Any references to these data focus on those with eviction labels, and
after 2010.
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To better understand associations with evictions in Marion County, the team conducted statistical
analyses using eviction and eviction filing rates at the Census tract level as key outcome variables. The
core statistical analysis utilized a cross-sectional time series (panel) regression model, using townships
as fixed effects with data from 2010 to 2016, resulting in a total number of observations of 1,568. Each
model adjusted for key factors that may further explain eviction rates, including the percentage of black
and Latino residents, household poverty rates, unemployment rates, median gross rent, rent burden,
violent crime rates, property crime rates, percentage of households with children, renter-occupied
households, and median household income. Statistical relationships were identified as significant if
p<.05.

LANDLORD SURVEY
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Besides the data from public sources such as Eviction Lab and HMIS, we invited some property managers
and landlords in the targeted areas to share their renting experience and to help us understand the
current situations and challenges they are facing.
Based on a list of Marion County rental properties obtained from the City’s landlord registry, we overlaid
the Marion County eviction rate map with the rental properties and selected the buildings in the high
eviction rate areas (first cohort). We then used similar methodology to identify the buildings in the
medium eviction rate and high poverty rate areas (second cohort), as well as those in the low eviction
rate and high poverty rate areas (third cohort). The eviction rate map utilized data from Eviction Lab and
the poverty rate data were obtained from the Census Bureau’s American Community Survey.
In order to obtain property managers’ contact information (both phone number and e-mail address), we
searched their names and physical addresses and chose to extract data from Property Report Cards by
Marion County Assessor’s Office, INBiz database, and other online public records such as Whitepages.
com and Fastpeoplesearch.com. Through random selection, we were able to reach out to 50, 30, and 20
property managers from 1st, 2nd and 3rd cohorts respectively. Both phone call interviews and e-mailed
surveys were used as our approaches.
The survey responses rates were very low. Only 5 (10%) managers from the first cohort provided their
insights, compared with 5 (17%) from the second and 1 (5%) from the third. The reason for the low
response rates partially is primarily due to the invalid contact information from pubic sources. The
willingness to participate is another cause as many managers refused to continue the conversation
when they knew the purpose of our research.
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MAP 11. All Rental Property Evictions & Eviction Rates in Marion County (2016)
by Census Tracts with High Poverty Rates

SOURCES: U.S. Census Bureau. “S1702: Poverty Status in the Past 12 Months of Families”, 2012-2016 American Community Survey
5-Year Estimate; Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 12. Rental Properties with Highest Eviction Rates in Marion County (2016)
by Census Tracts with High Poverty Rates

SOURCES: U.S. Census Bureau. “S1702: Poverty Status in the Past 12 Months of Families”, 2012-2016 American Community Survey
5-Year Estimate; Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 13. Rental Properties with Median Eviction Rates in Marion County (2016)
by Census Tracts with High Poverty Rates

SOURCES: U.S. Census Bureau. “S1702: Poverty Status in the Past 12 Months of Families”, 2012-2016 American Community Survey
5-Year Estimate; Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 14. Rental Properties with Lowest Eviction Rates in Marion County (2016)
by Census Tracts with High Poverty Rates

SOURCES: U.S. Census Bureau. “S1702: Poverty Status in the Past 12 Months of Families”, 2012-2016 American Community Survey
5-Year Estimate; Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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SUPPLEMENTAL MAPS

APPENDIX B

MAP 15. Marion County Townships and Census Tracts
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MAP 16. Overall Population & Eviction Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

EVICTION RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 17. Overall Population & Eviction Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 18. Percent Non-White Population & Eviction Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

EVICTION RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 19. Percent Non-White Population & Eviction Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 20. Percent African American Population & Eviction Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

EVICTION RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 21. Percent African American Population & Eviction Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 22. Percent Hispanic/Latino Population & Eviction Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

EVICTION RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 23. Percent Hispanic/Latino Population & Eviction Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 24. Percent Renter Occupied Housing & Eviction Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

EVICTION RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 25. Percent Renter Occupied Housing & Eviction Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 26. Percent White Renter Occupied Housing & Eviction Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

EVICTION RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 27. Percent White Renter Occupied Housing & Eviction Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 28. Percent Non-White Renter Occupied Housing & Eviction Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

EVICTION RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 29. Percent Non-White Renter Occupied Housing & Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 30. Percent African American Renter Occupied Housing & Eviction
Rates (2016), Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

EVICTION RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)

122

APPENDIX B

MAP 31. Percent African American Renter Occupied Housing & Eviction Filing
Rates (2016), Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 32. Percent Hispanic/Latino Renter Occupied Housing & Eviction
Rates (2016), Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

EVICTION RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 33. Percent Hispanic/Latino Renter Occupied Housing & Eviction Filing
Rates (2016), Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 34. Percent Affordable Housing Units & Eviction Rates(2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

EVICTION RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 35. Percent Affordable Housing Units & Eviction Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 36. Percent Rent Burden & Eviction Rates(2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

EVICTION RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 37. Percent Rent Burden & Eviction Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 38. Percent Severe Rent Burden & Eviction Rates(2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

