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A. Introduction

In 1994, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) issued new rules consolidating the planning, application, reporting and citizen participation processes for four formula grant programs:  Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), Home Investment Partnerships (HOME), Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG) and Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA).  The new single-planning process was termed the Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development and was intended to fulfill more comprehensively three basic goals:  provide decent housing, provide a suitable living environment and expand economic opportunities.
This document, in support of the Nebraska Department of Economic Development’s 2010-2014 Nebraska Consolidated Plan, represents one set of planning efforts related to public input, consultation with interested parties, and outreach to and input from units of local government throughout Nebraska.  

In order to achieve these efforts, three tasks were performed.  The first task was a survey directed toward uncovering perception of housing and community development needs throughout the non-entitled portions of Nebraska. The second task was a separate survey involving direct solicitation of input from elected officials throughout the state’s non-entitled areas and requesting perceptions, preferences and opinions related to the allocation and use of Community Development Block Group Program (CDBG) funds.  Data from these two surveys are separated into narrative discussions: housing and community development survey results, which are presented by Consolidated Planning region, and elected official survey results, which are presented by size of community.  The third task related to sharing these preliminary findings with the public and affording the public an opportunity to provide input to the Consolidated Plan development process.  
B. Summary of Survey and Consultation Findings
Housing and Community Development 

The Nebraska Department of Economic Development (DED) elected to use an Internet-based survey instrument in order to consult with a wide variety of persons.  This survey, entitled the “2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey,” or 2009 HCD Survey, comprised a series of questions in which the respondent was asked to rate the desirability of the particular housing or community development activity or issue. The levels of the rating were listed as “no need,” “low need,” “medium need” and “high need.” Topics included housing, economic development, community facilities, infrastructure and the needs of special populations.  Additional open-ended questions were also included and addressed topics such as barriers to the provision of affordable housing.  Respondent answers were aggregated to the consolidated planning regions, as seen in Map I.1, presented at right.
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The 2009 HCD Survey received 330 responses, with respondents addressing one of six consolidated planning regions or the entire state.  The statewide perspective represented the largest of all regional perspectives, with 92 survey respondents.  The northeast region had a close second, with 87 survey respondents.  However, all other regions in the respondent sample had fewer than 40 respondents; the southwest region had the fewest surveys with only 21 respondents.
One of the first survey questions asked participants to allocate resources to specific types of activities.  These activities were housing, economic development, infrastructure, community facilities, planning and a category which persons could express as “other.”  The average of all respondent allocations was about 30.7 percent for housing, 25.5 percent for economic development and 20.6 percent for infrastructure, the three largest categories, as seen in Table I.1, below.  All geographic areas copied this rank order, with the exception of the north central region, which saw infrastructure as requiring the largest need for resources, followed by housing and then economic development.
	Table I.1

How would you allocate your resources among these areas?

2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	Housing
	Economic Development
	Infrastructure
	Community Facilities
	Planning
	Other
	Total

	North Central
	25.0%
	23.5%
	25.3%
	15.9%
	7.9%
	2.4%
	100.0%

	Northeast
	30.7%
	27.5%
	19.1%
	12.2%
	8.3%
	2.1%
	100.0%

	Northwest
	35.2%
	22.5%
	21.9%
	11.4%
	6.5%
	2.5%
	100.0%

	South Central
	33.0%
	25.3%
	19.1%
	10.5%
	7.0%
	5.2%
	100.0%

	Southeast
	30.6%
	24.5%
	22.0%
	10.3%
	8.4%
	4.1%
	100.0%

	Southwest
	36.0%
	21.3%
	18.8%
	14.8%
	8.0%
	1.3%
	100.0%

	Statewide
	29.8%
	26.5%
	20.1%
	12.1%
	9.4%
	2.0%
	100.0%

	Total
	30.7%
	25.5%
	20.6%
	12.4%
	8.3%
	2.6%
	100.0%


Within the housing category, the type of housing activity with the greatest frequency of “high need” responses was affordable rental housing.  Of the 330 surveys, more than 160 expressed a high need for rental housing.  Furthermore, this was true across all regions, including the statewide category.  The need for residential rehabilitation was the next most cited activity with a high need rating, with 135 respondents rating it similarly.  However, in the north central, south central, southeast and statewide areas, this housing activity was only rated as a medium need.  The need for affordable for-sale housing for all of Nebraska was rated equally between a medium need and a high need, both with 116 respondents indicating such a need level.  However, the northwest, southeast and southwest regions had the greater frequency of medium need.  Areas expressing a high need for affordable for-sale housing more frequently were the northeast and south central regions.
In terms of economic development, business retention and business recruitment were viewed with greatest need levels, with 139 and 128 high need responses, respectively. The assessment of these activities as high need was relatively consistent throughout all regions of the state and was also seen in respondents with a statewide viewpoint.
In terms of infrastructure, only one activity category received more than 100 assertions of high need: water and sewer improvements. 

At the end of the survey, three open-ended questions were posed which asked about barriers to or constraints on resolving housing and community needs and ways Nebraska and the DED can better resolve housing and community development challenges.  The barriers and constraints commonly voiced by participants were:

· Lack of funding for programs;
· Lack of an economic incentives to build affordable housing; 

· Need for redevelopment and revitalization of blighted areas, including the demolition of older, run-down houses;
· Lack of a comprehensive process;
· Lack of vision for improving housing and community development in Nebraska; and
· Lack of communication between all partners. 

Respondents offered ways that the DED might better resolve community and housing challenges.  Key themes were:

· Develop better incentives;
· Attract new jobs to the state;  

· Overcome regulatory barriers to constructing new housing and rehabilitating old housing;
· Streamline the application process; and 

· Further educate homeowners on topics like financial literacy. 

While respondents often bemoaned the lack of vision or comprehensive process, responses on ways for the DED to better resolve housing and community development difficulties were more narrow in scope.  This implies that some of outreach and educational efforts by the DED about the comprehensive nature of the consolidated plan and the inherent opportunities for establishing a community vision may assist the process in becoming an improved vehicle for community and statewide planning.

Elected Official Findings
The DED elected to use a survey instrument for consulting with the non-entitled units of local government throughout Nebraska. Entitled the “2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey,” or 2009 EO Survey, it was also an Internet-based instrument and directed attention primarily to the allocation, ranking and distribution of CDBG funds distributed by 
	Table I.2

Competed Surveys by Region

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Population
	Surveys

	0 - 800 
	122

	801 - 5,000
	95

	5,001 – 50,000
	67

	50,001 - 299,999
	1

	300,000 or Greater
	3

	Total
	288


the DED.  The 2009 EO Survey was sent to 93 county clerks and elected officials in 208 first and second class cities and 195 villages.  Of the 496 elected officials who were solicited for participation, 288 submitted responses.

The majority of respondents were from communities with a population of less than 800 persons; 122 of 288 of the participating elected officials were from communities of this size, with 95 from communities from 801 to 5,000 people and 67 from communities from 5,001 to 50,000, as seen in Table I.2, at right.

The most important finding of this survey was how elected officials wished for CDBG resources to be allocated.  In general, respondents felt that economic development should receive less funding than in recent years. Respondents indicated that public works should receive less funding than seen previously in communities of less than 800 people or communities from 5,001 to 50,000 people.  Water and wastewater activities were seen to command significantly greater resources in communities with 800 or fewer residents.  Housing investment funding levels desired by these communities were very close to previous DED investment strategies. Downtown revitalization was believed to need more investment resources for communities from 801 to 5,000 people and for communities with 5,001 to 50,000 people.  Perceptions on resource allocation for comprehensive revitalization, planning and tourism development are in line with previous DED allocation schemes, as seen in Table I.3, below.
	Table I.3

How would you allocate your CDBG resources among these areas?
2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Area
	Previous Funding Level
	0 - 800 
	801 - 5,000
	5,001 - 50,000
	Total

	Economic Development
	34-47%
	22.10%
	25.70%
	30.60%
	25.30%

	Public Works
	24-27%
	18.80%
	25.20%
	16.60%
	20.00%

	Water/Wastewater
	13-15%
	22.60%
	11.50%
	10.60%
	15.90%

	Housing
	0-14%
	15.50%
	12.70%
	15.30%
	14.80%

	Downtown Revitalization
	0-8%
	7.60%
	10.20%
	9.60%
	8.80%

	Comprehensive Revitalization
	0-15%
	7.50%
	7.10%
	9.40%
	7.90%

	Planning
	3-4%
	4.10%
	4.00%
	4.10%
	4.00%

	Tourism Development
	0-3%
	1.90%
	3.70%
	3.90%
	3.20%

	Total
	 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%


A few comments were also received regarding additional application scoring criteria and thresholds.  The most frequently cited issues were:
· Incorporating the community income levels;

· Allowing the degree of community blight;

· Incorporating the economic conditions; and 

· Downgrading applications for areas with high frequency of applications awarded.

Additionally, respondents were asked to suggest new activities the DED should consider funding with CDBG monies.  The most significant and common theme related to demolition of blighted buildings and the redevelopment of blighted areas.

A. Overview
In 1994, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) issued new rules consolidating the planning, application, reporting and citizen participation processes for four formula grant programs:  Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), Home Investment Partnerships (HOME), Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG) and Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA).  The new single-planning process was termed the Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development and was intended to fulfill more comprehensively three basic goals: 

· To provide decent housing through assisting homeless persons to obtain appropriate housing, retaining the affordable housing stock, increasing the availability of permanent affordable housing for low-income households without discrimination and increasing supportive housing to assist persons with special needs.  
· To provide a suitable living environment through improving the safety and livability of neighborhoods, including the provision of adequate public facilities; deconcentrating housing opportunities and revitalizing neighborhoods; restoring and preserving natural and physical features with historic, architectural, and aesthetic value; and conserving energy resources.  
· To expand economic opportunities through creation of accessible jobs, providing access to credit for community development, and assisting low-income persons to achieve self-sufficiency in federally-assisted and public housing.

The Consolidated Plan is actually a three-part planning process required by HUD.  It comprises developing a three- to five-year strategic plan, preparing annual action plans and submitting annual performance reports.  These three parts are intended to furnish the framework whereby the entitled jurisdictions can identify housing, homeless, community and economic development needs, identify resources that will be tapped and actions to be taken that will address the needs, as well as evaluate the jurisdiction’s progress toward achieving its strategic goals.  Completing these documents on time and in a manner that is acceptable to HUD ensures program funding.

Furthermore, the Consolidated Plan is designed to be a collaborative process whereby a community establishes a unified vision for housing and community development actions.  It offers the state of Nebraska the opportunity to shape these housing and community development programs into effective, coordinated neighborhood and community development strategies.  It also creates the opportunity for strategic planning and citizen participation to take place in a comprehensive context and to reduce duplication of effort.
In fact, HUD offers several guidelines for states to follow in its outreach efforts to stakeholders in the overall planning process.  For example, HUD guidelines stipulate the following for states in the preparation of the Consolidated Plan:

· The state must consult and coordinate with local jurisdictions, various public and private agencies that provide assisted housing, health services, social and fair housing service agencies, and among its own departments regarding the housing needs of children, elderly persons, persons with disabilities (including persons with HIV/AIDS and their families), homeless persons, and other persons served, to assure that its Consolidated Plan is a comprehensive document and addresses statutory purposes.

· The state must identify the significant aspects of the process by which the plan was developed, and with statewide and regional institutions, agencies, groups, and organizations (including businesses, developers, community and faith-based organizations), that participated in the process.  It must briefly describe the state’s consultation with housing, health, social and fair housing service agencies, including those focusing on services to children, elderly persons, persons with disabilities (including persons with HIV/AIDS and their families), homeless and chronically homeless persons, as well as activities it will undertake to enhance coordination between public and assisted housing providers, and among private and governmental health, mental health and service agencies.  The description should include the means of cooperation and coordination with local jurisdictions in developing, submitting and implementing its Consolidated Plan.

· When preparing the Consolidated Plan, states must consult with local elected officials from among units of general local government in nonentitlement communities in determining the state's method of distributing CDBG funds.  In preparing the Consolidated Plan, states must consult with other public and private agencies that provide assisted housing, health, social and fair housing services.  As the section on lead-based paint hazards is prepared, the states must consult with state or local health and child welfare agencies.

· The state must hold at least one public hearing to obtain the views of citizens on community development and housing needs before the proposed consolidated plan is published for comment.  

· The state should explore alternative public involvement techniques and quantitative ways to measure efforts that encourage citizen participation in a shared vision for change in communities and neighborhoods, and the review of program performance, e.g., use of focus groups, and use of the Internet.

The activities undertaken and the results of these activities in light of these guidelines are presented in this document.

B. Purpose, Objectives and Goals of This Project
The Purpose of this Study
The purpose of this study is to support the Nebraska Department of Economic Development (DED) in developing the Consolidated Plan and represents one of the efforts to conduct consultation activities and receive public input to the needs assessment process, as well as outreach to units of local government about the allocation of CDBG resources.
Objectives and Goals of this Study
This project has three main objectives: 
1. Consult and coordinate with local jurisdictions and various public and private agencies involved with housing, homeless, special needs populations and community development issues in the nonentitlement communities of the state of Nebraska.
2. Consult with local elected officials in nonentitlement communities in Nebraska on the method of distribution of assistance proposed by the DED under the CDBG program.  
3. Conduct one public hearing to obtain the views of citizens and interested parties on community development and housing needs identified.
This project has two main goals: 
1. Report the rating of housing and community development needs and the expressed barriers to affordable housing 
2. Describe the findings of the consultation activities.
C. The Methodological Approach Used in This Study
The methodological approach used in this study involved two specific types of activities: the use of surveys for both the consultation activities and stakeholder input and holding one public input meeting, which was held simultaneously in several locations throughout the state via interactive video conferencing.
Surveys and Consultation
In accordance with suggested guidance issued by HUD in using the Internet, the DED elected to use an Internet-based survey instrument for consulting with a wide variety of persons.  This survey, entitled the “2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey,” comprised a series of questions in which the respondent was asked to rate the need or desirability of a particular housing or community development activity or issue.  The levels of the rating were listed as “no need,” “little need,” “medium need” or “high need.” Topics included housing, economic development, community facilities, infrastructure and the needs of special populations. Open-ended questions were also included, addressing topics such as barriers to the provision of affordable housing.  
An additional survey was directed to elected officials in Nebraska’s nonentitlement communities.  Entitled the “2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey,” it was also an Internet- based instrument and directed attention primarily to the allocation, ranking and distribution of CDBG funds distributed by the Nebraska DED.

Both surveys were distributed via an e-mail announcement containing a link to a Web-based survey. The e-mail announcements were sent on May 11, 2009 and the survey was closed on June 5, 2009.  The 2009 Housing and Community Development Survey (HCD Survey) was distributed to 126 individuals involved with the Nebraska Continuum of Care, seven from the Association of Homebuilders, another 177 Certified Administrators, 10 Community Action Agencies, 10 housing authority employees, 65 housing developers, 12 other state agency representatives and 324 members of the Nebraska Economic Development Association.  Of the approximately 731 persons who were directly solicited, 330 responses were generated.

The 2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey (EO Survey) was sent to 93 county clerks and elected officials in 208 first and second class cities and 195 villages.  Of the 496 persons who were solicited for participation, 288 submitted a response.
The first question of both surveys requested the respondent to indicate a geographic area they would prefer to address.  For the HCD survey all respondents were segmented by consolidated planning region, as seen in Map II.1, below.  Some respondents expressed a “Nebraska” or “statewide” perspective, so this represents a seventh area in all the tables and charts presented in Section III of this document.
Map II.1

Consolidated Planning Regions
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In the case of the 2009 EO Survey, respondents were to be elected officials or representatives of elected officials in the nonentitlement communities of the state.  For the purposes of the presentation of these findings, responses have been separated into communities with 800 or fewer persons, communities having from 801 persons to 5,000 persons, and communities with 5,001 persons to 50,000 persons
 and are reported in Section IV of this document.

One of the key aspects of the survey was the guarantee of anonymity.  This guarantee was designed to foster trust, allowing respondents to openly and without hesitation identify difficulties, complications and solutions within the housing and community development arena.  The respondents were informed that their feelings, opinions and expressed preferences would only be reported anonymously.  Hence, that approach is followed within this report.
Public Input Meetings
A press release was issued by the Nebraska DED about the public input meetings and was distributed to the following newspapers:  the Scottsbluff Star-Herald, the North Platte Telegraph, the Norfolk Daily News, the Lincoln Journal Star, the Grand Island Independent, the Kearney Daily Hub, the Alliance Times-Herald, the Ainsworth Star Journal, the Chadron Record and the Nebraska City News-Press.  The press release was also posted on the DED Web site and distributed via the DED listserv e-mail service.
The public input meetings were held on June 16 at 10:00 am.  The meetings were telecast over the Nebraska interactive video conferencing system, which allowed them to simultaneously be held in the following eight cities at these locations:

· Lincoln: Lincoln Executive Building, Ste. 103, 521 S. 14th St.
· Ainsworth: Public Library, 5th & Main Sts.

· Norfolk: Northeast Community College-Maclay Bldg, Rm. 122, 801 E. Benjamin Ave.

· Kearney: Public Library and Info Center, 2nd Floor, 2020 First Ave.

· Hastings: Hastings Public Library, 2nd Floor, 517 W. 4th St.

· Alliance: Alliance Learning Center, Rm. 123, 1750 Sweetwater St.

· Scottsbluff: Panhandle Research & Extension Center, High Plains Rm., 4502 Avenue I

· McCook: McMillen Hall, Rm. 208, 1205 E. 3rd St.

