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MEETING MINUTES1 

Meeting Date: September 25,2013 
Meeting Time: 10:00 A.M. 
Meeting Place: State House, 200 W. Washington 

St., Room 431 
Meeting City: Indianapolis, Indiana 
Meeting Number: 3 

Members Present:	 Sen. James Buck, Co-Chairperson; Sen. James Arnold; Rep. 
Mark Messmer, Co-Chairperson; Rep. Dan Forestal; Mark 
Becker; Danita Rodibaugh; Chris Lowery. 

Members Absent:	 Eric Doden; Art Evans; Mayor Shawna Girgis; Jeff Quyle; Dr. 
Raymond Golarz; Dr. Vidya Kora; Tom Easterday. 

Sen. Buck called the meeting to order at 10:05 a.m. 

The committee members and staff introduced themselves. 

Sen. Buck announced that the first agenda item would be regulation of residential leases. 

Regulation of Residential Leases by Political Subdivisions 

Sen. Buck called upon Rep. Speedy to present the issues regarding the regulation of 

I These minutes, exhibits, and other materials referenced in the minutes can be viewed 
electronically at http://www.in.gov/legislative Hard copies can be obtained in the Legislative 
Information Center in Room 230 of the State House in Indianapolis, Indiana. Requests for hard 
copies may be mailed to the Legislative Information Center, Legislative Services Agency, West 
Washington Street, Indianapolis, IN 46204-2789. A fee of$0.15 per page and mailing costs will 
be charged for hard copies. 
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residential leases by political subdivisions. 

Rep. Speedy provided a brief synopsis of the proposal that was in HEA 1313-2013 
(attached as EXHIBIT A) and described the use of registration and regulation ordinances 
with regard to single, duplex, and multi-unit rental properties. He reviewed legislation from 
2011 (HEA 1543-2011), which allowed landlords to pass along the fees to tenants and 
required local units to establish a dedicated fund for the fees. He indicated a concern that 
several political subdivisions have increased the fees to the point that it impacts the 
affordability of housing and is detrimental to professionally managed rental properties and 
to new rental housing development. He explained that HEA 1313-2013 placed a one year 
moratorium on new fees. He added that a fee for which nothing is provided to the person 
paying the fee is a tax and that political subdivisions are using these fees to offset the 
impact of the property tax caps. He noted that statewide, 1/3 of all residents live in rental 
property. He stated Merrillville was an example of exorbitant fees being adopted. He 
proposed that the General Assembly adopt a comprehensive policy on fees that a political 
subdivision may charge with regard to rental properties. 

Rep Forestal asked Rep. Speedy what a reasonable fee would be and he answered that it 
depends on the scope of a regulatory or inspection program but that there should not be a 
fee charged to professionally managed properties in any event. Rep. Forestal suggested 
that a landlord registry, with a complaint based system, versus a regulatory or inspection 
program could address some situations. Rep. Speedy said he has no problem with a 
registration system without fees. Rep. Speedy added that economic situations lead to 
properties being abandoned. He said that raising the costs for landlords has the 
unintended consequence of causing owners to abandon properties sooner than they would 
otherwise. 

John Q. Houchin, Director of Construction at Edward Rose &Sons, spoke next on behalf 
the Indiana Apartment Association. He indicated Edward Rose &Sons develops multi-unit 
housing. He indicated that the company performs inspections as part of normal operations. 
The company also has company management inspections as well. In addition, tenants 
have seven day-24 hour maintenance available at their properties. He reviewed the city of 
Crown Point inspection program and fee of $20-$24 per unit and that Crown Point 
performs an inspection on selective, not all, units. He noted that residents complain of 
multiple inspections because of the inconvenience. He compared the Crown Point fee to 
the Merrillville fee of $100 per unit with no inspection program. He noted that Merrillville 
eventually reduced its fee to $50. 

Sen. Buck asked if insurance companies recognize the company's inspection program in 
rate setting and Mr. Houchin said he did not know. 

Judith Essex, of the Indianapolis Old Southside Neighborhood Association, said that the 
Association supports landlord registration but not any fees. She remarked that rental 
property owners already pay property taxes, which can be as high as 2% under the 
property tax circuit breaker law. 

Melissa Dowdy, a resident of the Lakeview Apartments, Franklin Indiana, said that 
inspections are an intrusion and inconvenience to residents. Her comments along with 
those of other residents are attached as Exhibit B. 

Sen. Buck then introduced Samuel Tuffour with the U.S. Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) inspection program, which is part of HUD's Real Estate Assessment Center (REAC) 
program. Mr. Tuffour provided materials to the Committee (attached as Exhibit C) that 
included a sample letter and inspection summary report that is provided to a property 
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owner after an inspection. He explained that the inspection program follows federal 
guidelines, includes a detailed scoring system, and that with two state inspections, an 
apartment could be inspected from seven to 15 times. He indicated owners are not 
allowed to pass on inspection fees to tenants. He said that a landlord registration system is 
acceptable so long as there are no fees. 

Jonathon Peterson, Attorney, Northwest Indiana Creative Investor Association, then 
testified. He noted the Association is a developer of housing. He said that the arguments 
for rental property regulation and inspection include policing bad landlords and assisting 
code enforcement departments. He added, however, that the Indiana Code and local 
ordinances govern building safety and conditions so no new laws are needed to solve the 
rental property problems. He added that a second argument is that rental properties use 
more public safety services but he explained that the statistics show that it is because of 
housing density and that public safety calls are not higher on a per family basis. He added 
that federal Constitutional issues arise under the federal Commerce Clause if a program 
discriminates against certain property categories. He recommended an extension of the 
moratorium in HEA 1313-2013 and that revenue from fines for building code violations go 
to the local unit imposing the fine. 

Rep. Forestal asked who receives the revenue from fines and Mr. Peterson replied that 
some part of it goes to the state general fund. 

Rep. Forestal asked about the problems being caused by an influx of out-of-state investors 
that are buying and then renting a significant number of residences in the name of a 
limited liability company (LLC) and when problems arise the LLC landlord cannot be found. 
Mr. Peterson stated that the Indiana Code requires landlord information for purposes of 
the state building codes. He noted that the Attorney General can get involved. 

Rep. Forestal commented that a city should be able to easily find and contact a landlord 
versus a court procedure and involving the Attorney General. 

Michael Sakich with IN Good Company, LLC, testified next. He stated that his company is 
a Merrillville property developer and management company of higher end rental units. He 
described his company's due diligence process, saying it includes meeting with city 
officials and reviewing the inspection results for potential properties. He said that the 
inspection fee is $15,000 per year for his property. He added that property regulation and 
inspections existed before these fees. He agreed with the points made by previous 
speakers about negative business impacts. 

Sen. Buck asked if the fees are passed through to residents and Mr. Sakich replied that 
indirectly they are. 

John Barger, apartment owner, then spoke. He informed the Committee that he is 
speaking for the Indiana Apartment Association but that he has an inspection background 
in multi-unit rental properties. He elaborated on the REAC program and explained that it 
covered any property in which HUD has an interest or is a party to an obligation that is 
related to a property. He indicated his property receives a REAC inspection and that the 
score impacts when the next inspection will occur. If a property fails the inspection, there 
are consequences for the owner and sometimes it means a change in management 
companies. REAC inspections are selective but random, so all residents have to be 
notified. Residents become disconnected when there is a constant change in management 
companies. In addition to REAC inspections, properties are inspected on behalf of 
investors and mortgage lenders so there is no need to include certain properties in a 
political subdivision's inspection program. 
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Sen. Buck moved to testimony from those opposing the ban on fees for new regulatory 
and inspection programs for rental properties. 

First to present in opposition to the ban was Rhonda Cook, Director of Government Affairs 
& Legislative Counsel, Indiana Association of Cities and Towns (IACT). She provided 
materials to the Committee, which are attached as Exhibit D. She informed the Committee 
that 16 political subdivisions have inspection programs. She indicated others want to adopt 
programs but the HEA 1313-2013 moratorium on fees is preventing adoption. Ms. Cook 
explained that fee revenue is needed for covering the costs of running the programs 
because of the property tax caps. She emphasized that good residential properties equate 
to a good quality of life. She added that there are also public safety benefits from 
registration, regulatory, and inspection programs. 

In response to Rep. Forestal, Ms. Cook said HEA-1313-2013 is an infringement on home 
rule. 

Chris Lowery asked if the IACT had statewide data on fee revenue, number of 
inspections, and the cost of programs and compliance and Ms. Cook said she did not have 
that information. 

Mark Becker asked Ms. Cook to provide the Committee with a list of the 16 cities that have 
programs. 

Sen. Buck then introduced Mayor Joe Wellman of Washington Indiana, who described the 
Washington, Indiana program. He noted that the City created a new enforcement officer 
position. He added that many single family houses are being converted to multi-unit 
residences so the percentage of rental properties is increasing. Mayor Wellman stated that 
the fee imposed is fair but does not cover costs of the program. Following Mayor 
Wellman, Bryan Sergesketter testified that he is the code inspector for Washington and 
also a landlord. He said that Washington has 1,600 rentals whereas Bloomington has 
20,000, so each political subdivision needs the flexibility to put together its own program. 

Rep. Messmer asked whether zoning law would not address the change of a single family 
dwelling to multi-unit dwelling and Mr. Sergesketter replied that it does. 

Sen. Buck added that both fire and safety inspections and building permit requirements 
are used by political subdivisions to address some of the concerns that the Mayor noted. 
Mr. Sergesketter said that a building permit is not required in Washington for internal 
modifications. He explained how code enforcement can add value and in response to Sen. 
Buck, said that fees are deductible expenses for a landlord. In response to Rep. Forestal, 
the Mayor said HEA-1313-2013 is an infringement on home rule. 

Next to testify were Mr. Chandler Poole and Mr. Dale Dixon representing the City of West 
Lafayette. They provided a summary of the West Lafayette program, which is attached as 
Exhibit E. They explained that the City has had inspections since 1976, the number of 
rental units is increasing, the City inspects all units, not selected ones, an inspection 
program protects property and assures parents of students that housing is safe, and the 
fees are reasonable. They added that a complaint based system is not nearly as effective 
because folks don't like to complain, so problems are missed. 

Sen. Buck then introduced Lisa Abbott, representing the City of Bloomington. She 
informed the Committee that Bloomington has had a program since 1961 and that the 
ordinance was last updated in 2012. She noted that 67% of the housing stock in . 
Bloomington is rental. She explained that the program includes keeping information on 
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landlords and tenants, inspections on a four-five year cycle, a rental permit system if the 
property passes the inspection, and fees that are reasonable and do not exceed the costs 
of the program. She added that the program has not negatively impacted property values, 
which are increasing in Bloomington at a higher rate than the statewide rate, and that there 
is also considerable property development occurring in Bloomington as well. Ms. Abbott 
provided materials that include more details about the program, which are attached as 
Exhibit F. 

Mayor Allan Kauffman and Mark Brinson spoke on behalf of the City of Goshen. They 
indicated that about 1/3 of the residential property in Goshen is rental, that Goshen has 
had a program for 25 years, it is a practical program, the fees are reasonable, and the 
inspection cycle is three years with re-inspections for violators. Details about the Goshen 
program are attached as Exhibit G. Mayor Kauffman compared Elkhart and Goshen, 
explaining that Elkhart does not have an inspection program. He also compared Goshen 
to other northern Indiana cities. He added that there is strong citizen support for a rental 
inspection program across all constituencies He said that development is occurring in 
Goshen and the rental inspection program is not a hindrance to development. He stated 
that cities need revenue diversity and a fee based program is consistent with that goal. 

Rep. Forestal polled the audience to get an indication of supporters of a landlord 
registration program from the attendees and several people indicated their support. 

Rick Powers, representing the City of Indianapolis, informed the Committee that the 
Indianapolis program was adopted using home rule powers and iris administered by the 
Office of Code enforcement. He explained that fees support the program, there are tens of 
thousands of inspections performed each year, and thousands of needed property 
improvements result from the inspections. 

In response to Sen. Buck, Mr. Powers said that a building permit is needed to convert a 
single family residence to a multi-unit dwelling in Indianapolis. 

Mayor Thomas McDermott, City of Hammond, did not testify but provided written 
materials, which are attached as Exhibit H. 

Sen. Arnold said he is hopeful there is common ground to resolve the problem. He added 
that there are rental properties in his district that are disasters and that the General 
Assembly has not been helpful to cities in addressing their concerns. 

Rep. Forestal made a point to thank all the community groups for attending the meeting. 
He made a motion that legislation be prepared to lift the moratorium as soon as possible, 
which was taken under advisement. 

Sen. Buck moved to the second agenda item: 

Trespassing for the Purpose of Harming a Business and Making Video Images of a 
Business with the Intent to Falsely Portray the Operation of a Business 

Sen. Buck described the information he has received on the issue by phone, mail, and 
email and explained that SB 373-2013, which would have changed the definition of 
criminal trespass and added standards, had many iterations before becoming a suggested 
study topic. 

Sen. Buck then introduced Josh Trenary, representing the State Pork Producers 
Association, who also spoke on behalf of other meat producer associations. He stated his 
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concern is with trespassing that occurs to obtain information to harm a business. He 
emphasized that ranchers do not condone animal abuse, have standards for animal 
treatment, and when there is one alleged bad actor, the impact is not isolated to a location 
as relationships may be terminated for that provider across all locations. 

Danita Rodibaugh asked whether the current trespass law covers the problem and Mr. 
Trenary responded that it does not. 

Amy Cornell, representing the Indiana Farm Bureau, said agricultural operations are a 
target of trespassers and the General Assembly needs to strengthen Indiana's trespass 
laws. She said that there are trade secrets at stake and trespassers can cause 
biochemical concerns at agricultural operations. She added that trespassers are putting 
themselves at risk and could cross contaminate an agricultural operation. She noted that 
current law requires a fence or gate to win a trespass case. 

Rep. Forestal discussed the background of the legislation and animal abuse, saying that 
he believes the proposal was intended to prevent the release of true information. He 
explained that the proposal would prevent true information from being released by 
expanding the coverage of criminal trespass and putting employees in the situation of 
having to know material facts from the employer perspective. He added that employees 
may be breaking an employment rule by releasing information because an employer may 
limit an employee from taking images. 

Sen. Buck noted that the crime of voyeurism prohibits the taking of certain images. 

Rep. Forestal asked about the penalty for taking an image if the definition were expanded 
as proposed in one version of SB 373-2013 and Ms. Cornell responded that it depends on 
intent - it would be criminal trespass if the intent is to portray a business in a harmful way. 
Rep. Forestal noted that the bill had several versions and some were overly broad and 
went much further than expanding the definition of trespass to cover "obvious" notices to 
not enter. He added that the proposal would inhibit whistle blowers. Sen. Buck added that 
typically the employer's policy is to report the abuse to a supervisor. 

Sen. Buck then introduced Ed Roberts, representing the Indiana Manufacturers 
Association. He reviewed the conference committee report version of SB 373-2013 and 
described the change in the trespass definition as simple and based on private property 
rights. He explained how people use false applications to get on the inside and in his 
opinion if someone falsifies an employment application the individual is a liar and liars are 
bad people. Mr. Roberts informed the Committee that there are several regulatory 
agencies that oversee industrial and agricultural operations and that complaints about 
violations can be made to one or more of these agencies. He reported that these images 
are being made to raise funds for an organization. He added that the proposal is good 
policy because the intent to harm a business is not a legitimate purpose. He suggested 
that for a person to avail themselves of the defense in the proposal, the reporting should 
have to made within 24 hours of the discovery. 

Rep. Forestal asked about the 24 hour standard and Mr. Roberts responded that it is 
indicative that the real intent of the person is to address the problem but 24 hours is not a 
magic number. 

Sen. Buck asked about a qualified applicant who becomes a spy and Mr. Roberts replied 
that the conference committee report version requires false information on the application. 

Steve Key, of the Hoosier State Press Association, testified next. He discussed the 
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concepts of trespass, false employment, and libel. He explained that there are already 
criminal and civil laws covering the activity that has been described in testimony. Mr. Key 
indicated that the Hoosier State Press Association did not oppose the 2013 House 
Judiciary Committee version. 

Sen. Buck then introduced Daniel Byron, General Counsel for the Indiana Broadcasting 
Association. He stated the 2013 House Judiciary Committee version was acceptable. He 
added that images are protected speech, the truth is an absolute defense, and a criminal 
defamation law must require false images to be constitutional. He said that a law cannot 
place a prior restraint on the press publishing information under the Garrison case in 1964. 
He noted that Indiana then repealed its criminal defamation law as a result of the Garrison 
case. 

Rep. Forestal asked whether the 2013 conference committee version would limit speech 
and Mr. Bryon said that in his opinion that version is unconstitutional. 

Sen. Buck asked if trespass should be permitted for a good cause and Mr. Bryon 
answered no, but that a trespasser could obtain and then release information to the press 
and the press could legally publish it. He explained that the trespasser, but not the press, 
could be punished. 

Barbara Sha Cox, a farmer, stated that she was opposed to the expansion of the definition 
of trespass. She added that images should be allowed but trespass should not be. She 
noted that better food safety is needed and she described how the salmonella outbreak in 
Indiana melons damaged the image of all Indiana produce. She said that state agencies 
failed in that case. Ms. Cox also distributed a letter from Allen Hutchison, a member of the 
farming community from Farmland, Indiana (attached as Exhibit I). 

Sen. Buck introduced Vicki Deisner, Midwest Director for The American Society for the 
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, who provided a handout to the Committee (attached as 
Exhibit J). Ms. Deisner stated that people need to know more about food production and 
animal treatment. Factory farms receive significant government subsidies and more 
oversight is justified. 

Sen. Buck introduced Erin Huang, the Indiana Director of the Humane Society of the 
United States. She stated that the Society is opposed to the proposals in SB 373-2013. 
She said that the current law provides sufficient remedies and putting up more road blocks 
was detrimental. She asked that the legislation not receive the Committee's 
recommendation. 

Nancy Guyott, representing the Indiana AFL-CIO, told the Committee that it is already 
illegal to lie on an employment application. She explained that the 2013 conference 
committee version went further than necessary in that it requires the applicant to know 
what facts are material from the employer's perspective. She added that whistle blowing is 
very difficult for people already and additional barriers are not a good idea. Ms. Guyott 
stated that the current law is adequate. 

Sen. Buck asked if there is a whistle blower procedure for employees to follow and Ms. 
Guyott said the whistle blower law is very complicated and an employee should consult an 
attorney to get advice about their specific situation. 

Kim Ferraro, representing the Hoosier Environmental Council, stated that the 2013 
conference committee version was designed to protect the agricultural industry from their 
abuses and to keep this information from the public. She added keeping the public in the 
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dark on industry practices protects the bottom line. Ms. Ferraro explained that 
environmental problems are caused by confined feeding operations. She emphasized that 
the current law is adequate. Ms. Ferraro said that the expanded trespass language was 
introduced in eleven states in 2013 and that it did not pass in any state, except in 
Tennessee, where the Governor vetoed it. She added that the proposed trespass penalty 
was increased and would have been equal to the penalty for domestic violence. She said 
the proposal is a solution in search of a problem. She said that business should strive for 
transparency and that road blocks to disclosure will hurt Indiana products. Ms. Ferraro 
stated that an industrial farm is not a home, even though the agricultural industry likes to 
portray an industrial farm as a family farm. Ms. Ferraro distributed materials to the 
Committee, which are attached as Exhibit K. 

Rep. Forestal pointed out that the proposal would protect wrongdoers and hurt the 
legitimate farmer. Sen. Buck wondered if that position was tantamount to saying that 
trespass for civil disobedience purposes is acceptable if the person is willing to accept the 
punishment because the trespasser can give the information to the press and nothing can 
be done to prevent the press from publishing the information. 

Chris Lowery asked Ms. Ferraro whether she would support the 2013 House Judiciary 
Committee version and she answered that she would have to review the specifics before 
taking a position. 

Dave Menzer, representing the Citizens Action Coalition, believes that if industrial farming 
operations, although legal, are disclosed then people may change behavior once they see 
how food is produced by an industrial farming operation. He added that it should benefit 
the smaller farmers that are part of the local economy. He said that trespassing and 
defamation are not condoned. He emphasized that when there is a pattern of violations 
though, it needs to be exposed in order to better protect the public. Mr. Menzer's handout 
is attached as Exhibit L. 

Danita Rodebaugh discussed farm employees being protected by whistle blower laws and 
explained that she has worked on agricultural issues at the national and international level. 
She said that farmers want to know immediately if a violation has occurred, not after a 
case has been built, stating that she wonders about the motivation of someone waiting to 
gather enough information to build a case versus reporting abuse immediately. She 
agreed with a previous speaker that bio-security issues exist on farms and if a protocol is 

. not followed an entire farm can be contaminated. 

Rep. Forestal stated that the proposals suggest a widespread problem of trespassing, 
when that is not the case. He added that the proposals were too broad and current law is 
sufficient. He indicated that he does not want a law that discourages reporting abuse. 

Committee Discussion 

Chris Lowery stated that he wanted to see more quantitative information on the trespass 
problem and that he supports strengthening the trespass laws. He added that there should 
be middle ground on both issues: 1) the regulation and inspection of rental properties; and 
2) trespass. 

Sen. Arnold added that farmers he knows are open and transparent. 

Sen. Buck summarized the testimony on the trespass issue saying that everyone agrees 
that trespassing is wrong but there is no duty of the press to know if the information came 
from a trespasser. He emphasized that if a business is wrongfully harmed, there is not any 
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practical way for that business to restore its reputation.
 

