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FOREWORD

This final report of the HUD-commissioned Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and
Programs contains the most comprehensive and authoritative body of information ever assembled
on housing conditions and resources in Native American communities. It is the result of an
unprecedented data collection effort, which included special tabulations of Census information, as
well as surveys, site visits, and interviews with local leaders and housing officials.

The principal findings of this carefully researched study confirm what many suspected already: the
housing problems of American Indians and Alaska Natives, particularly in reservations and other
Tribal Areas, are extreme by any standard. Forty percent of Native Americans live in
overcrowded or physically inadequate housing, compared to only 6 percent of the U.S.
population. The report also highlights important variations in the nature, distribution, and relative
severity of housing needs and resources among Tribal Areas.

HUD’s Indian housing programs—though ill-adapted in their original design and often
cumbersome in practice—have produced tens of thousands of units of affordable rental housing
and homeownership opportunities for American Indians and Alaska Natives. However, these
achievements have been dwarfed by the burgeoning need of many Native American communities
and limited by the inability of these programs to respond adequately to the diversity of housing
conditions and needs in Indian country. Such programs must also accommodate the legitimate
demands for self-determination made by Native American tribes as sovereign nations.

A combination of effective public investments and support for the development of vital private
housing market mechanisms will be essential to meeting the housing needs of American Indian
and Alaska Native communities. HUD has proposed a fundamental reinvention of its Indian
housing programs that recognizes both the diversity of Tribal Areas and the need for approaches
tailored to their unique problems, resources, and forms of tribal governance. The Department’s
proposals to gradually consolidate funding into formula grants would return much more discretion
to local leaders, allowing them to design housing strategies that fit their own circumstances.

Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs represents a major milestone in
Federal efforts to more effectively address the housing problems of Native Americans. By
bringing the serious housing needs of American Indians and Alaska Natives into sharp focus, this
report provides all of us with a forceful reminder of our Nation’s trust obligations to the first
Americans. HUD will make the data sets compiled for this report available to researchers, tribal
officials, and other concerned citizens, in whose hands such information can be a valuable tool for
local planning and education efforts.

Michael A/Stegman
Assistant Secretary for Policy
Development and Research
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs was initiated in 1993,
under the sponsorship of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The
purposes of this study have been to: (1) evaluate the housing problems and needs of American
Indians and Alaska Natives, (2) assess the effectiveness of existing federal housing programs in
meeting those needs, and (3) compare alternative approaches and suggest ways in which federal
policy regarding the housing of these Native Americans could be improved.” This is the first
comprehensive national study of these issues, motivated by recognition of the need for a sounder
empirical basis for policy considerations. Its charter has called not just for national averages, but
for serious examination of how Indian housing problems vary in different locations and what such
variations may imply for policy.

The research began with analysis of census data on housing and other characteristics of
the American Indian and Alaska Native (AIAN) population; analysis of data from HUD
management information systems on program performance; and interviews with a broad range
of Federal officials. To obtain deeper understanding, it also entailed: telephone interviews with
officials of virtually all local Indian Housing Authorities (IHAs), the agencies that administer HUD
programs in Tribal Areas nationwide (as used in this repor, Tribal Areas include American Indian
Reservations, Alaska Native Villages, and other special types of areas so designated by the U.S.

'This report presents the study’s findings and conclusions related to each of these purposes. Two other reports
have been prepared under this study: (1) Housing Problems and Needs of American Indians and Alaska Natives (by
G. Thomas Kingsley, Maris Mikelsons, and Carla Herbig, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, 1996) which presents more detailed analyses supporting the summary findings on this topic presented
in Part | of this repont; and Housing Problems and Needs of Native Hawaiians (by Maris Mikelsons and Karl Eschbach,
with Virginia E. Spencer and John Simonson, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
1996), containing the resuits of special analyses added to the study agenda in mid-1994, which are not reviewed in this
report.
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Census); on-site, in-depth interviews with tribal leaders and IHA officials at 36 representatively
sampled Tribal Areas; interviews and observation of housing conditions for a sample of
households at the same sites; a small survey of private mortgage lenders; case studies and
selected interviews conceming the housing of American indians living in metropolitan areas; and
recurrent consultations with independent national and regional experts on the problems and
dynamics of the AIAN population.