Appendix A presents a copy of the presentation made at that public input meeting.
D. Summary
Through the review of more than 600 surveys provided by stakeholders, elected officials, representatives of the homeless and other special needs populations, as well as developers, community activists, and representatives of state and local government, a broad array of consultation activities were accomplished. Furthermore, the public input meeting, held simultaneously in eight statewide locations, allowed the public ample opportunity to offer perspectives, comments and input to the Consolidated Plan development process.
A. Introduction

On May 11, 2009, the Nebraska DED announced via e-mail the opening of a Web-based survey related to housing and community development needs throughout Nebraska.  This survey was closed on June 5, 2009.  The following narrative provides specific data related to the rating of these needs, such as “no need,” “low need,” “medium need” or “high need,” as well as a set of summaries associated with selected comment responses offered by geographic region and topic area, such as barriers to affordable housing.  These are presented as housing, community development, infrastructure, community facilities, special needs and an aggregated category that contains the other needs rating questions.  Some of these sections comprise comments made and are represented in summary form as short narratives or sets of bullets, as provided by the survey participants.  The tables, charts and related narratives will not necessarily compare issues across regions, but rather highlight key issues and opinions expressed within each of the regions.
This survey, the 2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey (2009 HCD Survey), received 330 responses, which addressed six consolidated planning regions, along with a number of respondents who indicated a “statewide” perspective.  As seen in Diagram III.1, below, this statewide perspective represented the largest of all groups, with 92 survey respondents.  The northeast region had a close second, with 87 survey respondents.  However, all other regions in the respondent sample had fewer than 40 respondents; the southwest region had the fewest with only 21 respondents and the northwest had the next fewest surveys with 25 respondents.
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Diagram III.1

The Number of Responses by Region

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey
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One of the first questions on the survey asked participants to express how they would allocate resources to specific types of activities.  These activities were housing, economic development, infrastructure, community facilities, planning and a category in which persons could offer “other” or additional categories.  Very few individuals provided input on the “other” category.  Nevertheless, the total Nebraska allocation was predominantly allotted to three categories: 30.7 percent for housing, 25.5 percent for economic development and 20.6 percent for infrastructure, as seen in Table III.1, below. All geographic areas copied this rank order, with the exception of the north central region, which saw infrastructure as requiring the largest need for resources, followed by housing and then economic development. Still, the narrative in this document will be organized according to the total average rating of the categories.

	Table III.1

How would you allocate your resources among these areas?

2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	Housing
	Economic Development
	Infrastructure
	Community Facilities
	Planning
	Other
	Total

	North Central
	25.0%
	23.5%
	25.3%
	15.9%
	7.9%
	2.4%
	100.0%

	Northeast
	30.7%
	27.5%
	19.1%
	12.2%
	8.3%
	2.1%
	100.0%

	Northwest
	35.2%
	22.5%
	21.9%
	11.4%
	6.5%
	2.5%
	100.0%

	South Central
	33.0%
	25.3%
	19.1%
	10.5%
	7.0%
	5.2%
	100.0%

	Southeast
	30.6%
	24.5%
	22.0%
	10.3%
	8.4%
	4.1%
	100.0%

	Southwest
	36.0%
	21.3%
	18.8%
	14.8%
	8.0%
	1.3%
	100.0%

	Statewide
	29.8%
	26.5%
	20.1%
	12.1%
	9.4%
	2.0%
	100.0%

	Total
	30.7%
	25.5%
	20.6%
	12.4%
	8.3%
	2.6%
	100.0%


Nevertheless, when looking at these issues by region, we do see some differences.  For example, the north central region actually indicated that infrastructure should receive the most resources, with 25.3 percent of all the resource allocation, and housing and economic development very close behind, with 25.0 and 23.5 percent, respectively.  For the western portion of the state, including both the southwest and northwest regions, housing exceeded 35 percent of the preferred allocation, with economic development considerably less, 21.3 and 22.5 percent, respectively.
B. Housing Needs In Nebraska
Similar to Table III.1, which determined perspectives on priority of allocation of funds, a rating was used to organize the following housing discussion, which shows those activities with the greatest frequency of “high need” as compared to the other types of activities.  Still, it is important to recognize that if few high need ratings were given, that does not necessarily mean that there are not high needs for that particular activity.  It only means that few respondents to the survey categorized this as a high need.
The Need for Affordable Housing
The type of housing activity receiving the greatest frequency of “high need” indications was rental housing.  Of the 330 surveys, with 39 respondents not completing this question, more than 160 expressed a high need for affordable rental housing, as seen in Table III.2, below.  Furthermore, this is true across all regions, including the statewide category.  However, some areas expressed this need more stridently than others.  For example, high need responses in the southwest represented 15 of 21 responses.  In the southeast, 13 of 33 respondents expressed a high need and 11 more respondents indicated a medium need.  Still, in the north central, northeast and south central regions, a high need level was indicated almost twice as often as a medium need level.

	Table III.2

Need for Affordable Rental Housing

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	0
	3
	11
	20
	3
	37

	Northeast
	2
	6
	27
	47
	5
	87

	Northwest
	0
	0
	9
	15
	1
	25

	South Central
	1
	2
	9
	17
	6
	35

	Southeast
	1
	3
	11
	13
	5
	33

	Southwest
	0
	2
	3
	15
	1
	21

	Statewide
	2
	9
	27
	36
	18
	92

	Total
	6
	25
	97
	163
	39
	330


The need for residential rehabilitation was the next most cited activity with a high need rating, as seen in Table III.3, below.  However, in the north central, south central, southeast and statewide areas, this housing activity was only rated as a medium need.  One respondent even indicated that there was no need for residential rehab in the northeast region.

	Table III.3

Need for Residential Rehabilitation

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	0
	3
	17
	14
	3
	37

	Northeast
	1
	7
	29
	42
	8
	87

	Northwest
	0
	3
	6
	15
	1
	25

	South Central
	0
	3
	13
	12
	7
	35

	Southeast
	0
	3
	13
	12
	5
	33

	Southwest
	0
	2
	8
	10
	1
	21

	Statewide
	0
	8
	38
	30
	16
	92

	Total
	1
	29
	124
	135
	41
	330


The need for affordable for-sale housing for all of Nebraska was rated between a medium need and a high need, with the northwest, southeast and southwest regions having the greater frequency of medium need.  Areas expressing high need more frequently were the northeast and south central regions, as seen in Table III.4, below.  
	Table III.4
Need for Affordable For-Sale Housing

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	0
	4
	15
	14
	4
	37

	Northeast
	2
	11
	30
	36
	8
	87

	Northwest
	0
	5
	12
	7
	1
	25

	South Central
	0
	4
	4
	20
	7
	35

	Southeast
	0
	7
	16
	5
	5
	33

	Southwest
	1
	3
	8
	7
	2
	21

	Statewide
	1
	16
	31
	27
	17
	92

	Total
	4
	50
	116
	116
	44
	330

	Need for Homeownership Assistance

	North Central
	1
	8
	19
	5
	4
	37

	Northeast
	0
	10
	45
	26
	6
	87

	Northwest
	0
	6
	11
	7
	1
	25

	South Central
	0
	1
	15
	11
	8
	35

	Southeast
	2
	2
	15
	9
	5
	33

	Southwest
	0
	1
	12
	6
	2
	21

	Statewide
	2
	8
	34
	33
	15
	92

	Total
	5
	36
	151
	97
	41
	330


When the survey respondents were asked to rate the need for homeownership assistance, most respondents indicated a medium need rating, for the entirety of Nebraska and each of the regions, even though high need usually out rated low need by a considerable margin, as seen above in lower portion of Table III.4.  However, this is not precisely true for the north central and northwest regions, where low need was rated above or very close to the high need ratings.
	Table III.5

Need for Rental Assistance

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	3
	14
	9
	6
	5
	37

	Northeast
	5
	14
	34
	28
	6
	87

	Northwest
	1
	8
	8
	7
	1
	25

	South Central
	1
	8
	9
	9
	8
	35

	Southeast
	0
	6
	10
	11
	6
	33

	Southwest
	1
	2
	7
	10
	1
	21

	Statewide
	3
	20
	28
	24
	17
	92

	Total
	14
	72
	105
	95
	44
	330


For the entire set of survey respondents offering an opinion on the need for rental assistance, most replied that this was a medium need.  However, the south central, southeast and southwest regions saw a slightly higher portion of high need than medium need responses for this particular housing activity, as seen in Table III.5, at right.
Special Needs Housing
Table III.6, below, presents a grouping of three housing activities: the need for housing for the disabled, for housing for seniors and for assisted housing units.  Across all three categories, the rating of need by the respondents was predominantly medium and low need.  In fact, in the north central and southwest regions, low need was seen most frequently for housing for the disabled; in the south central region low need was seen most often for senior housing; and low need was again most frequently rated in the south central and southwest regions for assisted housing.  In all other regions, these three housing activities were rated as medium need.
	Table III.6
Need for Housing for the Disabled

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	0
	22
	9
	2
	4
	37

	Northeast
	1
	16
	38
	26
	6
	87

	Northwest
	1
	5
	11
	7
	1
	25

	South Central
	1
	9
	16
	2
	7
	35

	Southeast
	0
	11
	13
	3
	6
	33

	Southwest
	0
	13
	4
	3
	1
	21

	Statewide
	0
	21
	39
	16
	16
	92

	Total
	3
	97
	130
	59
	41
	330

	Need for Senior Housing

	North Central
	2
	7
	19
	4
	5
	37

	Northeast
	4
	18
	40
	18
	7
	87

	Northwest
	0
	5
	14
	4
	2
	25

	South Central
	1
	14
	9
	3
	8
	35

	Southeast
	0
	4
	19
	5
	5
	33

	Southwest
	0
	7
	10
	3
	1
	21

	Statewide
	2
	15
	37
	22
	16
	92

	Total
	9
	70
	148
	59
	44
	330

	Need for Assisted Housing

	North Central
	2
	12
	15
	3
	5
	37

	Northeast
	6
	23
	28
	23
	7
	87

	Northwest
	1
	6
	13
	3
	2
	25

	South Central
	0
	15
	10
	2
	8
	35

	Southeast
	0
	10
	15
	3
	5
	33

	Southwest
	0
	9
	8
	3
	1
	21

	Statewide
	2
	22
	31
	20
	17
	92

	Total
	11
	97
	120
	57
	45
	330


The housing needs question receiving the lowest frequency of high need and the highest frequency of low need was related to the need for downtown housing. The rating was true across all area categories, including the statewide perspective, as seen on the following page in Table III.7.
	Table III.7
Need for Downtown Housing

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	6
	16
	8
	3
	4
	37

	Northeast
	17
	36
	18
	9
	7
	87

	Northwest
	4
	13
	4
	2
	2
	25

	South Central
	4
	16
	6
	1
	8
	35

	Southeast
	2
	14
	8
	2
	7
	33

	Southwest
	3
	10
	7
	0
	1
	21

	Statewide
	11
	37
	19
	8
	17
	92

	Total
	47
	142
	70
	25
	46
	330


	Table III.8

Are you aware of any residential "green" building 

occurring in your community?

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	Responses 

	
	Yes
	No
	Don't Know
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	4
	24
	6
	3
	37

	Northeast
	21
	40
	21
	5
	87

	Northwest
	8
	11
	5
	1
	25

	South Central
	4
	20
	6
	5
	35

	Southeast
	7
	11
	10
	5
	33

	Southwest
	3
	12
	5
	1
	21

	Statewide
	25
	33
	19
	15
	92

	Total
	72
	151
	72
	35
	330


Green Building Practices
As part of the 2009 HCD Survey, the DED was interested in determining stakeholder familiarity and knowledge of “green building” in communities throughout the state.  Table III.8, at right, presents those results. Of the 330 surveys, only 72 respondents were aware of any green building, 151 persons were not aware of such building practices, and another 72 responded with a “don’t know.”  
	Table III.9 

How many green residential 
housing units have been built 
in the last three years?

2009 Housing and Community 
Development Survey

	Region
	Number of Units

	North Central
	18

	Northeast
	266

	Northwest
	23

	South Central
	17

	Southeast
	20

	Southwest
	.

	Statewide
	228

	Total
	572


If survey respondents indicated that they were aware of green building in their region they were asked to estimate how many homes have been built with green building practices in the past three years. As seen in Table III.9, at right, the northeast region had an estimated 266 green housing units constructed in the past three years, by far the most of any region. This was nearly half the 572 total units mentioned by all respondents. However, both the statewide and northeast regions had most responses. Yet, respondents who cited green building units may be identifying the same units, so these totals are likely to overstate the level of green building actually occurring.  Nevertheless, it does seem the persons in these few areas may be slightly more familiar with such building practices.
Interestingly, when asked about green construction certification, 43 respondents indicated that some green construction has, in fact, been certified by either Energy Star or LEED certification methods, as seen in Table III.10, below.  

	Table III.10
Has the green construction been certified by any of the following building standards?

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Standards
	North Central
	North-

east
	North-

west
	South Central
	South-

east
	South-

west
	State-

wide
	Total

	LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environment Design)
	0
	2
	2
	1
	2
	0
	5
	12

	Energy Star
	2
	7
	5
	3
	2
	0
	12
	31

	No, none have been certified
	1
	6
	0
	1
	2
	2
	2
	14

	Don't know
	4
	15
	3
	3
	6
	1
	17
	49

	Total
	7
	30
	10
	8
	12
	3
	36
	106


Respondents were also asked about green building and their opinion of whether the practices were expensive and hampered the provision of affordable housing. Their responses are tabulated in Table III.11. The responses were split between an answer of “yes” or “no” nearly evenly across all areas, with only the southeast showing more respondents indicating a “no.”
	Table III.11
Are green building practices too expensive and hamper the provision of affordable housing?

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	Responses 

	
	Yes
	No
	Don’t Know
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	10
	12
	12
	3
	37

	Northeast
	29
	29
	22
	7
	87

	Northwest
	11
	9
	4
	1
	25

	South Central
	6
	9
	13
	7
	35

	Southeast
	6
	11
	10
	6
	33

	Southwest
	6
	2
	12
	1
	21

	Statewide
	27
	26
	22
	17
	92

	Total
	95
	98
	95
	42
	330


If respondents felt that there was a perception that green building was too expensive and interferes with the provision of affordable housing they were given an opportunity to provide ways to overcome that perception. The most common suggestion was a continuous, long-term effort to educate the public and providing model projects and homes to demonstrate how green building saves money in the long-term. Many people also mentioned the need for incentives or reducing the cost of the certification process. An oft-cited barrier was the notion that high costs were caused by lack of green building supplies in rural areas. 
Barriers and Constraints to the Provision of Affordable Housing
The concluding question in the housing section of the survey referred to barriers or constraints to the enhancement or provision of affordable housing. A list of options was offered from which respondents could select choices.  Responses are presented below in Table III.12.  For all respondents to the survey, the top five barriers or constraints to the provision of affordable housing were cost of materials, cost of land or lot, condition of rental housing, cost of labor, and lack of available land.  NIMBYism (Not in My Back Yard) and lack of sufficient infrastructure were next most frequently identified.  Unfortunately, the DED has little control over the cost of materials or labor.  Still, the DED may have an opportunity to diminish the impact of some identified barriers, such as lack of sufficient water and sewer infrastructure of lack of housing quality standards, through funding or advocacy.
	Table III.12
Barriers or Constraints to the Provision of Affordable Housing

2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Barriers
	North Central
	North-

east
	North-

west
	South Central
	South-

east
	South-

west
	State-

wide
	Total

	Cost of materials
	15
	37
	17
	18
	16
	13
	38
	154

	Cost of land or lot
	19
	40
	9
	15
	14
	9
	42
	148

	Condition of rental housing
	16
	41
	14
	8
	19
	8
	25
	131

	Cost of labor
	15
	34
	12
	13
	11
	11
	33
	129

	Lack of available land
	20
	18
	7
	7
	12
	6
	20
	90

	NIMBYism
	2
	22
	12
	6
	8
	1
	26
	77

	Lack of other infrastructure
	10
	18
	5
	7
	2
	3
	24
	69

	Lack of qualified contractors
	6
	10
	8
	9
	8
	6
	15
	62

	Lack of qualified builders
	5
	12
	6
	9
	4
	7
	17
	60

	Construction fees
	2
	19
	4
	6
	5
	7
	16
	59

	Lack of housing quality standards
	7
	17
	4
	7
	2
	3
	18
	58

	Lack of water/sewer systems
	10
	8
	3
	7
	1
	2
	18
	49

	Lack of nearby services
	3
	13
	3
	4
	5
	2
	13
	43

	Permitting process
	1
	10
	4
	0
	3
	0
	13
	31

	Lot size
	9
	6
	0
	4
	4
	0
	5
	28

	Permitting fees
	1
	7
	3
	1
	1
	0
	12
	25

	Exclusionary zoning
	0
	5
	3
	0
	1
	1
	8
	18

	Density
	1
	4
	0
	0
	3
	1
	5
	14

	Energy codes
	0
	6
	1
	0
	0
	1
	4
	12

	Other building codes
	2
	4
	1
	1
	0
	1
	3
	12

	Other zoning
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	5

	Total
	144
	333
	116
	122
	119
	82
	358
	1,274


Survey respondents were also given an opportunity to list a barrier or constraint that was not on the list provided by the survey. Of the people who responded in this manner, the most popular barrier or constraint was the level of economic uncertainty and difficulty of obtaining a profit, which, in turn, makes it difficult to find interested developers and investors. The implication of this constraint would be to implement mechanisms that would reduce uncertainty and financial risk and aid developers and investors.
C. Economic Development Needs In Nebraska
Similar to the previous section describing housing needs, this section discusses economic development needs that were most often rated as a high or medium need. However, few high need ratings given on an activity does not necessarily mean there is not a high need for that activity. It only means that few respondents to the survey indicated a high need for that activity. 
Survey respondents rated business retention and recruitment activities very high, and there was also broad support for economic development, economic assistance and workforce development activities. Speculative building and speculative industrial park building were not seen as pressing needs.
The Need for Business Recruitment and Retention
	Table III.13

Need for Business Retention Activities

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low Need
	Medium 
Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	0
	4
	13
	16
	4
	37

	Northeast
	1
	9
	27
	37
	13
	87

	Northwest
	0
	1
	12
	10
	2
	25

	South Central
	0
	2
	12
	14
	7
	35

	Southeast
	0
	2
	14
	9
	8
	33

	Southwest
	0
	1
	5
	14
	1
	21

	Statewide
	0
	8
	19
	39
	26
	92

	Total
	1
	27
	102
	139
	61
	330


Survey respondents indicated a high need for both business recruitment and retention activities, as seen in Tables III.13, at right, and III.14, on the following page. Business retention received slightly more high need responses than business recruitment with 139 and 128 high need responses, respectively. Although the need for business retention activities was felt rather strongly across all regions, respondents from the northeast, southwest and statewide regions expressed the highest need of all regions. In the northeast, 37 of 87 survey responses indicated a high need for business retention and another 27 responses indicated a medium need. Over half of the respondents in the southwest, 14 of 21, stated a high need for business retention and five respondents felt it was a medium need.  The desire for statewide retention activities was also prevalent, with 39 of 92 statewide respondents rating business retention as a high need, although there were a fairly large number of surveys, 26, with no answer for this question. 
	Table III.14