Sen. Buck announced that the next Committee meeting will be Wednesday, October 9,
 
2013, at 10:00 a.m. in room 431 of the State House.
 

The Committee adjourned at 1:50 p.m.
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PRINTING CODE. Amendments: Whenever an existing statute (or a section of the Indiana 
Constitution) is being amended, the text of the existing provision will appear in this style type. 
additions will appear in this style type. and deletions will appear in ~,ryle type:" 

Additions: Whenever a new statutory provision is being enacted (or a new constitutional 
provision adopted). the text of the new provision will appear in this style type. Also. the 
word NEW will appear in that style type in the introductory clause ofeach SECTION that adds 
a new provision to the Indiana Code or the Indiana Constitution. 
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between statutes enacted by the 20 I2 Regular Session of the General Assembly. 

HOUSE ENROLLED ACT No. 1313 

AN ACT to amcnd the Indiana Codc concerning local government. 

Be it enacted by the General Assembly ofthe State ofIndiana: 

SECTION 1. IC 36-1-20-4 IS ADDED TO THE INDIANA CODE 
AS A NEW SECTION TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE 
MARCH 1, 2013 (RETROACTIVE)]: Sec. 4. (a) As used in this 
section, "regulation" refers to an ordinance, I"ule, or other 
enactment by a political subdivision relating to any of the 
following: 

(1) Landlord and tenant relations. 
(2) Rental agreements. 
(3) Real property subject to a rental agreement. 

(b) A regulation that does any of the following may not be 
adopted after February 28, 2013: 

(1) Requires an owner or landlord to be licensed or to obtain 
a permit from the political subdivision to lease a rental unit. 
(2) Requires an owner or landlord to enroll or participate in 
a class or government progl"am as a condition for leasing a 
rental unit. 
(3) Imposes or incl"eases a fee or other assessment fOI' any of 
the following: 

(A) Inspection of a rental unit. 
(B) Registration of an owner, landlord, or rental unit. 
(C) Any other purpose related to the purposes listed in 
subsection (a). 

REA 1313 - Concur+ 
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(c) This chapter does not prohibit a political subdivision fl"Om: 
(1) establishing a rental unit inspection pl"ogram; or 
(2) imposing or increasing a fee relating to the construction of 
a rental unit, such as a building permit fee. 

(d) This section expit°es July 1,2014. 
SECTION 2. [EFFECTIVE JULY 1,2013] (a) As used in this 

SECTION, "legislative council" refers to the legislative council 
established by IC 2-5-1.1-1. 

(b) As used in this SECTION, "study committee" means either 
of the following: 

(1) A statutory committee established under IC 2-5. 
(2) An interim study committee. 

(c) The legislative council is urged to assign the topic of 
regulation of residential leases by political subdivisions to a study 
committee during the 2013 legislative interim. 

(d) Uthe topic described in subsection (c) is assigned to a study 
committee, the study committee shall issue a final report to the 
legislative council containing the study committee's findings and 
recommendations, including any recommended legislation 
concerning the topic, in an electronic format under IC 5-14-6 not 
later than Novembelo 1, 2013. 

(e) This SECTION expires December 31,2013.
 
SECTION 3. [EFFECTIVE MARCH 1,2013 (RETROACTIVE)]
 

(a) As used in this SECTION, "builder" means a person engaged 
in constructing new homes. 

(b) As used in this SECTION, "person" means an individual, 
firm, limited liability company, corpol"ation, association, or other 
legal entity. 

(c) As used in this SECTION, "remodeler" means a peloson 
engaged in altering, repairing, restoring, maintaining, or modifying 
an existing residential dwellingo 

(d) As used in this SECTION, "residential dwelling" means a 
building or part of a building occupied by or intended for the 
occupancy of one (1) or more individuals. The tel"m does not 
include a residential dwelli'ng that is owned by the political 
subdivisiono 

(e) After February 28, 2013, a political subdivision may not 
adopt an ordinance~ rule, policy, or othelorequirement providing 
that a builder or remodeler must be licensed, certified, permitted, 
registered, or listed by the political subdivision as a condition to the 
builder or loemodeler: 

(1) constructing a new residential dwelling; or 

REA 1313 - Concur+ 
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(2) remodeling an existing residential dwelling. 
(1) This SECTION does not do any of the following: 

(1) Void an ordinance, rule, policy, or other requi."ement of a 
political subdivision adopted before March 1,2013. 
(2) P.-ohibit a political subdivision from doing any of the 
following: 

(A) Requiring a person who engages in a specific building 
or construction trade, including an electdcian, a plumber, 
a tile layer, a landscapu, or a p.-actitioner of another 
specific tt-ade, to be licensed, permitted, registe.-ed, or 
listed by the political subdivision before engaging in the 
specific building or construction tt-ade. 
(B) Issuing building permits, septic system permits, 
certificates of appropriateness, zoning approvals, plat 
app."ovals, and other permits and approvals that ."egulate 
the use, planning, and development of property. 

(g) This SECTION expires July 1,2015. 
SECTION 4. An emergency is decla."ed for this act. 
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President Pro Tempore 
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September 24, 2013 

Melissa Dowdy
 
1940 Lakeside Drive
 
Apt. A 
Franklin, IN 46131 

To whom it may concern, 

I have lived at Lakeview Apartments for the past four years and wanted to comment on the inspections 
that take place year ofmy apartment. 

Over the past four years that I have lived here, my apartment has been inspected two to three times each 
year. That means that on 12 different occasions, I have been inconvenienced in order to cooperate with 
the property manager. 

I am always willing to cooperate when my apartment is being inspected, but it is very inconvenient each 
time I have to go through this because I have to make arrangements so that my dog does not get out. I also 
have to come home each day before the inspection and make sure that my apartment looks good. 

Like I said, I am always willing to cooperate with the managers to allow people in to inspect my home, 
but it is an intrusion and an inconvenience. 

Sincerely, 

~a, 
Melissa Dowdy 
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September 23,2013 

Dzenana Kahvedzic 
1910 Lakeside Dr. 
AptH 

Franklin, IN 46131 

To whom it may concern, 

I have lived at Lakeview Apartments since 2000 and each year my home is inspected by different people. 
In some years, I get inspected on several occasions. 

Each time I receive notice that my home is going to be inspected, it makes me feel uncomfortable because 

I know that a stranger is going to be in my house. I have lived here for 13 years and have had to go 

through many, many inspections. 

I always allow for the inspectors to come in, but I do want to say that this is very inconvenient for me and 

would not want to have to go through even more of these inspections. 

Sincerely, 



:J:c.-cD 
exh~, J".+ C. 

u.s. Department of Housing and Urban Development ~p. 25/ ~t3 
Washington, DC 20410-0100 

08/29/2013 

REAL ESTATE ASSESSMENT CENTER 

503032/800234708 

Dear Owner: 

Enclosed with this letter/electronic file is the latest Physical Inspection Summary Report for your property. An 
inspector, certified by HUD in the use of the inspection protocol, performed the inspection. The report includes 
property and ownership profile information and shows each deficiency observed during the inspection. Also 
enclosed is a short description of the elements of the report to assist you in interpretation. 

The physical inspection was completed pursuant to HUD regulations at 24 CFR Part 5 and Part 200. You may 
review the regulations at any time from the Real Estate Assessment Center (REAC) web site at 
http://www.hud.gov/offices/reac.This site provides information about REAC and the physical inspection process 
and allows you to download a free copy of the inspection software and view deficiency definitions. 

If the inspector noted any Exigent Health and Safety (EHS) deficiencies at the time of the inspection, you or 
your representative received a report listing those deficiencies at the end of the inspection (or at the end of each 
day, if it was a multi-day inspection). HUD requires you to correct or mitigate all such deficiencies within 3 
business days of receipt of the EHS Report. You should also provide to the local HUD Office within 3 business 
days of receipt of EHS Report a certification, on your letterhead, that the exigent items have been corrected. You 
must use the language in the enclosed certification to report completion of the EHS deficiencies. If your property 
is assigned to a Performance Based Contract Administrator (PB-CA), your certification should be sent to the 
PB-CA and not to the local HUD office. Do not send your report to REAC. 

Because your property received a score of less than 60, the inspection has been referred to the Departmental 
Enforcement Center for enforcement action. HUD may suspend the administrative procedure described in 24 
CFR 200 Subpart P when HUD determines it necessary to protect HUD's financial interests and to protect the 
residents as provided by 24 CFR 200.857(i)(4). Properties scoring below 60 have physical deficiencies that do 
not meet the contractual obligations to HUD. Residents of such properties are not receiving the quality of housing 
to which they are entitled. Accordingly, HUD is making a determination that it may proceed to enforcement action 

as authorized by existing statutes, regulations, contracts or other documents. You will be contacted by the 
Enforcement Center to set up a meeting or discussion on the compliance needs of your property. However, you 
should not delay the commencement of repairs to your property pending such a meeting. You should complete a 
survey of the physical needs of your entire property. While the REAC inspection may provide baseline 
information, be advised that all property repair needs must be corrected. This survey should be provided to the 
Departmental Enforcement Center upon your prompt completion. 

If you fail to correct the physical deficiencies, fail to correct the EHS violations, or, fail to provide HUD with the 
required certification within the required timeframes, or falsely certify to repairs made, these noncompliance 



issues may adversely affect your eligibility for participation in HUO programs. Under HUO's Previous 
Participation Review and Clearance Procedure, these noncompliance issues constitute a standard for 
disapproval pursuant to 24 CFR Section 200.230(c)(3) and HUO Handbook 4065.1 REV-1, paragraph 
2-1 (0)(1 )(b). Under these circumstances, a flag (disqualifying entry) will be placed in the Active Partner 
Performance Systems (APPS) in accordance with the textual "NOTE" at the conclusion of paragraph 2-1 (0)(1) of 
the above referenced handbook. This letter is the only notice that you will receive of the placing of a flag in the 

APPS for noncompliance. If the mortgage of the property is insured by HUO/FHA, please provide copies of all 
copies of all correspondence regarding this inspection to your mortgagee. 

We appreciate your cooperation during the inspection, and remind you of your ongoing responsibility to 
maintain this property in a manner that is decent, safe, sanitary and in good repair. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

SAMUEL TUFFOUR 
PROGRAM MANAGER, PHYSICAL ASSESSMENT 
SUBSYSTEM 
Real Estate Assessment Center 

Enclosures 



Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

Inspection ID: 503032 
Inspection Date: 08/28/2013 Inspection Time: 10:18 AM - 01:34 PM 

Property ID: 800234708 Property Type: Multi Family 

Property Name: 

Inspection State: Successful Score: 42c* 

Report generation date/time: 08/29/201307:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 1 of 24
 
Report template version: 04/15/2011 Note: The report generation date/time does not reflect the inspection release date/time.
 



Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

Property Name:
 

FHA#: ? Organization: TBD
.. 
Scattered Site? No Multiple Site? No
 

Address Line 1:
 

Address Line 2:
 

City: ? State:
 

ZIP: Extension:
 ••Phone: Extension: 

Fax: & Email:•- b 
- --- - - -- - - - - - -- ,- - - - - - --- --- - - -- - -- - ---­-~----

- - - - ----, Building 
l
i Units 

'"'''r'''''r------"'"-- --'''"'''.'''''' --"._.._-- "... " ••••- •• -. 'r "-----._,, ._._.. ,... _.-----"'",, .-,-"" , ...,,,,,,,,,..,, .. -_.... 
Type ,Expected j Actual i Sampled ! Expected ! Actual ; Sampled_ ____ _ ______ L__ _ _____ . __________._ ____ _____ _ _ _____ __ __ __ ______ ____ _ ____ ___ ____ ___ ______._ 

I .-Common 0 -
Total 0 0 8011 1 

- - - ---- - -- ---- _. -- - -- -- - OccupancylriformaIion . --- --- --- ". - - - - -­
w ..."._,, •• ...__" .....,,"",,_,,__,,, ...,,"' • ..__,, ""'"_..... ,," " __ •• 'y_" " ..._ ..__"_ ....._,,.._ ••_ ...." __•__.._",, 

No. of Occupied Units ; Occupancy Rate i Inspect Vacant Units _____________• __.. . •• .. ... .. L .. __.._ _ __ • .... __ 

Comments no bedbugs 

Report generation date/time: OB/29/201 3 07:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 2 of 24
 
Report template version: 04/15/2011 Note: The report generation date/time does not reflect the inspection release date/time.
 

20 
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Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

Management Agent [Primary Contact I Not Present During Inspection] 
Name (F, MI, L): 

Organization: 

Address Line 1: 

Address Line 2: --. 
City: State: 

Extension:ZIP: • 
Phone: Extension:2 
Fax: Email: 

Owner [Not Present During Inspection] 
Name (F, MI, L): 

Organization: 

Address Line 1: 

Address Line 2: 

City: State: 

ZIP: Extension: -
Phone: Extension: 

Fax: Email: 

Site Manager [Present During Inspection] 
Name (F, MI, L): 

Organization: 

Address Line 1: 

Address Line 2: 

City: State: 

Extension:ZIP: • 
Phone: Extension: 

Fax: Email: 

Report generation date/time: 08/29/2013 07:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 3 of 24
 
Report template version: 04/15/2011 Note: The report generation date/time does not reflect the inspection release date/time.
 



Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

Area 

Site 

Building Exterior 

Building Systems 

Common Area 

Unit 

Total 

!I Possible iDeductions(Excluding f Pre H&S H&SI I Final Points I Points i H&S) J Points i Deductions, I 
2.53 13.23 

10.00 8.02 

0.00 20.30 

4.67 2.53 

6.31 32.41 

23.51 76.49 

0.0015.76 13.23 

8.0218.02 0.00 

20.0020.30 0.30 

7.21 2.53 0.00 

38.72 3.60 28.80 

34.15 42.33100.00 

Score Version: 1 Score Date: 08/29/2013 Final Score: 42c* 

Report generation date/time: 08/29/2013 07:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 4 of 24
 
Report template version: 04/15/2011 Note: The report generation date/time does not reflect the inspection release date/time.
 



Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

Health and Safety Narrative 
1 site, 1 buildings and 20 units w~re inspected. 

19 

L.ife Threateni~_g (L.:n. _ .__. __ __ _ 

Smoke Detectors (SO) 

Actual 0 3 4 7 17 health and safety deficiencies(HSD) were 
II------t---t-----t----j-----Hobserved. 

Projected 0 3 16 
Percentage Inspected: 
Site (PIS): .100% 

Actual 0 3 4 7 Building (PI B): 100% 
Ir ­p-rO-j-ec-t-ed--+---0-+-----3-+---1-6+---1-9-11 Unit (PIU): 25% 

Projected HSD: 

Actual 0 0 3 3 Site =(Actual HSDS) I PIS 
ll------+--+-----+----+----ll Building =(Actual HSDB) I PIB 

Projected 0 0 12 12 Unit =(Actual HSDU) I PIU 
- . 

Overall If all buildings and units were inspected, it is 
Actual 0 6 11 17 projected that a total of 50 health and safety 

ll------t---t-----t----j----Hdeficiencies would apply to the property. 
Projected 0 6 44 50 

Report generation date/time: OBfZ9/2013 07:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 5 of 24
 
Report template version: 04/1512011 Note: The report generation date/time does not reflect the inspection release date/time.
 



Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

, , . . !B/U with i Total
Type , Area Item Deficiency I d f t ! B/U' 0/<1 e ec s ; ! 0 -- ------ ----- - -- - ---- --- - -- ----- --- ------ - ---- -- ----- - - - ~- - - -- ~ -- - - - --- --- -- - - --- - - - -- ---.------ -. - ~ ---- - - !.---- -------~- ------ - ­

BE- Cracks/Gaps (Walls) Capital BE Walls 1
 1
 100
 

BS- Missing Sprinkler Head (Fire 1
 100
Capital BS Fire Protection 1
 
Protection) 

Ordinary Site - Overgrown/Penetrating 1
 100
Grounds 1
ISite 
Vegetation (Grounds) 

Ordinary HS - Exposed Wires/Open Panels 1
 100
BE Electrical Hazards 
11
(Electrical Hazards) 

Ordinary BS- Missing Pressure Relief Valve 1
BS Domestic Water 1
 100
 
(Domestic Water) 

Ordinary HS - Exposed Wires/Open Panels CA Electrical Hazards 1
 1
 100
 
(Electrical Hazards) I
 

1
Ordinary Doors CA - Missing Door (Doors) 1
 100
CA 

Doors CA - Damaged Hardware/Locks 1
Ordinary CA 100
1
 
(Doors) 

Ordinary CA Walls CA - Damaged (Walls) 1
 1
 100
 

Ordinary CA - Peeling/Needs Paint (Ceiling) 1
CA Ceiling 1
 100
 

Ordinary Electrical System CA - Missing Covers (Electrical) 'I 1
 100
CA 

Ordinary Unit Doors Unit - Damaged Hardware/Locks 8
 20
 40
 
(Doors) 

Note: 
8/U - Indicates Buildings or Units 

BE - indicates Building Exterior 

8S - Indicates Building Systems 

CA - Indicates Common Areas 

Capital items are repairs that generally require large cash outlays. (Items such as new roois and flew appliances) 

Ordinary :terns are repairs that require smalier cash outlays. (Items such as light fixtures, fire extinguishers and smoke detectors) 

Report generation date/time: 08/29/201307:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 6 of 24
 
Report template version: 04/15/2011 Note: The report generation date/time does not reflect the inspection re[ease Jag/time.
 



Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

Entity I Expected 1 Actual ; # Inspected ; # Reported Uninspectable ____________________ i _ __ _ __ _ _ __ __ _ _ _~  ~  

Building o o 
o 80Unit 20 o 

-.-- - - - - - - . - ---.- - - --- --- - - -- -- . - -- -- - ---. - - - - - -- --- --- - --- --- --- ." -- ­~ 

Building 1· [ Sample, Inspected] 

State:.... •
 
Comments: 

Unit# # Bedrooms Occupied? 

150 oBedroom Yes 

155 1 Bedroom Yes 

251 1 Bedroom Yes 

255 1 Bedroom Yes 

259 oBedroom Yes 

263 1 Bedroom Yes 

267 oBedroom Yes 

353 1 Bedroom Yes 

357 oBedroom Yes 

361 1 Bedroom Yes 

365 1 Bedroom Yes 

451 'I Bedroom Yes 

455 1 Bedroom Yes 

459 oBedroom Yes 

463 1 Bedroom Yes 

467 oBedroom Yes 

553 1 Bedroom Yes 

557 oBedroom Yes 

561 1 Bedroom Yes 

565 1 Bedroom Yes 

Report generation date/time: 08/29/201307:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 7 of 24
 
Report template version: 04/15/2011 Note: The report generation dateitime does not renect the inspection release date/time.
 



Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

Note: The inspection software allows for the recording of the same deficiency as many times as it occurs. However. ii is only scored once. 

The number within the parenthesis after the Deficiency indicates the number of observations for this inspectable area. For example: "Site ­

Spalling (Walkwav 1Steps) /4}" indicates the deficiency was observed and recorded 4 times under Site. Each individual observation can be 

found in the Deficiency Details section of this report. 

.. ! . . . . : ". 'i Points i'Points 
Item i DefiCIency 1 Seventy to d t d i . dR __.. .._. ..L_. __ .__ _ _._ .._. .__.._ .. __ _._ _~ _ ':._.~.._L!~ ..~_j ~celV~_ . 

• _ _ ~ w ~ _ _ __ __ 

Site - - Site(O) [Possible Points: 15.76] 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Grounds Site - Overgrown/Penetrating Vegetation (Grounds) Level 2 2.53 

__ __ w__ __ w. __ ~_____ _ __ _ _ __ __ _ __ ~ _ _ __._ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___¥ __ _ 

Building 1 • - Building Exterior* [Possible Points: 18.02] 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Walls BE- Cracks/Gaps (Walls) Level 3 10.00 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Electrical HazardS HS - Exposed Wires/Open Panels (Electrical Level 3 10.00 
Hazards) (LT ) 

.. The point deductions for this sub-area exceed the number of possible points. The points received cannot be negative so it is set to zero. 

Building 1 • • Building Systems [Possible Points: 20.30] 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Domestic Water BS- Missing Pressure Relief Valve (Domestic Water) 
(I\JLT ) 

Level 3 10.00 

Fire Protection BS- Missing Sprinkler Head (Fire Protection) (NLT ) Level 3 10.00 

_.. 
--~ - - -­ - - --- ­ _. .­ .­ -- ­ -

Building 1 • • Common Areas* [Possible Points: 7.21] 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Ceiling CA - Peeling/Needs Paint (Ceiling) Level 1 

Doors CA - Damaged Hardware/Locks (Doors) (3) Level 3 

Walls CA - Damaged (Walls) Level 1 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Doors CA - Missing Door (Doors) (NLT ) Level 3 

Electrical HazardS HS - Exposed Wires/Open Panels (Electrical Level 3 

Hazards) (LT ) 

- .. - - - ­

0.11 

4.05 

0.51 

9.01 

9.01 

Report generation date/time: 08/291201307:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 9 of 24
 
Report template version: 04/15/2011 Note: The report generation dateltime does not refiect the inspection release date/time.
 



Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

" """ - -! - - - f"" "- ; s . !" Points Points 
Item i De IClency ; eventy :D d t dR' d 
;" _ l ; e uc e ecelve 

Electrical System CA - Missing Covers (Electrical) (LT ) Level 3 

.. The point deductions for this sub-area exceed the number of possible points. The points received cannot be negative so it is set to zero. 