it is important to note that, while the U.S government makes housing assistance available
to low-income Americans in all locations, the context for such assistance in Tribal Areas differs
in at least three important respects. First, the basis for such support derives in part from the
nation’s recognition of special obligations to the AIAN population, reflected in treaties, legislation,
and executive orders, long before Federal housing subsidies were provided to the general
population. Second, the Federal government deals with recognized tribes directly in a sovereign-
to-sovereign relationship, rather than through the general system of State and local government.
Third, a considerable amount of land in Tribal Areas is held in trust for the tribes as a whole,
rather than being subdivided into many private holdings as occurs in the rest of the country; this
has frustrated the development of private housing markets in Tribal Areas and has long been
seen as providing special justification for government assistance in housing production.

The study resuits indicate that while progress has been made, the housing needs of
American Indians and Alaska Natives continue to represent a major and distinctive challenge for
public policy. Main findings and conclusions are:

= The housing problems of American Indians and Alaska Natives remain
considerably more severe than those of non-Indians in all parts of America. This
is particularly so in reservations and other Tribal Areas where, according to Census
data, 28 percent of AIAN households are overcrowded or lack plumbing or kitchen
facilities (the comparable average for all U.S. households is only 5.4 percent). A
sample sutvey conducted as a part of this study suggests that, adding in condition
and other facility problems, the total overcrowded or living in inadequate housing
in Tribal Areas is around 40 percent (the comparable U.S. average is 5.9 percent).
For AIAN households living in other locations (metropolitan and nonmetropolitan)
having to spend an excessive share of their income for housing (rather than
physical deficiency) is the dominant problem.

= The character of AIAN housing problems and, therefore, the best strategies
for addressing them, vary importantly in different types of environments. Even
among Tribal Areas, there is tremendous diversity, ranging from extremely isolated
and poor tribes to somewhat better-off tribes located nearer metropolitan labor and
housing markets. For a significant number, more emphasis on attracting private
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mortgage lending and applying other market-oriented housing strategies appear
warranted.

- Housing produced under HUD’s Indian housing programs does have defects,
but its availability has substantially improved living conditions for thousands of
families. This housing stock accommodates about one fourth of all AIAN
households living in Tribal Areas. Against a backdrop of past overregulation,
recent reforms by HUD (streamlining rules and procedures, building in stronger
performance incentives) should offer considerable promise in improving program
management. However, two problems remain: (1) statutory restrictions still prevent
tribes with capable local administrators from using program resources as efficiently
and equitably as should be possible; and (2) administrative deficiencies in a number
of areas suggest that substantial improvements in management capacity will be
needed before true program effectiveness can be achieved in those areas.

= The most attractive direction for reforming Federal housing assistance in
Tribal Areas over the long term should be to consolidate existing programs into
more flexible mechanisms--grants that give tribes and their IHAs broader latitude
in planning, funds allocations, and implementation to address local housing needs
as they see them, but hold them more clearly accountable for performance. It
should be emphasized, however, that the management capacity problems noted
above must be addressed (through technical assistance and other means) before
the tribes affected can gain the benefits that should arise from enhanced flexibility.
For Native Americans with housing problems living in urban centers and other
locations outside of Tribal Areas, emphasis should be on expanding their access
to assistance within the framework of Federal housing programs provided for the
general population.

- Priority also appears warranted for policies that promote and facilitate
enhanced private investment in Indian housing. The number of AIAN households
at moderate- and higher-income levels is substantial, and homeownership rates for
these groups are well below those for non-indians at the same income levels.
Private lenders and market intermediaries are beginning to recognize that expanded
mortgage lending to AIAN households and communities may be a promising market
opportunity. But policy support is needed to translate this opportunity into reality
at sufficient scale.
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. HOUSING PROBLEMS AND NEEDS

Social and Economic Trends and Contrasts

Population growth and spatial patterns. The American Indian and Alaska Native
population in the U.S. has been growing rapidly--a sixfold increase over the past four decades,
reaching a level of 2.0 million in 1990. Most noteworthy is that the concentration of this
population in and around reservations and other Tribal Areas is increasing. The 14 percent of
all U.S.counties that contain Tribal Areas accounted for 60 percent of the U.S. AIAN population
in 1990, and had captured 78 percent of its growth since 1980. The popular impression that the

bulk of the Indian popuilation is gradually shifting away from the reservations to metropolitan areas
is a myth.