Need for Business Recruitment

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low Need
	Medium
 Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	0
	2
	14
	17
	4
	37

	Northeast
	1
	13
	23
	39
	11
	87

	Northwest
	0
	3
	8
	12
	2
	25

	South Central
	0
	1
	12
	16
	6
	35

	Southeast
	0
	3
	12
	10
	8
	33

	Southwest
	0
	2
	9
	9
	1
	21

	Statewide
	3
	11
	28
	25
	25
	92

	Total
	4
	35
	106
	128
	57
	330


The assessment of these activities as a high need level was relatively consistent throughout all regions of the state and was also seen in respondents with a statewide viewpoint. However, business recruitment was seen as more pressing in some areas than others. For example, in the northeast 39 out of 87 responses indicated a high need for business recruitment. Additionally, 23 of 87 responses, or nearly half, rated business recruitment as a medium need in the northeast. The northwest, north central and south central regions also showed high demand for business recruitment activities. 
Work Force Training and Micro-Enterprise Support
Work force training and micro-enterprise support were rated moderately by survey respondents, as seen in Tables III.15 and III.16. Almost half of the surveys, 135, indicated a medium need for workforce training. Still, with twice as many high need responses than low need responses, 93 versus 42, it seems that there is a fairly strong need for workforce training. This need is felt especially in the northeast, which went against the general trend by having more high need responses than medium need responses, with more than half of its respondents indicating a high need for work force training. Of all the regions, the north central region expressed the most moderate need for work force training, with 22 respondents indicating a medium need, four a high need, five a low need and two no need. 
	Table III.15
Need for Work Force Training

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	2
	5
	22
	4
	4
	37

	Northeast
	1
	11
	27
	40
	8
	87

	Northwest
	0
	3
	13
	6
	3
	25

	South Central
	1
	6
	16
	7
	5
	35

	Southeast
	1
	3
	12
	9
	8
	33

	Southwest
	0
	4
	11
	5
	1
	21

	Statewide
	2
	10
	34
	22
	24
	92

	Total
	7
	42
	135
	93
	53
	330


Overall, micro-enterprise support was seen as important, but not pressing. Table III.16 presents the results.  For all the surveys the most common response was medium need, with 113 out of 330 respondents indicating that level of need. Responses expressing a low or high need were split fairly equally, with 70 low need responses and 77 high need responses. While most regions followed a similar distribution of responses, there was a lower need for micro-enterprise support expressed in the southeast and south central regions, with only two and five high need responses, respectively. It also seems that respondents with a statewide viewpoint went against the general trend and indicated a higher need for micro-enterprise support with roughly the same number of respondents indicating a medium and high need for that activity, 25 and 27, respectively.

	Table III.16
Need for Micro-Enterprise Support

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	0
	9
	15
	7
	6
	37

	Northeast
	1
	22
	29
	24
	11
	87

	Northwest
	1
	4
	11
	7
	2
	25

	South Central
	0
	9
	13
	5
	8
	35

	Southeast
	1
	9
	11
	2
	10
	33

	Southwest
	0
	6
	9
	5
	1
	21

	Statewide
	2
	11
	25
	27
	27
	92

	Total
	5
	70
	113
	77
	65
	330


Economic Development and Business Assistance
Respondents expressed a clear medium need for economic development technical assistance.  As seen in Table III.17, on the following page, 140 respondents selected a medium need for that activity, about 42 percent of 330 responses. There were slightly more high need responses than low need responses, with 67 and 50 responses respectively, and most regions followed this general trend including the north central, northeast, northwest and southwest regions. The southeast and statewide regions were more moderate in their categorization of this need, with only two and 14 high need responses, respectively.
	Table III.17
Need for Economic Development Technical Assistance

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	0
	8
	16
	9
	4
	37

	Northeast
	2
	14
	40
	20
	11
	87

	Northwest
	0
	3
	12
	8
	2
	25

	South Central
	0
	8
	10
	8
	9
	35

	Southeast
	0
	8
	12
	2
	11
	33

	Southwest
	0
	3
	10
	6
	2
	21

	Statewide
	5
	6
	40
	14
	27
	92

	Total
	7
	50
	140
	67
	66
	330


	Table III.18

Need for Economic Development Assistance to For-Profits

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low Need
	Medium
Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	1
	7
	17
	7
	5
	37

	Northeast
	2
	19
	26
	28
	12
	87

	Northwest
	1
	4
	12
	6
	2
	25

	South Central
	0
	8
	10
	8
	9
	35

	Southeast
	1
	8
	11
	3
	10
	33

	Southwest
	0
	4
	9
	6
	2
	21

	Statewide
	4
	10
	34
	16
	28
	92

	Total
	9
	60
	119
	74
	68
	330


The responses regarding the need for economic development assistance for for-profits were distributed more evenly, but still the most popular response was medium need, with 119 out of 330 respondents selecting that need level. These results are presented in Table III.18, below. For a few regions, there were the same or slightly more high need responses than low need responses. However, high need was the most common response in the northeast, with 28 high need responses, 26 medium need responses and 19 low need responses. Only two survey takers expressed no need for for-profit economic development assistance. The southeast showed the opposite of this trend with survey takers in that region expressing a lower need for for-profit economic development assistance than in other areas of the state.  With 11 responses medium need was still the most common, but low need was a close second with eight responses and only three respondents indicated a high need for this activity. One person felt that there was no need for for-profit economic development assistance in the southeast. 
	Table III.19

Need for Business Expansion Assistance

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	0
	2
	19
	11
	5
	37

	Northeast
	1
	10
	32
	33
	11
	87

	Northwest
	0
	4
	9
	10
	2
	25

	South Central
	0
	3
	17
	6
	9
	35

	Southeast
	0
	3
	13
	8
	9
	33

	Southwest
	0
	0
	12
	7
	2
	21

	Statewide
	1
	9
	21
	35
	26
	92

	Total
	2
	31
	123
	110
	64
	330


When asked about the need for business expansion assistance, the survey respondents indicated a medium to high need for these types of programs, with 123 respondents expressing a medium need and 110 expressing a high need, as seen in Table III.19. The regions were far from uniform in their level of perceived need, however. The north central, south central, southeast and southwest regions rated this category as a medium need, while it was seen as a high need in the northeast and northwest. Respondents with a statewide viewpoint felt that business expansion assistance was much more important than the other survey takers, with 35 respondents indicating this was a high level need and 21 a medium level need.

In general, survey respondents rated assistance to downtown businesses consistently as a medium need, with 117 medium need responses, as seen below in Table III.20. The distribution of responses was not the same across all regions. The northeast and statewide regions felt that there was a lesser need for downtown business assistance than other regions and the southwest and southeast indicated an increased need. The other regions were moderate in the rating of this need.
	Table III.20
Need for Assistance to Downtown Businesses

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	0
	3
	17
	13
	4
	37

	Northeast
	4
	12
	31
	26
	14
	87

	Northwest
	1
	5
	9
	8
	2
	25

	South Central
	0
	3
	18
	8
	6
	35

	Southeast
	0
	6
	7
	11
	9
	33

	Southwest
	0
	1
	6
	13
	1
	21

	Statewide
	2
	13
	29
	22
	26
	92

	Total
	7
	43
	117
	101
	62
	330


Speculative Building
	Table III.21

Need for Speculative Building

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	1
	8
	14
	9
	5
	37

	Northeast
	8
	26
	26
	14
	13
	87

	Northwest
	2
	11
	3
	5
	4
	25

	South Central
	3
	12
	7
	4
	9
	35

	Southeast
	5
	9
	3
	3
	13
	33

	Southwest
	2
	6
	9
	3
	1
	21

	Statewide
	14
	30
	15
	5
	28
	92

	Total
	35
	102
	77
	43
	73
	330


As shown in Table III.2, below, 102 out of 330 respondents rated speculative building activities as a low need, 77 rated it as a medium need, 43 rated it as a high need and 35 rated it as no need. This general trend held true for respondents in all regions, but statewide respondents and the southeast rated this activity as a particularly low need. There was moderate support for speculative building in the northeast, but overall demand was fairly low for this community development activity.
There was also little support in most regions for speculative industrial park development, as seen in Table III.22, below. Roughly 40 respondents noted that there was no need for this activity, 98 said this was a low need, 74 said this was a medium need and only 41 said it was a high need. Only in the north central region was moderate need expressed for speculative industrial parks, with 14 out of 37 respondents indicating a medium need for this activity and roughly equal numbers responding low and high need, nine and seven, respectively. Survey takers in the northeast and statewide regions expressed a lower need for speculative industrial parks than other regions, with 10 and 16 no need responses, respectively. 

	Table III.22
Need for Speculative Industrial Park

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	1
	9
	14
	7
	6
	37

	Northeast
	10
	27
	25
	11
	14
	87

	Northwest
	3
	11
	2
	5
	4
	25

	South Central
	4
	8
	7
	6
	10
	35

	Southeast
	6
	6
	4
	5
	12
	33

	Southwest
	1
	10
	6
	3
	1
	21

	Statewide
	16
	27
	17
	4
	28
	92

	Total
	41
	98
	75
	41
	75
	330


D. Infrastructure Needs In Nebraska
This section discusses infrastructure needs in Nebraska that were most often rated as a high or medium need. However, few high need ratings given on an activity does not necessarily mean there is not a high need for that activity. It only means that few respondents to the survey indicated a high need for that activity. 
Most survey respondents felt that there was a medium to high need for infrastructure improvements in Nebraska, especially for water/sewer systems and streets. Expanding broadband capacity was the least popular infrastructure need, although it was rated mostly as a medium need, indicating some interest.
Storm Sewers/Sanitary Services, Water/Sewer & Street Improvements
As seen in Table III.23, below, there was a large amount of interest in improving water and sewer systems throughout Nebraska. There were 104 respondents who expressed a high need for this community development activity, while 99 said it was a medium need, 49 said it was a low need, and only three respondents out of 330 said there was no need for this activity. This pattern was generally true for all regions, but the north central and south central regions expressed a particularly high need for water and sewer improvements with 18 and 13 high need responses, respectively. The need for water and sewer improvements was expressed more moderately in the northeast and statewide regions with medium need responses outnumbering high need responses in both areas. Still, respondents were clear that there is a need for these improvements across the state.

	Table III.23
Need for Water/Sewer Improvements

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	0
	3
	12
	18
	4
	37

	Northeast
	0
	16
	32
	25
	14
	87

	Northwest
	1
	6
	6
	9
	3
	25

	South Central
	0
	6
	8
	13
	8
	35

	Southeast
	1
	6
	6
	7
	13
	33

	Southwest
	0
	4
	6
	6
	5
	21

	Statewide
	1
	8
	29
	26
	28
	92

	Total
	3
	49
	99
	104
	75
	330


	Table III.24

Need for Street Improvements

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	1
	5
	17
	10
	4
	37

	Northeast
	0
	11
	39
	26
	11
	87

	Northwest
	0
	2
	12
	8
	3
	25

	South Central
	1
	3
	10
	11
	10
	35

	Southeast
	0
	4
	12
	7
	10
	33

	Southwest
	0
	1
	8
	9
	3
	21

	Statewide
	0
	6
	34
	23
	29
	92

	Total
	2
	32
	132
	94
	70
	330


Overall, survey respondents indicated a medium to high need for street improvements with 132 medium need responses, nearly half of all surveys. Additionally, a significant number of respondents, 94, expressed a high need for street improvements. These results are presented in Table III.24. The south central and southwest regions both had more high need responses than medium need responses, suggesting that street improvements are felt to be a larger need in those regions than in other areas of the state. Respondents in the northeast and southeast expressed lower need for street improvements relative to other regions, although there is still support for street improvements in those regions. 

As seen in Table III.25, below, 119 out of 330 respondents indicated a medium need for storm sewers and sanitary services. That result, coupled with 77 high need and 55 low need responses, shows that there is moderate to high demand for improvements in these services. Survey takers in the south central region expressed a higher need for these services than other regions with 11 out of 35 respondents indicating a high need level. The need for storm sewers and sanitary services was felt less strongly in the northwest and southeast regions where low need responses outnumbered high need responses. 
	Table III.25

Need for Storm Sewers/Sanitary Services

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	1
	6
	17
	9
	4
	37

	Northeast
	0
	15
	35
	23
	14
	87

	Northwest
	1
	6
	10
	5
	3
	25

	South Central
	1
	5
	9
	11
	9
	35

	Southeast
	1
	8
	9
	3
	12
	33

	Southwest
	0
	4
	7
	6
	4
	21

	Statewide
	1
	11
	32
	20
	28
	92

	Total
	5
	55
	119
	77
	74
	330


Sidewalk and Drainage Improvements

	Table III.26

Need for Sidewalk Improvements

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	1
	4
	19
	9
	4
	37

	Northeast
	2
	15
	36
	21
	13
	87

	Northwest
	0
	9
	5
	8
	3
	25

	South Central
	0
	7
	8
	8
	12
	35

	Southeast
	0
	4
	13
	6
	10
	33

	Southwest
	0
	3
	7
	7
	4
	21

	Statewide
	1
	17
	22
	21
	31
	92

	Total
	4
	59
	110
	80
	77
	330


In general, survey respondents indicated a medium to high need for sidewalk improvements. The results are presented in Table III.26, at right. There were 110 medium need responses for sidewalk improvements, exactly one third of all surveys. Eighty respondents felt this was a high need, compared to 59 who believed it was a low need, adjusting the overall need slightly higher than a medium need. The need for sidewalk improvements was more moderate in the northwest, south central and statewide regions with roughly equal numbers of low, medium and high need responses. Sidewalk improvements were felt to be of a slightly higher need in the northeast and southwest, with both regions having more high need responses than low need responses.

Survey respondents showed a moderate need for drainage improvements, but, as seen in Table III.27, below, there were more low need responses than high need responses, indicating that this is less of a priority than other infrastructure needs. One-third of the survey participants, 110, indicated a medium need for drainage improvements, while 87 expressed a low need for this activity and 50 expressed a high need. The north central, northeast, south central and southwest regions felt there was a higher need for drainage improvements relative to other regions. There was little support for drainage improvements in the northwest and southeast regions with 7 out of 25 and 11 out of 33 respondents respectively expressing a low need for drainage improvements. Only one respondent in the southeast saw this as a high need. 

	Table III.27

Need for Drainage Improvements

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	1
	8
	15
	8
	5
	37

	Northeast
	0
	26
	31
	16
	14
	87

	Northwest
	0
	7
	12
	2
	4
	25

	South Central
	1
	7
	11
	7
	9
	35

	Southeast
	2
	11
	7
	1
	12
	33

	Southwest
	0
	4
	9
	4
	4
	21

	Statewide
	2
	24
	25
	12
	29
	92

	Total
	6
	87
	110
	50
	77
	330


Broadband and Internet Infrastructure
	Table III.28

Need for Broadband/Internet Infrastructure

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	1
	9
	11
	10
	6
	37

	Northeast
	4
	28
	24
	18
	13
	87

	Northwest
	1
	3
	10
	8
	3
	25

	South Central
	1
	12
	7
	5
	10
	35

	Southeast
	1
	7
	9
	6
	10
	33

	Southwest
	3
	1
	8
	4
	5
	21

	Statewide
	3
	12
	26
	20
	31
	92

	Total
	14
	72
	95
	71
	78
	330


Although the responses for the need for broadband and internet infrastructure were relatively more evenly distributed between low, medium and high need, there were far more no need responses, 14, than for any other infrastructure activity, as seen at right in Table III.28. There were still a high number of medium responses, 95, and the low need and high need responses were almost identical at 72 and 71, respectively. This indicates that there is still demand for broadband infrastructure but that it is not as high a priority as other infrastructure needs. Some regions expressed support for this activity, most notably the northwest and southwest regions and to a lesser extent the north central and statewide respondents. Respondents in the northeast and south central tended to rate this as a lower priority need than other regions, with the low need category receiving the most responses in the northeast region. 

E. Community Facility Needs In Nebraska
This section discusses community facility needs in Nebraska that were most often rated as a high or medium need. However, few high need ratings on an activity does not necessarily mean there is not a high need for that activity. It only means that few respondents to the survey indicated a high need for that activity. 
	Table III.29

Need for Child Care Centers

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	0
	7
	17
	9
	4
	37

	Northeast
	2
	7
	33
	34
	11
	87

	Northwest
	0
	6
	10
	7
	2
	25

	South Central
	0
	11
	10
	8
	6
	35

	Southeast
	0
	6
	11
	7
	9
	33

	Southwest
	0
	2
	11
	5
	3
	21

	Statewide
	4
	12
	30
	19
	27
	92

	Total
	6
	51
	122
	89
	62
	330


Overall, survey respondents expressed a medium to high need for child care centers and youth centers and more moderate support for community centers, and low to medium need for park and recreational facilities, health care facilities, senior centers and libraries.

Child Care, Youth and Community Centers

As seen in Table III.29, at right, survey respondents expressed a medium to high need for child care centers with 122 medium need responses and 89 high need responses. This need is felt most strongly in the northeast region where high need responses rated highest. Child care centers were seen as relatively less needed in the south central and southeast regions, but there was still a large number of medium need responses in those areas.
In general, survey respondents indicated a medium to high need level for youth centers, with 111 respondents selecting a medium need level, slightly less than 60 selecting a medium need level and 86 selecting a high need level. These results are presented in Table III.30, below. The northeast region expressed a much stronger need for youth centers than any other region, with 30 medium need responses and 36 high need responses. There was less support for youth centers in the south central region, though it still expressed moderate need, with 10 low need responses, 10 medium need responses and only seven high need responses.