____N __ _ • _ ••_. _ _ •• _ _ _ • • ~ _.. _ __ __ ~_ _ __••• __A _ _ _ _ o. • •• • • __• _ _. _ _ _ _ 

Building 1 • • Unit 150 [Possible Points: 1.93] 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Doors Unit - Missing Door (Doors) Level 1 0.12 

Floors Unit - Soft Floor Covering Missing/Damaged (Floors) Level 1 0.06 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Windows Unit - Security Bars Prevent Egress (Windows) (LT) Level 3 0.47 

_. - - ~ __ - - ~ - ._ ~ - - - - - - - _0__ - _ 

Building 1 - - Unit 155 [Possible Points: 1.93] 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Bathroom Items Unit - Lavatory Sink - Damaged/Missing (Bathroom) Level 1 0.18 

Bathroom Items Unit - ShowerlTub - Damaged/Missing (Bathroom) Level 1 0.24 

Doors Unit - Missing Door (Doors) Level 1 0.12 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Outlets/Switches Unit - Missing/Broken Cover Plates Level 3 0.19 
(Ol,ltlets/Switches) (LT ) 

Windows Unit - Security Bars Prevent Egress (Windows) (LT) Level 3 0.47 

- - -- - - -- -- - - - -- -- - - - - . - --- - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - -- - ---- --­
Building 1 • - Unit 251 [Possible Points: 1.93] 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Doors Unit - Damaged Hardware/Locks (Doors) Level 3 0.21 

--~ - -. -- __ A •••__ ¥ ¥¥__ ¥ ¥ __ _¥ - ¥__ - __ _ _ 

Building 1 - - Unit 259 [Possible Points: 1.93] 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Bathroom Items Unit - Plumbing Leaking Faucet/Pipes (Bathroom) Level 1 0.24 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Smoke Detector Unit - Missing/Inoperable (Smoke Detector) (SO) Level 3 0.00 

Building 1 - - Un!t 263 [P~ssi~le Point~_: 1.9~] ___ _. . . . __ 

Report generation date/time: 08/29/2013 07:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 10 of 24
 
Report template version: 04115/2011 Note: The report generation dateitime does not reflect the inspection release date/time.
 



Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

- - - - - ii' - - - - - - - . -:-- - -- I - . ,Points '1- Points ­
Item Deficiency i Seventy tD d t dR' d

! _ : i e uc e ecelve 

0.24Unit - Shower/Tub - Damaged/Missing (Bathroom) Level 1 Bathroom Items 

0.21Doors Unit - Damaged Hardware/Locks (Doors) (2) Level 3 

_ __ ~ ~ A_ _ __ ~ _ _ __ _ , _. _ ~ 

Building 1 - - Unit 365 [Possible Points: 1.93] 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

0.21Doors Unit - Damaged Hardware/Locks (Doors) (2) Level 3 

Building 1 - • Unit 451 [Possible Points: 1.93] 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Electrical System Unit - Missing Covers (Electrical System) (LT ) Level 3 1.05 

_~ ~ ~ ~~ ~_" _ • A _ • _ 

Building 1 • • Unit 455 [Possible Points: 1.93] 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Bathroom Items Unit - ShowerlTub - Damaged/Missing (Bathroom) Level 1 0.24 

Kitchen Items Unit - Range/Stove- Missing/Damaged/Inoperable 
(Kitchen) 

Level 1 0.18 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ _~ ~ _~n ~ ~_ ~ ~._ n n _ _ _ _ _ • _ _. _ _ _ 

Building 1 - • Unit 459 [Possible Points: 1.93] . 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Bathroom Items Unit - ShowerlTub - Damaged/Missing (Bathroom) Level 1 0.24 

Doors Unit - Damaged Hardware/Locks (Doors) Level 3 0.21 

Doors Unit - Missing Door (Doors) Level 1 0.12 

Building 1 ­ • Unit 463 [Possible Points: 1.93] 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Ceiling Unit - Mold/MildewlWater StainslWater Damage 

(Ceiling) 

Level 1 0.03 

Kitchen Items Unit - Range Hood/Exhaust Fans - Excessive 
Greasellnoperable (Kitchen) 

Level 3 0.39 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Report generation date/time: 08/29/2013 07:32 AM Scere Version: 1 Page: 12 of 24
 
Report template version: 04/15/2011 Note: The report generation date/time does not reflect the inspection release date/time.
 



- - -- -- - - --

Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

- - - i' .. - .. '­ '.. - . .­ ._- . ~ :. Points . Points 
Item: Deficiency
!. 

Seventy lD d t d'R . dl e uc e ecelVe 

Level 3 0.71Air Quality HS - Mold and/or Mildew Observed (Air Quality) 
(NLT) 

Building 1 • - Unit 553 [Possible Points: 1.93] 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Ceiling Unit - Mold/MildewlWater StainslWater Damage 
(Ceiling) 

Level 1 0.03 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Smoke Detector Unit - Missing/lnoperable (Smoke Detector) (SD ) Level 3 0.00 

. -

BUilding 1 • • Unit 557 [Possible Points: 1.93] 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Doors Unit - Missing Door (Doors) Level 1 0.12 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Hazards HS - Tripping (Hazards) (NLT ) Level 3 0.00 

Building 1 • • Unit 561 [Possible Points: 1.98] 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Doors Unit - Damaged Hardware/Locks (Doors) Level 3 0.21 

-- - - - - - - - - - -- - --- - - . -- - - ~ --- -- - - - - ---- - - -- -- -- --- -- -- -- - - _. -- - - -- - ~ - .- ­~ ~-

Building 1 - - Unit 565 [Possible Points: 1.93] 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Doors Unit - Damaged Hardware/Locks (Doors) Level 3 0.21 

Report generation date/time: 08J2Sf2013 07:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 13 of 24
 
Report template version: 04115/2011 Note: The report generation dateftime does not reflect the Inspection release date/time.
 



- - -

Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

.... .. ._~ n • 

Site - - Site(O)
 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies
 

Grounds Site - Overgrown/ 
Penetrating Vegetation 
(Grounds) - L2 

Item j Location/Comments 1 Deficiency/Severity! Decisions 

__ Aft 
•• 0_

ft._ _ ... . -- .. .- .. _ . . . .. ... - . ...... . - .­ ~._~ . .."­

- Overgrown vegetation 
- Vegetation contacts or 

penetrates an unintended 
surface (for example, 
buildings, fences/walls, 
gutters, roofs, HVAC 
system, etc.) 

- The surfaces are NOT 
damaged as a result. 

Building 1 ­ .[Sample,lnspectec:U - Building Exterior 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Walls southeast corner BE- Cracks/Gaps (Walls) -
L3 

-
-

Cracks or Gaps 
Greater than 3/8" wide or 
deep by 6" long 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Electrical Hazards missing outlet cover on 
outlet box 

HS - Exposed Wires/Open 
Panels (Electrical Hazards) 
(LT) - L3 

-
-

Exposed bare wires 
The exposed bare wires 
ARE capped BUT NOT 
enclosed in a secured 
electrical box OR ARE NOT 
capped 

-- -- - --- - -- .. . -- - .-- -- .­~ -- -.--- - - - _ .. - - - - - --- --- -~-- - ~ ----- -- - -- ~ --~- . - --- --

Building 1 - [Sample,lnspected] - Building Systems 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Domestic Water Floor 1 BS- Missing Pressure Relief -
both water heaters Valve (Domestic Water) 

(NLT) - L3 

-

Fire Protection Floor 1 BS- Missing Sprinkler Head -
paint on fuseable link in (Fire Protection) (NLT) - L3 
garage 

Pressure relief valve is 
missing or does not fully 
extend 

Does not extend to within 
18" of floor 

Sprinkler head or its 

components missing, visibly 
damaged, blocked, capped 
or the sprinkler head is 

Report generation date/time: 08/29/201307:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 14 of 24
 
Report tempiate version: [,4/15/2011 Note: The report generation date/time does not reflect the inspection re,ease date/time.
 



Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

- --­ - -­~~ ~~ ~~~ -_.~. 

Building 1 • [Sample,Inspected] - Common Areas 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

BasemenUGarage/ 
Carport 

Floor 1 CA - Peeling/Needs Paint 
(Ceiling) - L1 

- Peeling Paint or Needs 
Paint 

- Peeling paint on 1 to 4 
ceilings in common areas 

Halls/Corridors/Stairs Floor 5 
closer 

CA - Damaged Hardware/ 
Locks (Doors) - L3 

- Restroom Door or Fire/ 
Emergency Door 

- Hardware is damaged or 
missing 

- Door does not function as it 
should (it does not properly 
latch). 

Halls/Corridors/Stairs Floor 4 
closers 

CA - Damaged Hardware/ 
Locks (Doors) - L3 

- Restroom Door or Fire/ 
Emergency Door 

- Hardware is damaged or 
missing 

- Door does not function as it 
should (it does not properly 
latch). 

Halls/Corridors/Stairs Floor 2 
closer damaged 

CA - Damaged Hardware/ 
Locks (Doors) - L3 

- Restroom Door or Fire/ 
Emergency Door 

- Hardware is damaged or 
missing 

- Door does not function as it 
should (it does not properly 
latch). 

Storage Floor 3 CA - Damaged (Walls) - L1 - Hole(s) 

- Between one square inch, 
but smaller than a sheet of 
paper 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

CloseUUtiJity/ Floor 1 
Mechanical boiler room 

CA - Missing Covers 
(Electrical) (LT) - L3 

- Missing cover, exposing 
electrical connections 

- The electrical connections/ 
wires are NOT abandoned 

and capped. 

Electrical Hazards Floor 1 HS - Exposed Wires/Open - Exposed bare wires 

Report generation date/time: 08/29/201 3 07:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 15 of 24
 
Report template version: 04/15/2011 Note: The report generation dateltime does not reflect the inspection release date/time.
 



Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

"I "" " " "" " " " " I . --­
Item Location/Comments Deficiency/Severity DecisionsI I ! 

missing junction box 
knockout in boilervroom 

Laundry Room Floor 1 

Panels (Electrical Hazards) - The exposed bare wires 
(LT) - L3 ARE capped BUT NOT 

enclosed in a secured 
electrical box OR ARE NOT 
capped 

CA - Missing Door (Doors) - Restroom Door or Fire! 
(NLT) - L3 Emergency Door 

- Door is missing 
- This condition DOES NOT 

RESULT in a Health and 
Safety concern. 

Building 1 • [Sample,lnspected] - Unit 459 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Bathroom Items Bathroom Unit - ShowerlTub ­ - ShowerorTub(Un~ 

Damaged!Missing - A stopper is missing (only if 
(Bathroom) - L1 there is no stopper in the 

visible area) 

Doors Living Area Unit - Damaged Hardware! - Entry Door to Unit 
Locks (Doors) - L3 - Hardware is damaged or 

missing 
- Door does not function as it 

should (it does not properly 
latch). 

Doors Hallway Unit - Missing Door (Doors) - All Other Doors (includes 
- L1 closet or other interior 

doors) 
- Door is missing 
- One door is missing 

Building 1 • rSample,lnspectecl] • Unit 557 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Doors Hallway Unit - Missing Door (Doors) - All Other Doors (includes 
- L1 closet or other interior 

doors) 
- Door is missing 
- One door is missing 

Report generation dateltime: 08/29/201 3 07:32 AM Score Version: i Page: 16 of 24
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--- -- ----- -- --- --

Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

. -­ - _. -IItem 
I 

Location/Comments 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Hazards Hallway 
cable cord 

, Deficiency/Severity 

HS - Tripping (Hazards) 
(NLT) - L3 

I 
I 

-

- _. 
Decisions 

Tripping (not related to 
elevators) - poses a tripping 
risk 

Building 1 • 
... -­

[Sample,lnspected] • Unit 561 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Doors Living Area Unit - Damaged Hardware/ 
Locks (Doors) - L3 

-
-

-

Entry Door to Unit 
Hardware is damaged or 
missing 
Door does not function as it 
should (it does not properly 
latch). 

Building 1· •[Sample,lnspected] • Unit 259 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Bathroom Items Bathroom Unit - Plumbing Leaking - ShowerorTub(Un~ 

Faucet/Pipes (Bathroom) - - There is a leak 
L1 - There is a leak or drip, but it 

is contained by the shower 
or tub basin 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Smoke Detector Hallway Unit - Missing/Inoperable - Inoperable 
(Smoke Detector) (SO) - L3 - There is NOT another 

functioning smoke detector 
on same level. 

--- -- - -- - ---- --- - ---- ----- - - - --- -- - -- - _. - -­~ ~ ~ ~------ ~--~-

Building 1 - [Sample,lnspectecl] • Unit 155 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Bathroom Items 

Bathroom Items 

Doors 

Bathroom Unit - Lavatory Sink ­
Damaged/Missing 
(Bathroom) - L1 

Bathroom Unit - ShoweriTub ­
Damaged/Missing 
(Bathroom) - L1 

Hallway Unit - Missing Door (Doors) 
- L1 

Report generation date/time: 08/29.'2013 07:32 AM Score Version: 1 

-- . 

- Bathroom Sink 
- A stopper is missing (only if 

there is no stopper in the 
visible area) 

- Shower or Tub (Unit) 
- A stopper is missing (only if 

there is no stopper in the 
visible area) 

- All Other Doors (includes 
closet or other interior 

Page: 17 of 24 
Report template version: 0411512011 Note: The report generation dateltime does not reflect the inspection re;ease date/time. 



Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

-~ ~ ~ ~-. -- ..- -- - - ­
Item location/Comments Deficiency/Severity ! Decisionsi ! 

doors) 

- Door is missing 
- One door is missing 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Unit - Missing/Broken Cover - Cover plate missing or 
kitchen 

Outlets/Switches Kitchen 
Plates (Outlets/Switches) broken 
(LT) - L3 - The electrical connections/ 

wires ARE exposed. 

Bedroom Unit - Security Bars Prevent - Security Bars 
Egress (Windows) (LT) ­

Windows 

- Window is designed for 
L3 egress, but exiting is 

severely limited or 
impossible 

- Security bars are damaged 
or improperly constructed/ 
installed 

- Window is on the 3rd floor 
or below, OR on the 4th 
floor or above, and leads to 
an approved means of 
egress 

Building 1 • [Sample,lnspectecU • Unit 357 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Bathroom Unit - Plumbing Leaking Bathroom Items - Shower or Tub (Unit) 
FauceUPipes (Bathroom) ­ - There is a leak 
L1 - There is a leak or drip, but it 

is contained by the shower 
or tub basin 

Bathroom Items Bathroom Unit - ShowerfTub ­ - ShowerorTub(Un~ 

Damaged/Missing - A stopper is missing (only if 
(Bathroom) - L1 there is no stopper in the 

visible area) 

Unit - Missing Door (Doors) Doors Hallway - All Other Doors (includes 
- L1 closet or other interior 

doors) 

- Door is missing 
- One door is missing 

Building 1 - [Sample,Inspected] - Unit 267 _ 

Report generation date/time: 08/29/2013 07:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 18 of 24 
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Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

~A_... , - . f . -­-- . f
Item , Location/Comments , Deficiency/Severity Decisionsi 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Unit - Plumbing Leaking Bathroom Items Bathroom - ShowerorTub(Un~ 

Faucet/Pipes (Bathroom) ­ - There is a leak 
L1 - There is a leak or drip, but it 

is contained by the shower 
or tub basin 

Unit - Damaged Hardware/ Doors Living Area - Entry Door to Unit 
closer Locks (Doors) - L3 - Hardware is damaged or 

missing 
- Door does not function as it 

should (it does not properly 
latch). 

Unit - Missing Door (Doors) Doors Hallway - All Other Doors (includes 
- L1 closet or other interior 

doors) 
- Door is missing 
- One door is missing 

Kitchen Items Unit - Range/Stove- Missing - Range/Stove/Oven 
/Damaged/lnoperable 

Kitchen 

- Gas Range/Stove/Oven 
(Kitchen) - L2 - Burner(s) not functioning 

- ONE burner is not 
functioning. 

Building 1 • [Sample,lnspected] • Unit 150 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Doors Hal/way Unit - Missing Door (Doors) 
- L1 

Floors Living Area Unit - Soft Floor Covering 
Missing/Damaged (Floors) 
- L1 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Windows Bedroom Unit - Security Bars Prevent 
Egress (Windows) (LT) -
L3 

-
-

- All Other Doors (includes 
closet or other interior 
doors) 

- Door is missing 
- One door is missing 

- Carpet is Missing/Damaged 
- 5% to less than 10% of any 

single floor 

- Security Bars 
- Window is designed for 

egress, but exiting is 
severely limited or 

impossible 
- Security bars are damaged 

Report generation date/time: 08/29/201::' 07:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 19 of 24
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Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032
 

~ . Item· . f Location/Comments ! DeficlencyiSeverity: . Decisions . ~
 

or improperly constructed! 
installed 

- Window is on the 3rd floor 

or below, OR on the 4th 
floor or above, and leads to 
an approved means of 
egress 

"..----- - -- - ---- -- --- - - -- _.- -------~ - - ._-- - -- ------ ---------------- -- -- - -- ------- ------ ...--- -- -- ----- -- -- -­- --~ 

Building 1 . [Sample,lnspectecU - Unit 463 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Ceiling Bedroom Unit - Mold!MildewlWater 
StainslWater Damage 
(Ceiling) - L1 

- Mold or Mildew (for 
example, a darkened area) 
or Water Stains or Water 
Damage (for example 
evidence of water 
infiltration) 

- 4 square inches to 1 square 
foot and you mayor may no 
see water 

Kitchen Items Kitchen Unit - Range Hood!Exhaust 
Fans - Excessive Grease! 
Inoperable (Kitchen) - L3 

- Range Hood!Exhaust Fans 
- Exhaust fan does not 

function 
- There is NOT an operable 

window. 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Air Quality Bedroom 
mildew 

HS - Mold and!or Mildew 
Observed (Air Quality) 
(NLT) - L3 

- Evidence of water infiltration 
or other moisture producing 
condition that causes mold, 

or mildew 
- Greater than or equal to 1 

square foot of mold or 
mildew 

- -­

Building 1 ­ [Sample,lnspectecU - Unit 251 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Doors Bathroom Unit - Damaged Hardware! 
Locks (Doors) - L3 

. . . ~ 

-

- Bathroom Door 

- Hardware is damaged or 
missing 

- Door does not function as it 
should (it does not properly 
latch). 

Report generation date/time: 08/29/201307:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 20 of 24
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___ 

--- ---- - ---

Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

. Item·· .. ;...Location/Comments • Deficiency/severity ,... Decisions· .. 
_____u ____ _ _ ___h_.,..__~~~______ ____ ............u _____u"""

<.
_____ _______w ____ ___________--'__w __ ____• __
~ ~ ~. ~. w~ _....-...-..~ w~_..t._._~ ~

Building 1 • [Sample,lnspected] - Unit 455 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Bathroom Items Bathroom Unit - ShowerfTub ­ - Shower or Tub (Unit) 
Damaged/Missing - A stopper is missing (only if 
(Bathroom) - L1 there is no stopper in the 

visible area) 

Kitchen Items Kitchen Unit - Range/Stove- Missing - Range/Stove/Oven 
/Damagedllnoperable - Gas Range/Stove/Oven 
(Kitchen) - L1 - A pilot light is out 

- - --­ --- --­ .. . - -­ - ­

Building 1 ­ [Sample,lnspected] - Unit 553 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Ceiling Bedroom 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Smoke Detector Hallway 

. . . . .. . . . 

.. 

Unit - Mold/MildewlWater 
StainslWater Damage 
(Ceiling) - L1 

Unit - Missing/Inoperable 
(Smoke Detector) (SO) - L3 

.. 

-- ----- _.------ ­------~--~ 

- Mold or Mildew (for 
example, a darkened area) 
or Water Stains or Water 
Damage (for example 
evidence of water 
infiltration) 

- 4 square inches to 1 square 
foot and you mayor may no 
see water 

- Inoperable 
- There is NOT another 

functioning smoke detector 
on same level. 

.. .. 

