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Executive Summary

Intergovernmental Issues in Indiana (2008) is the ninth in a series of periodic surveys of elected officials
designed to help the Indiana Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (IACIR) and the
Indiana General Assembly understand issues facing local governments. The 2008 survey included 33
questions and addressed many issues included in previous IACIR surveys, as well as “hot topics” affecting
local governments currently. The heart of the survey is a series of questions about 70 community
conditions in six categories: health, economics, public safety, local services, land use, and community
quality of life.

Methods and Response Rate

The TACIR administered the survey to 2,052 local officeholders in the summer of 2008, including mayors,
trustees, and one randomly-selected member of each board of commissioners, county council, town
council, and school board. The eftective response rate was 41 percent.

Findings
The health of the economy, cost and availability of healthcare, and local roads and streets remain the most
pressing issues for many communities

In the aggregate, respondents indicated less optimism than in previous surveys. Economic issues (overall
economic conditions, unemployment, poverty, business attraction and retention, and job quality), cost and availability of
health insurance/services, and local roads and streets are the most pressing issues for many communities. These
issues were identified most often as worsening, most deteriorated, and most important to work on. Obesity
also was reported by a large majority of respondents as a major or moderate problem for their
communities. Public safety services (fire services, police/sheriff services, emergency medical services, and emergency
warning sirens), high speed Internet access, parks and recreation, and K-12 education were chosen most often as
improving conditions.

Local governinents make changes in response to rising healthcare costs

While the provision of healthcare and pension benefits to elected officials and employees varies
substantially across local governments, rising healthcare costs affects a majority of local governments.
Actions to combat these increases most often include increasing official/employee contributions, reducing
coverage, and changing insurance vendors.

Tax controls and unfunded mandates continue to be significant concerns for local governments. Local
governments consider various options in light of expected revenue reductions as a result of property tax reform
2008 HEA 1001 placed additional property tax controls on local governments, including property tax
circuit breakers. While the implementation of these reforms will be phased in, two-thirds of local
governments already are making or considering changes to address these potential revenue limits. Local
governments indicated most frequently that they have or are considering cutting services, increasing fees,
and/or adopting additional local income taxes.

Support for local government veform varies

In the aggregate, officials indicated preferring non-structural local government reforms, such as the
adoption of better best management and business practices and voluntary consolidation eftorts. Almost half
of respondents also selected coordinating public safety services. Among officeholders, mayors were the
most supportive across the included reforms. Township trustees were the least supportive.
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Local governments share services

Significant evidence exists to confirm that many local governments have engaged in collaborative
arrangements with other local governments within the last three years. These may include regional
organizations, memorandums of understanding (MOUS), interlocal agreements cooperatives, task forces,
joint purchasing, and resource sharing. When asked specifically about joint purchasing arrangements,
school board members, county commissioners, and mayors reported using this tool most often. However,
with the exception of school board members, no other group indicated that a majority had engaged in
such an arrangement over the last year.

Infrastructure investment important to communities

Infrastructure, particularly roads and sanitary sewers, have been identified consistently over time as
important community issues. While a majority of respondents indicated that investment was adequate for
all capital services listed, local roads and streets, highways, bridges, storm sewers, and high-speed Internet were
reported most often by respondents as having inadequate investment.

County and municipal officials overwhelmingly indicated needing additional road and bridge funding for
maintenance and construction. When queried about new funding sources, respondents selected earmarking
state sales tax revenues from motor fuel purchases, removing State Police funding from the Motor Vehicle Highway
Account, and exempting local governments from the state gas tax most often as preferred mechanisms for
increasing funding for local roads and streets.