	Table III.30
Need for Youth Centers

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	0
	7
	17
	9
	4
	37

	Northeast
	2
	10
	30
	36
	9
	87

	Northwest
	0
	6
	9
	8
	2
	25

	South Central
	1
	10
	10
	7
	7
	35

	Southeast
	2
	7
	10
	3
	11
	33

	Southwest
	0
	4
	9
	5
	3
	21

	Statewide
	6
	14
	26
	18
	28
	92

	Total
	11
	58
	111
	86
	64
	330


	Table III.31

Need for Community Centers

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	1
	10
	14
	8
	4
	37

	Northeast
	5
	16
	29
	27
	10
	87

	Northwest
	0
	8
	8
	7
	2
	25

	South Central
	5
	10
	6
	7
	7
	35

	Southeast
	3
	8
	8
	3
	11
	33

	Southwest
	2
	4
	8
	4
	3
	21

	Statewide
	4
	21
	24
	16
	27
	92

	Total
	20
	77
	97
	72
	64
	330


Survey respondents expressed a medium need for community centers with 97 medium need responses and nearly equal numbers of low and high need responses, 77 and 72, respectively. These results are presented in Table III.31. The northeast region was the sole region expressing more than a medium need for community centers. With 29 medium need responses and 27 high need responses, this region perceives a relatively higher need for community centers than other areas around the state. Respondents in the north central, south central, southeast and statewide regions rated this as a low to medium need with each region having more low need responses than high need responses. 
Park, Recreation and Healthcare Facilities

Overall, survey respondents felt that there was a low to medium need for park and recreational facilities, as seen in Table III.32, below. While there were a similar number of medium need responses compared to other facilities, there were 26 no need responses and 93 low need responses, for a combined total exceeding the 38 high need responses to this question. The northeast and statewide regions went slightly against this trend with more balanced responses, but the need was still expressed as a low to medium need. The north central, northwest, south central and southeast regions all tended to rate this as a lower need than other areas.
	Table III.32
Need for Park and Recreational Facilities

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	5
	15
	12
	1
	4
	37

	Northeast
	7
	21
	35
	14
	10
	87

	Northwest
	3
	8
	10
	1
	3
	25

	South Central
	3
	12
	10
	2
	8
	35

	Southeast
	1
	9
	10
	2
	11
	33

	Southwest
	2
	9
	3
	4
	3
	21

	Statewide
	5
	19
	27
	14
	27
	92

	Total
	26
	93
	107
	38
	66
	330


	Table III.33

Need for Healthcare Facilities

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	6
	16
	7
	4
	4
	37

	Northeast
	8
	30
	20
	18
	11
	87

	Northwest
	3
	6
	11
	2
	3
	25

	South Central
	6
	11
	7
	3
	8
	35

	Southeast
	5
	6
	4
	7
	11
	33

	Southwest
	3
	5
	8
	2
	3
	21

	Statewide
	4
	22
	29
	11
	26
	92

	Total
	35
	96
	86
	47
	66
	330


As seen in Table III.33, a response of low need for healthcare facilities was the most common response. Although there were 86 medium need responses, there were also 35 no need responses which suggests that this is less of a medium-low need and more of a low priority need. The northeast and statewide regions expressed some need for these facilities, but they were still clearly not a high priority. The north central region had more low need responses than medium need and high need combined as well as an additional six no need responses, indicating a very low level of need for healthcare facilities in this region.
Senior Centers and Libraries

Survey respondents expressed a low to medium need for senior centers, with the number of responses almost identical at 92 and 96, respectively. These results are presented in Table III.34, below. The number of no need and high need responses was also very similar at 36 and 39, respectively. This trend was not true for all regions, with the northeast region expressing moderate need for senior centers. There was much less need for these facilities expressed in the north central region where no need and low need responses outnumbered medium and high need responses, and in the northwest and south central there were almost no high need responses with only two and one survey takers choosing high need, respectively.
	Table III.34
Need for Senior Centers

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	2
	16
	12
	3
	4
	37

	Northeast
	7
	26
	26
	17
	11
	87

	Northwest
	3
	9
	8
	2
	3
	25

	South Central
	7
	10
	9
	1
	8
	35

	Southeast
	2
	7
	10
	3
	11
	33

	Southwest
	7
	4
	4
	3
	3
	21

	Statewide
	8
	20
	27
	10
	27
	92

	Total
	36
	92
	96
	39
	67
	330


In general, survey respondents did not express a high need for libraries in the state of Nebraska. As seen below in Table III.35, with 44 no need responses and 113 low need responses, it seems that this is not a priority for many in the state. There were still 81 medium need responses, but respondents expressed the least need for libraries out of any of the facility types. The northeast expressed some need for libraries with 32 and 26 low and medium need responses, respectively. The north central, northwest, south central and southeast regions expressed mostly no need and low need for this type of facility. 
	Table III.35
Need for Libraries

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	6
	18
	8
	1
	4
	37

	Northeast
	10
	32
	26
	7
	12
	87

	Northwest
	3
	9
	8
	2
	3
	25

	South Central
	7
	11
	8
	2
	7
	35

	Southeast
	5
	8
	7
	2
	11
	33

	Southwest
	6
	6
	5
	1
	3
	21

	Statewide
	7
	29
	19
	8
	29
	92

	Total
	44
	113
	81
	23
	69
	330


F. Other Service Needs In Nebraska
This section discusses other service needs in Nebraska that were most often rated as a high or medium need. However, few high need ratings given on an activity does not necessarily mean there is not a high need for that activity. It only means that few respondents to the survey indicated a high need for that activity.

Survey respondents identified tenant/landlord counseling and fair housing education as the two most important service needs in Nebraska. Close behind was the need for legal services and, to a lesser extent, the need for greater crime awareness. Respondents generally did not feel that historic preservation was an essential activity. Not surprisingly, the perceived need for mass transit varied widely between different regions of the state, with some areas rating it as a very high need and others seeing no need for mass transit at all.

	Table III.36

Need for Tenant/Landlord Counseling

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	2
	8
	13
	10
	4
	37

	Northeast
	3
	13
	32
	30
	9
	87

	Northwest
	2
	5
	6
	11
	1
	25

	South Central
	2
	5
	14
	4
	10
	35

	Southeast
	0
	6
	15
	3
	9
	33

	Southwest
	0
	4
	7
	7
	3
	21

	Statewide
	1
	19
	28
	18
	26
	92

	Total
	10
	60
	115
	83
	62
	330

	Need for Fair Housing Education

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	3
	7
	20
	3
	4
	37

	Northeast
	2
	20
	30
	26
	9
	87

	Northwest
	2
	3
	14
	5
	1
	25

	South Central
	2
	8
	15
	1
	9
	35

	Southeast
	0
	12
	10
	2
	9
	33

	Southwest
	0
	4
	9
	5
	3
	21

	Statewide
	2
	19
	29
	15
	27
	92

	Total
	11
	73
	127
	57
	62
	330


Tenant/Landlord Counseling and Fair Housing Education

Tenant/landlord counseling was most often rated as a medium need with 115 responses, as seen in Table III.36, at right. This category received 83 high need responses compared to 60 low need and 10 no need. While this pattern was found in most of the regions, the northwest region rated this as a fairly high need, with 11 high need responses compared to 6 medium and 5 low need responses. The south central and southeast regions felt this was a slightly less important need relative to other regions, with only four and three high need responses, respectively.

Respondent opinions about the need for fair housing education are presented in the lower portion of Table III.36.  There were 127 respondents who rated this as a medium need, compared with 73 low need, 57 high need and 11 no need. Most regions followed this same distribution, but only one respondent in the south central region found this to be a high need.  On the other hand, eight in the south central and 12 in the southeast regions rated this activity as a low need.
Legal Services and Crime Awareness
The responses for the need for legal services are tabulated in Table III.37, below. There were a solid number of responses, 110, for medium need and more low need responses than high need responses, 82 as compared to 66, respectively. There was some variation within regions, with the north central, northeast and southwest regions expressing a high need for legal services more frequently than low need than other areas of the state. The northwest, south central, southeast and statewide regions all assigned legal services a lower level of need.
	Table III.37

Need for Legal Services

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	2
	8
	14
	9
	4
	37

	Northeast
	2
	19
	33
	23
	10
	87

	Northwest
	0
	9
	9
	6
	1
	25

	South Central
	2
	9
	9
	5
	10
	35

	Southeast
	1
	8
	10
	4
	10
	33

	Southwest
	0
	5
	6
	7
	3
	21

	Statewide
	2
	24
	29
	12
	25
	92

	Total
	9
	82
	110
	66
	63
	330


	Table III.38

Need for Crime Awareness

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	3
	14
	14
	2
	4
	37

	Northeast
	2
	20
	33
	21
	11
	87

	Northwest
	1
	9
	9
	5
	1
	25

	South Central
	2
	13
	7
	2
	11
	35

	Southeast
	0
	12
	11
	1
	9
	33

	Southwest
	0
	6
	6
	6
	3
	21

	Statewide
	2
	30
	28
	6
	26
	92

	Total
	10
	104
	108
	43
	65
	330


With 104 low need responses and 108 medium need responses, survey respondents generally felt that there was a low to medium need for crime awareness in their regions. These results are presented in Table III.38, below. The number of high need responses was small, but within certain regions they represented a significant proportion of the responses; this suggests that the need for this service may vary in different areas of the state. The northeast, northwest and southwest all expressed a relatively higher need for crime awareness than other regions, but even for these regions it was not seen as a vital need. Crime awareness was seen as much less needed, especially in the north central, southeast and statewide regions. 
Historic Preservation and Mass Transit
Overall, people who participated in the survey did not see historic preservation as a critical need. As seen in Table III.39, below, with 113 responses, low need was the most frequent response. A large number of respondents, 97, felt this was a medium need and 41 felt it was a high need, but compared with other services historic preservation seems to be a low priority. Survey participants in the northeast and northwest regions did rate historic preservation higher than other areas, but it still was not seen as a pressing need. In both the southeast and southwest regions only one respondent felt this was a high need.
	Table III.39

Need for Historic Preservation

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	1
	17
	12
	3
	4
	37

	Northeast
	2
	29
	29
	15
	12
	87

	Northwest
	1
	4
	11
	6
	3
	25

	South Central
	2
	12
	10
	3
	8
	35

	Southeast
	2
	11
	9
	1
	10
	33

	Southwest
	2
	7
	8
	1
	3
	21

	Statewide
	1
	33
	18
	12
	28
	92

	Total
	11
	113
	97
	41
	68
	330


	Table III.40

Need for Mass Transit Services

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	14
	14
	4
	1
	4
	37

	Northeast
	10
	13
	13
	42
	9
	87

	Northwest
	1
	3
	10
	10
	1
	25

	South Central
	9
	9
	3
	5
	9
	35

	Southeast
	4
	14
	3
	3
	9
	33

	Southwest
	3
	5
	3
	7
	3
	21

	Statewide
	8
	25
	10
	23
	26
	92

	Total
	49
	83
	46
	91
	61
	330


There was no clear statewide consensus on the need for mass transit services, as seen below in Table III.40.  For example, the northeast rated this as the highest need in the services section with 42 respondents, nearly half, indicating that they felt this was a high need. The northwest also had strong support for mass transit services with both medium and high need receiving 10 responses out of 25 survey participants. On the other hand, nearly half of the respondents in the north central region, 14, felt that there was no need for mass transit in their region. The south central and southeast regions also expressed similarly low need for mass transit, although five and three respondents rated this as a high need in their respective regions.  The perceived level of need seem to correlate with the level of population in the regions.
G. Special Needs Populations Service Availability in Nebraska
Participants in the survey were asked whether services were available to special needs populations in their regions. These data are responses to the survey based on the knowledge of the participants, and services could be available in the region but were unknown to the survey participant.

Services Available to Elderly and Disabled Populations
	Table III.41

Are there services available to the elderly?

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	Yes
	No
	Don't 
Know
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	31
	2
	0
	4
	37

	Northeast
	72
	4
	2
	9
	87

	Northwest
	24
	0
	0
	1
	25

	South Central
	28
	1
	0
	6
	35

	Southeast
	23
	1
	1
	8
	33

	Southwest
	18
	0
	0
	3
	21

	Statewide
	57
	3
	4
	28
	92

	Total
	253
	11
	7
	59
	330

	Are there services available to the frail elderly?

	Region
	Yes
	No
	Don't 
Know
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	29
	2
	1
	5
	37

	Northeast
	45
	12
	20
	10
	87

	Northwest
	22
	0
	2
	1
	25

	South Central
	21
	4
	4
	6
	35

	Southeast
	18
	1
	6
	8
	33

	Southwest
	13
	2
	3
	3
	21

	Statewide
	40
	11
	13
	28
	92

	Total
	188
	32
	49
	61
	330


Overall, the majority of survey participants indicated that there are services available to the elderly and very few indicated that the did not know of services, as seen in Table III.41, at right. This indicates that there is widespread availability of services and knowledge of those services. All regions reported similar numbers of “yes” and “no” answers and the distribution of services appears to be uniform throughout Nebraska, as seen in the upper portion of the table.
There were a much larger number of respondents, 49, who did not know of services for frail elderly populations, as seen in the lower potion of Table III.41. There were also 32 respondents who said no services were available for frail elderly populations, suggesting that there are less services available for frail elderly persons. The northeast region had the most participants indicate that services were not available to frail elderly populations in that area. 
Services Available to Persons with Disabilities

In general, most respondents, 197 of 330, reported that services are available to mentally disabled populations in their region, as seen in Table III.42, on the following page. Still, 47 respondents said that there were no services in their region and nearly 10 percent, 31, said they did not know of any services for mentally disabled persons. The north central region in particular seems to be lacking in services for mentally disabled persons, with 11 respondents choosing “no,” six responding that they didn’t know, and only 16 responding that there were services. The northwest and statewide regions also had a relatively high number of “no” responses at 17 and 11, respectively. 
The number of respondents aware of services for physically disabled populations was similar to those aware of mentally disabled populations, with 205 answering “yes,” 37 answering “no,” and 29 saying that they did not know. The north central and northeast regions both had high numbers of “no” responses, seven and 14 respectively, compared with other regions.
	Table III.42

Are there services available to people who are mentally disabled?

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	Yes
	No
	Don't Know
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	16
	11
	6
	4
	37

	Northeast
	59
	17
	4
	7
	87

	Northwest
	20
	1
	3
	1
	25

	South Central
	24
	3
	2
	6
	35

	Southeast
	20
	1
	4
	8
	33

	Southwest
	12
	3
	3
	3
	21

	Statewide
	46
	11
	9
	26
	92

	Total
	197
	47
	31
	55
	330

	Are there services available to people who are physically disabled?

	Region
	Yes
	No
	Don't Know
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	23
	7
	3
	4
	37

	Northeast
	58
	14
	5
	10
	87

	Northwest
	19
	0
	5
	1
	25

	South Central
	21
	5
	3
	6
	35

	Southeast
	22
	1
	2
	8
	33

	Southwest
	13
	2
	3
	3
	21

	Statewide
	49
	8
	8
	27
	92

	Total
	205
	37
	29
	59
	330

	Table III.43

Are there services available to people who have 
other disabilities?

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	Yes
	No
	Don't Know
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	18
	6
	9
	4
	37

	Northeast
	49
	18
	11
	9
	87

	Northwest
	15
	1
	8
	1
	25

	South Central
	17
	3
	9
	6
	35

	Southeast
	16
	2
	6
	9
	33

	Southwest
	11
	1
	6
	3
	21

	Statewide
	41
	9
	13
	29
	92

	Total
	167
	40
	62
	61
	330


Table III.43 shows the awareness of availability of services for people who have other disabilities. The number of “no” responses, 40, is similar to questions regarding other disabled populations, but there is a larger number of survey participants, 62, responding that they did not know. This may reflect some confusion over what other disabled populations might be or whether there are services that specifically address only other populations. The north central and northeast regions had the largest number of “no” responses with six and 18 “no” responses, respectively.

Services Available to Victims of Domestic Violence and Neglected or Abused Children
	Table III.44

Are there services available to victims of 
domestic violence?

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	Yes
	No
	Don't Know
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	12
	13
	7
	5
	37

	Northeast
	57
	16
	5
	9
	87

	Northwest
	22
	0
	2
	1
	25

	South Central
	23
	4
	2
	6
	35

	Southeast
	17
	3
	5
	8
	33

	Southwest
	14
	1
	3
	3
	21

	Statewide
	47
	13
	6
	26
	92

	Total
	192
	50
	30
	58
	330

	Are there services available to neglected or abused 
children?

	Region
	Yes
	No
	Don't Know
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	8
	16
	9
	4
	37

	Northeast
	54
	17
	8
	8
	87

	Northwest
	23
	0
	1
	1
	25

	South Central
	22
	5
	1
	7
	35

	Southeast
	19
	0
	5
	9
	33

	Southwest
	13
	2
	3
	3
	21

	Statewide
	39
	14
	13
	26
	92

	Total
	178
	54
	40
	58
	330


When asked if services are available to victims of domestic violence the majority said there were, with 192 responding “yes,” 50 responding “no,” and 30 responding that they did not know. These responses are tabulated in Table III.44, at right. The north central and northeast regions had the highest number of respondents saying there were no services available with 13 and 16 “no” answers, respectively. 

In regard to services available to neglected or abused children, once again the majority, 178, answered “yes,” 54 answered “no,” and 40 people said that they did not know. The north central and northeast regions both had the highest number of “no” answers at 16 and 17 “no” responses, respectively. 
Services Available to Persons with Substance Abuse Problems and Homeless Persons
When asked if there are services available to persons with substance abuse problems in their region, slightly more than half of the survey participants, 167, responded that they were available. Almost 70 people responded that they were not, and 37 responded that they did not know. These results are presented in Table III.45, on the following page. Relative to other areas of the state the north central, northeast and statewide regions had high numbers of “no” responses at 17, 15 and 17, respectively. 

As seen in Table III.45, on the following page, 136 survey participants responded that they were aware of services available to homeless persons. Nearly 100 participants answered “no” and 40 answered that they did not know. Although the number of “no” answers was high for all regions, they were particularly high in the north central, northwest, southwest and statewide regions.

	Table III.45
Are there services available to persons with substance abuse problems?

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	Yes
	No
	Don’t Know
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	12
	17
	4
	4
	37

	Northeast
	58
	15
	5
	9
	87

	Northwest
	20
	3
	1
	1
	25

	South Central
	16
	7
	5
	7
	35

	Southeast
	16
	3
	6
	8
	33

	Southwest
	8
	6
	4
	3
	21

	Statewide
	37
	17
	12
	26
	92

	Total
	167
	68
	37
	58
	330

	Are there services available to homeless persons?