A number of indications in this study suggest that cultural ties to Tribal Areas remain
strong. For example, urban case studies indicate that many Indians living in urban areas retain
ties to their tribes and hope to move back to the reservation when they retire. Also, in household
surveys, the primary reason tribal members gave for living off the reservation was the necessity
of obtaining employment, rather than any negative feelings about reservation life. Of those who
live outside of a reservation, but in the same county, 71 percent said they would "prefer to live
on the reservation."

Of the 2.0 million 1990 total AIAN population, 37 percent lived in Tribal Areas themselves,
and 23 percent lived in the surrounding counties. Another 31 percent were residents of
metropolitan areas in the rest of the country (down from 33 percent in 1980). Only 9 percent lived

in other non-metropolitan areas and the share in such areas was declining sharply (down from
13 percent in 1980).

Social and economic characteristics. Compared to non-Indians, the AIAN population
is more family oriented, but more prone to economic distress. Nationally, more AIAN households
are married couples with children (37 percent vs. 28 percent) and many more are large (5 or
more person) families (20 percent vs. 11 percent). The AIAN population has a higher
unemployment rate (14 percent vs. 6 percent), a smaller number of workers in "for-profit" firms
per thousand population (255 vs. 362) and a higher share of households with very low incomes
(VLI, one third vs. 24 percent).?

ZVery low-income" households are those with incomes less than 50 percent of the median income in their local
labor market areas.
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Variations in differing environments. These types of AIAN/non-Indian differences exist
in all locations but they are most pronounced in Tribal Areas. For example, large families
represent 27 percent of all AIAN households in Tribal Areas, but only 19 percent in their
surrounding counties, and 16 percent in the rest of the U.S. (both inside and outside of
metropolitan areas); VLI households represent 43 percent of the AIAN total in Tribal Areas, 30
percent in the surrounding counties, and 28 percent in other metropolitan and non-metropolitan
areas. Tribal Areas have an average of only 158 for-profit employees per 1,000 population,
compared to 311 for Indians living elsewhere.

Diversity of conditions across tribal areas. Even across Tribal Areas, however, there
is much more diversity than is typically understood. To many outsiders, the stereotypical Indian
reservation is a small, remote, and poor community with little access to employment or other
opportunities that are offered in our predominantly urban society. This is an apt characterization
for many of them, but not for all. In fact, out of the 508 inhabited Tribal Areas nationally:

= 183 (accounting for 53 percent of the total AIAN Tribal Area population) are Large
(have an AIAN population of 400 or more), and have one of two other
characteristics: (1) they are Near Urban (located within 50 miles of an urban center
with a population of at least 50,000), and/or (2) Open (having at least as many
Indians as non-Indians living within their boundaries). These Areas, on average,
have a fairly strong private employment base (217 for-profit workers per 1,000
population) and a comparatively low share of households in the VLI group (35
percent).

m Out of the first group, 46 (accounting for 25 percent of the total population) have
all three of the characteristics mentioned (Large, Near Urban, and Open). These
fare even better than the first group, with a for-profit employment ratio of 242 and
a VLI share of 31 percent.

= The remaining 325 Areas are more often like the stereotype--remote and poor.
They have an average of only 91 for-profit employees per 1,000 population and
59 percent of their households are VLI.