Communities experience impediments to brownfield redevelopment

Respondents reported too many unknowns about sites, including site-specific risk, ownership, and access, high
assessment and remediation costs, and concerns about liability for the lender, prospective purchasers, and/or third parties
most often as impediments to successful brownfield redevelopment. Respondents indicated that demolition
grants/loans, remediation grants and loans, and tax incentives would be most beneficial for encouraging local
brownfields activities.
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Introduction

Intergovernmental Issues in Indiana (2008) is the ninth in a series of periodic surveys of elected officials
designed to help the Indiana Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (IACIR) and the
Indiana General Assembly understand the issues that are important to local governments. The TACIR
conducted similar surveys in 1996, 1997, 1999, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, and 2006.

A complete description of the survey methodology appears in Appendix A. TACIR members, the Indiana
University Public Policy Institute, the Office of the Governor, the Indiana Finance Authority -
Brownfields Program, the Indiana Chamber of Commerce, the Indiana Association of Cities and Towns,
the Association of Indiana Counties, and external researchers from Florida State University and San
Francisco State University submitted prospective issues and questions.

The final survey included 33 questions and addressed a number of issues that were included in one or more
previous surveys. The survey also addressed several “hot topics” affecting local communities, including
health insurance and retirement benefits for local officials, responses to changes to the property tax system,
local government reform, interlocal cooperation, brownfields, and infrastructure funding. The
questionnaire appears in Appendix B.

The mail survey was administered between July and September. Respondents were given the option to
complete a printed questionnaire and return by mail or to complete the questionnaire online.

This report presents the results of the 2008 survey. Only nominal results are reported here; no statistical
testing has been completed. Survey responses are reported by topic area. The results are presented generally
in the order they appear in the questionnaire.

To account for non-responses to specific questions and questions addressed to specific officeholders, the
number of responses is provided with the table or figure for each question. Several questions gave
respondents the option of writing in a specific response to other. In cases when these responses closely
matched an option in the list provided, the response was grouped with that option. A complete list of other
responses is provided in Appendix E. Appendix F includes a complete list of responses to the open-ended
Question 33 as well as comments written in throughout the questionnaire. In a few cases, names and other
identifiers were removed from written comments to ensure that no individual respondent is associated with
a particular response.

Response Rates

The TACIR mailed 2,052 surveys to local elected officials, including one randomly-selected member of
each county board of commissioners, county council, town council, and school board. The survey also was
mailed to each mayor and township trustee. 837 surveys were returned. Four (4) additional surveys were
refused. Question 1 asked respondents to identify the office they hold. Two respondents indicated other
and being town clerk-treasurers; those responses were coded as a town council members for the purposes
of analysis.

The effective aggregated response rate for the survey was 41 percent (837 out of 2,048) (Table 1 and
Figure 1). This response rate is consistent with survey results prior to 2006 and remains well above the
typical rates that would be expected for a mail survey. Among groups of officeholders, township trustees
had the highest response rate (53 percent), and town council members had the lowest (23 percent). With
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the exception of county council members and township trustees, response rates by type of officeholder
were lower in 2008 than in 2006 (see Table 2). This suggests that perceptions of lesser anonymity
associated with Question 2 may have affected response rates. The oversampling of township trustees may
have muted that effect in the aggregated response rate.

Table 1: Response rates by office (Question 1)

Effective Effective

Office responses Mailed Excluded return rate
County council member 38 92 41%
County commissioner 31 92 34%
Mayor 47 117 ] 40%
Town council member* 102 450 23%
Township trustee 535 1,008 3 53%
School board member 84 293 29%
Total 837 2,052 4 41%
*Includes the responses of two town clerk-freasurers
Figure 1: Response rates by office (Question 1)
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Source: Indiana Advisory Commission on Infergovermental Relations, 2009
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Table 2: Response rates by office by survey year (Question 1)

Office 2008 2006 2004 2003 2002 2001 1999
Senator - 16% 29% 40% 32% 30% 46%
Representative - 24% 26% 28% 23% 19% 35%
County council member 41% 37% 49% 64% 54% 52% 61%
County commissioner 34% 45% 44% 53% 41% 51% 60%
Mayor 41% 56% 63% 52% 50% 56% 61%
Town council member 23% 25% 39% 37% 38% 32% 44%
Township trustee 53% 52% 61% 57% 57% 43% 68%
School hoard member 29% 3% 28% 44% 34% 47% 45%
Total 41% 36% 41% 47% 41% 40% 51%

Questions 2 and 3 asked respondents to identify their local government and the county(ies) in which it is
located. These questions did not appear in previous surveys. Respondents represent 826 local governments.
At least two officials in each county responded to the survey (Table 3). A complete list of local
governments represented by respondents appears in Appendix C.