	Region
	Yes
	No
	Don’t Know
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	6
	22
	5
	4
	37

	Northeast
	52
	21
	7
	7
	87

	Northwest
	8
	11
	5
	1
	25

	South Central
	16
	8
	5
	6
	35

	Southeast
	12
	8
	5
	8
	33

	Southwest
	8
	7
	3
	3
	21

	Statewide
	34
	21
	10
	27
	92

	Total
	136
	98
	40
	56
	330


Services Available to Persons with HIV/AIDS
	Table III.46

Are there services available to persons with HIV/AIDS?

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	Yes
	No
	Don't Know
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	6
	15
	11
	5
	37

	Northeast
	34
	15
	28
	10
	87

	Northwest
	12
	4
	8
	1
	25

	South Central
	8
	7
	12
	8
	35

	Southeast
	7
	3
	14
	9
	33

	Southwest
	3
	5
	9
	4
	21

	Statewide
	29
	19
	16
	28
	92

	Total
	99
	68
	98
	65
	330


As seen in Table III.46, at right, 99 survey participants were aware of services available to persons with HIV/AIDS, less than one-third of all respondents. Nearly 70 people said there were no services available, and 98 people said that they did not know. Compared to other regions, the north central, south central, southeast and southwest regions had the largest number of “no” and “don’t know” responses
H. Need for Special Populations Services in Nebraska
This section discusses special needs populations service needs in Nebraska. However, few high need ratings for a service does not necessarily mean there is not a high need for that service. It only means that few respondents to the survey indicated a high need for that service.
Overall, survey participants felt that there was a low to medium need for special needs populations services. The distribution of responses was remarkably similar for all categories of services, suggesting that many people view these services as related or that all these populations’ needs are currently met at the same level.

Services For Elderly and Frail Elderly Populations
	Table III.47

Need for Services to the Elderly

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	2
	5
	19
	6
	5
	37

	Northeast
	6
	26
	31
	14
	10
	87

	Northwest
	3
	6
	12
	3
	1
	25

	South Central
	3
	7
	12
	3
	10
	35

	Southeast
	0
	10
	11
	2
	10
	33

	Southwest
	1
	9
	4
	4
	3
	21

	Statewide
	6
	14
	29
	15
	28
	92

	Total
	21
	77
	118
	47
	67
	330

	Need for Services to the Frail Elderly

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	2
	7
	19
	4
	5
	37

	Northeast
	5
	23
	27
	21
	11
	87

	Northwest
	3
	8
	8
	5
	1
	25

	South Central
	3
	11
	7
	3
	11
	35

	Southeast
	1
	9
	7
	5
	11
	33

	Southwest
	1
	7
	8
	2
	3
	21

	Statewide
	6
	8
	37
	13
	28
	92

	Total
	21
	73
	113
	53
	70
	330


In general, survey participants felt that there was a low to medium need for elderly services, with the most popular answer being medium need with 118 responses. The results for this question are reported in Table III.47, below.  There were almost twice as many low need responses, 77, as high need responses, 47. The need for elderly services was expressed most strongly in the north central and statewide regions. Respondents in the northwest, south central, southeast and southwest regions did not report a high need for elderly services. Recall that Table III.41 demonstrated that respondents currently feel that services are currently available, potentially contributing to the medium need rating.
For services for frail elderly persons, the distribution of responses tended toward a low to medium need, with 73 low need, 113 medium need and 53 high need responses. These results are also reported in Table III.47. There were 21 participants who felt that there was no need for frail elderly services. Relative to other regions, the northeast and statewide survey participants expressed a higher need for these services. The south central and southwest regions saw the lowest need for frail elderly services when compared with other regions. Similar to information noted above, most respondents indicated in Table III.41 that services were currently available for the frail elderly, potentially contributing to this medium need rating.
Services for Disabled Persons

As seen in Table III.48, below, people who participated in the survey expressed a low to medium need for services for people who are mentally disabled. There were 113 medium need responses, 60 high need responses and 75 low need responses. There were also 17 no need responses, and when combined with the low need responses there are many more no and low need responses than high need responses. Relatively higher than other regions, the northeast had 27 high need responses, and the statewide region also saw a slightly higher need with 15 high need responses. This finding corresponds with the relatively high frequency that respondents noted about the lack of availability of services for the mentally disabled, as first reported in Table III.42. The regions with the least need for mentally disabled services were the north central and south central regions, although several respondents said that the north central region appeared to lack services for this group, as noted in Table III.42.
The need for services for physically disabled persons was slightly less than for mentally disabled persons, with 137 medium need responses and only 35 high need responses. There were 72 low need responses and 16 no need responses for these services. The northeast region expressed a higher need for services for the physically disabled than other regions, but it was still a relatively low level of need. Several northeast respondents indicated in Table III.42 that services for this group were not available, contributing to a slightly elevated level of need compared to other regions. The north central, south central and southeast regions indicated a low level of need compared with other regions.

	Table III.48
Need for Services to People Who Are Mentally Disabled

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	4
	11
	14
	3
	5
	37

	Northeast
	4
	21
	27
	27
	8
	87

	Northwest
	2
	5
	14
	2
	2
	25

	South Central
	3
	9
	11
	3
	9
	35

	Southeast
	0
	8
	8
	6
	11
	33

	Southwest
	0
	7
	7
	4
	3
	21

	Statewide
	4
	14
	32
	15
	27
	92

	Total
	17
	75
	113
	60
	65
	330

	Need for Services to People Who Are Physically Disabled

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	2
	8
	19
	3
	5
	37

	Northeast
	5
	21
	38
	13
	10
	87

	Northwest
	2
	5
	13
	3
	2
	25

	South Central
	3
	9
	10
	2
	11
	35

	Southeast
	0
	8
	13
	1
	11
	33

	Southwest
	0
	7
	7
	4
	3
	21

	Statewide
	4
	14
	37
	9
	28
	92

	Total
	16
	72
	137
	35
	70
	330

	Table III.49

Need for Services to People Who Have Other Disabilities

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	2
	12
	16
	2
	5
	37

	Northeast
	5
	26
	30
	17
	9
	87

	Northwest
	3
	6
	11
	3
	2
	25

	South Central
	3
	8
	8
	3
	13
	35

	Southeast
	0
	8
	13
	0
	12
	33

	Southwest
	0
	8
	6
	3
	4
	21

	Statewide
	3
	20
	33
	6
	30
	92

	Total
	16
	88
	117
	34
	75
	330


Table III.49 presents the perceptions of survey participants on the level of need for people who have other disabilities. Again, a low to medium need was expressed for these services, with 88 responses of low need and 117 of medium need. Compared with other regions, the northeast indicated the highest level of need, although it was still a low to medium need with 26 low need responses, 30 medium need responses and 17 high need responses. The north central, south central and southeast regions all expressed a lower need compared with other regions. 
Services for Victims of Domestic Violence and Neglected or Abused Children
	Table III.50

Need for Services to Victims of Domestic Violence

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	4
	11
	12
	4
	6
	37

	Northeast
	5
	23
	31
	19
	9
	87

	Northwest
	3
	9
	8
	4
	1
	25

	South Central
	1
	13
	10
	0
	11
	35

	Southeast
	0
	6
	11
	4
	12
	33

	Southwest
	0
	6
	9
	3
	3
	21

	Statewide
	2
	15
	35
	11
	29
	92

	Total
	15
	83
	116
	45
	71
	330

	Need for Services to Neglected or Abused Children

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	4
	11
	12
	4
	6
	37

	Northeast
	3
	23
	29
	24
	8
	87

	Northwest
	1
	6
	11
	5
	2
	25

	South Central
	1
	9
	13
	0
	12
	35

	Southeast
	0
	7
	10
	4
	12
	33

	Southwest
	0
	4
	10
	4
	3
	21

	Statewide
	1
	10
	34
	17
	30
	92

	Total
	10
	70
	119
	58
	73
	330


In general, survey participants saw a low to moderate need for services for victims of domestic violence. As seen in Table III.50, 83 respondents indicated a low need for these services, 116 a medium need and only 45 a high need. Fifteen respondents saw no need for these services at all. The northeast region saw the greatest need for services for victims of domestic violence, with medium and high need responses comprising almost half of all responses. Survey participants in the north central, south central and southwest regions saw the lowest need for these services. However, Table III.44 previously revealed that many respondents did not feel that these services were available in their community, especially in the north central region.
Survey respondents reported a slightly higher need for services for neglected or abused children, although it was still very much a low to moderate need, with 70 low need responses, 119 medium need responses and 58 high need responses. As presented in the lower portion of Table III.50, the northeast region saw the highest need for these services with 29 medium need responses and roughly the same number of low and high need responses with 23 and 24, respectively. The south central and north central regions indicated the lowest level of need among the regions, even though several north central respondents indicated that such services were not available in their region, as noted previously in Table III.44.
Services for Persons with Substance Abuse Problems and Homeless Persons

	Table III.51

Need for Services to Persons with Substance 
Abuse Problems

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	4
	12
	11
	5
	5
	37

	Northeast
	3
	18
	29
	28
	9
	87

	Northwest
	1
	4
	9
	10
	1
	25

	South Central
	2
	6
	15
	2
	10
	35

	Southeast
	1
	5
	8
	7
	12
	33

	Southwest
	0
	3
	10
	5
	3
	21

	Statewide
	3
	12
	32
	17
	28
	92

	Total
	14
	60
	114
	74
	68
	330

	Need for Services to Homeless Persons

	Region
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	9
	15
	7
	1
	5
	37

	Northeast
	5
	24
	17
	31
	10
	87

	Northwest
	3
	3
	6
	12
	1
	25

	South Central
	2
	11
	10
	2
	10
	35

	Southeast
	0
	8
	6
	7
	12
	33

	Southwest
	1
	3
	9
	4
	4
	21

	Statewide
	3
	23
	15
	22
	29
	92

	Total
	23
	87
	70
	79
	71
	330


Overall, participants in the survey felt that there was a moderate need for services for persons with substance abuse problems. As seen in Table III.51, below, 60 participants rated these services as a low need, 114 as a medium need and 74 as a high need. There were 14 responses of no need. Participants in the northeast, southeast and southwest saw the greatest need for services for persons with substance abuse problems. The north central and south central regions saw the least need for these services, even though several respondents in the north central region indicated that these services were not available in their community, as noted previously in Table III.45.

When asked about the need for services for homeless persons, responses varied widely across different regions in the state. Overall the totals were similar, with 87 low need responses, 70 medium need responses and 79 high need responses. Only 23 respondents felt there was no need for these services. The northwest, northeast and statewide regions had the largest number of high need responses. Respondents in the north central and south central regions saw the least need for these services compared with other areas of the state. Again, this is somewhat related to the perception of the availability of these services, as noted in the north central region responses presented in Table III.45.
Services Available to Persons with HIV/AIDS

Table III.52, below, reports the survey responses regarding the need for services for persons with HIV/AIDS. In general, respondents saw a low level of need for this service with 110 low need responses, 82 medium need responses and only 25 high need responses. Nearly 30 of the survey participants felt there was no need for these services in their region. The northeast and statewide regions saw a higher need relative to other areas of the state, but it was still a low level of need. The north central, south central and southeast regions reported the lowest level of need relative to other regions.
	Table III.52
Need for Services to Persons with HIV/AIDS

2009 Housing and Community Development Survey

	Region
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	North Central
	7
	16
	7
	0
	7
	37

	Northeast
	7
	28
	25
	12
	15
	87

	Northwest
	1
	10
	8
	3
	3
	25

	South Central
	3
	16
	4
	0
	12
	35

	Southeast
	2
	10
	7
	1
	13
	33

	Southwest
	1
	4
	9
	2
	5
	21

	Statewide
	7
	26
	22
	7
	30
	92

	Total
	28
	110
	82
	25
	85
	330


I. Summary of Additional Comments
At the end of the survey, three open-ended questions were posed which asked survey participants to share any comments about housing and community needs, barriers to or constraints on resolving housing and community needs, and ways Nebraska and the DED can better resolve housing and community development challenges. While a more complete reporting of responses by region is presented in Appendix B, key highlights are presented below.
When asked about housing and community needs, survey takers responded with a wide spectrum of responses. However, a few trends were seen consistently. 
· Need for affordable housing, both in the rental market and for home ownership; 
· Need for middle-income housing, especially for first-time buyers; 
· Need for better permanent and transitional services for homeless persons and those suffering from drug and alcohol problems; and

· Need to revise tax credits that are not effective in rural or urban areas. 
Respondents to the survey identified a number of barriers to or constraints on resolving housing and community needs. These included:

· Lack of funding for programs;

· Lack of economic incentives to build affordable housing; 

· Need for the redevelopment of blighted areas and revitalizing these areas; and

· Lack of a comprehensive process and vision for improving housing and community development in Nebraska.
To conclude the open-response portion of the survey, respondents were asked how Nebraska and the DED could better resolve community and housing challenges. A fair amount of respondents said:

· Given the limited resources available, the DED does a decent job of addressing these issues; 

· The DED could develop further incentives, both for home builders and to attract new jobs to the state;  
· There are regulatory barriers to constructing new housing and rehabilitating old housing;

· The application process for aid is very onerous and complicated;

· Educating homeowners on topics like budgeting could be helpful, as well as educating potential homeowners how to achieve the dream of owning a house. 

While respondents often bemoaned the lack of vision of comprehensive process, responses on ways for the DED to better resolve housing and community development difficulties were more narrow in scope.  This implies that some outreach and educational efforts by the DED about the comprehensive nature of the consolidated plan and the inherent opportunities for establishing a community vision may assist the process in becoming an improved vehicle for community and statewide planning. 

J.  Elevated Blood Lead Levels in Nebraska’s Children
	Table I

Children with Elevated Blood Lead Levels

Nebraska  Department of Human and Health Services

	Region
	Percent EBLL

	 
	2007
	2008

	North Central
	4.5
	8.0

	Northeast
	3.8
	1.8

	Northwest
	1.2
	1.1

	South Central
	4.9
	5.7

	Southeast
	2.1
	2.2

	Southwest
	0.1
	1.5

	Lincoln
	4.3
	3.2

	Omaha
	5.4
	1.1

	Missing
	2.3
	1.8

	 Total
	3.1
	3.2


Annual Childhood Blood Lead Poisoning Surveillance

The Nebraska Department of Health & Human Services (DHHS) regularly tests thousands of children annually for elevated levels of lead in their blood. An elevated blood lead level (EBLL) is defined as the presence of more than 10 µg/dL of lead. The Nebraska DHHS tested 26,987 children in 2007 and tested 25,383 children in 2008. The results of that survey are shown in Table I. Statewide, 3.1 percent of the children tested in 2007 and 3.2 percent of those tested in 2008 had elevated blood lead levels. This is slightly higher than the 2000 national average of 2.2 percent. A few regions had a significantly higher percentage of children with EBLLs. The north central region had 4.5 percent in 2007 and 8 percent in 2008, and the south central region had 4.9 percent in 2007 and 5.7 in 2008. Omaha saw a dramatic decline from 2007 to 2008, from 5.4 percent to only 1.1 percent tested with EBLLs. 
A. Introduction

	Table IV.1

Competed Surveys by Region

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Population
	Surveys

	0 - 800 
	122

	801 - 5,000
	95

	5,001 – 50,000
	67

	50,001 - 299,999
	1

	300,000 or Greater
	3

	Total
	288


The following narrative provides information gained from a survey distributed via e-mail to elected officials from non-entitlement communities across Nebraska. The survey was opened for participation on May 11, 2009 and was closed on June 5, 2009. The survey consisted of three sections: how the officials would allocate CDBG funds among different categories; the level of need for CDBG resources to be used for down-payment assistance, owner-occupied rehabilitation and rental rehabilitation; and thresholds and funding levels for the CDBG program. 
The 2009 Elected Official Survey (2009 EO Survey) received 288 responses, which were spread across five different ranges of community population. Table IV.1, at right, shows the distribution of survey responses by community size.  The majority of surveys were from communities with a population of less than 800 persons; 122 of 288 of the participating elected officials were from communities of this size. 
The next most frequent population size was 801 to 5,000 inhabitants, with 95 out of 288 responses. There were 67 elected officials from areas of population between 5,001 and 100,000 who participated in the survey. As a practical matter, all 67 responses were from communities having fewer than 50,000 residents.  There were a total of four elected officials from areas with over 100,000 people, but because this survey is intended for non-entitlement communities, results from populations of that size will not be discussed.

B. Use of Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Funds
Allocation of Housing and Community Development Resources
	Table IV.2

	How would you allocate your resources among these areas?

	2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Area
	0 - 800 
	801 - 5,000
	5,001 – 50,000
	Total

	Infrastructure
	30.8%
	31.1%
	26.9%
	29.8%

	Economic Development
	18.5%
	25.1%
	32.6%
	24.3%

	Housing
	21.5%
	19.3%
	18.4%
	20.1%

	Community Facilities
	19.3%
	16.7%
	13.5%
	17.0%

	Planning
	7.7%
	6.6%
	8.1%
	7.4%

	Other
	2.2%
	1.1%
	0.5%
	1.4%

	Total
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%


One of the first questions on the survey asked respondents to allocate resources among several uses. Different sized communities had different priorities. Table IV.2, at right, presents the distribution of fund averages derived from participants recommendations. Overall, infrastructure received the highest share of funds with an average of 29.8 percent of funds allocated to that category. Economic development received the second most funds, with an average of 24.3 percent of CDBG funds allocated to that activity. Housing received the third most amount of funds, with an average of 20.1 percent of all CDBG funds allocated to housing. A decent amount of funding was allocated to community facilities with respondents on average devoted 17 percent of resources to this activity.
This general trend was not the same for all community sizes. For communities of up to 800 persons, infrastructure was the most important funding area, with 30.8 percent of funds allocated to this activity. Housing, community facilities and economic development were rated more or less equally around 20 percent each.  For communities of 800 to 5,000 people, infrastructure received, on average, the highest amount of funding, with 31.1 percent of funding dedicated to this activity. Economic development was seen as more important than housing or community facilities, both of which had roughly equal amounts of funding. In larger communities of 5,001 to 50,000 people, economic development received the largest share of hypothetical funding with an average of 32.6 percent of CDBG funds going towards that activity. Infrastructure still received a large share of the funds with an average of 26.9 percent of the CDBG funding. Housing received a significant portion of the hypothetical funds, with an average of 18.4 percent of resources.
The survey also asked how respondents would allocate only CDBG funds compared with previously used levels of CDBG funding in a range of spending categories. The results to this question are seen below Table IV.3. Respondents chose to give less funding than was previously provided for public works and economic development. Public works was usually funded with 24 to 27 percent of CDBG funds, but respondents indicated that they would put only 20 percent of funding toward this activity. In the past, economic development received between 34 and 47 percent of CDBG funds, but survey participants assigned an average of 25.3 percent of CDBG funds to this spending category. All other categories received funding within or very close to the upper ranges of past funding levels, but in general it seems that respondents would spread out the funds more widely among categories than has been done in the past.