- Shower or Tub (Unit) 
- A stopper is missing (only if 

there is no stopper in the 
visible area) 

- Entry Door to Unit 
- Hardware is damaged or 

missing 

Building 1 . [Sample,lnspected] - Unit 361 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Bathroom Items Bathroom 

Living Area 
closer 

Doors 

Unit .. ShowerfTub ­
Damaged/Missing 
(Bathroom) - L1 

Unit - Damaged Hardware/ 
Locks (Doors) - L3 

Report generation date/time: Oe/29/2013 07:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 21 of 24
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- --- -

- - -- -- - - -- - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - -- - - - - -- -- - -- - - - - - - - --

~  _ w ~~  

Item 
"" 

Location/Comments 
"" "j" 

1 
" 

BedroomDoors 

Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

~~~- """ -""I Deficiency/Severity DecisionsI 

Unit - Damaged Hardware/ 
Locks (Doors) - L2 

- Door does not function as it 
should (it does not properly 
latch). 

- All Other Doors (includes 
closet or other interior 
doors) 

- Hardware is damaged or 
missing 

- Other interior door does not 
function as it should or 
cannot be locked. 

-~ ~ 

Building 1 - rSample,lnspected] - Unit 263 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Doors Hallway Unit - Damaged Hardware/ 
Locks (Doors) - L1 

Kitchen Items Kitchen Unit - Range/Stove- Missing 

lDamagedllnoperable 
(Kitchen) - L3 

- All Other Doors (includes 
closet or other interior 
doors) 

- Hardware is damaged or 
missing 

- Closet door does not 
function as it should or 
cannot be locked. 

- Range/Stove/Oven 

- Gas Range/Stove/Oven 
- Burner(s) not functioning 

- TWO OR MORE burners 
are not functioning. 

- This condition DOES NOT 
RESULT in a Health and 
Safety concern. 

Health And Safety 

Bathroom Items 

Deficiencies 

Bathroom Unit - Lavatory Sink ­
Damaged/Missing 
(Bathroom) (NLT) - L3 

-
-

Bathroom Sink 
The sink"s hardware is 
missing or is not functioning 

Smoke Detector Hallway Unit - Missingllnoperable 
(Smoke Detector) (SD) - L3 

-
-

Inoperable 
There is NOT another 

functioning smoke detector 
on same level. 

Building 1 - [Sample,lnspectecU - Unit 365 

Report generation dateltime: 08/29/2013 07:32 AM Score Version: 1 Page: 22 of 24 
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- -- - -- -- - - - -

Inspection Summary Report (POA) for Inspection #503032 

.0 ~" ~ ~.. ·0 -- -­~--

~Item I Location/Comments Deficiency/Severity i 
! 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Living Area 
closer 

Doors 

HallwayDoors 

- .. . _.--_. ---- - - .--- --- - - ---­

Building 1 . [Sample,lnspected] • Unit 451 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Electrical System Hallway 
closet breaker box 

Report generation date/time: 08/29/2013 07:32 AM 

I l 

Unit - Damaged Hardware/ 
Locks (Doors) - L3 

Unit - Damaged Hardware/ 
Locks (Doors) - L1 

-

Building 1 . :Sample,lnspectecl] - Unit 353 

Non-Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Bathroom Items Bathroom Unit - Plumbing Leaking - Shower or Tub (Unit) 
Faucet/Pipes (Bathroom) - - There is a leak 
L1 - There is a leak or drip, but it 

is contained by the shower 
or tub basin 

Health And Safety Deficiencies 

Hazards Hallway HS - Tripping (Hazards) - Tripping (not related to 
cable cord (NLT) - L3 elevators) - poses a tripping 

risk 

Unit - Missing Covers 
(Electrical System) (LT) ­
L3 

. . .. 
Decisions 

- Entry Door to Unit 

- Hardware is damaged or 
missing 

- Door does not function as it 
should (it does not properly 
latch). 

- All Other Doors (includes 
closet or other interior 
doors) 

- Hardware is damaged or 
missing 

- Closet door does not 
function as it should or 
cannot be locked. 

-~-

- Missing cover, exposing 
electrical connections 

- The electrical connections/ 
wires are NOT abandoned 
and capped. 

- This condition MAY 
RESULT in a Health and 
Safety concern 

Score Version: 1 Page: 23 of 24 
Report template version: 04/15/2011 Note: The report generation date/time does not reflect the inspection release elate/time. 



REAC Unit Sample Size 
(2001) 

1 for 1 for 1 to 5 Units
 
6 units inspect 5 units
 
7 units inspect 6 units
 

8-9 units inspect 7 units
 
10-11 units inspect 8 units
 
12-13 units inspect 9 units
 
14-16 units inspect 10 units
 
17-18 units inspect 11 units
 
19-21 units inspect 12 units
 
22-25 units inspect 13 units
 
26-29 units inspect 14 units
 
30-34 units inspect 15 units
 
35-40 units inspect 16 units
 
41-47 units inspect 17 units
 
48-56 units inspect 18 units
 
57-67 units inspect 19 units
 
68-81 units inspect 20 units
 

82-101 units inspect 21 units
 
102-130 units inspect 22 units
 
131-175 units inspect 23 units
 
176-257 units inspect 24 units
 
258-449 units inspect 25 units
 

450-1,461 units inspect 26 units
 
over 1,462 units inspect 27 units
 



Citigroup Loan No: 

P/R Loan No: 

Current UPS: 

Inspection Date: 

Date of Report 

Inspector: 

INSPECTION INPUT PAGE
 

Property Name: 

Address:
 

Due Date:
 

Assesment Type: Annual Inspection
 



MULTIFAMILY ASSESSMENT REPORT 

Loan and Pro"ect Identification 
Citigroup Loan No: 0 Property Name: o 
P/R Loan No: 0 Address: o 
Current UPS: $0 o 

Due Date: 1/0/00 
Assesment Type: Annual Inspection 



MULTIFAMILY ASSESSMENT REPORT 

Loan and Project Identification 
Citigroup Loan No: 0 Property Name: o 
P/R Loan No: 0 Address: o 
Current UPS: $0 o 

Due Date: 1/0/00 
Assesment Type: Annual Inspection 

IPhysicalAssessment - Part 1 
, Describe condition using Scale of 0 to 6, where O=Not Applicable, 1=Superior, 2=Above Average, 3=Average, 4=Below Average, 5=lnferior, 6=lnaccessible 

" Describe Trend using (I)mproving, (S)table, (D)eclining 

Current' Trend" Cost to Life! 

Site Condition Repair Safety 
(X) 

Landscaping~Sprinklers-Dra;nage Average Stable $01 . 
._"-.-'-'--~- ---_. ----­

>.2 Fences-Walks-R:!aining W~_._ .Average Stable $0 
---..---­

3 . Amenities-Poois-Playgrounds Average ,.Stable $2 
-

, 4 Pavlng-Streets-Driveways-Parking-Sidewalks Above Average "Sh:ible $0 

. ',i' :····'···5. GaragescCarports Average Stable: $0 .........
 

;.>" SignClge~CurbAppeal Average . Stable ':'_,- $0'.:'" ·....·... 6 
.Secpdty-lritercom System .Not Applicable Not APplicable· $0"7 .....','''.' 

Major Components

.'.' 

I/:':g:, 8:i);,,';~b6fscDCJmeiscChimneys' ." , ':. ' .'. " .' . AboiJeAverage '. . '>Stabii{' . , $0 . 

,ii" ~>'.:. tl~sfiing:Ea,ves~Yentiiatois~Caps. Average.. :'Stabie $0 

:,T:l '. E:%~ri()r~Sjding~Patios Average ·Sta.~l~; $10 ',' ' .. ; ..".' 

.•..• 3' . D.oofs~VVindows-Tdm .' ..' :Average ...:Stabl~ $0 ..•.. 
" '>'1 if' . L()bbi~s-Haliways~Stairways-C::arpeting .•• Above Average . ""S,taCle '.,> '..... ' $0'.. ' ", ..... 

, HVA'C:> . ·< . "'" ,'. ',' . ',AboveAVerClge "«stabJ~ ," ':c,:~9 .: . 
Pi :;;>i,~lur!Jbing~WaterHeatElrcWClshe rs' ., .>:Ab()VeAvei~Qei,Stabie.$O 

.. :";;::S~()~eDetectors~Fiie ExtingLJishers~Sprinkl@r, ., ...", , ."Ab()veAver~ge: ..... ···>;\'stab,nil'· .... .$0' 
--=--....,--,--,---.'-'-----,'-,--,-.'-'---'--~FF~..:....:...:....:.--,--,--'-"--"--'--'---'-1 

,'EI~cil'ic:al~Fansclnt~rcbrriSys\(~mS .....•.•••.. ". '<>. . • .' ' A\ierage<" ;;' St~ble.. · .' '. $2 
I*:.,-.,..~~':-I""+'-:':'-'-'-~--'-'~---'-..;:...,.:-,'-....-c---'----'---'--,--'c---'-'-'---..,.-'-"--'-"-~--";---,\ C:, .B()iier~-;Burn~rs~p~mps~lncinerafors .... Not AppJicable 'NotA~Pli~able, ,$0 ......• '.' ' .•' c.' ·c· 

,--","-"",!:cc'cc~cc'<'~""cc" ,-E_le_v_a_toccr_s_-c_u_r_re_ncct_c_eccrt_ifi_lc_accte_·~of ...1_nccsp....€iccc_f_ibccnccP_.o_sccfe_dcc.. _--,-_.. _•• Ncc ' _ot_A_P_p_li_C_8_bl...e N...···...bt....Ac.·P...p_I.oei9a...·. ·',b._le.:.-···~_·_$_b...···<_.··--'­ 1 

Interior Units/Others 
;6.i:lllitYto fVIaintajn(lmpro\iePccupaQcy~Superi6{: .... 

l;JnitKifC:hensc. 

Overall Physical Assessment 

Overall Property Management Performance 

.Abov€iAverage' 

Not 'Applicable' . 

. AqoveAverage 

Above Average 

'. ;.$tai:lJ~ :. c •• , 

.~.<Jt;&'OO(i~?~,I~.i,·.· 



MULTIFAMILY ASSESSMENT REPORT 

Loan and Pro"ect Identification 
Citigroup Loan to Property Name: o 
P/R Loan No: 0 Address: o 
Current UPB: $0 o 

Due Date: 1/0/00 
Assesment Type: Annual Inspection 

IPhys:ical Assessment., Parf2 .. 
Deferred Mainentance 

1a.	 Total Cost to Repair: $ % of UPB 

b. Have Repairs Been Outstanding Since Last Annual Inspection: 

2.	 Property Adequately Maintained to Protect Citigroup Interest: 

3a.	 Borrower Notified of Needed Repairs: 

b. Date Borrower Notified: 

c. Borrower Response to Notification: 

Rehabilitation/Construction 

1a. Property Undergoing Significant Rehab/Construction: 
;-----------, 

b. Estimated Cost of Rehab/Construction: $0.00 

Repair Escrow/Repair Agreement 

1a.	 Is There a Repair Agreement or Repair Escrow: 

b. Have Repairs Been Completed: 

c. If yes, are Repairs Satisfactory: 

Environmental/ADA Compliance 

1.	 Borrower Complying with O&M Plan: 

2.	 Borrower Complying with Lead Paint Regulations: 

3.	 Was a Harmful Environmental Condition Observed That is not Covered by an 
Existing O&M Plan (such as mold): 

4.	 Borrower Complying with ADA Requirements: 



MULTIFAMILY ASSESSMENT REPORT 

Loan and Pro"ect Identification 
Citigroup Loan 0 Property Name: o 
P/R Loan No: 0 Address: o 
Current UPS: $0 o 

Due Date: 1/0/00 

Assesment Typ' Annual Inspection 

,,- .. ,. 

" "" ,.' '", ,':,: 
, , 

Residential Analysis 
1a, Rental Market Status: 

b, Rental Market Trend: 

c, Property Values for Area Generally: 

2a, General Appearance of Neighborhood: 

b. Neighborhood Trend: 

c. Comparison of Subject to Market: 

3a. The Area is Economically: 

b. Economic Trend: 

4. Rent Concessions: 

10a. Subsidized: 

b. Subsidy Type: 

(Source: 

(Source: 

.":s~periqr/ 

".,,:stab!e,> ,' .' 
,L~~sCo,h,p~titi~e 

':'•.• ".,i;::,~fttp!e,::.·":·}; • 
:':0::~:J:~t~Rj~:B:.'·'.· 

5.00 % 

5.00 % 

10.00 % 

10.00 % 

44.00 % 

0.00 % Military 

0.00 % Student 

Property Management 

Property Management 

0.00 % Elderly 

100.00 % Other: ISingle parent family 

100.00 % TOTAL 

30.00 % 

""T~nant:Ba'sed\": 

I 
I 

Unit Number Size Use of Premises Term of Lease 
Current Annual 
Contract Rent 

Lease Expiration 
Discounts/ 

Adjustments 

Commercial Analysis 
1. Physical Condition: "':::;:{\"ef~9~;;;' " 
2. Market's Commercial Rents: .~. ;; $t~ble>:' " 
3. Vacancy Factor for Property: 0.00 % 

4. Vacancy Factor for Market: 0.00 % 

5. Ability to Maintain/Improve Occupancy: '. ;: .. ;~A~~£~9'E!·.,' 

Commercial Lease Summaries 



MULTIFAMILY ASSESSMENT REPORT 

Loan and Pro"ect Identification 
Citigroup Loan No: 0 Property Name: 0 
P/R Loan No: 0 Address: 0 
Current UPB: $0 0 

Due Date: 1/0/00 
Assesment Type: Annual Inspection 

IEscrows 'and!nsuranCe ':"'.,,:::-".:": .: 
. . ,~ 

-::.... 

I 
Escrows and Reserves 
1a, Tax Escrow: D Funded D Deferred [] N/A 

b, 

c, 

d, 

Tax Escrow Problem: 

Real Estate Taxes Current: 

Tax Abatements and/or Exemptions: 

D 
D 
D 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

D 
D 
D 

No 

No 

No 

e, Tax Abatements and/or Exemptions Expiration Date: 

f, Tax Abatements and/or Exemptions Amount Remaining: 

2a, 

b, 

Insurance Escrow: 

Insurance Escrow Problem: 

D 
D 

Funded 

Yes 

D 
D 

Deferred 

No 

[] N/A 

3a. Water Escrow: D Funded D Deferred [] N/A 

b, Water Escrow Problem: D Yes D No 

4a, 

b, 

Sewer Escrow: 

Sewer Escrow Problem: 

D 
D 

Funded 

Yes 

D 
D 

Deferred 

No 

[] N/A 

5a, Replacement Reserves: [] Funded D Deferred D N/A 

b. Replacement Reserves Problem: D Yes [] No 

c, Replacement Reserves Amount Disbursed Since Previous 

Annual Assessment: $0 

d, Replacement Reserves Current Balance: I $48,000 I 
6a, Repair Escrow: D Funded D Deferred [] N/A 

b, 

c, 

d. 

Repair Escrow Problem: 

Repair Escrow Agreement Original Completion Due Date: 

Repair Escrow Agreement Extended Completion Due Date: 

0 

I 

Yes 

1° 
No 

7a. Cap/Swap Escrow: D Funded D Deferred [] N/A 

b, Cap/Swap Escrow Problem: 0 Yes No 

c. 

d, 

e, 

Cap/Swap Escrow Adjustment Frequency: 

Date of Last Cap/Swap Escrow Adjustment: 

Current Cap/Swap Escrow Balance: I $0 
1° 

8a, 

b, 

Other Escrow: I 
Other Escrow Problem: 

D 
D 

Funded D 
Yes D 

Deferred 

No 

[] N/A 

Insurance 
1, Property Located in Flood Hazard Area: [] Yes D No 

2, 

3a. 

b. 

4a, 

b, 

c. 

Property Located in Earthquake Zone: 

Insurance Coverage Meets All Citigroup Requirements: 

Waiver Granted: 

Pending Casualty Claim: 

Casualty Claim Date: 

Casualty Claim Amount: 

D 
[] 
D 
n 

I 
I 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

[] 
D 
[] 
[] 

1 
$01 

No 

No 

No 

No 



I 

MULTIFAMILY ASSESSMENT REPORT 

Loan and Project Identification 
Citigroup Loan!' 0 Property Name: o 
P/R Loan No: 0 Address: o 
Current UPB: $0 o 

Due Date: 1/0/00 
Assesment Type: Annual Inspection 

IpaY1T1~"fH ist6rYahdCompliahce '..•..' .. 

Payment History 
1. Number of Payments Late (Past Grace Period) ° 

a. In Past 12 Months: ° 
b. In Previous 12 Months: ° 2. Balance of Unpaid Late Charges: $0 

3. Payment Record Trend Last 12 Months: Stayedthe'Same 

I 
Borrower Compliance 

1. Borrower Complying with Rent Regulations: 

2. Borrower Complying with Regulatory Agreements: 

3. Borrower Complying with Ongoing Requirements for Affordable 

Housing Transactions: 

4. Borrower Complying with Tax AbatemenUExemption Requirements: 

5. Compliance with Modified Loan Terms: 

6a. Changes in Borrower or Principals after Note Date: 

b. Approved by Citigroup: 

<~NjA"'" 

Yes' 

';,:/;:~,~~~A::{2, . 

"N1A"'~" 
??\)~~!A;~<', . 

c. Date of Change: 

7a. Significant Rehab/Construction Underway: 

b. Rehab/Construction Authorized by Citigroup: 

c. Estimated Cost of Rehab/Construction: '-__O,;...._OO__----'-_#_D_I_V_IO_!_IO/o of UPB 

8a. Borrower Notified of Non-compliance: 

b. Date Notified: 

Legal 
1a. UCC Filing Current: ···;N/A.······ 

b. 

2. 
Date Last Filed: 

Payments on Unsubordinated Ground Lease Current: 

1,;...1,;...1/....:;8_10;..:.7 ...,.",..,....,..,,.,.........­

.. - :W4.}. 
3. Code Violations: •.';';Nb>' • 
4. Change in Property Management: ••.•.•.• ',N.:«(,':.: 
5. Any Unauthorized Liens: ',No 
6. Pending Foreclosure by Subordinate Lien Holder, Condemnation, 

or Other Legal Proceeding Involving Property: ·····'~6./· 
7. Borrower/Principal in Bankruptcy: ;~;!.,;~p;tiif." 
8. Non-monetary Default Exists: ~t!~Z{.~.6;Vt> .• 
Watchlist 
1. Recommend Placement on Watch list: 

2. Recommend Removal from Pre-watch list or Watchlist: 
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INDIANA ASSOCIATION
 

FOR cmt"IUNllY
 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
 

Chairman Buck and members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify in favor of appropriate code enforcement by 
local units of government. My name is Andy Fraizer and I am the Executive Director of the Indiana Association for Community 
Economic Development. lACED supports a network of organizations that builds vital communities and resilient families. We advocate 
for public policies and assist the network in developing comprehensive solutions that engage local leadership to generate private and 
public investment. The services provided by lACED member organizations include housing rehabilitation and construction, 
employment-generating activities, commercial real estate development, industrial and small business development, and human 
services. 

lACED's interest in this legislation is twofold. First, lACED members believe access to affordable housing for Hoosiers includes basic 
levels of health and safety. Among lACED members are community-minded housing developers of both single-family and multi-family 
property. The Association believes decisions about property regulation are best made at the local level by community leaders, 
community residents, and housing providers working in collaboration to find the right solutions for their place. In this regard, the 
Association supports local regulatory schemes which reward responsible property ownership and balances the cost of regulation 
against the community benefit sought. 

Second, a policy priority for lACED in past and future General Assembly sessions is to support tools which tackle the scourge of 
abandoned and neglected properties which threaten the safety and stability of neighborhoods and communities across Indiana. 
lACED has made this a priority because abandoned and neglected properties depress surrounding property values, dampen 
economic opportunity, and are often centers of criminal activity which tear at the quality of community. Too often, lACED hears tales 
from its members including community-based redevelopment organizations, local units of government, partner financial institutions, 
and the neighbors with whom they all work, about absentee landlords who neglect properties. Indiana's system of property tax 
foreclosure makes speculation both lucrative and relatively easy. Speculating in property can result in absentee ownership and 
deteriorated properties when the purchaser does not have the financial capacity nor desire to contribute to local quality of life. 

When property owners are negligent, the local municipality must use its own resources to clean and maintain the properties as part of 
their nuisance abatement responsibilities to protect the public health, safety, and welfare. Abandonment and neglect destabilizes a 
community by causing an out-migration -of property owners, who are worried about losing value on their properties. lACED has been 
working with its members including the cities of Indianapolis, Elkhart, Evansville, Marion, Mishawaka, New Albany, and South Bend, to 
advance land banking and property tax for-eclosur-ein this Gener-al Ass-embly. In July 2012,IACED traveled with a team of interested 
cities and statewide advocates to a leadership forum at the Kennedy School of Government hosted by the Center for Community 
Progress. The Center is known for its authority on issues and tools dealing with abandoned and neglected properties. The best 
practices in neighborhood stability nationally build on models which bring the tax collection, redevelopment, and code enforcement 
systems -ofgovemment into working -partnership. House -Bill 131-3 would -significantly diminish the ability -of the code enforcement 
system through rental property management to play its part in neighborhood stability efforts. 

Responsible property ownership and maintenance is at the heart of neighborhood stability. While property ownership confers 
important rights, it also confers equally important responsibilities on the owner, whether or not the owner resides in the property. 
Whilemostownersm-eet their obligations, some do not. In those cases, local government has the r-esponsibility to -ensur-e b-asic levels 
of health and safety. Code enforcement, when used strategically, identify, halt and reverse the negative impact of vacant, abandoned 
and poorly maintained properties. I would encourage this committee to allow and supportlocalgovemmentefforts to insure ahigh 
quality of life. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

INDIANA ASSOCIATION FOR-COMMUNITYECONOMICDEVELOPMENT
 
202 East Market Street IIndianapolis, Indiana 462041 office: (317) 454-85331 fax: (317) 454-8534
 

web: www.iaced.orgltwitter.@INCommDevlfacebook:facebook.comlINCommDev
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.. 

Clarification 

Municipalities do not regulate residential 
leases, they regulate minimum property 
maintenance standards through rental 

housing inspectionjregistrationprograms. 

---.",:.,)",~,,~ II !-,~!?,;,,(!(;:, ~l7'1-;'Jg,.,.,! II L~~ 1IIIp~"~II~·"~,,~II~·,,,·~
il\'1:;i'q~i! Ill1lil~t7. .,'" PT'{': • '~'!,J~:' •• <~: .. :; • F""; f' ~:'< I'.,.,.'~.'. ,.~ ~ ;::,., ..>ji l:: :1;, ,? ...I'/'~. "'. ,~(!i~;:'. ~7;:;;" ;;\1~f! ~" 
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~.~.~ INDIANA ASSOCIATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS
 

Overview
 
• We have identified 16 Indiana municipalities that have 

some type of rental housing inspection/registration 
program. 
-	 You will hear from some of these cities and towns today. 

•	 Due to the after m·ath of the mortgage foreclosure 
crisis and the increase in abandoned homes within 
cities and towns, there are a handful of municipalities 
that see the need to start a rental housing 
inspection/registration program. 
-	 You will hear examples today. 

,.....III!~Jm,~,!II!~!II!~,~II!..".'"III"
 
3 



,~~ INOlANA ASSOCIATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS 

Overview
 
•	 As of February 28, 2013, HEA 1313 - 2013 prevents local units of 

government from adopting an ordinance, r~le or enactment that: 
(1) Requires an owner or landlord to be licensed or to obtain a 

permit from the political subdivision to lease a rental unit. 
(2) Requires an owner or landlord to enroll or participate in a class 

or government program as a condition for leasing a rental unit. 
(3) Imposes or increases a fee or other assessment for any of the 

following: 
(A) Inspection of a rental unit. 
(B) Registration of an owner, landlord, or rental unit. 
(C) Any other purpose related to the purposes listed in 

subsection (a). [landlord and tenant relations, rental agreements, real 
property subject to a rental agreement] 

I~1111~,jll~,,~~II!·~,~II~~~II~~~III~
"~ ...... ~.. .1:;:0",. ;.::~?i'. ''Y';;.·.. ,;:v;Zp,; • ":;';i,.. ,~c,. ""~" :!"~"'. ,,;., 
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,~\~ INOlANA ASSOCIATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS .__. ~ _ 

Program Characteristics
 

1) Required registration / periodic 
mandatory inspection. 

2) Required registration/inspection based 
on complaints. 

3) Most charge fees to provide for their 
program. 

5 
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~®:~ 1 ACT'~',:" N D IAN ASSOC IAT ION 0 FITIESANDOWN S	 _ 

History
 
•	 In 2011, the General AssemblY'passed REA 1543 

which requires a political subdIvision to maintain 
the fees collected from a rental housing 
inspe~tion/registr~tionprogram in ~ specia~ non­
revertIng fund dedIcated solely to reImbursIng the 
costs reasonably related to services actually 
performed by the political subdivision that 
Justified the imposition and amount of the fee. 

• Separation of the funds demonstrate that most
 
programs are not self-sustaining and must be
 
subsidized by other dollars.
 

6 
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~®~ I NOlANA ASSOCIATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS~_1f- 5Ui ------------------------------------ -- ------ ------------- ---------------------------------- ----------­

Three Reasons
 
as to W"hy Rental Housing
 
Inspection/Registration
 
Programs are Critical to
 

Communities
 

I
j~(~; I~\ii li~f~: ,'I I

t~; If_~: If,~_: 16~1_~ ,1 ~~~ ;ft~~ _~/'~j 



~:~~ I NOlANA ASSOCIATION OF CITI ES AND TOWNS _.__. ._.... ...__ .... _ 

1. Economic Development
 

• Having quality neighborhoods adds to
 
quality of life.
 

• Property values increase for all properties
 
which adds tax base and lowers tax rates.
 

• Businesses want to locate in healthy 
vibrant communities. 

JIIIII~III~'i!ll~f~~II~'ir.1~1~,,?,,!II!\~III~.·~.·~III~.:'f",,,. :'T;;.;/qr; • ,iT'; .... ;" • .... · II"~.' • ,IF; ,;;'ii. :;~ "D 
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~~.~ INDIANA ASSOCIATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS
 

2. Public Safety
 
•	 Deters irresponsible landlords from engaging in deferred 

maintenance and lax property management. 

•	 Fires are prevented. Lives and properties are saved. 

•	 Police runs are minimized. Overall crime is reduced.· 

•	 Less burden on public safety which saves money and 
keeps taxes low. 

r-1111,~..,!III,,~!llt!:T:!.!II!~IIII~!IIU"
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~j~ INOlANA ASSOCIATION OF CITIES AND TOWNS 