Generally, statistical analysis showed that the more open and nearer to an urban center
a Tribal Area was, the stronger its economic position was likely to be. This relationship was far
from a perfect fit, however. Many other factors (including the effectiveness of tribal govemment,
work force skills, the value of the Area’s natural resource base, and others) undoubtedly aiso play
a critical role.
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The AIAN metropolitan population is concentrated in a limited number of areas rather
than being evenly spread. Over 60 percent live in just 15 metropolitan areas. An unexpected
finding is that, in these areas, a larger share of the AIAN population lives in the suburbs (59
percent) than the non-indian population (54 percent on average). It must be remembered, of
course, that there is great divergence within the non-Indian population in this regard: AIAN
households are much more likely to live in the suburbs than blacks or Hispanics, but less so than
whites. Index measures show substantially less residential segregation for American indians than
for blacks and Hispanics.

City/suburban differences. AIAN suburban residents are typically in a better position
economically than their counterparts in the central cities, but they clearly have not achieved parity
with the suburban average. In fact, AIAN/non-AlAN disparities are often greater in suburban
locations. For example, the AIAN unemployment rate in the central cities of the 15 metropolitan
areas is 11 percent (1.2 times that for non-Indians). The comparable suburban AIAN rate is much
lower (8 percent) but that figure is 1.7 times the suburban non-Indian average.

Housing Problems in Tribal Areas

Census indicators show that the physical housing problems of Tribal Areas are extreme
by national standards: 28 percent of AIAN households in these areas live in housing that is
overcrowded and/or lacks kitchen or plumbing facilities--compared to a national average of only
5.4 percent. (And Tribal Area problems in this regard are much more serious than those for AIAN
households in other areas, as will be discussed below). The share of AIAN households in these
areas that live in decent housing but have an affordability problem (housing expenses exceed
30 percent of their income), however, is smaller than that for the general population (16 percent
vs. 20 percent).

There are important regional variations in the incidence of housing problems in Tribal
Areas. Probably most important is that physical problems (overcrowding and facility deficiencies)
are considerably higher in two regions than elsewhere: Alaska and Arizona-New Mexico, where
63 percent and 61 percent, respectively, of all AIAN occupied units are affected. Overcrowding
rates are still serious in the Tribal Areas of all other regions (much above the national averages
for non-Indians) but the incidence of facility deficiencies is fairly low in most other regions except
for these two.

The pattern with respect to affordability problems, however, appears to be almost the
reverse of that for physical problems. Oklahoma, for exampie, which has by far the lowest share
of its units with physical problems, has among the highest shares with affordability problems (21
percent). Unlike almost all others, the Tribal Areas of Oklahoma have large private land areas
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within them and a land tenure system that has tended more to foster the emergence of private
housing markets.

Other physical housing problems (deficiencies in structural condition and
heating/electrical systems) are not measured by the Census. The gap between the U.S. average
and Tribal Area problems widens even further when these other deficiencies are considered.
Based on a survey conducted by this study of a small sample of Tribal Area households, we
estimate that, in total, roughly 40 percent are overcrowded and/or with one or more serious
physical problems (the comparable national average is 5.9 percent). The comparable share for
AlAN households in Tribal Areas that do not live in HUD assisted housing is 45 percent.

Total units with physical problems. Official census figures show a total of 234,400
occupied housing units in Tribal Areas nationally in 1990. The 40 percent average implies that
93,800 of these units were overcrowded and/or had serious physical deficiencies. That number,
however, is not adjusted to compensate for the major census undercount in Tribal Areas that
occurred in 1990. If that adjustment is made, the total overcrowded and/or with serious physical
deficiencies would be 105,200 units (81,600 of which had physical deficiencies).

Diversity in housing problems and circumstances. Tribal Areas are as diverse in their
housing characteristics as they are in their social and economic circumstances. While again there
was much variation around these tendencies, statistical analysis shows that, generally, the more
open a Tribal Area is and the closer it is to a large urban center: (1) the smaller its overall share
of households with housing problems; and (2) the iower the share that have overcrowding and/or
facilities problems; but (3) the higher the share that have affordability problems. To illustrate:

- For the 183 Areas that were Large and Open and/or Near Urban (as defined
earlier), on average, just one third of all households had one or more housing
problems: 12 percent had overcrowding and/or facilities problems, and 21 percent
had affordability problems only. In these areas, housing strategies that rely more
on private markets clearly warrant consideration.