	Table IV.3

How would you allocate your CDBG resources among these areas?
2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Area
	Previous Funding Level
	0 - 800 
	801 - 5,000
	5,001 - 50,000
	Total

	Economic Development
	34-47%
	22.10%
	25.70%
	30.60%
	25.30%

	Public Works
	24-27%
	18.80%
	25.20%
	16.60%
	20.00%

	Water/Wastewater
	13-15%
	22.60%
	11.50%
	10.60%
	15.90%

	Housing
	0-14%
	15.50%
	12.70%
	15.30%
	14.80%

	Downtown Revitalization
	0-8%
	7.60%
	10.20%
	9.60%
	8.80%

	Comprehensive Revitalization
	0-15%
	7.50%
	7.10%
	9.40%
	7.90%

	Planning
	3-4%
	4.10%
	4.00%
	4.10%
	4.00%

	Tourism Development
	0-3%
	1.90%
	3.70%
	3.90%
	3.20%

	Total
	 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%


Small communities favored a much larger increase in water and wastewater spending, with respondents in those areas allocating 22.6 percent of spending to this category, compared to the maximum 15 percent used in years past. This was double the amount allocated by medium and large communities who devoted 11.5 and 10.6 percent, respectively, of their funding to this category. For medium-sized communities most categories were within their historic spending levels, with the exception of wanting slightly less money dedicated to water and wastewater, 11.5 percent, and economic development, 25.7 percent, and slightly more, 10.2 percent, devoted to downtown revitalization. Larger communities wanted less spent on public works, water/wastewater and economic development and wanted slightly more funding for downtown revitalization.
Degree of Need for Community Development Block Grant Funds Allocation

	Table IV.4

Please indicate the degree of need to allocate CDBG 
resources to owner-occupied rehabilitation

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Population
	Responses
 

	
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	0 - 800 
	3
	11
	34
	24
	50
	122

	801 - 5,000
	3
	11
	24
	15
	42
	95

	5,001 - 50,000
	0
	6
	22
	12
	27
	67

	Total
	6
	28
	81
	52
	121
	288


Elected officials were asked to indicate the need for allocating CDBG resources to owner-occupied housing rehabilitation. The results are presented in Table IV.4, below. Overall, the participants in the survey felt that there was a medium to high need for the allocation of CDBG resources to rehabbing owner-occupied residences. This pattern was observed in all community sizes, but it was especially prevalent in communities smaller than 800 people. Thirty-four respondents from smaller communities rated it as a medium need and 24 rated it as a high need, which was more high need responses than any other community size. There were 11 low need responses and only three people felt there was no need to use CDBG funds in this way.
The survey also asked elected officials about the need for CDBG resources to be used for home owner down-payment assistance. These results are presented on the following page in Table IV.5. Overall, survey respondents felt this was a medium to low priority need, with 15 and 55 respondents saying it there was no need and low need, respectively. Some 60 participants said it was a medium need and 33 rated it as a high need, so there is some desire to use CDBG funds for down-payment assistance. Medium-sized communities with between 800 and 5,000 inhabitants felt there was a slightly lower need for down payment assistance than when all responses are considered together, and larger communities of 5,001 to 50,000 people felt there was a more balanced medium need for down-payment assistance.
	Table IV.5
Please indicate the degree of need to allocate CDBG resources to assist with down-payments

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Population
	Responses
 

	
	No Need
	Low Need
	Medium Need
	High Need
	Missing
	Total

	0 - 800 
	8
	22
	28
	11
	53
	122

	801 - 5,000
	6
	20
	18
	10
	41
	95

	5,001 - 50,000
	1
	12
	16
	11
	27
	67

	Total
	15
	55
	62
	33
	123
	288


	Table IV.6
Please indicate the degree of need to allocate CDBG 
resources to rental rehabilitation

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Population
	Responses 


	
	No
Need
	Low
Need
	Medium
Need
	High
Need
	Missing
	Total

	0 - 800 
	7
	30
	19
	15
	51
	122

	801 - 5,000
	6
	16
	12
	19
	42
	95

	5,001 - 50,000
	2
	8
	16
	13
	28
	67

	Total
	15
	54
	48
	48
	123
	288


Respondents were asked about the degree to which CDBG resources should be used for the rehabilitation of rental properties. The results, as seen in Table IV.6, indicate that there is a moderate to low demand for CDBG funds to be used for rental rehabilitation. There were an equal number, 48, of medium and high need responses, 54 low need responses, and 15 no need responses, suggesting a slightly less than medium need, but an evidence of need nonetheless. Smaller communities saw this as less of a priority and medium communities as somewhat more of a need. There was a much stronger expression of need in large communities, with more than twice as many medium and high need responses than no and low need responses.
C. Thresholds And Ranking Criteria for CDBG Funded Projects
	Table IV.7

Please enter your preferred threshold for downtown revitalization

	Population Range
	Responses

	<1,000
	17

	1,000 to 10,000
	42

	10,000 to 20,000
	33

	20,000 to 50,000
	8

	50,000 to 100,000
	1

	Same as current thresholds
	13

	Other
	2

	Total
	116


The elected official survey asked an open-ended question for the preferred population threshold for receiving CDBG funds for downtown revitalization. The responses are organized in different population levels in Table IV.7, at right. Even though there were 288 surveys completed, many respondents overlooked this question, and as such; there were just 116 responses.  Nevertheless, with 42 responses, the most common answer was for communities between 1,000 and 10,000 inhabitants to receive CDBG funds for downtown revitalization, followed closely by communities with 10,000 to 20,000 citizens, which had 33 responses. There was a fair amount of support for communities with less than 1,000 people, indicated by the 17 responses in that range.
	Table IV.8
Please enter your preferred threshold for comprehensive revitalization

	Population Range
	Responses

	<1,000
	15

	1,000 to 10,000
	12

	10,000 to 20,000
	20

	20,000 to 50,000
	47

	50,000+
	1

	Same as current thresholds
	9

	Other
	2

	Total
	106


Participants in the survey were also asked to indicate their preferred population threshold for receiving funds for comprehensive revitalization. The results are reported in Table IV.8, at right. The most popular range was for communities with between 20,000 to 50,000 people, which received 47, or nearly half of all responses. Twenty respondents felt that the threshold should be communities with between 10,000 and 20,000 citizens, and there was roughly equal support for communities with less than 1,000 people and communities with between 1,000 and 10,000 people, with 15 and 12 responses, respectively. 
The survey also asked elected officials open-ended questions about additional thresholds and qualifiers for the use of CDBG funds in downtown revitalization or comprehensive revitalization in their communities. Responses concerning additional thresholds are listed in Appendix C, Table C.1. The most common suggestions were using the median income of the entitlement and to a lesser extent the age of buildings and infrastructure. 
The survey also asked for suggestions for additional qualifiers to be used in the downtown revitalization or comprehensive revitalization CDBG funding categories. The responses covered a wide spectrum of possible qualifiers, and in particular economic conditions, historic and cultural value, and having a complete comprehensive plan were mentioned more than once. The complete list of responses can be found in Appendix C, Table C.2.
Two additional open-ended questions were posed to the survey participants, soliciting ideas for additional criteria that might be used in scoring CDBG applications or other activities the DED should consider funding.  Very few suggestions were offered. However, prospective other scoring criteria included:

· Incorporating the community income levels;

· Allowing the degree of community blight;

· Incorporating the economic conditions; and 

· Downgrading applications for areas with high frequency of applications awarded.

Other activities suggested only had 13 responses, but four of these related to rehabilitation or demolition.  These details can be found in Appendix C.

D. Minimum and Maximum Funding Levels for Selected CDBG Activities
A series of questions were then posed to the elected officials about very specific pieces of the CDBG program and perceived or most desirable minimum and maximum funding levels.  The topic areas addressed were comprehensive revitalization, public works, water and wastewater, planning and downtown revitalization.  A few of these categories also asked about planning and downtown revitalization.  Results were somewhat disappointing.  As few as 35 participants responded and no consensus arose.  Nevertheless, responses that were received are presented in Appendix C, Tables C.5 through C.18. 
The following narrative presents a summary of findings as gathered from the 2009 Housing and Community Development Survey and the 2009 Elected Official Survey.
Housing and Community Development Survey Findings

The 2009 Housing and Community Development Survey addressed housing and community development activities and issues in Nebraska. More than 300 responses from stakeholders throughout the state were received.  Data were reported by region.
Many survey questions related to allocation of state resources for housing and community development needs.  When asked to hypothetically allocate resources to specific types of activities, such as housing, economic development, infrastructure, community facilities and planning, respondents on average allocated the majority of funds for housing, economic development and infrastructure activities.
The survey also asked respondents to rate the need level for different housing and community development activities. The type of housing activity with the greatest frequency of “high need” responses was affordable rental housing.  Of the 330 surveys, more than 160 expressed a high need for rental housing.  Furthermore, this was true across all regions, including the statewide category.  The need for residential rehabilitation was the next most cited activity with a high need rating, with 135 respondents rating it similarly.  However, in the north central, south central, southeast and statewide areas, the housing activity was only rated as a medium need.  The need for affordable for-sale housing was rated equally between a medium need and a high need, both having 116 respondents indicating such a need level.  However, the northwest, southeast and southwest regions had the greater frequency of medium need.  
In terms of economic development, business retention and business recruitment were viewed with greatest needs, with 139 and 128 high need responses, respectively. The assessment of these activities as high need was relatively consistent throughout all regions of the state and was also seen in respondents with a statewide viewpoint.
As for infrastructure projects in the state, only one activity category received more than 100 assertions of high need: water and sewer improvements. 
Three open-ended questions were also posed which asked about barriers to or constraints on resolving housing and community needs.  The barriers and constraints commonly identified were:

· Lack of funding for programs;

· Lack of an economic incentives to build affordable housing; 

· Need for redevelopment and revitalization of blighted areas, including the demolition of older, run-down houses; 
· Lack of a comprehensive process;

· Lack of vision for improving housing and community development in Nebraska; and

· Lack of communication between all partners. 

When asked for input regarding ways Nebraska and the DED can better resolve housing and community development challenges, respondents suggested a variety of actions that the DED could take to better resolve community and housing challenges.  Key themes were:

· Develop better incentives;

· Attract new jobs to the state;  

· Overcome regulatory barriers to constructing new housing and rehabilitating old housing;

· Streamline the application process; and 

· Further educate homeowners on topics like financial literacy. 

Elected Official Survey Findings
The 2009 Elected Official Survey was sent to 496 elected officials throughout the state; 288 responses were received. The majority of respondents were from communities with a population of less than 800 persons; 122 of 288 of the participating elected officials were from communities of this size, with 95 from communities from 801 to 5,000 people and 67 from communities from 5,001 to 50,000.

The most important finding of this survey was how respondents wished to have CDBG resources allocated.  In general, respondents felt that public works and economic development should receive less funding than in recent years.

A few comments were also received regarding additional application scoring criteria and thresholds.  The most frequently cited issues were:

· Incorporating the community income levels;

· Allowing the degree of community blight;

· Incorporating the economic conditions; and 

· Downgrading applications for areas with high frequency of applications awarded.

Respondents were also asked to suggest new activities the DED should consider funding with CDBG monies.  Most comments related to demolition of blighted areas.
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The following section presents narrative responses seen in the Housing and Community Development Survey by region.
North Central Comments:

	Table B.1
Please share any comments you may have about housing and community needs.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the North Central Region

	A well defined new housing development in the city limits.

	Affordable house to low income families

	City of Valentine is in better financial shape today than 10 or even 5 years ago, but infrastructure has been neglected while needing expansion today to encourage growth. Cherry County has 1/3 pop. of 90 years ago yet is resistant to "newcomers" w/ideas of change or growth outside of traditional economy

	Community centers need to be built in order to host events and help with community functions.

	Demolition of dilapidated funds is very important

	low income housing   jobs

	Redirect city's growth to old central city

	Small community - financial difficulties to meet housing needs

	sustain transitional housing programs available in the city now

	There needs to be more rental housing that is affordable and in good shape. There is little or no rental housing available.

	We have services available in our communities but there is a need for an increase in services for individuals with mental health issues and substance abuse issues.  We do not have a large homeless population but there is no where for them in any county except Madison


	Table B.2
Please share with us any comments you may have about barriers to or constraints on resolving these needs.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the North Central Region

	$$

	Funding

	Grant monies and qualifying for the grants

	Lack of funds for demolition - need a state initiative to support demolition funds

	Leadership & dollars to implement

	median income level disqualifies us from most grants

	Money available to low income families

	racial/profiling

	shrinking population; loss of youth "brain power" & labor to cities and other states; cronyism, good ol boy system includes established economy and some government systems (LE); reservation border town w/similar social problems yet racism prevents openness to solutions

	There are plans for an elderly housing unit, there is already an elderly housing unit. But the need is for young adults, not the elderly. Community leaders do not realize this, and if they do, they have not addressed the problem.

	Water and sewer treatment.


	Table B.3
Please share ways Nebraska and the Department of Economic Development can better resolve housing and community development challenges.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the North Central Region

	$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$$

	Broadband issues are huge in rural Nebraska. How do communities intend to attract businesses and keep youth if they don't have the basic high-speed internet. I know it is expensive to do, but someone needs to splurge and help rural Nebraska, because broadband issues will either make or break the future for Nebraska's rural communities.

	Continue to provide various grants & assistance to qualify - information needs to be basic & always available

	DED always talks about working together regionally, however, many of the programs do not necessarily encourage communities to work together.

	grants to help property owners clean up dilapidated areas

	Provide dollars to implement community plan on  a cost sharing basis

	Talk with economic development directors to bring in developers who may build an apartment complex, not just for the elderly. Or put together a list of developers and communities that may benefit from affordable housing complexes.

	That's the $64 question! Help us educate elected officials, the public and established power brokers that "economic development" doesn't mean taking their business away, that "a rising tide..." ; improved housing and expansion of business opportunities go hand in hand; help us expand educational/training opportunities...

	This survey is a good start.  Perhaps hold some regional fact-finding meetings to learn about needs in each region.

	Work closer with these families to find solutions


Northeast Comments:
	Table B.4
Please share any comments you may have about housing and community needs.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the Northeast  Region

	Affordable housing

	Affordable rental housing options for individuals w/ disabilities

	Affordable safe housing

	All questions we answered were based on our experience in the Clifton Hills neighborhood in North Omaha.

	continual improvement on attraction/retention/expansion programs to keep up with other states

	Continually trying to improve the housing stock and types of housing in the community.

	Continue to forge new housing developments and in make new homes in vacant lots and abandon homes

	Even affordable housing is beyond the reach of many when living wage jobs are scarce

	Housing costs are very high in Columbus, comparable to Omaha and Lincoln

	Housing needs to have access to transportation

	Housing should always be a priority in a city....where are your going to house employees that you are trying to bring into town.

	housing stock needs to be modernized

	I'd love to find a magical way to decrease the cost of rehab work, as rehabbed housing should be the best alternative for affordable home-ownership.

	Increased police presence in high crime areas of the city. Increase job training efforts. Neighborhood revitalization projects/funding: Repair and/or removal of rundown, dilapidated, or abandoned housing. Enticement program/structure to encourage individuals currently receiving public housing assistance to work towards first reducing dependence on such programs and setting a goal of one day not having to utilize such community supports at all when applicable to the individuals own circumstances.

	Industrial growth is very high and need for infrastructure is clear

	Job training and creation needs to be focused on.

	low income housing

	more decent affordable housing

	More quality and affordable housing is desperately needed.  More Housing availability and homeless emergency housing for teens and unaccompanied youth.  City Leadership needs to make this a priority.  More community responses needed for Dropout prevention.

	My focus is on affordable energy costs and future impact on costs due to environmental legislation. We need to help those facing energy costs that are approaching 20-50% of a households income.

	NE should incentivize Housing First approaches as a solution to homelessness.  HUD emphasis on housing requires supportive services to come from other sources.  NE could increase support services funding.

	need partnerships and willing participants

	New construction housing is very important because it adds to the tax base of communities

	Outcomes-based Homeless Programming

	Plenty of houses for sale, but properties that need serious rehab, and the generation that is buying today doesn’t seem inclined to buy 'clean - one owner' models.   Someone with the skills and capital backing could make a killing flipping houses.

	pockets of the community have been left behind as far as job/business development and affordable housing options

	Redevelopment of blighted areas

	rental/ eviction assistance/ finding adequate housing

	The lack of subsidized and supportive housing is a challenge in Omaha.  The housing for those who have been chronically homeless, have a substance abuse or mental health disability, or need assisted living is even more scarce.

	The need for affordable house is evident by the number of units being built in the community

	There is an extreme need for safe and affordable housing in Omaha.

	There is not enough affordable housing in Omaha

	There seems to be plenty of upper end housing and really crappy housing but not much beginner or affordable, starter housing.

	To revitalize depressed areas, a more holistic approach is need to address problems ranging from crime and youth to housing and economic development.

	We are in dire need of street replacement.

	We have a high need for new housing and builders

	we have need for affordable rental housing in a variety of price ranges, settings, and sizes

	We need affordable housing

	We need housing that is medium priced for residents to step up and open more housing for 1st time buyers to get there selves out of renting for the rest of their life…

	We need more minority contractors who can meet the need


	Table B.5
Please share with us any comments you may have about barriers to or constraints on resolving these needs.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the Northeast Region

	A piece meal approach that leaves practitioners in the above fields completing than working with one another.