3- Government Efficiency
 
•	 Permits municipalities to identify, track and then prioritize the most 

dangerous problem properties. 

•	 Registration provides municipalities with contact information for 
owners/property managers in the case of emergencies, code issues 
or other problems. 

•	 Enables municipalities to identify code issues before they become 
cost prohibitive to repair. 
-	 Cost to demolish the average residential property is $2,000­

8,000. 

I . -~. IIII~,.~II~:~,!II!",~;~II~·.·.~IIII~IIII".
- ....• :'~'." ~;·:l. ";,,,,:;Vy· .r~" .' ~"'.'	 _ "'-. 
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The State Of Housing In Certain
 
Parts Of Richmond, Indiana
 

Dave Burns
 
3 September, 2013
 



One particular landlord owns dozens of houses in Wayne County. This is one of them. I was asked by a 
local official to tag along and capture some images. 

He and many others buy these from several sources and at commissioners' sales for as little as $500 and 
make them barely code-compliant. They then rent to unfortunates in unpleasant Richmond 
neighborhoods. Their rents are no bargain, either. This apt. in the house below was populated by a young 
mother and her 3 little children. One of these children was in a wheel chair and is profoundly disabled. 
This is how too many of our less fortunate human persons live. $600/month rent here which includes 
leaks, mold, and human suffering. 





=
 

Tenants in these situations are afraid to report living conditions. Most have nowhere else to go and 
they are aware -- via the code of the street -- that these landlords will throw them out very quickly via 

"immediate possession" through the court So, they exist in these conditions. These slumlords make 
good Richmond landlords look bad. Surely there is a way to fix this and not permit these slumlords to 
litter our city with blight and human misery. 

There is also a contingent of tenants who abuse properties. Good landlords deserve protection from 
them, too. 



Indystar Article Published 9/3/13 

As Investor Groups Buy Thousands of Indianapolis Area Homes, Worries­
and Prices - Rise 

Christopher Stark sees his Noblesville neighborhood changing fast. Since spring, seven houses in 

a two-block stretch of his street in the Creekside at Cedar Pass subdivision have sold. 

The sales aren't as surprising as the buyer is: a real estate investment trust from Los Angeles. 

"They got that one, the tan one they are working on, and those three in a row," Stark says, 

waving a hand at the homes snapped up by his cash-rich new neighbor, American Homes 4 Rent. 

Scenes like this are playing out all over the Indianapolis area, and the housing market has never 

seen anything like it. Neighborhood worries -- but also home prices - are rising. 

Since last year, several thousand houses in the area, from inner-city locations in Center 

Township to suburbs in Hamilton, Hendricks and other surrounding counties, have been bought 

and deeded over to real estate investment trusts (REITs), limited partnerships, corporations and 

other investment groups. 

These are not home flippers, who flooded into the market before and during the mortgage 

meltdown in 2006-08 and contributed to thousands of homes falling into foreclosure. 

Most in this wave of investor-buyers, such as American Homes 4 Rent, intend to hang on to the 

homes they are buying and rent them. Many are out of state. And they almost always pay cash. 

REITS that specialize in buying single-family homes are new, and how their cash will impact 

neighborhoods in Indianapolis and other cities is unclear. 

The mass purchases by big investors help explain why sales of existing homes are surging in the 

Indianapolis area. Over the past 12 months, sales have jumped 19 percent compared with the 

previous 12 months, with about half the increase due to the investor activity. 

"They're buying a ton of homes," said Jim Litten, president of the residential division at F.e. 

Tucker, the area's largest realty company. 

He estimates that more than 10 percent, or 2,700, of the 27,000 homes that sold in the area in the 

past year were bought by institutional and other investors. 

1 



Indystar Article Published 9/3/13 

American Homes 4 Rent alone has bought more than 1,700 houses in the area, for $252 million, 

according to its securities filings. That makes the Los Angeles company perhaps the largest 

single-family landlord ever in the area. 

The institutional money - more than $400 million in the past year alone in the area - is 

changing the character of Indianapolis' housing market. 

It's worked to drive down the housing vacancy rate, from a peak of 14 percent in 2010 to 8.6 

percent now. Hundreds of the homes bought by the investor groups were foreclosures that were 

sitting empty and sold at sheriff sales. 

Purchases by investors also have helped firm up home prices. Average values dropped 15 

percent from 2003-2011 but since have risen almost 2 percent, to a median $133,406. 

Meanwhile, the investor push to convert so many homes to rentals has reduced the share that are 

homeowner-occupied, making this much more of a rental market. Indianapolis, once the top 

metropolitan area for homeowner-occupied housing, has seen its homeownership rate drop from 

a high of 79 percent in 2006 to 67 percent. 

In some neighborhoods, the rush of investor millions into the housing market has set off worries. 

What might happen if, or when, the money flows back out? How will a flood of rental homes 

change neighborhoods where renters were once rare? 

'I'm concerned' 

Stark, who bought a house:-1 with his wife in Creekside at Cedar Pass in 2004 just a few years 

after it was built, said he is wary of American Homes 4 Rent converting houses on his curved 

street to rentals. 

"I'm concerned what it will do to resale values," he said. 

As a longtime homeowner, Dan Ropte said he shares the concern about rental homes. But the 

price American Homes 4 Rent offered him and his wife for their three-bedroom house down the 

street from Stark's house was too good to pass up. 

"They pay cash, and you don't have to do an appraisal," he said. "And they didn't want anything 

fixed." 

2 



Indystar Article Published 9/3/13 

The $125,000 that American Homes 4 Rent paid for the Roptes' house in July was $5,000 more 

than what one agent wanted him to list it for, Ropte said. 

"I feel bad for the people that are staying around. But this was a really good deal for us." 

Lucy Brenton, a mortgage broker and board member of the Central Indiana Real Estate Investors 

Association, distrusts the motives of the home-buying investor groups. 

"You get unaccountable out-of-town conglomerates ... and they can come in and buy huge pools 

and distort the market." 

When the investor groups decide to put their money into "something else bright and shiny," 

Brenton said, "we're going to see a false equity raise, and then the bottom's going to fall out." 

A 'mixed blessing' 

Lance Rhoades, a broker-owner for the Re/Max Centerstone realty office in Hendricks County, 

said he thinks the investment groups that have descended on Indianapolis are doing so because 

home prices here are cheap compared with similar-sized cities. 

American Homes 4 Rent, for example, has paid an average of$146,700 for its Indianapolis 

houses, the lowest per-home price among the 10 largest markets where it has bought houses, 

including Dallas, Chicago, Phoenix and Tampa, Fla., according to its latest quarterly earnings 

report. 

Rhoades sees the institutional money as a "mixed blessing." 

"It's kind of got a nasty connotation: Out-of-towners coming in an buying up properties. I've had 

'em come to me and say, 'I'm looking for 100 homes.' " 

On the other hand, Rhoades notes: "It's not all bad because it's pushing prices up a bit." 

One of Rhoades' agents, Jeremy Tucker, said he has dealt with institutional investors from 

California, Arizona, the East Coast and Canada. 

"All of them have different criteria. Some seem to like properties under $30,000-$40,000. One 

entity I dealt with was looking at properties up to $200,000. Most of the stuff they are buying 

they are buying to hold, at least a five-year hold and some could be longer." 

3 
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One commonality: "Everybody's trying to gobble up as much as they can." 

Rental-home empires 

The big investor-buyers also tend to be close-mouthed about their businesses. 

An American Homes 4 Rent representative declined to talk about the company's business, which 

so far has spent more than $3 billion buying up nearly 20,000 single-family houses from coast to 

coast. A spokesman for American Residential Properties, of Scottsdale, Ariz., also declined to 

comment. American Residential had bought 427 houses in the Indianapolis area for $22.6 

million as of June 30, according to its securities filings. 

American Residential prefers lower-priced properties. Its Indianapolis holdings average $53,000 

in value and include a 72-home portfolio it bought this year from local real estate investor Scott 

Annstrong. That bloc of homes includes numerous sheriff-sale purchases and a handful of homes 

in the working-class Eagledale subdivision near Lafayette Square. 

Both companies are real estate investment trusts that went public this year with stock offerings 

that raised close to $1 billion, giving them the cash to create rental-home empires. 

Investors seem to like what the two REITs are doing. Late last month American Homes' stock 

was still trading at its $16 initial offering price while American.Residential's stock was $1.30 

above its $16 IPa price. 

To manage all these homes, the investor groups have opened regional management offices or 

hired locals. 

Harvey Levin, president ofHarvey Property Management Group in Indianapolis, said his 

company has seen a jump in business over the past year from investors and now manages more 

than 300 rental homes, the largest number of properties it has ever had. 

The financial groups buying houses to rent are benefiting from a desire by individual investors to 

get higher returns on their money than they can get from bank savings, where returns have fallen 

below 1 percent for short-tenn holdings and not much higher for longer-tenn investments. 

Will the strategy of building rental home portfolios in multiple cities succeed? Perhaps, said 

Litten ofF.C. Tucker, ifthe properties are well-managed, maintain high occupancy rates and 

experience rising values over time. 
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Other REITs have a long track record of success managing apartments, office and industrial 

buildings and malls. 

But Litten adds that never before have so many companies tried to create huge national rental 

portfolios of single-family homes, which are difficult to manage in large numbers because they 

are spread out and subject to high tenant turnover. 

How it will all play out in Indianapolis and elsewhere, he said, is anyone's guess. 
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Program started in 1976 

Provides life & safety peace of mind for tenants & their families 

Protects)ocal housing stock & property values for landlords & owner occup. 

Rental property makes up 60% of housing in WL 

Single Family Houses: $250 for 2 year certificate 

Multi-Family: $150 per bldg. + $2 per unit 

Williamsburg has 17 buildings, 473 units = $3,496 for 4 year certificate 

(that's 15 cents per unit per month) 

Budget 

Annual total: $239,974 

Average annual rental revenue (based on 4 year inspection cycle)=$117,846 

Approximate annual shortfall: ($122,128) 

2011 2(Ql0 

Total Units Inspected 4610 2565 938
 

Total # of Violations 1336 679 325
 

Tenant Initiated Complaints 22 20 22
 

New S.F. Rentals 56 49 50
 



Program Designed to Protect Economic 
Vitality of City 

This program was adopted for the following purposes: 

..	 To ensure public health, safety and welfare in so far as they are 
affected by the continued occupancy and maintenance of structures 
and premises used as a residential rental unit. 

m	 To protect the character and stability of the City of Bloomington, 
particularly its residential neighborhoods and its downtown. 

IS To assist in the elimination of blight, to promote maintenance of 
property, and to thereby ensure public health, safety and welfare. 

..	 To regulate and license the commercial business of letting rental 
properties to ensure the stability of approximately sixty percent of 
the City's housing stock. 
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History of Residential Rental & Lodging 
Establishment Code 

Ii First passed in 1961 - Ordinance No. 23 

~ Updated In: 
- 1968
 

- 1971
 

- 1972
 

- 1978
 

- 1979 (administrative)
 

- 1993 (administrative)
 

- 1997 (administrative)
 

- 1998 (administrative)
 

- 2003
 

- 2012
 

Renlal Registralions By Decade 
~ rdw. Unlnrslly 
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How it works ... 

..ll'not~~-·rliclrl".:rrCdtaLcgd 
·rlluaion . 

Permit and Inspection Process Key to
 
Preventing Decline in Housing Quality
 

2013 to date: 

• HAND has inspected 4,218 units 

III Finding 10,461 violations 

iJ Of which 1,798 were smoke detector 
related 



Breaking it down ... 

Permit Length Single Family Stmcture Multi-Family Structure 
(140 units in 9 bldgs.) 

3years $2.08 month/unit 52¢ month/unit 

4years $1.56 mOl/th/ul/it 39¢ mOl/th/llI/it 

5years $1.25 month/unit 31¢ lIIontlrJunit 

Program costs 

i"l Revenue 
- 2011 (starting in May) -- $89,900 

- 2012 -- $126,487 

- 2013 (todate)-$121,136 

l'J Salary Expenditures 
- 2011 (starting in May) -- $188,357.03 

- 2012-$265,131.93 

- 2013 (to date) - $202,564.91 

., Program deficit 
- 2011 -- $98,457.03 

- 2012 -- $138,644.93 

- 2013 (to date) -- $81,428.91 



Bloomington Remains Attractive Market for Multi­
family Development 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Multi-family Building Permits in Bloomington 

·Oala rrom us Census via CBRE websitehltp:llWWN.cbre.USloftirtcinnalilAsseU..ibraryISloomington'lb20Ptesenlalion_12.12.12.pdf 

Lower than Average Rental Vacancy Rates 

30% 

20% 

10% 

Indiana 

Rental Vacanc Rates 

0% 
Bloomington 

"Data from ACS, 2011 5 year eslimates 



Median House Prices In Bloomington Climbed Faster 
than State Average 

30% 

10% 

1.3% 

-10% 
Indiana Bloomington 

Median Home Increase from 2000-2011, 

Adjusted for Inflation .DatafromACS.2000and20111 yeareslimales 

Bloomington's Economy Continued to 
Flourished Under Pro ram's Duration 

Bloomington has experienced amuch larger rate ofpopulation and per­
capita-income growth than the state at large. 

Indiana Bloomington 

Population Growth Percentage 
since 1990 

0.3 

Indiana Bloomington 

10 year Per-Capita Personal 
Income Growth Rate 

*Data from ACS, 2011 5 ear estimates 
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Bloomington Fact Sheet 

•	 Housing units (2010 Census)
 
- Total Occupied Units: 31,425
 
- Owner-Occupied: 10,382 (33%)
 
- Rental: 21,043 (67%)
 

•	 Population by age (2010 Census):
 
Under 15: 7,869
 
15 -19: 11,372
 

- 20-24: 25,610
 
- 25-29: 7,868
 
- 30-39: 7,839
 
- 40-49: 5,582
 
- 50 & up: 14,265
 

•	 The students come from across the state, with individuals from all 92 Indiana 
counties having been admitted this fall. The top regions for sending students to IV 
Bloomington, in order, are Hamilton County, Marion County, Lake County, Allen 
County and Momoe County. 

•	 Multi-family Building Permits in Bloomington by year
 
*Data from us Census via CBRE
 
websitehttp://www.cbre.us/o/cincinnati/AssetLibrary/Bloomington%20PresentatioIl.-12.12.12.pdf
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•	 Rental Vacancy Rates (ACS, 2011 5 year estimates)
 
- Indiana-- 9%
 
- Bloomington 4.5%
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City of Bloomington
 
Housing and Neighborhood Development
 

CYCLE REPORT 

1263 
OW1\l"ERS 

AGENT 

i,==='l £ 

Prop. Location: •••••• 
Number of Units/Structures: 1/1 
DnitslBedroomslMax # of Occupants: 1/4/3 

Date Inspected: 09/12/2013 Inspectors: 
Primary Heat Source: Gas Foundation Type: Basement 
Property Zoning: RC Attic Access: No 
Number of Stories: 2 Accessory Structure: Det. Garage 

VARIANCE 

10/14/1993 Special exception to the minimum ceiling height requirement in the upstairs bedrooms 
with the condition that the ceiling height fixtures remain no lower than 6'4" from the floor. 

Monroe County Assessor's records indicate this structure was builtin 1899. 
There were no requirements for emergency egress at the time of construction. 

GENERAL STATEMENT: 
This property was previously granted a variance to the minimum ceiling height requirement in the 
upstairs bedroom of the Property Maintenance Code. This requirement is no longer a part of the 
Bloomington Municipal Code; therefore the variance must be rescinded by the Board of Housing 
Quality Appeals. This process may slightly delay the issuance of your Rental Occupancy Permit, 
but will not negatively affect the length of your permit. 

401 N. Morton Street Rental Inspections: (812) 349-3420 
Bloomington, IN 47404 Neighborhood Division: (812) 349-3421 
Fa..~: (812) 349-3582 www.bloomington.in.gov Housing Division: (812) 349-3401 



INTERIOR:
 
MAIN LEVEL 
Living room/Dining Room 24-7 x 12-5: 

Repair the entry door to latch without the use of the deadbolt. BMC 16.04.060(a) 

Locks on egress doors shall be readily openable from the side from which egress is to be 
made without the need for keys, special knowledge or effort. Replace the lock with a single 
cylinder, thumb-lever lock. BMC 16.04.060(b) 

Kitchen: 
No violations noted. 

Office: 
Install/replace batteries in smoke detectors so that they function as intended. 
IC 22-11-18-3.5 

Back Porch: 
No violations noted. 

Hallway: 
Install/replace batteries in smoke detectors so that they function as intended. 
IC 22-11-18-3.5 

Hall Bath: 
No violations noted. 

NE Bedroom 12-4 x 10-4: Exit door for egress requirements. 
Locks on egress doors shall be readily openable from the side from wmch egress is to be 
made without the need for keys, special knowledge or effort. Replace the lock with a single 
cylinder, thumb-lever lock. BMC 16.04.060(b) 

Repair the storm door to latch properly. BMC 16.04.060(a) 

BASEMENT 
Stairway: 

No violations noted. 

Main Room: Furnace Doc. presented, 19-Flue & O-Supply 
Replace the missing smoke detector. If the missing smoke detector was hard wired it must 
be replaced with a hard wired model. IC 22-11-18-3.5 

Provide a complete directory of all service panels and circuits. BMC 16.04.020 

Properly secure all support posts at the top and bottom to eliminate the possibility of 
movement. BMC l6.04.060(b) 



2ND LEVEL 
StairwaylHallway: 

. Install/replace batteries in smoke detectors so that they function as intended. 
IC 22-11-18-3.5 

Hall Bath: 
No violations noted. 

N Bedroom 12-3 x 11-2: 
InstalVreplace batteries in smoke detectors so that they function as intended. 
IC 22-11-18-3.5 

Existing Egress Window Measurements: Casement: Const. Yr. - 1899
 
Height: 46 inches
 
Width: 18 inches
 
Sill Height: 18.5 inches
 
Openable Area: 5.75 sq. ft.
 

Note:	 These measurements are for reference only. There is no violation of the 
emergency egress requirements. 

S Bedroom 11-2 x 9-11: Same window as above. 
InstalVreplace batteries in smoke detectors so that they function as intended. 
IC 22-11-18-3.5 

EXTERIOR:
 
Clean debris from the roof, gutters and downspouts. BMC 16.04.050(a)
 

Scrape and paint exterior surfaces where paint is peeling or wood is exposed, basement window
 
frames. BMC 16.04.050(e)
 

DETACHED GARAGE:
 
No violations noted.
 

When issued, a copy of the new Rental Occupancy Permit shall be posted as required by BMC 
16.12.080 (b): All rental units shall be required to have a current occupancy permit displayed in an 
accessible location inside the unit. The permit shall contain the name of the owner or his agent and 
the expiration date of the permit. BMC 16.03.030(d) 

This is the end of this report. 
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Testimonial Letters
 

In Opposition to House Bill 1313
 



,. 

Brinson, Mark 

'. I: ". ~	 ..From: C. J. Miller <mllrmail@yahoo.com>
 
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2013 9:22 pM , .
 
To: Brinson, Mark
 .. 
Subject:	 rental registration and inspection program 

Dear Mr. Brinson: 

Please convey this e-mail to our state legislators who are deciding the fate of rental registration/inspection programs. 

I'm writing to express my (and my husband's) supportfor continuation of local rental registration and inspection programs. 
We consider Goshen's $25 two-year cost per unit to be very reasonable and of value not only to quality of the surrounding 
neighborhood, but to ourselves, also. We appreciate that we get notice of inspection well in advance, and both we and our 
tenants are invited to be present during inspections. We are allowed to reschedule them if it is not convenient either for us 
or our tenants. During inspections, we have learned of the following issues during inspections: 

Tenants running cheap extension cords under rugs to air conditioners and Christmas trees, an obvious fire danger 

Tenants removing batteries from smoke detectors 

Tenants removing smoke detectors 

*	 Tenants piling boxes against the furnace 

Tenants piling trash throughout the apartment 

*	 Tenants replacing two-prong outlets with 3-prong, even where wiring is only two-wire 

Evidence of tenants smoking in bed, when we prohibit smoking in our leases 

*	 Tenants having pets, though pets are prohibited without permission 

Toilet running continuously (we pay the water/sewer bill) 

Joist hangers under the upstairs outside landing deteriorating due to the type of chemicals in the treated lumber. 
We don't want to be sued because a someone fell through the floor of the landing 

We were initially skeptical of "another tax", and unnecessary because we are conscientious landlords. But we have found 
this "fee" to be a nominal investment in protecting our property, the neighborhood it is in, and lessening our liability as
 
property owners. We ask legislators NOT to take away cities' right to have these kinds of valuable programs.
 

Sincerely,
 

Carol Miller
 

1 



Dear State Legislators, 

I oppose House Bill 1313 for the following reasons: 

•	 This bill will force many cities to abandon rental property inspections 
which will result in 

o	 degradation of propelties owned by a few landlords who are 
currently forced to keep up properties by law. 

o	 decreased property values for not just those rental propelties but 
surrounding properties as well. 

o	 Decreased safety as inspections are often a way that even a 
good landlord becomes aware of safety concerns. 

•	 This removes local control of an issue that is primarily local. Would 
you also support having this be a federal law? I cannot understand the 
rationale behind this. I thought Republicans are in favor of local 
control. 

I am a landlord and don't find the fee I pay every other year as onerous or 
problematic. 

John Nafziger 
1807 Mayflower Place 
Goshen IN 



Terri Wentz 

508 S t h St 

Goshen, In 46526 

9-20-2013 

Dear State Legislators, 

I am writing to express my concern for the proposed House SHI1313. As a resident of a beautiful city in 

Northern Indiana, I am extremely concerned about the possibility that the state remove the tools 

needed for our city leaders to enforce our current rental registration and regulations. 

My husband and I own a rental property. We try to maintain my husband's former home, the same as 