= For the remaining 325 Areas, 62 percent had one or more housing problems: 52
percent had overcrowding and/or facilities problems, and only 10 percent had
affordability problems only. In these areas, market-oriented housing strategies are
less likely to be workable.

These marked variations in the magnitudes and types of local housing problems suggests
that any single nationally imposed housing strategy for Tribal Areas is likely to prove unworkable.
Area-specific conditions should determine the best mix of policy tools to be applied. While some
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general themes are likely to be applicable in most areas, specific program approaches need to
be locally tailored to be feasible in the Area at hand.

In a sizeable number, attempts to address a larger share of low-income housing problems
through assistance in the private housing market appear promising (rather than relying solely on
traditional government production programs which typically cost more per household
accommodated). In many Tribal Areas, there are significant numbers of households with incomes
that should enable them to purchase decent homes if private mortgage financing was being made
available as it is in the rest of the country.

AIAN Housing Problems in Metropolitan and Other Environments

Physical problems. In the rest of the U.S., the share of AIAN households with
overcrowding and/or plumbing/kitchen facility problems is considerably less severe than in Tribal
Areas, but still well above the 5.4 percent average for the general population: 14 percent in
counties surrounding Tribal Areas, and 9 percent in other metropolitan and non-metropolitan
areas.

Affordability problems. The dominant housing problem for AIAN households in these
environments, however, is affordability. The share who live in decent housing but have an
affordability problem is 27 percent in the surrounding counties, 29 percent in other metropolitan
areas, and 27 percent in other non-metropolitan areas--compared to the national average of 20
percent.

Homelessness. Household surveys indicate that in Tribal Areas, the lack of sufficient
housing is reflected in severe overcrowding rather than actual homelessness; i.e., virtually all
people who have no shelter of their own are taken in by relatives or other tribal members.
Homelessness per se is a serious problem, however, for the AIAN population in urban areas.
The survey generally considered the most reliable indicates that AIAN individuals account for 2.3
percent of all homeless people nationally--an incidence rate three times that for the population
as a whole.

Homeownership rates for higher-income AIAN households are unusually low, particularly
considering that such a high percentage of them are family households (those that normally find
ownership most desirable). While 48 percent of all AIAN households nationally are in the
moderate- and higher-income ranges (incomes above 80 percent of the local median), ownership
rates for these groups are significantly below those of non-indians at similar income levels in most
parts of the country (for example, 66 percent vs. 75 percent in metropolitan areas).
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Il. PROGRAM ASSESSMENT

HUD Programs in Tribal Areas

A broad array of Federal housing assistance programs is made available in Tribal
Areas--together budgeted at levels totaling $585 million in 1993. This assistance is dominated,
however, by two HUD programs which accounted for 88 percent of the Tribal Area total: the
Rental program--which operates like public housing--and the Mutual Help program--a
homeownership (lease-purchase) program in which buyers make monthly payments and, unlike
the Rental program tenants, must cover their own operating and maintenance expenses. Both
programs are administered by the 187 IHAs--agencies whose boards are appointed or elected
by the tribes they serve. HUD administers the programs through its central Office of Native
American Programs (ONAP) and its six regional field offices (FONAPs).

Scale of HUD programs. By the end of 1993, a total of nearly 100,000 units had been
funded under these two programs since they began in the mid-1960s (75,400 were built and in
management, 8,900 were paid-off Mutual-Help units, and the remainder were still in planning or
construction). Of those in management, 27,200 (36 percent) were Rental units, the rest being
produced mostly under Mutual Help. A high level of budget authority provided in the late 1970s
allowed these programs’ output to peak in the early 1980s (1980-84 average of 3,800 units
completed per year). Production levels have since declined (3,000 over 1985-89, and 2,000 over
1990-93).