EVICTION RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 39. Percent Severe Rent Burden & Eviction Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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PART EIGHT

MAP 40. Median Household Income & Eviction Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

EVICTION RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)

132

APPENDIX B

MAP 41. Median Household Income & Eviction Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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PART EIGHT

MAP 42. Unemployment Rate & Eviction Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 43. Percent of Households with Children & Eviction Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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PART EIGHT

MAP 44. Percent of Single Female Households with Children & Eviction
Rates (2016), Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

EVICTION RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 45. Percent of Single Female Households with Children & Eviction Filing
Rates (2016), Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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PART EIGHT

MAP 46. Overall Crime Rate & Eviction Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

EVICTION RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 47. Overall Crime Rate & Eviction Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)

139

PART EIGHT

MAP 48. Property Crime Rate & Eviction Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

EVICTION RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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MAP 49. Property Crime Rate & Eviction Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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PART EIGHT

MAP 50. Violent Crime Rate & Eviction Filing Rates (2016)
Marion County by Census Tracts and Townships

FILING RATE

SOURCES : U.S. Census Bureau.2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates: Eviction Lab (2010-2016)
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HMIS DATA
The team analyzed five years of HMIS data from 2012 to 2017 to capture trends in level of education,
health status, and demographics across program types. Programs were divided into secondary
prevention, intervention and tertiary prevention categories to align with the prevention framework
presented in this report. Secondary prevention programs included SSVF prevention, HOPWA
prevention, and any other program type flagged as “prevention” in HMIS. Intervention programs
included street outreach, emergency shelter, day shelter and services only. Tertiary prevention included
rapid rehousing, permanent supportive housing and transitional housing. Data quality improved in the
metrics measured over the five-year period, so some of the missing data may originate earlier in the
time period or represent changes in the types of data required at program enrollment over the time
period.

HOMELESSNESS
PREVENTION

INTERVENTION

TERTIARY

Less than Grade 5

1

28

6

Grades 5-6

7

95

21

Grades 7-8

41

541

171

9th Grade

54

773

198

10th Grade

115

1322

417

11th Grade

202

2284

588

82

925

269

2049

9580

4448

GED

570

3326

1405

Some College

714

2803

1686

School program does not have
grade levels

0

6

0

Don’t Know

21

1149

138

Refused

1

1024

7

711

27623

628

12th Grade, no diploma
High School Diploma

Data not reported/collected

APPENDIX C

TABLE 13. Highest Self-Reported Education among Adults (2012-2017)*
by Program Type

*does not include entries with age “Not reported”
SOURCE: HMIS data (2012-2017)
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TABLE 14. Self-Reported Health at Entry (2012-2017), by Program Type
HOMELESSNESS
PREVENTION

INTERVENTION

TERTIARY

Poor

317

1556

595

Fair

934

5939

2451

Good

1582

12532

3717

Very Good

700

3739

1038

Excellent

576

2844

766

Refused

28

831

1

Client doesn’t know

114

711

24

2033

39527

3817

Data not reported/collected

PART EIGHT

TABLE 15. Self-Reported Age at Enrollment (2012-2017), by Program Type
HOMELESSNESS
PREVENTION

INTERVENTION

TERTIARY

Under 5

419

5165

916

Under 18

1692

15708

2424

18-24

367

6660

669

25+

4201

44819

9313

24

315

180

Not reported

TABLE 16. Self-Reported Race & Ethnicity (2012-2017), by Program Type
Homelessness
Prevention

Intervention

Tertiary

RACE
American Indiana/Alaskan
Native/Other Pacific Islander

4

72

16

Asian

0

51

4

Black or African American

29

377

92

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

3

24

9

Other/Balance

8

121

41

167

3168

817

5418

56666

9697

136

2537

339

6061

62892

12020

Client Doesn’t Know

61

890

18

Client Refused

6

1088

14

White
Not reported

ETHNICITY
Hispanic/Latino
Non-Hispanic/Non-Latino

SOURCE: HMIS data (2012-2017)
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TABLE 17. Self-Reported Family Size (2012-2017)*, by Program Type
FAMILY
SIZE

HOMELESSNESS
PREVENTION

INTERVENTION

TERTIARY

2

1115

7086

1404

3

779

7103

977

4

784

6150

963

5

523

5045

735

6

414

2581

589

7

211

815

137

8

76

801

86

9

18

167

23

10

-

50

10

11

-

11

-

14

-

9

-

16

1

3

-

SOURCE: HMIS data (2012-2017)

TABLE 18. Self-Reported Gender (2012-2017), by Program Type
HOMELESSNESS
PREVENTION

INTERVENTION

TERTIARY

Female

2250

27610

3539

Male

4025

38864

8810

Trans Female

6

164

30

Trans Male

1

23

8

Gender Non-Conforming

1

0

0

Client Doesn’t Know

0

374

0

Client Refused

0

395

0

Data not Collected

1

249

22

APPENDIX C

*Does not include 445 “Not reported” entries or entries for individuals (i.e. family size “1”)

SOURCE: HMIS data (2012-2017)
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