the one in which we reside. We expect all landlords to be held to the same basic standards. 

Neighborhood pride and pride in one's home is so important to the Vitality of a city. I am the 

chairperson of one of Goshen's neighborhood association. Over the years, we have seen how rental 

properties impact our city, some for the good, and some not so much. 

Livability, property values and so much more are impacted by the conditions of rental properties. Why 

would we consider making this change? Keeping standards high enough to keep renters safe and 

sheltered is the least we can do in a compassionate society. 

Please vote NO to Bill 1313. 

Thank you for your consideration of my view, 

~/~ 



Dear State Legislator, 

I am a landlord in Goshen that tries to provide affordable housing 
that is well maintained and an asset to our neighborhood. I am 
willing to pay a registration/inspection fee to our city government 
so that acceptable living standards can be maintained on all rental 

properties in our community. I believe that local control of rental 
property standards and inspection programs are vital to maintain 
acceptable housing standards. 

I believe that House Bill 1313 would be a detriment to our 
community and should not be passed. 

Millard L. Graber 
1512 E. Lincoln Ave. 
Goshen, IN 46528 

(574) 320-6532 (Cell) 

millardg@wielanddesigns.com 



September 20, 2013 

Dear Indiana State Legislators, 

I am writing to comment on House Bill 1313 in sincere hope that you will not pass 
this bill. I have difficulty understanding why the state government would wish to 
ban city programs that prevent neighborhood blight and bad conditions for tenants. 
The damage to our communities will be severe if this bill becomes law. 

I have friends who are landlords, and these individuals respect and appreciate the 
need for rental inspection programs. If other landlords have concerns about 
regulations of this type, those should be addressed on their merits. It is a complete 
overstep for the state to tell local governments what they can and cannot put in 
place for rental property registration and inspection. 

Rental inspection programs make it possible for municipalities ensure that certain 
living standards are being upheld in rental properties. This protects people who 
rent (rather than own) their homes; and protects homeowners by preventing bad 
landlords from bringing down property values in neighborhoods. The only people 
who would benefit from this legislation would be landlords with sub-standard 
properties. 

I strongly encourage you to vote no on this bill for the sake of our communities and 
for the principle of local government. 

Sincerely, 

Beverly Lapp 
619 S. 7th St. 
Goshen, IN 46526 



September 19, 2013 

To whom it may concern, 

I write this letter to offer my support for the efforts of the IACT in preserving the right of municipalities 

to charge registration fees for residential rental property. I have the dual perspective of a rental 

property owner and the president of a neighborhood board in an area with a high number of rental 

properties. From both perspectives these inspections are valuable. In my experience inspections help 

alert landlords to dangerous situations existing at their properties, and help enforce a minimum 

standard for housing to stabilize neighborhood appearance and values. Please preserve the right of 

municipalities in Indiana to continue to fund inspections through the assessment of reasonable 

registratio n fees. 

Sincerely, 

Nathan Mateer Rempel 

President, Chamberlain Neighborhood Association 

Goshen, Indiana 



Dear State Representative, 

We are very concerned of the possibility of the passing of House Bill 1313, which would ban 
cities from charging rental property registration, killing these programs that are critical to 
maintaining minimum housing standards in neighborhoods and preventing other cities from 
adapting this policy. Over the years, we have seen some improvement in keeping landlords 
accountable for their properties and giving private home owners the backing to file complaints 
with the city when absentee landlords are violating city codes.· 

We have been homeowners in Goshen, Indiana for the past 29 years. Both of the properties we 
have owned have.:been in areas where individuals own their homes, in addition to some rental 
properti~~W;Hl iherteighborhood. The first home, where we lived for five years, had numerous 
issues with landlords not keeping their properties well maintained. This creates not only issues 
with the type of renters they attracted and the problems of drugs, noise and loud vehicles, but also 
that privately owned property values declined due to the neighborhood being mixed with home 
owners and rental properties. We felt somewhat helpless in reporting concerns to the city without 
support to hold the landlords accountable for upkeep on their real estate. 

Our current home where we have resided since 1989 was located in an area of mostly privately 
owned property. Over the past 24 years, some of these privately owned homes have been rented 
to both single families and double occupancy units. They have lacked upkeep in maintaining 
their lawns, trash and other outside care. We have contacted the landlords to improve their care 
of these properties with little response for improvement. Also, we have checked with the city and 
they have conducted visits to some of the properties and in some cases the upkeep has improved. 

Our concern for eliminating the registration and fees for landlords in our city are 
numerous. Without the registration more home owners can tum their homes into rental properties 
without additional responsibility or accountability. This can add to further deterioration in these 
properties and decreased home values for those who do keep their properties well maintained and 
would possibly sell their property in the future. 

Please do not support a bill that would lessen the responsibility of those purchasing homes to 
rent. We have known many landlords who have the funding to purchase rental properties, but 
have no intention of providing well maintained homes to their tenants. Many times, lower 
income individuals and families, are limited in resources and have fewer options for living 
arrangements. Landlords who are not required to pay fees and keep up with city requirements 
can take advantage of their tenants by not keeping their properties safe and inhabitable. I have 
read in the newspaper that some landlords have been taken to court and mandated to improve the 
conditions of their properties with time limits enforced. We think the current laws do help 
landlords remain accountable to keep their properties more properly maintained. 

Please consider voting against, House bill 1313. 

Sincerely, 

Richard and Joy Yoder
 
Goshen, Indiana
 



Dear State Legislators, 

I am concerned about House bill 1313 which would damage programs that 
are important to me as a resident and homeowner in Goshen, Indiana. I 
respectfully urge you not to support this bill, or any other legislation that 
hurts programs that work to maintain minimum housing standards in our 
neighborhoods. As a pastor I've worked with many people whose health 
and quality of life are directly affected by the conditions of rental 
properties. This legislation has to do with more than just whether or not to 
cha rge landlords registration and inspection fees. Your decisions affect the 
lives of lower income and poor renters, as well as homeowners living next 
door in the same neighborhoods. Your decisions can either help create or 
damage fair and humane living conditions in our communities. Peace to you 
as you serve the public. 

Sincerely, 

Deron B. Bergstresser 

1608 S. 142th Street 

Goshen, IN, 46526 
deronbbergstresser@gmail.com 



To Mark Brinson" 
rental registration and inspection program 

Dear Mark, 

Please use this letter for your use of the rental program. We 
consider Goshen's $25.00 two year cost to be resonable. We get 
notice of inspection inadva~s~. We. are allowed to rescehedule if 
not convenient for us.·~ 

We have found tenants running extention cords under rugs to air 
conditioners. 

Tenants removing batteries from smoke detector's. 
Tenants removing smoke detector's. 
Tenants piling boxes against furnace. 
Tenants replacing two prong outlets with three prong 
outlets. 

I have worked -with Tony canto, inspector for over fourteen 
year's. He has been very reasonable with the item's to be 
repaired. If I could not get done on time he would give me 
extention's as long as I was making progress. 

As a retired fire fighter and landlord in Goshen I have seen 
four fire death's in my tour of duty. You never forget their 
face's. You cannot turn it off like a Tv. It stay's with you 
forever. 

If this letter saves one person's fire death, please use it 
for the program. 

Bob and Jolene Franks 
Retired Fire Fighter and Landlord 

,":;f~ck-~:/>~.£;'J <;: ./ e // .::::r-­
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l.tACtAStA1Ino. 
Helping Families-Improving Neighborhoods 

September 23, 2013 

Dear State Legislators: 

I am writing to urge you to oppose HB 1313. As a Neighborhood Outreach Coordinator for a community 

development corporation in Northern Indiana, I see firsthand the negative impact just one or two 

irresponsible landlords can have on an entire neighborhood. Without proper safeguards, predatory 

investment property owners can sabotage homeowner's property values and the quality of life in a 

neighborhood. 

In addition to my work, I also serve as a board member for my own neighborhood's association. 

Rental Inspection programs are critical in keeping neighborhoods healthy and safe, particularly in low 

and moderate income communities. Defunding or significantly restricting such programs will work 

directly against the interests of the average Indiana constituent. 

Please vote against HB 1313. 

Thank you for your service to Indiana. 

Sincerely, 

/~~ 
~JUliaKing 

312 River Vista Drive 
Goshen, IN 46526 

A A 
NelghborWorks· @ ~ ~ 

CHARTERED MEM8ER LE';.iOi:'; e ~ 

202 N. Cott~e Ave., Goshen, IN 46528 • Tel: 574-533-4450 • Fax: 574-533-4515 • www.lacasainc.net 
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l.tACtAStA/ Ih~,

September 23, 2013 
Helping Families-Improving Neighborhoods 

Dear State Legislators: 

As the President of a Community Development Corporation in Northern Indiana that manages 260 

'affordable housing units, I'm writing to urge you to oppose HB 1313. Goshen's Rental Inspection 

program is an invaluable tool for addressing property conditions in neighborhoods throughout the city. 

The Rental Inspection Program - as well as the fee associated with it - is a fair and reasonable way to 

ensure that property owners who wish to provide housing for others do so in a responsible manner. 

Housing providers who care about both the tenants who live in their properties and the homeowners 

who live alongside those properties welcome registration and inspections. Such inspections offer 

additional assurances that homes are safe and reasonably attractive. 

I also personally own rental property and have found Goshen's inspection program helpful on two 

occasions when they identified tenant created safety hazards. The program is a service to tenants, 

landlords and neighbors of rental property and well worth the nominal fee. 

Those of us in the business of creating and sustaining healthy, thriving neighborhoods ask that you 

support that work by allowing us the flexibility and control we need to create local solutions for local 

challenges. Please don't burden Indiana's cities with another state-imposed restriction. Please vote NO 

on HB 1313. 

/"... A 
NelghborWorks' @ ~ ~ 

CHARTERED MEMBER U;jD'EiI G ~ 

202 N. Cott~e Ave., Goshen, IN 46528 • Tel: 574-533-4450 • Fax: 574-533-4515 • www.lacasainc.net 
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A Tool for Neighborhood 
Preservation 

G·DSH·[·N 

Population - 33,000
 
Daytime Population - 42,000
 
Manufacturing Sector - 35%
 
RVs Produced in Elkhart County - 80%
 
Rental Housing - 33%
 
Hispanic Population - 28%
 

• 2012 Economic Growth -11% 
National Growth Ranking -	 3rd 

GOSHEN 
S<.>urCl!' us C@1'\5US Burc~u. ACS 2009·2011 

Over 25 Years Old 

Requires all Rental Properties to be Registered 

Cost - $30 per unit (two years) 

All Registered Rental Properties Must be 
Inspected 

Inspections: Every 3 Years 

Charge for Re-Inspections - $50 

Hearing before Board of Works for Non-
Compliance fi OSHH 

City .of Goshen 

Part of the Elkhart­
Goshen MSA 

40 minutes southeast 
of South Bend 

1 hour & 15 minutes 
northwest of 
Fort Wayne 

3 hours north of
 
Indianapolis
 

Comprehensive Approach 

Neighborhood Code Compliance
 

Vacant Housing Inspection Program
 

Rental Inspection Program
 

GO'SHTN 

1 
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A Tale of Two Cities c- Elkhart and 
Gu~ It 

Elkhart Goshen 

Population: 51,000 33,000 

Avg. Household Income: $44,000 
$47,000 

Manufacturing Employment: 36% 35% 

Vacant Housing: 19% 9% 

Rental Housing Vacancy: 18% 
6%
 
Avg. Monthly Rent:
 $674 GOSHH 
$733 

Average Monthly Rent 

$740 

$720 

$700 

$680 

$660 

$640 ItI 
Michigan City Mishawaka South Bend Elkhart Goshen 

Focus on Minimum Standards - Safety First 

Use Inspections as Educational Tool 

Positive Working Relationships with Landlords 

Modest Fees 

Realistic Deadlines - Flexibility 

GOSHE'N 

Rental Vacancy Rates - Northern Indiana 

Rental Vacancy Rates 

20.0"10 

15.0% 

10.0"10 

5.0%
 

0.0%
 I I I 
Michigan City Mishawaka South Bend Elkhart Goshen 

GOSH£N 

Chamber of Commerce 

Rental Property Owners 

Neighborhood Associations 

Elected Officials (bi-partisan) 

Housing Developers 

GDSHEN 

Improved Safety to Residents 

Support to Landlords with Problem Tenants 

Increased Property Values 

•	 Lower Vacancy Rates 

Higher Rental Values 

Fewer Demolitions 

GOSHEN 

2 



Mayor Thomas M. McDermott, Jr.
 

City of Hammond Rental Registration Program
 

Supplementary Materials
 

September 25, 2013
 



1014 Reese Ave. Hammond, IN
 

An Example of Rental Registration Inspection Uncovering Illegal and Neglectful Activity
 



Page 1 of1 

https:llwebrnai1.gohammond.com!exchangelKantarKlInbox!RE:%201014%20Reese-3.E... 11116/2012 
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835 Drackert St. Hammond, IN
 

An Example of What Happened Prior to an Aggressive Rental Inspection Program
 







Allen Hutchison
 
454 South State Road 1
 

Farmland, IN 47340·
 

September 23, 2013 

Interim Study Committee on 
Economic Development 
Legislative Services Agency 
200 West Washington Street, Suite 301 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Honorable Senator Buck: 

(Due to a prior commitment I am unable to attend the meeting of the Economic 
Development Committee September 25, 2013. I contacted Barbara Sha Cox and she 

graciously consented to deliver my letter as follows): . 

I firmly believe that we do not need any more legislation concerning agriculture or
 
industry. We already have legislation against trespassing, getting jobs, farms or in
 
industry to prove they are doing something wrong.
 

We should continue to have the right to work with newspapers (Wall Street Journal or any
 
other newspaper or magazine), television news crews, or E.P.A as long as we can legally
 
get such information without trespassing or other illegal acts. We, the people of Indiana,
 
should have the right to protect ~e State Constitution.
 

IDEM inspectors are not allowed to enter a person's property even if they suspect a
 
person of committing violations, but if they can see violations from the road or a
 
neighbor's property, who they entered with permission, can then cross boundary lines to
 
inspect violations without the owners permission (I was told this by IDEM inspectors).
 

I am 71 years old and have been in the farming community'all my life. My question to you
 
is: What is the incentive for the good operators to spend money to improve their
 
operations, while the bad operators get by doing nothing to improve their operations?
 

Sincerely,
 
Allen Hutchison
 

cc: Senator Arnold 
cc: Representative Messmer 
cc: Representative Forestal 



Vicki Deisner 
State Legls!ative Director for the 
Midwest Regioro 

Post Office 80;': 228 
NOi1hinglon, Ohio 43085-0228 

Vici<.i.deisner@3.spca.org 
646.5960321 

W\i\/VV.aspca.org 
www.aspcapro.org 

IVIEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION OF LEGISLATION WITH THE GOAL OF
 
SUPPRESSING TRANSPARENCY IN ANIMAL AGRICULTORE
 

Before the Interim Study Committee on Economic Development
 
Wednesday, September 25,2013
 

Presented by Vicki Deisner, Midwest Legislative Director, ASPCA
 

Founded in 1866, the ASPCA is the first humane organization established in the 
Americas and serves as the nation's leading voice for animal welfare. The 
ASPCA's mission is to provide effective means for the prevention of cruelty to 
animals throughout the United States, and on behalf ofour approximately 2.5 
million members and supporters, including over 60,000 citizens of Indiana, we 
respectfully urge this committee to oppose efforts to move forth legislation which 
would criminalize the efforts of whistleblowers to expose the mistreatment of 
animals and food safety risks among other illegal and unethical activity. Such 
laws intimidate and silence concerned citizens, employees, neighbors and the 
general public who sees a suffering animal or suspicious activity. In some cases 
the laws suppress First Amendment rights and in every case they threaten the 
public good by decreasing transparency and accountability in the food system. 

Americans are increasingly savvy regarding how food animals are raised and are 
increasingly concerned about the safety of our food. Public polls consistently 
show Americans expect farm animals to be treated humanely. A nationwide 
survey conducted by Lake Research Partners in 2012 revealed that 94 percent of 
Americans feel it is important or extremely important to have measures in place to 
ensure that food coming from farm animals is safe for people to eat, and that 
animals raised for food deserve to be free from abuse and cruelty. Laws that 
undermine transparency in the food system threaten our ability to control what we 
bring into our homes and put in our bodies. All Americans should have the right 
to know the basic conditions under which their food is produced. 



\ . 

Public documentation from confmed an~mal 'f~~qing op~~ations (CAFOs) and 
, ,I,., ' 

slaughterhouses has revealed the eX'~e.ijt to whif4 farm ,~nimals, and the meat, eggs, 
and milk they produce, are being mishandled. ' Misn~ling animals and animal 
products invites health risks such as salmonella, mad' cow disease and other 
potentially fatal illnesses that may be transmitted to consumers. Farm 
investigations have led to the disclosure ofcrucial health and welfare information 
and many groundbreaking reforms, including the closure of a massive 
slaughterhouse shipping meat from sick animals to public schools. 

------fn1he 2012poH conducted by-bake Research Pm Lners, 71 percentu-fArnericans 
supported investigative efforts by animal welfare organizations to expose animal 
abuse on industrial farms and64% oppose making these types of investigations 
illegal. The strong opposition to the criminalization of whistleblowers crosses all 
key demographic, geographic, and partisan lines. Sixty-nine percent of Democrats 
oppose banning such investigations, with 55% of them opposing the ban strongly. 
Among Republicans, opposition stands at 59% with 50% of them opposing the ban 
strongly. In the Midwest, 63% are in opposition to banning whistleblower 
investigations. Animal agribusiness should welcome disclosure of problems under 
its care so that it can correct the situation and improve conditions for the safety and 
welfare of animals and humans alike. Furthermore, with factory farms being the 
beneficiaries of significant government subsidies, taxpayers have a right to know 
what the companies are doing with their money - especially when they produce 
something as important as the food people put in their mouths every day. 

Public concern and reporting of farm animal operations should be celebrated by 
those who are responsible for and care about food safety, worker rights, 
environmental and animal protection. Whistleblowers play an important role in our 
society - exposing waste, fraud and abuse not just in agribusiness but in all 
industries ,-- and have traditionally been legally protected. Third party 
investigations into large-scale agriculture, and the benefits they reap for society, 
have a long and storied history in this country dating back to the publication of 
Upton Sinclair's "The Jungle" in 1906, which exposed conditions inside 
meatpacking plants and led directly to the federal regulation of that industry. 
Indeed, attempts to criminalize documentation of activities in CAFOs and 
slaughterhouses often pose serious First Amendment and other constitutional 
threats. 

State and federal enforcement agencies often rely on 'tips' from every day citizens 
when environmental, animal or worker abuses are suspected. These tips may 
come in the form of pictures, videos, or documents. The Muncie Star press earlier 
this year wrote "people have a right to know where their food comes from. There 



are not enough inspectors to keep tabs on what's happening on every fann. That's 
why citizens and the news media must take on the duty of watchdog. This bill 
would thwart the flow of needed information by throwing a cloak of secrecy 
around an activity that fanners, at least those who have nothing to hide, ought to 
be proud to show off." 

In the early 1900's, sociologist and photographer Lewis Wickes Hine was credited 
with playing an instrumental role in exposing the injustice of child labor in 
America. Hine' s photographic work, on behalfofthe national Child Labor 
Committee, lead to the enactment of federal child labor laws. Hine notably 
remarked that with his camera, he "wanted to show things that had to be 
corrected." 

Like the child welfare problems exposed by Hine, there are brave citizens who are 
exposing animal abuse, food-safety issues and environmental problems on 
industrial farms and at slaughter plants. The ability of these brave citizens to assist 
in such social change is based in our First Amendment and other constitutional . 
rights The ASPCA respectfully asks the members of the Interim Study Committee 
on Economic Development to preserve these rights and oppose efforts to move 
legislation which would criminalize whistleblowers who expose public health risks 
and the mistreatment of animals. 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 

Vicki Deisner 
State Legislative Director, Midwest region 
ASPCA 
vicki.deisner@aspca. 
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Date: February 2012 
David Mermin 

Partner 
A recent Lake Research Partners sun/ey, conducted on behalf of the ASPCA, sho\tvs 

Robert G. Meadovv, Ph.D. that Americans support undercover investigations seeking to expose animal abuse 
Partner that takes place on some industrial farms. Consequently, American adults 

overwhelmingly oppose legislative efforts to criminalize undercover recordings of 
Daniel R. Gotoff 

industrial farms. The opposition is strong among every key demographic and Partner 
geographic group, and across partisan lines. 

Joshua E. Ulibarri 

Partner The major findings are as follows: 

Tresa Undem • Seventy-one percent of Americans support undercover investigative efforts 
Partner to expose farm animal abuse on industrial farms, including 54% who support the 

efforts strongiy.ii Just 17% of the adults surveyed are against these kinds ofRick A. Johnson
 