While small in comparison to Federal housing programs operating nationwide, these
programs have had a significant impact in Indian country. There were 60,700 AIAN occupied
HUD assisted units in Tribal Areas in 1990. This number is the equivalent of 26 percent of all
AlAN households in those areas and 42 percent of those with low incomes (beiow 80 percent of
the local median).®

Equity in past allocations. There is considerable variation across Tribal Areas, in the
share of local low income households assisted by IHA programs--some have housed a much
higher percent of their income-eligible populations than others. HUD has recently adopted an
allocation system that relies more on U.S. Census data, and this should reduce the extent of such
inequities in the future.

l

These shares are based on official Census figures for the total number of households and low-income households
in Tribal Areas. However, a post-Censal survey indicated that the official figures undercounted the total population in
Tribal Areas by 12.2 percent. if adjustment is made for the undercount, the HUD contribution equals 23 percent of all
households and 37 percent of all low-income households.
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Beneficiaries. |HA programs are serving the types of beneficiaries for which they were
intended. The average annual income of the tenants in the Rental program is $8,800--90 percent
of all such tenants have very-low incomes (about the same percent as in the national public
housing program). The average income for Mutual Help occupants is higher: $18,260 (only 52
percent of them are in the very low-income category). But this is not surprising since it was
expected that somewhat higher incomes would be required to meet the obligations of home
ownership. The number of non-Indian occupants is negligible in Mutual Help units (2 percent)
but higher in the rental program (16 percent, accounted for mostly in two regions where IHAs
were created under state law as public housing authorities and were required to house other very
low-income families).

Condition and beneficiary satisfaction. Sample surveys indicate that while physical
problems in IHA units are far from trivial, they are much less severe than those of unassisted
housing in Tribal Areas. Overcrowding and/or serious condition and/or facility deficiencies were
reported for 18 percent of Rental program units and 28 percent of Mutual Help units, as against
45 percent of unassisted units. Program beneficiaries seem reasonably well satisfied with their
housing. Survey respondents were asked for ratings on a five point scale: only 10 percent of
Rental program tenants said they were "most unsatisfied", compared to 20 percent for Mutual
Help occupants, and 35 percent for the residents of unassisted housing in AIAN Areas.

Continuing demand for IHA housing. Comparatively low vacancy rates (6 percent on
average) and long waiting lists in most areas suggest that the demand for additional IHA housing
remains high (our surveys indicate that the number of households on waiting lists averages about
half of the total number of existing IHA units).

Performance in Housing Development and Management

HUD deregulation and management improvement initiatives. Interviews with program
managers suggest that, through the mid-1980s, the administration of Indian housing programs
was fraught with conflict and operating difficulties. Much of this appears due to complex rules and
procedures, requiring detailed HUD review of all aspects of local operations. A particular problem
was the imposition of the cumbersome regulations of the national public housing program in Tribal
Areas without reasonable adaptation. More recently HUD has made a significant effort to cut
regulations and oversight, and spur better local management. While it is too early to evaluate the
results, there are a number of indications that this is helping to create an environment supportive
of improved performance at the local level.

The development process has been shortened--the average period from funds
reservation to construction start dropped from 38.7 months in 1985 to 28.4 months in 1993. With
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good management, considerable speed is possible within the current system (at least one IHA
has recently accomplished this in less than six months).

However, IHAs note several factors that still slow down delivery: (1) the lack of overall
planning which frustrates project site selection and infrastructure provision (only 30 percent of
IHAs have comprehensive housing plans--most of those are out of date and very few tribes have
adopted clear land-use plans); (2) increasing difficulty in securing sites (reported by 40 percent--
archeological and environmental requirements are frequently noted as barriers); (3) the well-
intended requirement to give preference to Indian contractors (52 percent say this initiative is not
meeting its objective because qualified Indian contractors are too scarce to make it workable);
(4) interagency coordination problems--this was not considered a major obstacle, but 35 percent
mentioned that the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) was sometimes slow in providing access roads.

Development costs. The per square foot cost of developing new IHA housing has been
markedly reduced over the past decade--from the 1981-83 average of $96 to the 1991-93
average of $65 (constant 1993 $). The 1991-93 average development cost per unit was $85,700,
although there was considerable variation by region. Average per unit costs fell in the $50,000-
$60,000 range in the Eastem, Oklahoma, and Plains regions, but above $100,000 in the Alaska,
California-Nevada and North Central regions (these differences seem to be largely explained by
variations in input prices and tribal choices of house types).