Respondents had the option to complete the survey online or by mail. Of the 839 respondents, 14 percent
completed the survey online (Table 4). One-fifth or more of town council members (25 percent), mayors
(23 percent), and school board members (20 percent) used the online method to complete the survey. A
greater proportion of respondents completed the survey online for all groups of officeholders than in 2006
(Table 5).
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Table 3: Respondents by county (Question 3)

County Respondents County Respondents
Adams 9 Lawrence 7
Allen 13 | Madison 13
Bartholomew* 7 Marion 10
Benton* b Marshall* 15
Blackford 5 | Martin b
Boone™ 9 Miami* 14
Brown 3 Maonrog b
Carrol 10 | Montgomery** 15
Cass 8 | Morgan 12
Clark b Newton 9
Clay** 9 | Noble** 9
Clinton 9 Ohio 2
(rawford 6 | Orange b
Daviess b Owen b
Dearbom™** 11 Parke 8
Decatur 7 Perry 8
DeKalb** 12 | Pike 5
Delaware 17 Porter* 16
Dubois 14 Posey™* 7
Elkhart** 19 Puloski* b
Foystte I Putnam 9
Floyd b Randolph 11
Fountain 8 Ripley* 11
Franklin* 11 Rush 10
Fulton™ ** 11 Scott 4
Gibson b Shelby 11
Grant* 11 Spencer 5
Greene 11 St. Joseph* 15
Homilton* 11 Starke™ 7
Hancock 9 | Steuben** 11
Harrison 11 Sullivan 9
Hendricks™ ** 14 Switzerlond 5
Henry 7 | Tippecanoe™ 13
Howard 7 | Tipton 8
Huntington™ ** 11 Union 3
Juckson 8 | Vanderburgh 7
Jusper 10 | Vermillion b
Joy § | Vigo 8
Jefferson 5 | Wabash 9
Jennings 4 | Waren* 5
Johnson* b Warrick 9
Knox 10 | Washington 20
Kosciusko™* 19 | Wayne 14
La Porte™ 16 | Wells* 11
LaGrange*™ 11 White 9
Lake 17 | Whitley 8

*Eleven respondents represent local govemments that cross county boundaries
**For thirteen counties, both a county commissioner and a county council member retumed surveys
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Table 4: Method of complefion by office

Paper Online
County council member (n=38) 95% 5%
County commissioner (n=31) 84% 16%
Mayor (n=47) 77% 23%
Town council member (n=102) 75% 25%
Township trustes (n=537) 89% 11%
School board member (n=84) 80% 20%
Total (n=839) 86% 14%
Table 5: Use of online method by year
2008 2006
County council member 5% 3%
(ounty commissioner 16% 7%
Mayor 23% 14%
Town council member 25% 14%
Township trustee 11% 9%
School board member 20% 15%
Total 14% 11%

LLocal Conditions and Services

Questions 4-8 addressed local conditions and services. Question 4 queried respondents about their feelings
regarding the future of their communities. Questions 5-8 addressed 70 local conditions in six general
categories: health, economics, public safety, local services and infrastructure, land use, and community
quality of life. Respondents were asked about the current status of each condition and change in their
community during the last year. Respondents also were asked to identify the conditions that had improved
and deteriorated most over the last year, as well as the conditions most important to work on over the next
two years.