Managing Director investigations.
 

Robert X. Hillman • Accordingly, almost two in 
Chief Financial Officer Position on Criminalizing Undercover three (64%) American adults 

Investigationsoppose making undercover 
investigations of animal abuse 
on industrial farms illegal.iii 64 Darker colors 

Furthermore, half of all American 
adults strongly oppose the 
legislative efforts to criminalize 
industrial farm investigations. 
Only one in four adults support a 
legislative ban on these 
undercover investigations. 

• The strong opposition to 
the criminalization of undercover industrial farm investigations crosses all key 
demographic, geographic, and partisan lines. Sixty-nine percent of Democrats 
oppose banning the undercover investigations, with 55% of them opposing the ban 
strongly. Among Republicans, opposition stands at 59% (50% strongly), while just 
30% say they support the efforts to criminalize the investigations. The support is 
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also strong among Independents - 62% are opposed to outlawing the investigations and just 24% 

support it. 

The opposition to criminalizing undercover investigations of industrial farms is high in all 
regions, including 75% in the Northeast, 63% in the Midwest, 58% in the South, and 65% 
in the West. Support for criminalizing these activities does not exceed 28% in any of the 
four main U.S. geographic regions. 

Sixty-five percent of men and 63% of women oppose punishing those who conduct 
undercover investigations on industrial farms, and just 25% and 24%, respectively, support 
criminalizing these investigations. The opposition also crosses age lines, with 65% of those 
under the age of 55 and 63% of those age 55 and older opposing the legislative efforts to 

outlaw the investigations. 

In sum, American adults overwhelmingly support investigations to expose the abuse of farm animals 
that takes place on some farms. As a result, Americans are strongly opposed to the efforts 
undertaken by several state legislatures to make these kinds of undercover investigations against 

the law. 

Appendix: Position on Criminalizing Undercover Investigations by Demographic Groups 

Support Oppose N 
Criminalization Criminalization et 

All Adults 24 64 -39 

Men 25 65 -39 

Women 24 63 -40 

Democrats 22 69 -46 

Independents 24 62 -38 

Republica ns 30 59 -29 

Northeast 16 75 -59 

Midwest 26 63 -36 

South 28 58 -30 

West 24 65 -41 

Age 18-39 21 67 -45 

Age 40-49 25 66 -41 

Age 50-64 31 57 -26 

Age 65 and older 21 66 -45 

Lake Research Partners 
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i Methods: Lake Research Partners designed and administered this survey with 798 American adults. The 
survey was conducted over the telephone, using professional interviewers, and over the Internet from a 
national sample of inte.rnet users. 605 interviews were conducted over the phone and 193 interviews were 
conducted online. The nationwide survey was conducted January 12-19,2012. The margin of error for the 
total sample is +/-3.47 percentage points, and larger for sub-groups. The multi-method approach showed no 
major differences between internet and telephone respondents. The data were slightly weighted by gender, 
race, age, and region to ensure a comprehensive representation of the adult U.S. population. 

----------;;------------- -----------:----------:---_.----~-- .._. ----_._--­_ 
ii Here is something slightly different. As you may know some animal welfare organizations conduct 
undercover investigations capturing pictures, movies, and conversations regarding animal abuse on some 
industrial "factory" farms. They then release these clips in an effort to expose animal abuse and get animal 
welfare reforms implemented. Generally speaking, do you support these kinds of undercover investigation 
efforts or do you oppose them? [IF ANSWER]: Do you feel that way strongly or not strongly? 

iii Some state legislatures are attempting to make these kinds of undercover recordings against the law. The 
proposed laws would prohibit the making of undercover videos, photographs or recordings on farms. There 
would be legal penalties, including jail time, for those who make or release the undercover recordings. What 
do you think - do you support or oppose these efforts to criminalize undercover recordings? [IF ANSWER]: Do 
you feel that way strongly or not? 

Lake Research Partners 



STATEMENT OF OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED "AG-GAG" LAWS
 
FROM BROAD SPECTRUM OF INTEREST GROUPS
 

We, the undersigned group of civil liberties, public health, food safety, environmental, food justice, 

animal welfare, legal, workers' rights, journalism, and First Amendment organizations and individuals, 

hereby state our opposition to proposed whistleblower suppression laws, known as "ag-gag" bills, being 

introduced in states around the country. These bills seek to criminalize investigations of farms that 

reveal critical information about the production of animal products. 

These bills represent a wholesale assault on many fundamental values shared by all people across the 

United States. Not only would these bills perpetuate animal abuse on industrial farms, they would also 

threaten workers' rights, consumer health and safety, law enforcement investigations and the freedom 

of journalists, employees and the public at I.arge to share information about something as fundamental 

as our food supply. We call on state legislators around the nation to drop or vote against these 

dangerous and un-American efforts. 

American Civil Liberties Union Center for Science in the Public Interest 

American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty Citizens Action Coalition of Indiana 

to Animals (ASPCA) 
Clean Water Network 

Amnesty International 
Compassion In World Farming 

Animal Legal Defense Fund 
Compassion Over Killing 

Animal Welfare Institute 
The Community Environmental Legal Defense 

Association of Prosecuting Attorneys Fund 

A Well-Fed World Consumer Federation of America 

Best Friends Animal Society Consumers Union 

Brighter Green The Cornucopia Institute 

Buckeye Forest Council Defending Dissent Foundation 

Center for Constitutional Rights Earth Policy Institute 

Center for Effective Government Earth Save 

Center for Food Safety Environmental Integrity Project 

Center for Justice & Democracy Equal Justice Alliance 



Farm Animal Rights Movement 

Fa rm Forwa rd 

Farm Sanctuary 

Farm-to-Consumer Legal Defense Fund 

Farmworker Justice 

----c------:---------c- ----------- -----­

Food and Water Watch 

Food Chain Workers Alliance 

Food Empowerment Project 

Government Accountability Project 

Green Environmental Coalition 

Hoosier Environmental Council 

Humane Society Veterinary Medical Association 

Human Rights Watch 

Illinois Environmental Council 

In Defense of Anima!s 

International Labor Rights Forum 

League of Humane Voters 

Mercy For Anima Is 

National Consumers League 

National Council for Occupational Safety and 

Health 

National District Attorneys Association 

National Employment Law Project 

National Freedom of Information Coalition 

National Press Photographers Association 

National Young Farmers' Coalition 

Natural Resources Defense Council 

Nebraska Appleseed Center for Law in the 

Public Interest 

Ohio Environmental Council 

Organic Consumers Association 

Public Justice Center 

R Street Institute 

Sierra Club 

Slow Food USA 

Socially Responsible Agricultural Project 

Southern Poverty Law Center 

Stewards of the Land 

Student Action With Farmworkers 

STOP (Stop Foodborne Illness) 

T. Colin Campbell Foundation 

The Farmworker Support Committee 

The Humane Society of the United States 

Unitarian Universalist Animal Ministry 

United Farm Workers 

United Food and Commercial Workers 

International Union 

United Support and Memorial for Workplace 

Fatalities 

Whistleblower Support Fund 

Youth for Environmental Sanity 



STATEMENT OF OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED "AG-GAG" LAWS
 
FROM BROAD SPECTRUM OF INTEREST GROUPS
 

We, the undersigned group of civil liberties, public health, food safety, environmental, food justice, 

animal welfare, legal, workers' rights, journalism, and First Amendment organizations and individuals, 

hereby state our opposition to proposed whistleblower suppression laws, known as "ag-gag" bills, being 

introduced in states around the country. These bills seek to criminalize investigations of farms that 

reveal critical information about the production of animal products. 

These bills represent a wholesale assault on many fundamental values shared by all people across the 

United States. Not only would these bills perpetuate animal abuse on industrial farms, they would also 

threaten workers' rights, consumer health and safety, law enforcement investigations and the freedom 

of journalists, employees and the public at large to share information about something as fundamental 

as our food supply. We call on state legislators around the nation to drop or vote against these 

dangerous and un-American efforts. 

American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty Earth Save 

to Animals (ASPCA) 
Farm Forward 

Animal Legal Defense Fund 
Farm Sanctuary 

Association of Prosecuting Attorneys 
Farmworker Justice 

A Well-Fed World 
Food and Water Watch 

Best Friends Animal Society 
Food Empowerment Project 

Brighter Green 
Government Accountability Project 

Center for Constitutional Rights 
Humane Society Veterinary Medical Association 

Center for Justice & Democracy 
In Defense of Animals 

Center for Science in the Public Interest 
Mercy For Animals 

Clean Water Network 
National Consumers League 

Compassion In World Farming 
National Council for Occupational Safety and 

Compassion Over Killing Health 

The Cornucopia Institute National District Attorneys Association 

Earth Policy Institute National Employment Law Project 



National Freedom of Information Coalition 

National Press Photographers Association 

Natural Resources Defense Council 

Organic Consumers Association 

Sierra Club 

Slow Food USA 

Socially Responsible Agricultural Project 

Southern Poverty Law Center 

T. Colin Campbell Foundation 

The Farmworker Support Committee 

The Humane Society of the United States 

United Farm Workers 

United Food and Commercial Workers 

International Union 

United Support and Memorial for Workplace 

Fatalities 

Whistleblower Support Fund 

Youth for Environmental Sanity 



http://www.knoxnews.com/news/2013/may/09/ag-tenn-ag-gag-bill-constitutionally-suspect/ 

AG: Tenn. 'Ag-gag bill' constitutionally 
suspect 
LUCAS L. JOHNSON II - Associated Press (AP) 

Posted May 9, 2013 at 5:48 p.m., updated May 9, 2013 at 7:24 p.m. 

NASHVILLE, Tenn. (AP) - Legislation that would require anyone recording
 
images of animal abuse to submit unedited footage or photos to law
 
enforcement within 48 hours is IIconstitutionally suspect, II according to an
 
state attorney general's opinion Thursday.
 

A number of groups and celebrities have spoken out against the proposal.
 
The Humane Society of the United States and others say the bill would have a
 
chilling effect on whistleblowers and prevent undercover operations from
 
establishing an ongoing pattern of abuse.
 

Attorney General Robert Cooper said the bill is questionable 011 three
 
grounds. They are:
 

- the scope of the measure's requirements doesn't include enough interest in
 
preventing cruelty to livestock;
 

- requirements to provide recordings of livestock cruelty to law enforcement
 
could be an impermissible prior restraint;
 

- and its reporting requirement could IIconstitute an unconstitutional burden
 
on news gathering. 1I
 

In addition, he said the measure - dubbed the lIag gagll bill - could violate
 
an individual's Fifth Amendment right against self-incrimination.
 

Cooper noted that requiring that a criminal offense be reported is present in
 
some areas of Tennessee law. For instance, he said abuse of an adult or child
 
must be reported.
 



However, he said the animal legislation differs in several aspects from the 
mandatory child or adult abuse reports. 

For example, he said the measure IIprovides neither confidentiality nor 
immunity to the person reporting livestock cruelty.1I 

The Humane Society in 2011 secretly filmed video inside a training stable 
showing caustic substances being applied to Tennessee walking horsesl legs 
and hooves, and the animals being beaten to make them stand. Trainer 
Jackie McConnell pleaded guilty in federal court in September. 

Wayne Pacelle, president and CEO the Humane Society, said in a statement 
Thursday after the attorney general opinions that Gov. Bill Haslam now has 
even more reason to veto the proposal. The bill is on Haslam's desk and he 
said earlier this week that he was waiting on the attorney generalis opinion 
before making a decision on whether to veto it or let it become law. 
IIAny bill that tries to punish those who expose cruelty, rather than those who 
perpetrate it, is wrong-headed and reckless,1I Pacelle said. IINow we know it's 
constitutionally deficient, too. Governor Haslam has a superabundance of 
legal and citizen input that should prompt him to veto this overreaching, awful 

1Imeasure.

After the press conference in Clarksville this week, Haslam told reporters that 
his decision would be affected by the bill's constitutionality. 

IIAt the end of the day, it should be about is the bill constitutional,1I he said. 
IIDoes it encourage the healthy treatment of animals, and is it good public 
policy that's well-written for the state. That's what welre going to make our 
decision based on. 1I 

Also this week, the American Civil Liberties Union of Tennessee delivered to 
the governor a petition containing more than 33,000 signatures of people 
against the measure. 



ACLU executive director Hedy Weinberg said the measure "unconstitutionally 
chills the free speech of citizens and journalists seeking to expose animal 
cruelty." 

"Across the country people are watching Tennessee in the hopes that 
Governor Haslam stands up for the First Amendment rights of citizens and 
journalists to document animal abuse without fear of criminalization," 
Weinberg sa.id. "lf the governor vetoes Tennessee's unconstitutional'Ag Gag' 
legislation, it could impact other states nationwide considering similar 
measures." 

According to the National Conference of State Legislatures, 13 bills 
addressing recordings of agricultural operations have been proposed this year 
in 10 states. Last year, Missouri passed legislation similar to the one before 
Haslam. 



Excerpts from Indiana Editorials Opposing SB 373 {Anti-Whistleblower BiIIl 

Journal & Courier - March 22, 2013 
'Too for to shield farms' 

"No one's sticking up for slander or libel. But blanket coverage for industry would have a chilling effect 
on workers who report unsafe conditions or illegal practices. It would do little but leave Hoosiers more 

skeptical of operations. It's bad public policy. And the legislature should reject it." 

The Star Press - March 15,2013 
'Something to hide down on the farm?' 

"This bill would thwart the flow of needed information by throwing a cloak of secrecy around an 
activity that farmers, at least those who have nothing to hide, ought to be proud to show off ... Clearly, 

this bill is not in the public's best interest." 

The South Bend Tribune - March 6, 2013 
'Rights ofall versus interests ofa few' 

"The Indiana legislature has important work to do this session. However tempting it may be to wander 
off the path and start tinkering with basic American rights, the General Assembly should summarily 

reject this bill ..." 

The Journal Gazette - March 1, 2013 
'Loosened gag still too tight' 

"Businesses, including large factory farms that are operating responsibly, don't need - nor should they 
want - this bill to pass." 

Indianapolis Star - Feb. 25, 2013 
'Camera-curbing bill out offocus' 

"When government fails to fulfill its watchdog duty, citizens, especially but not exclusively in the news 
media, must take on that role. A law that preemptively criminalizes that process does a disservice to 
the public as a whole by blocking the flow of information that may be vital to health and safety. The 

First Amendment guarantee of press and speech freedom exists to maintain that flow. Senate Bill 373 
would do the opposite, in pursuit of a goal that can be met without it." 

The Herald-Times - February 26, 2013
 
'Bill that would criminalize picture taking treads on dangerous territory'
 

"Lawmakers should want to target illegal or inhumane operations, and if their inspections don't do it, 
they should accept the help of any individual who calls their attention to it. Those operating legally and 

safely should have nothing to be concerned about." 



The Times-Mail - February 15, 2013 
7read carefully with lawl 

"We hope our lawmakers recognize limiting video access goes beyond making a statement against 
animal activists. This law, despite the best of intentions, could create a tangled, murky mess no one 

wants to wade into." 



Indiana Editorials Opposing 5B 373 (Anti-Whistleblower Bill} 

Journal & Courier 
EDITORIAL: Too far to shield farms 

http://www.jconline.com!article!20130324!OPINION01!303240020!Editorial-Too-far-shield-farms 

(March 22, 2013) - This has been a particularly protective year for Indiana's agricultural interests in the 
Indiana General Assembly. 

First, the legislature could be closing in on a statewide referendum, asking voters to decide whether the 
right to fish, hunt and commercially produce meat and dairy deserves special protection in the Indiana 
Constitution. 

The legislature should be wary about asking Hoosiers to mess with the Constitution in all instances. This 
one, as innocuous as it sounds in Joint Resolution 7, essentially would set aside community oversight of 
factory farms. And why? Because the resolution's sponsors fear pressure from environmental groups who 
are keeping an eye on management practices. That's not really a good reason to add lines to the state 
Constitution. 

Meanwhile, in the coming week, the House Agriculture and Rural Development Committee is expected to 
vote on Senate Bill 373, an attempt to outlaw anyone from taking photos and video without permission in 
Indiana businesses and farms. The Senate approved the bill earlier this session. 

While the bill would cover most businesses, farms seem to be the reason for SB 373's aim at shutting down 
potential whistle-blowers or anyone "with intent to defame or to directly or indirectly harm the business 
relationship between an agricultural or industrial operation and its customers." 

No one's sticking up for slander or libel. But blanket coverage for industry would have a chilling effect on 
workers who report unsafe conditions or illegal practices. It would do little but leave Hoosiers more 
skeptical of operations. It's bad public policy. And the legislature should reject it. 



The Star Press
 
OUR VIEW: Something to hide down on the farm?
 

http://www.thestarpress.com/article/20130317/0PINION01/303170026?nclick check=l 

(March 15, 2013) - If someone mentions farming in Indiana, the image that comes to mind for many is a 
bucolic scene of red barns, a farmer on a tractor, chickens in the barnyard and livestock grazing peacefully 
in a pasture. 

The reality is farming has become a big business, with efficiency, low producer costs and safety paramount. 
Most livestock is now raised inside huge buildings, and the animals may never set foot on a blade of grass. 
Methods are used to raise animals quickly and get them to market profitably. That's not an indictment of 
farming today, it's simply the reality society has chosen in order to afford fresh - and safe - meat. 

That process takes place largely out of public view, so we come to rely on government inspections to 
ensure rules are being followed and animals treated humanely. And we also rely on people who work there 
to call attention to wrong doing. 

Unfortunately, a bill that passed the Indiana Senate 30-20 aims to punish the whistleblowers who would 
expose unscrupulous practices. Senate Bill 373 would impose criminal penalties on anyone who shot and 
distributed videos or photos without permission "with intent to harass, defame, annoy or harm." The bill is 
now in a House committee for deliberation. 

Assistant Minority Leader Sen. Tim Lanane, D-Anderson, calls the bill "unnecessary and un-American." 

He continued, "Owners of industry or farms who object to someone, even an employee, taking an 
unauthorized picture upon their property have recourse, through civil remedies in the courts for trespass 
and/or defamation (if the material is defamatory in nature). And obviously if it is an employee who is 
without any foundation for their actions, the employer can fire them." 

Trespassing laws on the books prevent the public from wandering onto private property, which includes 
farms. Employees and visitors on farms can be required to sign waivers stating they will not record what 
they see. That is why this bill is not needed. And those who secretly record can be subject to libel laws and 
civil suits. 

The bill does afford some whistleblower protections by prohibiting prosecution to those who turn over 
their videos or photos to law enforcement or a state regulatory agency within 48 hours. 

That ignores the prospect that some videos and photos have been posted online or turned over to news 
organizations because government failed to act in a timely manner. 

Should the bill be enacted, would it start a process of eroding other news gathering activities? Said Lanane: 
"What's next, punishment if the employee or third party writes notes, keeps a journal or sends a scathing 
letter to the editor detailing what they have observed? Such oppressive government authority may be 
sanctioned in certain societies, but not in a free one." 



We have to wonder why farm organizations and others would support this legislation. We think it paints all 
farmers in a bad light by raising the allegation that all farms have something to hide. 

People have a right to know where their food comes from. There are not enough inspectors to keep tabs on 
what's happening on every farm. That's why citizens and the news media must take on the duty of 
watchdog. This bill would thwart the flow of needed information by throwing a cloak of secrecy around an 
activity that farmers, at least those who have nothing to hide, ought to be proud to show off. 

The original intent of the bill was to rein in animal activists, and we get that some of them can be 
unscrupulous, too. 

Clearly, this bill is not in the public's best interest. 



South Bend Tribune 
Editorial: Rights of all versus interests of a few 

http://articles.southbendtribune.com/2013-03-06/news/37509964 1 amendment-guarantees-freedom­
first-amendment-concepts-of-human-rights 

(March 06, 2013) - Those who want to control, limit or suppress the gathering and dissemination of 
information typically marshal the noblest of motives. 

The arguments for Senate Bill 373, Indiana Sen. Travis Holdman's bill to criminalize the taking of photos or 
video on a farm or industrial site without the owner's permission, include some reasonable concerns: 

• Photos of proper procedures involving animals could be misinterpreted by the public. 
• Business owners and operators have privacy rights. 
• "Vigilante" justice on animal rights shouldn't be encouraged. 

Balanced against those arguments, and in our view outweighing them, is the spirit of the First Amendment 
to the u.s. Constitution. The amendment guarantees freedom of speech and freedom of the press. 