	Additional contractors (minority should participate in the workforce & building processes)

	Builders wanting to build/risks of selling spec. homes

	cities budget constraints and past experience of failed projects

	City has initiated incentives for energy efficiency, PRT and been proactive in housing development.

	cost to remove homes and build new price the homes out of the market

	Current funding programs have outdated techniques of measuring homeless program success

	current transportation system

	Education, apprenticeships, licensing

	financing

	Funding

	Funding and support

	Funding, lack of energy efficiency rental housing

	Funding. People willing to volunteer their own time to give back to the community to help their fellow citizens. Awareness of to the general public on needs in the community and how to donate funds and sweat equity.

	Funds available to providers of vocational training.

	Having each community certified...change to include county certification.

	Having more available housing would help.

	High tax rates further constrain housing opportunities

	I am guessing there is no money or incentive to build/develop this type of housing market.  Remove constraints and maybe find an incentive to help fill the need.

	Just money

	lack of enough resources

	Lack of political will.  Unwillingness of providers to change their "rules." Myths of and oppressive practices when assisting homeless individuals. Limited language in the State Laws about compulsory attendance; Housing limitation laws.

	lack of subsidies

	Land acquisition and cost

	length of return-on-investment for builders makes them difficult to encourage investment

	limited availability

	limited funds - out pricing market in smaller communities

	Money

	Overcoming disabilities that have a social stigma, be it mental illness and/or substance use, is a huge barrier.  The community needs to come together to understand there is no room for judgment, only assistance and decent case workers who understand the long journey and will partner with the person so they can make it.

	Provide more subsidized housing with more governmental support and do not rely on so much private funding.  There needs to be supportive services for those in housing who deal with other struggles as well (substance abuse, chronic homelessness, Residential Rehabilitation needs, low income) to try to prevent emptying of properties and people losing housing.  Financial and housing counseling is more needed for landlords and tenants.

	Public transportation in the Omaha area

	Reasonably priced land in good location, I really think that rather than scattering a few houses here and there a true planned community approach would do wonders for our city, our economic announcements are great, the employees run right across the river to live do to the lack of inventory available…

	Rental unit costs are too expensive, especially in areas on bus lines or in areas of the city where most services for low-income individuals are

	The real problems associated with older housing/housing in need of rehabilitation.

	the stigma that areas have because of crime

	Tools to increase private housing stock with low to moderate income families

	transportation to these needs

	Without jobs to help us get more folks moving into Laurel, the best programs in the world won't help our housing issues


	Table B.6
Please share ways Nebraska and the Department of Economic Development can better resolve housing and community development challenges.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the Northeast Region

	alter NHAP and other funding sources to measure program outcomes like number of people housed, average days in shelter, etc.

	Bring all Federal, state and local partners together to work on issues together

	building affordable housing

	by looking at programs that would increase affordable housing

	Consider property tax based in part on owner income - tax break for low to moderate income families

	Continue funding housing related activities.

	Continue to survey regarding needs.

	continuous improvement of new and existing programs

	Create a program to teach home owners/renters how to budget for housing and other everyday expenses.

	create incentives for rental or temporary housing

	DED is very adaptable

	Find a way to reduce the risks of building spec homes.

	Focus on minority work needs in the area of economic development and develop systems that specifically address meeting the educational needs.

	Follow the Metro Area Continuum of Care for the Homeless recommendations for housing in the community.  Provide more publicly funded programs instead of so heavily relying on private donors and non-profits.

	Getting information to the people in the community that have the power to make a difference

	grant dollars for developers

	Grant money for housing, state tax credits, statutory statewide requirement for inclusionary zoning

	housing pipeline to create partnerships/housing

	I believe recipients of any housing aid should be required to give back through community service or be required to a certain amount of job training while unemployed. Any dollars given to Housing aid should also be used towards economic development such as job training and creating new jobs that are considered to be used to train individuals towards higher jobs.

	I thing DED is doing a good job for the communities that I serve.

	I think, given limited resources, they do a good job.

	I would like to see a housing study done on our community.

	Identify, report specific action steps that translate to people served.  Not just "plans" or "committees" but services to people

	incentives for businesses to locate in these areas

	increase availability

	Jobs, jobs and more jobs!!!!

	Keep supporting GESU Housing, Inc.

	Make the financial assistance program more user friendly

	More affordable/subsidized housing in key areas of the city, more HUD/Section 8 housing and vouchers, better bus service to key areas of city, easier access to affordable mass transit services for "disabled" rates

	open discussion and dialogue... partnerships and collaboration

	provide more basic services to low income areas

	the department has many programs to resolve some of the concerns, but without the above mentioned participants , many are not being used.

	The State has always been there for us, the city could use the assistance to help create a planned community, assist in infrastructure and land purchase to keep Nebraska employees in Nebraska…

	Work for the most troubled and sidelined - everyone will rise up because you're helping the worst off - not just main stream business.


Northwest Comments:
	Table B.7
Please share any comments you may have about housing and community needs.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the Northwest  Region

	A homeless shelter is needed now, a fair and equitable system of dispersing the assistance from housing authorities, and community action agencies is needed. Landlord recruitment and education is needed. Efforts to overcome the bigotry encountered by Hispanics and Native Americans in regard to accessing habitable housing is needed, community wide effort and involvement of all rather than a very few in addressing the housing issues is need. Inpatient/halfway houses for alcoholics/addicts is needed. More assisted living units for the chronic and persistent mentally ill is needed. Homeless prevention case management is needed.

	affordability

	Affordable housing development - existing stock rehab

	Available community financing

	Chadron needs housing for middle income.  We also need demolition money to remove properties that are beyond repair.

	DED has been exceptional to work with, staff is well training and very professional and DED has been a great partner in helping our community move forward in a lot of positive areas of growth!

	Economic Development spends more time on housing than on business recruitment, retention and expansion

	Grant need of owner-occupied rehab assistance

	homeless shelter desperately needed; other special needs housing is already provided for.

	Housing is old and run down in most of the counties that we serve.  We really need some revitalization.

	need affordable housing - rental & purchasing

	Need more renovation of existing housing plus new housing in smaller communities in Panhandle

	Shelter, services and support for the homeless. Below standard living conditions for the low income population.

	The community has needs to work in specific neighborhoods and do larger impact areas to see a major benefit.  We are doing small amounts of purchase, rehab.  To be effective, we need to look at entire areas of the community and concentrate our efforts for 5-10 years.

	There is no transitional housing in the Nebraska counties of Deuel, Garden, Grant, Perkins, Keith or Arthur.  Rental options are lacking and the waiting list for Section 8 is 6 months long

	There is not enough affordable housing.

	Unemployment has curtailed this need now

	We have a need for non income based affordable housing


	Table B.8
Please share with us any comments you may have about barriers to or constraints on resolving these needs.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the Northwest Region

	Attitude, education, funds, skills, costs

	Available funding

	City government needs to take this on. The smaller agencies could do so much more if they just had the support and backing of a community housing plan and access to some of the money and resources say an agency like Twin City Development has.

	Cost of Goods and labor when small numbers are being built

	Discrimination, bigotry, lack of community involvement, too many agencies involved to address their own niche/need and not the entire county, barriers to accessing services, understaffed and undertrained service providers

	Dollars.

	elected official's awareness and priorities

	Funds to do so, then a coordinated effort.

	Infrastructure and wages are definitely detrimental to recruitment

	Lack of contractor and 'patient capital' for investment, too many slumlords wanting to make a fast buck rather than take care of properties and/or renters

	lack of funding; lack of organization committed to running a homeless shelter

	LB 775 and Nebraska Advantage is crippling our city budget by taking away a significant amount of our local sales tax dollars.  To make matters worse, the Nebraska Legislature also took away all of our municipal state aid saying, thus penalizing us for being progressive and creating jobs for Nebraska's economy!   How sick is that philosophy?   It's a helluva message to send to local politicians, who continually see the downside to development and job growth!

	Money, education of citizens on the property maintenance code

	More affordable rental housing, initiation of a transitional housing program for homeless families, housing options with fewer restrictions

	Not enough funding or main power in the program.

	Our economy.

	Table B.9
Please share ways Nebraska and the Department of Economic Development can better resolve housing and community development challenges.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the Northwest Region

	Attitude needs to be "how can we do this" rather than "we have to follow regulations"

	funding for building demolition without requirement to rebuild right away; funding to develop and run homeless shelter; funding to repair current housing; fund community center

	Funding, and technical assistance in doing so.

	Housing is here for the medium/low wage jobs the new businesses bring - incentives for business development!

	I don't know

	I have been at this business for over 25 years and I believe DED is the best operated and most responsive NOW than ever before.  It would be nice to be able to keep some of the talented young professional by paying them better, rather than losing them to private industry and local communities, but that seems to be the game.  Rarely do I ever encounter someone not willing to do their best to help us and they have!

	It seems like small non-profits have to jump through a lot of hoops to get any financial assistance. Often times they are short staffed and do not have the resources they need. If DED could encourage our community to work together with the housing experts combining their (the cities) ability to access grant funds with our abilities to manage housing programs we could change the homeless and substandard housing problems in our community.

	Look at ways for the community to customize the programs to fit the community needs more effectively

	Make grants less onerous

	Make it easier for low-income families to access housing by setting fewer restrictions (i.e. without birth certificates for all family members, a person cannot even be put on the waiting list for Section 8 housing.  It takes approx. 2 - 6 months to even obtain birth certificates from another state).

	Partner better with University of Nebraska, NBDC, and other service providers so we can conquer the issues together

	partnerships with business

	Provide information to communities in the form of public workshops, media - newspaper/tv commercials for western Nebraska.  Engage and promote local involvement and participation.

	Rent to own looks like a good program to teach responsibility of home ownership as well

	Streamline application process, more operating funding


South Central Comments:
	Table B.10
Please share any comments you may have about housing and community needs.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the South Central Region

	Fund acquisition, demolition and redevelopment

	Income Limits mess up a lot of the work that could be done and help out the smaller communities.

	Lack of Housing Infrastructure in areas that will retain value

	Low to Moderate Housing

	Need adequate rental housing as well as houses to buy that are quality

	Need more affordable housing

	Need new housing/apt rentals/motels. Our streets are in desperate need of repair

	need to build quality new homes and provide assistance to homeowners/renters to make existing energy efficient

	New construction in larger communities - pop of more than 25,000.

	Seems to be the need for affordable middle income housing with services.  We have no half way housing but can access Hastings and North Platte if the client will cooperate.  Some simply do not want anything but overnight expenses paid for.  We do have an organized process for intake on homeless folks.

	ST PAUL COULD USE A REHAB GRANT AND FIRST TIME HOME OWNERS

	Transportation, funding for updating older rural houses ie plumbing, electric, sewage,

	We actually have high-income housing needs that are too risky for local developers to consider. And, this will be necessary to retain and attract upper level management at BD and Allmand Bros. and medical facilities.

	We completed a housing study that indicates a high need for decent affordable housing. Many existing homes need demo - making way for new homes. There also needs to be more assistance for low-income home owners who want/need to make improvements.

	We have a need for housing and facilities to keep the residents we currently have.  We must meet the housing needs of those who wish to relocate and reside in our community.


	Table B.11
Please share with us any comments you may have about barriers to or constraints on resolving these needs.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the South Central Region

	Competitive process makes it difficult to provide sustained housing and economic development programs

	Cost of infrastructure, communities that refuse to use CRA funds for non profit housing,

	every resolution needs people to work on it.  Most of those people are volunteers so it takes many volunteers with deep commitment to the program.

	Federal Government restrictions.

	Funding and education, plus displacement. Landlords unwilling to make quality improvements.

	Grant programs to provide funds for housing infrastructure

	HAVE A HARD TIME GETTING SURVEYS ANSWERED

	Infrastructure and land costs

	lack of funds

	Need housing but the income level people cannot afford to buy a new home of what it costs today, on the other hand with not enough housing people move out of the area when they can't find some place to stay

	Oxford has some vacant lots available of which the Village would donate to a reliable entity.  If that entity would then build affordable family size homes and rental homes or duplexes.  This would not need to be a massive building enterprise.  One home at a time.

	providers not available

	Some way to minimize risk. The one builder who took a chance has had his house on the market for 2 years.

	state and federal bureaucratic intransience


	Table B.12
Please share ways Nebraska and the Department of Economic Development can better resolve housing and community development challenges.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the South Central Region

	0 Interest loans; grants; low interest loans

	Basic inspection programs for rental and owner occupied housing. Many places have safety issues very visible from the street. Enforce a code.

	Continue the Community Revitalization program

	do more than talk down their noses at us.  Just because we're not in the Omaha to Lincoln corridor doesn't mean we don't have needs too

	Focus grant programs based on population decline and community support in place because urban areas get most of the funds due to current scoring criteria in DED programs.   Add state employee in each DED housing region become State Code Enforcement Officer and set up prorated service-fee scale based on population because small communities can't afford to pay for the implementation of their codes.

	GET THAT 100% SURVEY RETURN CHANGED

	If Grants were available with maybe clauses to live in house for a certain length of time to clear the grant and income levels to qualify for grants for home purchases etc

	Improve the present housing along with creating new

	Keep offering grants and training programs for those committed to new projects.

	Perhaps meet with our Village Board and/or Econ. Dev. Board.  Come visit our community for a true understanding of our plans and goals for Oxford.

	Plan our own programs free of the Fed's requirements.  Get Warren Buffet to experiment with some of his money in housing projects in out-state Nebraska.

	Provide additional dollars to the city to help with these areas

	Take away the LMI requirements on so much.

	Too much money is spent on rehabbing older and totally outdated housing stock. I think we might wake up in 10 years and find that we have rehabbed homes that the next generation doesn't want. Housing Market Studies must get input from young people in high school and community colleges instead of only empty nesters.


Southeast Comments:
	Table B.13
Please share any comments you may have about housing and community needs.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the Southeast Region

	affordable housing for families

	Funds for demolition of vacant dilapidated units have been hard to come by.  Outside sources would help

	Great need for affordable housing for low income and fixed income individuals and the need for more HUD vouchers for these folks.

	Lack of affordable housing

	More emphasis on actual neighborhood revitalization, and combining ALL efforts with Green/Energy Efficiency.

	need to clear out old housing and downtown buildings

	not enough low income or subsidized housing

	Permanent Housing for Homeless individuals is needed

	There is a need for the organization providing services within the regions to determine the true housing needs within their respective regions.  Those working directly in those communities have the best and first-hand knowledge of the needs in the area.

	we are trying to do rehab and placing moderate income families in these homes one at a time baby steps but the money is all gone and we are small so we will come to a stop now in June.

	We need to keep people in housing and off the streets.  This means having supports available should they need them.  It also means allowing opportunities for independence and having opportunities for those that can't live independently


	Table B.14
Please share with us any comments you may have about barriers to or constraints on resolving these needs.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the Southeast Region

	$$

	City does not have any funds and Neighbor works always gets it first.

	down payment assistance, infrastructure funds to developed lots

	Funding

	money

	NIMBYism, Housing programs don't pay for services, service programs don't pay for housing.  We can't expect people who face a multitude of barriers to succeed without support services.  Lincoln has great services, but they are constantly at risk due to grants ending, or not having available financial resources to sustain. This also means that agencies need to provide necessary data.  Service Point is necessary so collaborations and accurate data can be shared.  There are apartments for rent and homes for sale but lack of income to support at either level.

	No mass transit system in Sarpy County, areas not wanting low income housing in their neighborhoods

	Stigma, funding

	Will of the State.


	Table B.15
Please share ways Nebraska and the Department of Economic Development can better resolve housing and community development challenges.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the Southeast Region

	I feel confident that this is being addressed because I sit on so many committees and know of many more where planning is being done.  I feel that we have planned for long enough and it is time for implementation.  There are great ideas out there and leaders who can make it happen if they have the support to do so.

	it is always about the money

	More emphasis on job creation; people with jobs and the market solve a lot of the other shortcomings in a community.

	provide a portion of funding and encourage green development in place of the old structure

	Simpler programs


Southwest Comments:
	Table B.16
Please share any comments you may have about housing and community needs.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the Southwest Region

	Affordable, safe and energy efficient housing is the biggest need in McCook

	continuing to provide CDBG, HOME and trust funds for projects

	need more affordable housing

	Need more assistance with demolition of substandard structures.  Tax credits do not seem to work very well for developing affordable housing units is small rural communities.  Would it be possible to establish a mechanism by which tax credits could be exchanged for program funds which could then by better used by small rural communities.

	Need to find more ways and funding to spur housing for moderate income residents.  Also need funding for code enforcement in the towns and villages.

	Nice rental housing is probably one big need; as older people go to retirement homes their homes become available but most are small 2 bedroom 1 bath homes stuck in the 1940s & 1950s young families don't want something like that.

	Safe decent affordable rentals are still a need

	We have more and more infrastructure needs due to age and capacity limitations.  We do have some housing needs, but are getting a project in Gothenburg for Senior Housing.  Would love to have assistance for affordable homes for middle class.

	We need appropriate housing w/ good living standards not below living standards.


	Table B.17
Please share with us any comments you may have about barriers to or constraints on resolving these needs.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the Southwest Region

	commitment to provide this type of housing

	Few ED programs tend to fit rural areas because of geographics and population

	Funding

	Imperial is fortunate in that the our percentage of LMI households is relatively low. However it also means we do not qualify for many types of assistance and therefore our community bears the full cost of any improvements needed in the community.

	Money for infrastructure and available properties

	need for contractors or builders, suppliers, investors

	The 2000 US census figures may not be accurate in that communities that are not considered LMI may in fact be a poor community, however without the income survey process are not eligible for project outside a protected class.  The LMI survey process is cumbersome and almost impossible to complete based upon the current methodology that is required.  The income survey is a barrier in itself to community needs.


	Table B.18
Please share ways Nebraska and the Department of Economic Development can better resolve housing and community development challenges.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the Southwest Region

	DED is a phenomenal asset for McCook and they work with and for us in so many ways.  It would be hard to say what they can do better other than just keep on doing what they do and keep a pulse on what changes need to be made and then addressing those in a timely manner.

	Education, money to build, money to buy the land , money to help with housing with supportive services

	I think NE DED does a good job with the resources available.  More flexibility in programs may help meet specific needs better.

	Increase the number of programs that may be used to benefit individuals at 100% or less than the area medium income.

	make the process simpler, I know there are federal hoops to jump through but it just seems like the housing process is so complicated that we don't even want to try for assistance unless that is all a person worked on. Make the whole process user friendly.  People, process, dept. especially to the newbies.

	Market to young adults and offer training on how they can take advantage of remote office or work at home opportunities

	providing continued funding for the same.