The 2008 survey reflects a few changes from previous years. Fourteen (14) conditions were added. In a few
cases, minor changes were made to the condition names for clarity based on comments and results on
previous surveys.

Community Direction

As shown in Table 6 and Figure 2, respondents are generally optimistic about the direction their
communities are heading (61 percent). This represents less optimism than in previous surveys (Table 7). If
township trustees are excluded, the remaining groups of officials report optimism about the future at
almost 75 percent which is similar to 2004 and 2006 surveys. The decrease in optimism in the aggregate,
may be attributable, in part, to the increased sampling of township officials.
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Table 6: Feelings about the direction the community is heading by office (Question 4)*

Neither
Mildly optimistic nor Mildly

Very optimistic optimistic pessimistic pessimistic Very pessimistic
County council member (n=38) 18% 53% 16% 13% 0%
County commissioner (n=31) 29% 45% 6% 16% 3%
Mayor (n=44) 48% 45% 2% 2% 2%
School hoard member (n=84) 19% 44% 13% 18% 6%
Town council member (n=99) 29% 48% 10% 12% 0%
Township trustee (n=514) 17% 37% 23% 17% 6%
Total (=810) 21% 40% 19% 16% 5%

* Some of the totals may be slightly more or less than 100 percent due fo rounding

Figure 2: Feelings about the general direction the community is heading (Question 4; n=810)

Very pessimistic
5%

Very optimistic
21%

Mildly pessimistic
16%

Neither optimistic nor pessimistic
19%

Mildly optimistic
40%

Source: Indiana Advisory Commission on Infergovernmental Relations, 2009
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Table 7: Feelings about the general direction the community is heading by survey year

Neither
Mildly optimistic nor Mildly
Very optimistic optimistic pessimistic pessimistic Very pessimistic
2008 (n=810) 21% 40% 19% 16% 5%
2006 (n=431) 29% 46% 8% 14% 3%
2004 (n=491) 26% 48% 12% E 3%
27% 45% 14% 3%
13% 2%
5% 2%
44% 10%

Current Status of Conditions

Most conditions appear to be stable across communities. When asked about the current status of the 70
community conditions, a majority of respondents identified more than half of the conditions (46 of the 70)
as minor or no problem (Table 8). Awvailability and cost of health insurance was the only condition identified as a
major problem by a majority of respondents (57 percent). Overall economic conditions, unemployment, availability
and cost of health insurance, obesity, drug and alcohol abuse, job quality, business attraction and retention, chronic
disease, availability and cost of health services, and smoking were reported as a major or moderate problem by three-
quarters or more of respondents. Figure 3 shows the five conditions identified most often as major or
moderate problems in 2008. Not surprisingly, economic issues were reported more often as problems in 2008
than in 2006 (Table 9).

Table 8: Current status of community conditions (Question 5) **

Major Moderate | Minor or no
(ategory Condition problem problem problem
Availability and cost of health services (n=731) 33% 46% 21%
Availability and cost of dental health services (n=721)* 24% 47% 29%
Availability and cost of mental health services (n=709)* 23% 45% 32%
Availability and cost of services for people with disabilifies (n=699)* 74% 49% 7%
Hedlth Availability and cost of health insurance (n=714)* 57% 31% 12%
Care for the elderly (n=710) 20% 49% 31%
Drug and alcohol abuse (n=711) 37% 48% 15%
Smoking (n=707)* 24% 52% 25%
Obesity (n=703) 37% 48% 15%
Chronic disease (heart disease, diobetes, etc.) (n=698)* 23% 57% 20%
Overall economic conditions (n=731) 48% 43% 9%
Unemployment (n=727) 43% 45% 12%
Job quality (n=717) 40% 45% 15%
Economics Workforce fraining (n=703) 22% 49% 28%
Business attraction and retention (n=708) 43% 39% 18%
International trade (n=647)* 22% 25% 53%
Shovekready properties (n=670)* 18% 30% 52%