Although many IHAs note factors they believe still push up costs unreasonably (e.g., the
site delay factors noted above, Davis-Bacon requirements) it is difficult to argue that these costs
are substantially above what they should be, given the type of housing being produced in many
of the remote regions. On most reservations, there are strong cultural preferences for low-density
housing (which implies higher costs when full infrastructure is provided). Through the early 1980s
HUD regulations mandated fairly high technical standards for IHA units and these too set limits
on how much costs could be reduced. HUD-imposed standards have now been eliminated, but
compliance with minimums in accepted national codes is still required and old traditions with
respect to standards linger on--a natural tendency to use housing designs that have worked in
the past rather than search for lower-cost, potentially controversial, altematives.

Nonetheless, this level of cost remains an issue because under the present system, while
a significant fraction of the households in need are benefiting from substantial subsidies, even
larger numbers in similar circumstance receive nothing. This inequity could be remedied if more
families could be assisted for the amount of HUD funding provided with programs producing
decent basic homes at lower cost.

Operating costs and HUD Subsidies. In 1993, IHA costs of operating and maintaining
completed Rental housing averaged $217 per unit-month--a measure that exhibits little variation
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by IHA size or region. This average appears reasonable in relation to similar costs for public
housing where 1992 allowable expenses per unit-month ranged from $140 for small housing
authorities in the Midwest to $358 for large public housing programs in the Northeast.

IHA operating costs in Mutual Help averaged $91 per unit-month. These outlays are only
supposed to cover counseling, some utility allowances, and a few administrative expenses--not
full project management, utilities, and maintenance as required of IHAs in the Rental program.
Mutual Help costs are more variable across IHAs. For example, the average cost for smaller
IHAs (less than 100 units in management) is $127, compared to only $62 for larger IHAs (457
units or more).

In 1993, the HUD operating subsidy in the Rental program averaged $180 per unit-month
(83 percent of total operating costs). In Mutual Help, the HUD subsidy averaged $37 per unit-
month (41 percent of total operating costs). In both cases, remaining costs were covered mainly
by payments from beneficiaries.

Tenant Accounts Receivable (TARS). A long-standing problem in both programs has
been substantial delinquencies by beneficiaries in meeting their payment obligations under
program rules. On average, 36 percent of all Rental program tenants were delinquent in their rent
payments in 1993, and cumulative Tenant Accounts Receivable (TARS) at the end of the year
averaged $208 per unit in management. In comparison, only 12 percent of the tenants in the
national public housing program had rent delinquencies.

In Mutual Help, the monthly payment for purchasers is set between 15 percent and 30
percent of income. IHA’s can grant utility allowances to these households and, there is little
evidence of IHA efforts to increase payments much beyond the minimum (i.e., it is likely that
household payments on average come much closer to the 15 percent than the 30 percent). Still,
TARS is also a notable problem in Mutual Help: 36 percent of new Mutual Help occupants, and
56 percent of old Mutual Help occupants are delinquent and cumulative TARS per unit in
management is higher than in the Rental program ($294 in new Mutual Help units, and $628 in
old Mutual Help units).

Clearly, a part of the explanation here is that many Mutual Help households had been
enticed into a program they simply could not afford. The 15 percent of income requirement
sounded attractive, and many did not give enough thought to the other side of the bargain; i.e.,
that they would have to pay for utilities and maintenance from their own pockets.

The averages, however, are misleading because they mask wide differences. Some |IHAs
have an excellent record with respect to TARS while, for others, the problem is severe. For the
ten percent of all IHAs with the best record in this regard, for example, Rental program TARS
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averaged only $5 per unit in management; for the ten percent with the worst record, the average
was $1,256. On-site interviews suggest that while some tribes enforce strong eviction policies
(and therefore avoid large TARS), others either are unwilling or unable to do so. Explanatory
factors include the existence of weak tribal court systems and the conflict of such policies with
tribal culture, as well as the lack of forceful management.