	They have already helped in many ways.  I think just continue the programs you have.  Thanks


Statewide Comments:
	Table B.19
Please share any comments you may have about housing and community needs.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the Statewide Region

	$$$

	A great need to tear down older homes in rural areas

	affordable housing with rental assistance

	Affordable housing/small community development

	Assist with infrastructure and let the market carry the development

	Beatrice needs more housing between $120,000 to $150,000

	Better training and education on obtaining afford housing.

	Dollar limit per structure should be changed to average overall.

	Home ownership challenges for poor in bad economy. Rental assistance for those underemployed.

	housing, infrastructure, and community facilities must all be brought up to snuff in order for outstate Nebraska to survive

	Increasing need for rental housing of all types

	Insufficient subsidized housing for low income persons

	Local community leadership and access to technical assistance is critical.

	Many communities need more money to help with their increasing infrastructure demands

	Many of the priorities set by DED in the last year has focused on proposed solutions to housing and main street hat exist in larger communities but not those in small rural communities.

	Migrant Farmworker Housing

	more affordable housing for homeless, low income individuals

	more funds for public works projects and demolition activities

	NA

	Need more affordable housing

	Need to assist communities that loose major industries with ways to use the resources left behind. Huge labor pools that could be used in other businesses. This should be a plus to an outside manufacturer or business wanting to come to NE.

	Reasonable housing will stimulate personal growth and advancement.

	The greatest emphasis should go to single family units within communities that have a relative stable base of employment and the local government has a positive reinforcement of the need

	There is a need for business transition and financing.

	there is a need for housing assistance both homeownership and rental housing for persons in the 60 to 100 percent ami category. Also, I am repeatedly asked for market rate rentals, but it is very difficult to build this with today's costs.

	We have nowhere near enough housing affordable and accessible to persons with disabilities and not enough support services to help them stay living as independently as possible.  Also, we have significant levels of discrimination in housing against persons with disabilities, families with children and persons with different national origins that need to be addressed as well.

	We need more permanent supportive housing/transitional housing

	Work with communities to improve community facilities to enhance sense of community.


	Table B.20
Please share with us any comments you may have about barriers to or constraints on resolving these needs.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the Statewide Region

	$$$

	A bigger on small communities needs and their contribution to Nebraska and the economy.

	Availability of local resources to plan, develop and execute community/housing improvements.

	cost

	cost of building; available funding for rental assistance

	Developers who will partner with Beatrice; financial institutions that will support "affordable" housing

	funding

	Funding for upfront infrastructure expenses

	Government regulations prohibit housing assistance in projects owned by non-profit housing developers, which limits options. They also prohibit economic development (microbusiness) operating in tax credit housing. Both limit low-income opportunities for success.

	Landlords with poor vision and greed.

	low incomes relative to cost of construction - affordability

	Make an average overall and still reach the goal, time spent has put program in the red, badly.

	making this program sustainable throughout the year

	money - rules -

	money, supervision, rebuilding

	More training and education, better employment opportunities, improvements in transit system

	NA

	need more money from HUD/state for support services and operations

	No funds available for most of this type of housing.

	Not enough resources given to these needs; little if any funding given to help address fair housing issues.

	the vast gap between what is affordable and what we all see in advertising and the upscale housing in our communities.  I days gone by 2500 sq was big now it is 5000 plus - expectation are being push out of the affordable concept.

	To high of lot prices

	too many government agencies and different regulations, needs to be a "one stop shop" as such to assist individuals

	Waiting lists, funding


	Table B.21
Please share ways Nebraska and the Department of Economic Development can better resolve housing and community development challenges.
2009 Nebraska Housing and Community Development Survey

	Comments for the Statewide Region

	$$$

	Ask the agencies who help the people/ask the consumers

	Broader leverage of resources.

	Conduct a round table event with Nebraska based engineering, planning, development firms to "pick their brain" on the issues facing our state

	Continue to coordinate various development funding among fund sources.

	Consider funding for swimming pools as many are aging and a swimming pool is seen as a quality of life issue for young families.

	Educate the public.

	Evaluation of the needs. Educating the public on those issues.

	Find a way to boost the Trust fund and expand the kinds of housing it can be used for.

	find ways to leverage the dollars

	Focus more in the infrastructure of a community. Provide more services to those in need.

	Forms to be condensed, for example the HQS inspection form is 20 plus pages long, after filling it out, what actually does it tell you (the condition of the house?)

	fund residential demolition activities as adjoining states do

	get more money available in the form of grants/loans to assist start up businesses in green sustainable housing development

	have more focused projects

	Help identify ways to address homeless or near homeless populations

	Help to change some regs both state and federal that limit options.

	Helping minorities to better integrate to their community we will build strong communities working together towards the same goal: wellbeing

	I would like to see DED provide an alternative "housing study" to Nebraska communities as we are all looking at the budgets and communities have infrastructure and budget constraints; thus, the Housing Study is not a priority. Our community has infrastructure needs, high unemployment due to the economy and businesses and industries scaling down.  Affordable housing and community development projects needs are constant - we need to find ways to fund by working collectively with the State, local, county bodies and our financial institutions.

	Increase focus on micro business development

	More funding sources, education and employment opportunities.

	NA

	possibly tax credits for homebuyers/developers

	put more funds in public works projects

	Put some resources into these needs on an annual basis instead of just infrastructure, community centers, etc.  Those things are important, but having a decent roof over a family's head is a basic survival issue.

	reduce regulatory barriers

	Reward quality living improvements and discredit low standard performance.

	seek to leverage DED funds (HOME,CDBG, NAHTF) with other resources (NIFA, DOE, etc.)

	Taking a closer look at the needs of smaller communities vs just those that are 5K and over

	Try to approach all of the various housing programs from the state and federal level and make it a ONE Stop Approach.


The following section presents responses as submitted in the Elected Official Survey.
	Table C.1

Can you recommend any additional thresholds to be used in downtown revitalization or comprehensive revitalization CDBG funding categories?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Additional Thresholds

	500-1000

	age of buildings, median income

	age of infrastructure over 90 years

	Average Population age

	buildings under $350,000 current mkt value

	CERTIFIED COMMUNITIES

	Community Commitment

	don't know

	Failure to thrive, elderly residents dying off.

	level of momentum created by past CDBG funds

	Low sales tax

	Median income of city

	median incomes

	Must have local sales tax LB840 for DTR

	over 50% LMI

	population density (lack of)

	service to the region

	should be Certified Communities

	should not require appl. to be a cert. econ. devel. comm

	total property value-lower means it's harder to raise local funds

	UTILITIES

	Villages need more


	Table C.2

Can you recommend any additional qualifiers to be used in downtown revitalization or comprehensive revitalization CDBG funding categories?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Additional Qualifiers

	% of empty building in downtown district and struggling businesses

	Age of infrastructure in downtown revitalization in lieu of population threshold

	CERTIFIED COMMUNITIES

	Complete comprehensive plan submitted

	current Comprehensive Plan

	historic districts or buildings on historic register

	Historical - Cultural

	how proactive community leaders have been

	It doesn't recognize all developmental approaches

	LIGHTING

	Low tax base

	Matches

	Matching Funding from City & Funding from Applicants

	median age

	Minimal downtown business

	more funds to those communities that haven't participated yet

	need according to current economic conditions

	Past efforts on implementation

	per capita income-lower shows greater need

	Previous awards

	Region (panhandle/sandhills area vs. East)

	success of funds spent


	Table C.3
Are there other criteria that should be considered in scoring CDBG applications?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Criteria
	Observations

	Blighted
	1

	Community change, i.e. immigrant influx
	1

	declining population
	1

	frequency of applications from applicant
	1

	Levy restrictions
	1

	local wage scale-lower shows greater need for outside help
	1

	median income of city applying for grant
	1

	no
	1

	Part of a Regional Effort
	1

	population
	1

	Saving our small towns
	1

	tax base
	1

	Unfunded mandates requiring system upgrades
	1

	Burden of cost on residents due to requirements
	1

	Job loss in community
	1

	Population Increasing/Decreasing
	1

	total property value-lower shows greater need for outside help
	1

	aging population
	1

	average of structures in target area
	1

	% of absentee ownership of target area properties-greater % shows more local need
	1

	Total
	20


	Table C.4
Are there other activities that the department of economic development should consider funding with CDBG funds?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Criteria
	Observations

	Acquisition and demolition
	1

	BROADBAND DEPLOYMENT
	1

	Construction of Market Rate rental units in rural areas
	1

	demolition of derelict structures
	1

	elderly housing
	1

	general funding
	1

	no
	1

	Not sure if buildings such as fire stations fall under public works or not, but they should be funded.
	1

	recreation for small town youth -swim pool, rec center
	1

	Rental housing rehabilitation
	1

	Signage for Downtown Revitalization Projects
	1

	swimming pools
	1

	tear down dilapidated homes
	1

	Total
	13


	Table C.5
What minimum funding level should be used for each of the following CDBG funding categories?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Comprehensive Revitalization
	Observations

	5
	1

	10
	2

	15
	3

	20
	3

	25
	3

	30
	3

	50
	3

	1,000
	3

	2,500
	1

	5,000
	3

	10,000
	5

	20,000
	2

	25,000
	1

	50,000
	6

	100,000
	2

	150,000
	1

	200,000
	1

	250,000
	1

	1,000,000
	1

	250k
	1

	30%
	1

	35 %
	1

	50%
	1

	60%
	1

	50/50  up to certain cut off
	1

	75% of project up to $50,000
	1

	less than 1000
	1

	none
	1

	NONE
	1

	Not sure
	1

	same as current funding level
	1

	Total
	57


	Table C.6
What minimum funding level should be used for each of the following CDBG funding categories?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Public Works
	Observations

	10
	2

	15
	3

	20
	5

	25
	1

	30
	2

	50
	4

	75
	1

	500
	1

	1,000
	1

	5,000
	3

	10,000
	7

	15,000
	1

	30,000
	1

	50,000
	8

	100,000
	2

	150,000
	1

	250,000
	1

	300,000
	1

	500,000
	1

	3,500,000
	1

	250k
	1

	20%
	1

	25 %
	1

	50%
	1

	60%
	1

	75%
	1

	50/50 up to certain cut off
	1

	75% of project up to $500,000
	1

	less than 1000
	1

	none
	1

	same as current funding level
	1

	Total
	58


	Table C.7
What minimum funding level should be used for each of the following CDBG funding categories?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Water/Wastewater
	Observations

	5
	1

	15
	3

	10
	4

	20
	3

	50
	7

	500
	1

	1,000
	1

	5,000
	2

	10,000
	9

	30,000
	1

	50,000
	7

	100,000
	4

	200,000
	1

	250,000
	1

	300,000
	1

	350,000
	1

	500,000
	1

	2,500,000
	1

	100K
	1

	20%
	1

	50%
	1

	60%
	1

	70%
	1

	90%
	1

	100%
	1

	50/50 up to certain cut off
	1

	75% of project up to $500,000
	1

	less than 1000
	1

	none
	1

	same as current funding level
	1

	Total
	61


	Table C.8
What minimum funding level should be used for each of the following CDBG funding categories?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Planning
	Observations

	2
	1

	3
	1

	4
	1

	5
	4

	10
	4

	20
	2

	25
	1

	50
	2

	75
	1

	1,000
	5

	2,000
	1

	2,500
	1

	5,000
	3

	8,000
	1

	10,000
	9

	15,000
	1

	20,000
	2

	25,000
	2

	30,000
	1

	50,000
	3

	150,000
	1

	15 %
	1

	50%
	2

	60%
	1

	50/50 up to certain cut off
	1

	75% of project up to $50,000
	1

	less than 1000
	1

	none
	1

	same as current funding level
	1

	Total
	56


	Table C.9
What minimum funding level should be used for each of the following CDBG funding categories?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Downtown Revitalization
	Observations

	5
	3

	10
	1

	15
	1

	20
	4

	25
	2

	30
	3

	40
	1

	50
	2

	70
	1

	75
	1

	1,000
	4

	2,500
	1

	3,000
	1

	5,000
	2

	10,000
	6

	15,000
	1

	20,000
	2

	25,000
	2

	50,000
	4

	100,000
	3

	200,000
	2

	250,000
	1

	1,000,000
	1

	100K
	1

	350,000  NO PLANNING INCLUDED--PLANNING WAS WASTED $$$$$
	1

	25 %
	1

	25%
	1

	60%
	1

	50/50 up to certain cut off
	1

	75% of project up to $250,000
	1

	less than 1000
	1

	none
	1

	same as current funding level
	1

	Total
	59


	Table C.10
What maximum funding level should be used for each of the following CDBG funding categories?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Comprehensive Revitalization
	Observations

	5
	1

	10
	1

	15
	1

	20
	3

	25
	2

	30
	4

	50
	3

	75
	2

	10,000
	2

	15,000
	1

	20,000
	1

	30,000
	1

	50,000
	5

	100,000
	7

	200,000
	3

	250,000
	1

	350,000
	1

	400,000
	1

	500,000
	2

	750,000
	1

	1,000,000
	1

	2,000,000
	2

	60%
	1

	75%
	1

	1 Million
	1

	75% of project up to $50,000
	1

	80/20 up to certain cut off with energy/green alternatives
	1

	Not sure
	1

	same as current funding level
	1

	see percentages in #5.
	1

	Total
	54


	Table C.11
What maximum funding level should be used for each of the following CDBG funding? categories

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Public Works
	Observations

	10
	2

	15
	1

	20
	2

	25
	2

	30
	2

	40
	1

	60
	1

	75
	4

	90
	1

	25,000
	2

	50,000
	3

	75,000
	1

	100,000
	3

	150,000
	1

	200,000
	2

	250,000
	4

	300,000
	1

	350,000
	2

	500,000
	7

	1,000,000
	3

	5,000,000
	1

	60%
	1

	75%
	2

	95%
	1

	1 Million
	1

	70/30 up to certain cut off
	1

	75% of project up to $500,000
	1

	same as current funding level
	1

	Total
	54


	Table C.12
What maximum funding level should be used for each of the following CDBG funding categories?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Water/Wastewater
	Observations

	5
	1

	10
	1

	15
	1

	20
	4

	25
	2

	50
	2

	60
	1

	75
	3

	90
	1

	1,000
	1

	25,000
	2

	50,000
	2

	75,000
	1

	100,000
	3

	150,000
	1

	175,000
	1

	200,000
	2

	250,000
	4

	300,000
	1

	350,000
	1

	500,000
	6

	750,000
	1

	1,000,000
	4

	1,500,000
	1

	3,000,000
	2

	500K
	1

	60%
	1

	75%
	2

	95%
	1

	100%
	2

	70/30 up to certain cut off if major benefit improvements
	1

	75% of project up to $500,000
	1

	same as current funding level
	1

	Total
	59


	Table C.13
What maximum funding level should be used for each of the following CDBG funding categories?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Planning
	Observations

	5
	6

	10
	4

	20
	1

	25
	2

	50
	1

	90
	2

	500
	1

	2,500
	1

	5,000
	2

	10,000
	1

	15,000
	1

	20,000
	1

	25,000
	5

	30,000
	1

	35,000
	1

	50,000
	8

	75,000
	1

	100,000
	4

	150,000
	1

	200,000
	1

	250,000
	1

	300,000
	1

	500,000
	1

	60%
	1

	95%
	1

	100%
	1

	75% of project up to $50,000
	1

	80/20 Need to develop solid plans
	1

	same as current funding level
	1

	Total
	54


	Table C.14
What maximum funding level should be used for each of the following CDBG funding categories?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Downtown Revitalization
	Observations

	5
	1

	10
	2

	20
	5

	30
	3

	40
	1

	50
	1

	70
	1

	75
	2

	90
	1

	2,000
	1

	15,000
	2

	25,000
	1

	50,000
	7

	100,000
	5

	200,000
	3

	250,000
	5

	350,000
	3

	500,000
	3

	1,000,000
	1

	2,000,000
	2

	500K
	1

	60%
	1

	75%
	1

	75% of project up to $250,000
	1

	80/20 up to certain cut off
	1

	same as current funding level
	1

	Total
	56


	Table C.15
What maximum per resident funding level should be used for each of the following CDBG funding categories?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Comprehensive Revitalization
	Observations

	0
	1

	2
	2

	5
	1

	10
	1

	15
	1

	20
	2

	25
	4

	30
	4

	35
	1

	60
	1

	75
	1

	78
	1

	100
	5

	200
	2

	250
	2

	500
	3

	1,000
	1

	5,000
	1

	10,000
	1

	20,000
	1

	75,000
	1

	Total
	37


	Table C.16
What maximum per resident funding level should be used for each of the following CDBG funding categories?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Public Works
	Observations

	0
	1

	5
	1

	10
	3

	15
	1

	20
	3

	25
	2

	30
	3

	65
	1

	75
	1

	80
	1

	100
	1

	200
	1

	250
	3

	350
	1

	500
	3

	750
	1

	784
	1

	1,000
	2

	2,000
	1

	5,000
	2

	10,000
	1

	100,000
	1

	Total
	35


	Table C.17
What maximum per resident funding level should be used for each of the following CDBG funding categories?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Water/Wastewater
	Observations

	0
	1

	5
	1

	10
	2

	15
	2

	20
	4

	50
	3

	75
	1

	80
	2

	100
	1

	125
	1

	150
	1

	200
	2

	250
	3

	500
	2

	750
	1

	784
	1

	1,000
	3

	2,000
	2

	4,500
	1

	10,000
	1

	15,000
	1

	100,000
	1

	Total
	37


	Table C.18
What maximum per resident funding level should be used for each of the following CDBG funding categories?

2009 Nebraska Elected Official Survey

	Planning
	Observations

	0
	1

	2
	1

	3
	1

	5
	5

	10
	7

	20
	1

	25
	1

	30
	1

	50
	2

	78
	1

	100
	6

	150
	1

	300
	1

	500
	2

	1,000
	2

	10,000
	1

	20,000
	1

	Total
	35





























































































































Map I.1


 Nebraska Consolidated Planning Regions
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�  According to the 2000 census population data.


� All totals presented in this section include these four surveys, however.


� The four surveys received from communities larger than 50,000 are included in these totals.


� The four surveys received from communities larger than 50,000 are included in these totals.


� The four surveys received from communities larger than 50,000 are included in these totals.