The amendment does not say anything specifically about the use of, say, cell phone cameras inside a puppy 
mill, which is not surprising in view of the fact that it was written two centuries before such technology 
came into use. 

But the intent of the amendment is to guarantee citizens the right to gather and disseminate information. 
The farsighted early Americans who wrote that amendment understood that a free society must be an 
open society, where citizens share their knowledge and concerns without fear of official retaliation. 

Other parts of the Constitution and a web of established laws guarantee citizens and businesses a 
reasonable right to privacy and protect all of us from such crimes as forced or surreptitious entry or 
unauthorized surveillance within our homes, offices and factories. 

That system works because it deals with broad concepts of human rights and human interaction, not 
specific exemptions for specific types of business. 

It is not coincidence that the proposed recipient of this extra-special amendment to the First Amendment is 
one of the state's traditionally most catered-to economic interests -- the agricultural industry. 

Imagine if every legislature catered to core constituencies to chip away at our nation's broad guarantees of 
free expression. Wisconsin might feel the need for an anti-cheese-Iibel law. Kentucky might forbid 
discussion of tobacco-related diseases. Colorado soon might forbid negative portrayals of the effects of 
marijuana-smoking. 

In fact, existing trespass laws and privacy guarantees protect Indiana farmers and agricultural industrialists 
just as surely as they protect animal-rights activists and journalists. 



The Indiana legislature has important work to do this session. However tempting it may be to wander off 
the path and start tinkering with basic American rights, the General Assembly should summarily reject this 
bill and other distractions and get down to the hard task of fashioning a budget that meets this state's 
needs while safeguarding its fiscal soundness. 



The Journal Gazette 
Editorial: loosened gag still too tight 

http://www.journalgazette.net/article/20130301/EDIT07/303019990/1147/EDIT07 

(March 1, 2013) - Prosecuting Hoosiers for photographing or videotaping embarrassing or illegal activity at 
industrial operations would be, unfortunately, easier under a bill passed in the state Senate on Tuesday. 
The bill does little to protect citizens or business owners acting in good faith but instead shields from 
accountability operations engaged in bad business practices. 

Senate Bill 373, authored by Sen. Travis Holdman, R-Markle, is comparable to a spate of bills cropping up all 
over the country linked to the conservative American Legislative Exchange Council. The Indiana legislation 
applies to all industrial sectors, but it is targeted to thwart undercover investigations of factory farms by 
environmental advocates and animal abuse activists. 

Holdman proposed similar legislation last year, but Senate leaders had the good sense to let that bill die. 

"I've heard from a number of constituents in the manufacturing and agricultural sectors who were 
concerned with trade secrets," Holdman said. "Those people (the investigators) would gain access 
surreptitiously and release it in a way that would harm the business. The same goes for farms." 

He said a farm owner told him about a person employed for a short time who released video on the 
Internet that had been spliced and edited. 

"\ grew up on a farm," Holdman said. "The truth is, if you eat meat, those animals have to be harvested in 
some fashion, and it's not necessarily a pretty picture. We don't want people to take a picture and use it 
out of context to harm the business." 

The bill prohibits photographing or videotaping on a property without the owner's consent. It does not 
prohibit documenting activity while standing on public property. 

"Clearly, if you are documenting something illegal, you are not going to get the owner's consent," said Kim 
Ferraro, staff attorney for the Hoosier Environmental Council. 

The legislation, which now goes to the House, appears to be unnecessary. Current laws already protect 
property owners from trespassers and companies from defamation. 

An amendment was added that offers some protection for whistleblowers who relinquish evidence of 
wrongdoing to law enforcement or regulatory agencies. The amendment helps, but it doesn't go far 
enough. Hoosiers still could face prosecution if they share the evidence with journalists or the public. 

Sen. Karen Tallian, D-Portage, rightly questioned whether the bill violates Indiana's constitutional press 
freedom protections. 



Ferraro of the environmental council noted that while she is not a constitutional law expert, "To me, it 
borders on a violation of free speech. To me it just doesn't feel right that we would limit the ability to share 
information with journalists." 

Erin Huang, state director for the Humane Society of the United States, said: "They are trying to add 
exemptions to make it more agreeable. The only thing the amendment really does is make the intent of the 
bill more clear, and that is to hide worker abuse, food safety issues and animal abuse. It's not just about 
animal welfare. It's about public safety and our food." 

Huang points to the many instances in which whistleblowing employees, undercover exposes and 
investigative journalists have brought dangerous situations to light in the best interest of public safety. 
Indeed, if a business were operating responsibly, it should not want this bill to pass. It presumably would 
want the bad members of its industry drummed out. 

This bill makes it less likely the public will ever hear about operations that are engaged in bad business 
practices that could contaminate food supplies, pollute the environment or equate to animal abuse or 
unfair labor practices. 

Ferraro said: "This isn't about being anti-agriculture. Every industry has to conduct itself within some 
standards. This is about making sure industry is conducted safely, and some in this industry want not to be 
held accountable." 

Businesses, including large factory farms that are operating responsibly, don't need - nor should they want 
- this bill to pass. 



Indianapolis Star 
Editorial: Camera-curbing bill out of focus 

http://www.indystar.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=2013302250005 

(Feb. 25, 2013) - Secret cameras have exposed numerous instances of unhealthful, inhumane and illegal 
conditions on farms and in other businesses over the years, often leading to highly beneficial corrective 
action. 

Still, videos and photos have been shot and posted on the Internet at times by unscrupulous or 
irresponsible intruders who succeeded only in making undeserved trouble for the proprietors. 

Indiana Senate Bill 373 seeks to address the latter at the expense of the former. The measure is 
unnecessary and the cost is too great, not only to investigative journalists, animal rights activists and other 
keenly interested parties, but also to the general public. 

Approved by a vote of 7-2 in the Corrections and Criminal Law Committee, the bill is up for a full Senate 
vote this week. 

The legislation would impose criminal penalties on anyone who, without permission, shot and distributed 
videos or pictures on someone's property "with intent to harass, defame, annoy, or harm." 

Those perceived intentions amount to "a very, very low threshold for a criminal investigation," says 
Stephen Key, general counsel for the Hoosier State Press Association. "A farmer could come in and say 'This 
person intentionally annoyed me.' " 

If that person truly were in the wrong, Key points out, several existing remedies could be used against him. 
Laws already guard against trespassing and libel, for example. Employees and visitors could be made to sign 
agreements not to take pictures, and sued if they violated them. 

Responding to concerns about the broadness of the legislation, the author, Sen. Travis Holdman, R-Markle, 
amended it to exempt from prosecution those who turn their photos or videos over to law enforcement or 
a state regulatory agency within 48 hours. Critics point out, however, that some exposes have been 
undertaken precisely because the authorities failed to do their job. Sometimes, they have spotlighted 
conditions that were not illegal but were disturbing enough to inspire new laws. 

When government fails to fulfill its watchdog duty, citizens, especially but not exclusively in the news 
media, must take on that role. A law that preemptively criminalizes that process does a disservice to the 
public as a whole by blocking the flow of information that may be vital to health and safety. The First 
Amendment guarantee of press and speech freedom exists to maintain that flow. Senate Bill 373 would do 
the opposite, in pursuit of a goal that can be met without it. 



The Herald-Times 
Our Opinion: Bill that would criminalize picture taking treads on dangerous territory 

http://www.heraldtimesonline.com/stories/2013/02/26/digitalcity.bill-that-would-criminalize-picture­
taking-treads-on-dangerous-territorv.sto 

(February 26,2013) -The Indiana Senate bill that would make it criminal to take photos of an agricultural or 
industrial operation without permission of the owner would create an unnecessary new law on the edge of 
a very slippery slope. 

Senate Bill 373 would prohibit taking these photos and publishing them "with intent to harass, defame, 
annoy, or harm" the property owner. 

Annoy? What kind of a legal description is that? 

The original bill was improved slightly by an amendment late last week. 

But it still is a wrong-headed bill that could step on the First Amendment and make it more difficult to 
expose wrongdoing. 

The impetus of this bill appears to be farmers and industrialists who are tired of seeing photos or videos 
casting their operations in a bad light on websites such as YouTube. The argument you're more likely to 
hear in public, however, is one of property rights. 

We agree with State Sen. Mark Stoops, D-Bloomington, when he notes that Indiana already has laws 
against trespassing and "even laws that make it illegal to take a picture or video and then alter it in a way to 
give a misleading perception than what's already going on and publish that." There also is a libel statute 
that would protect farmers or other business people from defamation. 

As originally written, the bill would have made it a crime to photograph and publicize illegal or inhumane 
acts witnessed at an agricultural or industrial operation, unless the property owner said you could. That 
would seriously have chilled the whistle-blower, the employee who would see illegal activity and feel 
compelled to draw attention to it. 

The bill's author, Sen. Travis Holdman, R-Markle, altered the bill late last week to say people could take 
videos or photographs that revealed illegal activity - as long as they were given to law enforcement, and 
only law enforcement, within 48 hours. That's an improvement, but it doesn't go far enough. The bill still 
treads on an individual's First Amendment rights by saying photographs of illegal activity could not be 
shared with the public, through the Internet, traditional media or any other means. 

Information, through photographs, video or the written word, is the wrong target for legislation. 
Lawmakers should want to target illegal or inhumane operations, and if their inspections don't do it, they 
should accept the help of any individual who calls their attention to it. 

Those operating legally and safely should have nothing to be concerned about. 



The Times-Mail 
Our Opinion: Tread carefully with law 

http://www.tmnews.com/stories/2013/02/15/opinion.943273.tms 

(February 15, 2013) - Indiana lawmakers must tread carefully if they plan to pass a bill that would make it a 
crime to take photographs or shoot footage without permission inside Indiana farms and businesses. 

On the surface, the intention seems reasonable. 

The bill, which is advancing through the Legislature, targets "vigilantes" who enter private property with 
the sole intent of obtaining undercover photos or videos, and the rule's author, Sen. Travis Holdman of 
Markle, points his finger at animal welfare activists seeking evidence of possible animal abuse. 

"We don't need vigilantes out entering people's private property, industrial operation, factory or farm, 
doing things surreptitiously ... for no other reason than to annoy and harass," Holdman said. 

One such example is what Indiana-based Rose Acre Farms faced in 2010 when an undercover video posted 
by the Humane Society of the United States could have easily devastated the company's egg-producing 
business. 

Obviously, there are heated opinions on both sides of the debate, which is why Sen. Mike Young, R­
Indianapolis, hopes an amendment can limit the scope of the law. 

For example, under the measure it would not be illegal to take the photos or video if the evidence of 
illegality is turned over to a government oversight agency, law enforcement or possibly the media. 
However, that material still could not be posted or distributed publicly. 

And concerns remain that journalists might not be able to conduct undercover investigations without 
running afoul of the law. 

The battle, on the surface, seems to pit property rights supporters against animal welfare activists. 
However, the rule could have far-reaching implications beyond those simple intentions. 

We hope our lawmakers recognize limiting video access goes beyond making a statement against animal 
activists. This law, despite the best of intentions, could create a tangled, murky mess no one wants to wade 
into. 
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Testimony Regarding Meeting Agenda Topic (2)
 
"Trespassing for the purpose of harming a business and making video images
 

of a business with the intent to falsely portray the operation of a business"
 

SB 373 and similar Bills pushed by the agribusiness lobby last year focused on criminalizing 
investigative journalism and whistle-blowing at factory farms. This interim study committee is now 
being asked to consider criminalizing these whistle-blowing activities at "businesses," generally, as a 
way to deflect criticism that large-scale factory farm operators have something to hide. Given the 
true intent of silencing those concerned about abuses at factory farms, and the curious assignment 
of this topic to a Study Committee on Economic Development instead of committee focused on 
Indiana's criminal code or other judicial concerns, my comments will focus on the economic 
impacts of factory farms on rural communities to demonstrate that they, in fact, do not promote 
economic development and silencing their critics serves only to prevent the public from 
understanding the harm they cause. 

I. Introduction 

Industrial-scale livestock operations, otherwise known as CAFOs and CFOs, are often promoted 
locally through claims that they will bring economic vitality to the area. However, the research shows 
otherwise. Loss of jobs, depressed property values (due to extreme odors, environmental 
degradation, unbearable living conditions, and reduced quality of life), loss of income for local 
businesses, and a huge drain on county resources often result from giant livestock factories moving 
into a rural area. 

II. -Do CAFOs I CFOs Bring JQb.§.t 

Instead of being independent entrepreneurs, many farmers are now contract growers. Unfortunately, 
a farmer who contracts with an outside corporation to build and operate a CAFO actually ends up 
being more like a facilities manager than a farmer. Rather than create jobs for the local economy, 
this system tends to outsource work and reduce local jobs. This is due primarily to the highly 
mechanized nature of the industrial livestock industry that requires less manual- labor. Indeed, 
studies show that every CAFO worker replaces nearly three independent family farmers.! In 
addition, what jobs do exist on CAFOs typically come with low wages and undesirable working 
conditions, leaving them staffed by itinerant workers who spend little money in the communities 
where they work. 

I J.E. Ikerd, Economic Fallacies of Industrial Hog Production, available at 
www.ssu.missouri.edu/faculty/jikerd/paperslEcon-Fallacies-Hogs.htm. 



Local businesses that support farming are also negatively affected by the growth of CAFOs in their 
community. Indeed, a Congressional Research Report found that communities with industrial-scale 
animal facilities had higher rates of unemployment.2 This is because CAFOs tend to purchase feed 
and supplies' through the outside corporation for whom they raise the livestock rather than local 
businesses. Several studies have reported that large-scale livestock operations were more likely than 
smaller independently-owned, livestock farms to bypass local supplies for inputs like feed and 
equipment.3 In fact, an Iowa study found that more than two-thirds (70 percent) of smaller 
livestock operations bought feed locally, but only two out of five (43 percent) large-scale operations 
bought local feed. 4 In addition, the livestock raised on CAFOs are often slaughtered and processed 
outside of the community at a facility owned by the agriculture corporation. This further degrades 
the local economy and eliminates jobs as independent slaughterhouses, regional processing firms, 
local grain elevators, and local feed and farm equipment dealers provide employment opportunities 
and invest money locally. 

This is in sharp contrast to locally owned and locally controlled farms which create an economic 
"multiplier effect" that occurs when farmers buy their supplies locally and the money stays within 
the community. Indeed, independent family farms create 10% more permanent jobs, 20% more 
local retail sales, and a 30% increase in per capita income.s 

III. Do CAFOs Generate Tax Revenue? 

The answer is no. In fact, they actually appear to place a burden on county governments. Proximity 
to an CAFO can reduce the value of a home by as much as 40%. This loss in value affects tax 
assessments and therefore county tax revenues. In addition, CAFOs do not pay for the damage they 
cause to county roads and infrastructure -- or for the health costs, accidents and environmental 
damage they cause. Instead, these are all f11lancial drains that must be supported by the community's 
tax revenue and people. Finally, CAFOs are also eligible for tax write-offs that can decrease the 
amounts of taxes they pay locally. 

IV. Do ILOs Increase Economic Development? 

Not likely. Large corporate agribusiness giants are vertically integrated, traditionally owning the 
livestock animals before birth to post-market. These companies often contract with (or own) 
meatpacking plants to take the animals for slaughter, effectively shutting out the small family farmer 
from earning a living. Partly in response to this shift in production, the number of independent 
small farmers has decreased dramatically in the last two decades. Considering, CAFO operations 
with gross incomes in excess of $900,000 spend less than 20% locally, while farms with incomes 
under $100,000 spend 95% locally, this dramatic decline in small farmers decreases revenue available 
for local economic development. Also, the undesirable aspects of living close to CAFOs effectively 

2 Wing and Wolf, Intensive Livestock Operations, supra.
 
3 Food and Water Watch, Factory Farm Nation: How America Turned It's Livestock Farms into Factories (2012)
 
available at http://www.factoryfarmmap.org/wp-content/uploads/20 I O/lllFactoryFarmNation-web.pdf.
 
4 Food and Water Watch, Factory Farm Nation: How America Turned It's Livestock Farms into Factories (2012)
 
available at http://www.factoryfarmmap.org/wp-content/uploadsI20 10/IllFactoryFarmNation-web.pdf.
 
5 K. Hudson and GRACE, Factory Farming: A Health and Sanitation Nightmare available at
 
www.factoryfarm.org/docs/lagrangespeech3600.pdf
 



preclude new businesses from relocating to a county. Studies indicate that concentration and 
industrialization of agriculture are associated with economic decline, both locally and regionally.6 
Finally, the cost of cleaning up the pollution caused by CAFOs rests on local tax-payers, not on the 
CAFO. Essentially, local economies seem to subsidize the operations of CAFOs and their large out­
of-state corporations. 

6 P. Durrenberger and KM Thu, The Expansion ofLarge Scale Hog Farming In Iowa: The Application of 
Goldschmidt's Findings Fifty Years Later, Human Organization (1996). 
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Testimony of Dave Menzer before the Interim Study Committee on Economic Development 

Good morning members of the Committee, thank you for this opportunity. My name is Dave 
Menzer and I am here on behalf of the Citizens Action Coalition of Indiana and our members. 
As advocates for consumers, we see a growing interest in food safety, food labeling, and food 

production. More people want to know where their food c~!.ts £to~ how it is produced and 
processed. This is evidenced by the fact that direct sales frmtRO~:riSumers rose 38% from 
1992-2007 and over 100 communities now host farmers markets. This represents a huge and 
growing economic opportunity which this committee should examine further as a way to create 
jobs, help reverse the trend of population decline in rural communities, and encourage the growth 
of thousands ofnew entrepreneur farmers to meet consumer demand. 

In response to food borne illnesses and out breaks such as e-coli contaminated beef, romaine 
lettuce and many other recent examples, consumers are demanding tougher food safety 
standards. When outbreaks occur, they often have a negative economic impact on all producers, 
pointing to the need for better monitoring and tracking of the food production systems. Earlier 
this year wheat farmers were impacted when GMO wheat was discover in a field in Oregon, 
many countries threatened to stop wheat shipments. 

Current law already addresses criminal trespass, defamation and offers protections to land 
owners, businesses and others for monetary damages through the civil courts. Any proposed 
change in the law that would shield producers from public scrutiny will only encourage unsafe, 
inhumane, and unethical practices. 

Factory fanns in particular can have a negative economic impact on local communities 
including, water bodies, ground water, property values and other economic interests. When 
people can no longer fish due to e-coli contamination or girl scouts can no longer go outside 
because of black flies and stench, we have sacrificed one economic activity for another. 

There are public health costs associated with industrial agriculture as we see a growing number 
of anti-biotic resistant super bugs causing many more illnesses and deaths. In fact, the CDC 
reported just last week the overuse of antibiotics in livestock production is a primary contributor 
to resistant strains such as MRSA which we now see in our local hospitals and schools. 

Limited inspectors and already busy local law enforcement cannot adequately inspect all of the 
farm facilities. Instead, we must also rely on private citizens as well as workers to come forward 
and expose threats to the public. Exposing bad actors to the media and public often helps spur 
the interest of inspectors and law enforcement. Being able to document over time and release 
evidence to the media and public provides an added layer of protection. We should not make it a 
crime for individuals to step forward. Thank you for this opportunity. 

Dave Menzer, Organizer-Downstream Project, CACEF. 1-317-727-8467 or 
dmenzer@cacefindiana.org 