Maintenance and repair activity. Maintenance and repair activity is an increasing
challenge in the Rental program with the aging of a large share of the stock. Also, 65 percent
of IHAs surveyed say that vandalism and tenant abuse increasingly compounding the problem.
Nonetheless, there is wide agreement that the physical problems of Mutual Help are much more
serious (corroborated by sample survey results noted earlier). IHAs, asked about the causes,
most frequently cited the simple failure of residents to make needed repairs (30 percent), poor
original construction (22 percent), and inadequate resident income to cover maintenance (20
percent).

The history of these programs in this regard shows how rigid program designs can distort
incentives. In Tribal Areas, where a very high percentage of households are families, there is an
overwhelming preference for homeownership rather than rental tenure. Also, Mutual Help
seemed attractive because poor households only had to pay around 15 percent of their income,
in contrast to the much higher charge in the Rental program. Accordingly, most tribes
emphasized the development of Mutual Help units as HUD assistance began. The economics
worked reasonably well for a time, but with the dramatic escalation of utility costs in the mid-
1970s, occupant incomes were much too low to cover these costs and adequate maintenance
as well (our field surveys evidenced cases where Mutual Help residents simply did not use the
heat and electricity provided because they could not afford to pay for them). Recognizing this,
the 1980s saw much pressure to expand the Rental program (since its rules allowed HUD, rather
than the occupants, to cover the costs of utilities and maintenance). Other options would have
been possible in a more fiexible program environment (see section on innovations below).

Modernization. Recognizing the increasing physical deterioration of HUD-assisted units
in Tribal Areas, HUD has allocated substantial additional funding for modernization in recent years
(modernization accounted for only 6 percent of capital expenditure funds authorized over 1980-84,
but 28 percent over 1990-93). IHAs were concerned about overly tight HUD control and allocation
uncertainties associated with such funding under CIAP (the Comprehensive Improvement
Assistance Program). The CGP (Comprehensive Grant Program), initiated in 1992 to rectify
some of these problems, is a more flexible approach in which funds are allocated by a formula
for multi-year improvement strategies. However, CGP is also faulted in two respects: (1) it has
been provided only to larger IHAs (250 or more units in management)--smaller IHAs remain
strapped for modernization funds; and (2) CGP requires the preparation of planning documents
that are overly time-consuming.
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Variations in Local Institutional Performance

IHA diversity. IHAs are diverse along many dimensions. Differences in size are
important managerially (the top quarter ranked by size manage an average of 1,155 housing units
whereas the bottom quarter manage on average only 59). Of the 187 total, 6 have only recently
been founded and have not yet completed any units. Of the remainder, 24 are "umbrella-IHAs"
that provide services to two or more Tribal Areas and 157 serve only one tribe.

IHA performance also varies widely. In the Administrative Capability Assessment (ACA)
system (initiated by HUD in the mid-1980s), IHAs are rated on several independent aspects of
their performance. One of these factors is TARS which, as we have seen, varies dramatically.
The composite scores (1990-93 averages on a 100 point scale) range from 3 to 97. The middie
half of the IHAs fall in the range from 67 to 85. The composite ratings for 52 percent of the IHAs-
-high or low--have not changed much since the mid-1980s, but 23 percent have increased
performance substantially, while 25 percent have experienced major declines.*

Factors influencing performance. Statistical analysis revealed no systematic
relationships between ACA ratings and Tribal Area characteristics examined earlier; e.g., size,
location, comparative income. For one factor, however, the relationship was significant: IHA
director turnover. For example, the 25 percent of all IHAs with the lowest ACA performance had
an average of six directors over the past ten years, about twice the average for those with higher
performance ratings. It seems likely that IHA director turnover is itself influenced by unstable or
ineffective tribal governance. The lowest performers aiso had the highest turnover in board
directors.

Other Housing Programs and Recent Innovations

BIA’s Housing Improvement Program (HIP) provides grants for housing improvements,
targeted to very low-income households. HIP is normally administered by the tribal governments.
Most funds have been used for modest rehabilitation and repair of existing units rather than new
construction, although the [atter is allowable under the program. Although HIP has made valuable
contributions, it has also had major administrative control problems, and at current funding levels
($20 million per year) it cannot be expected to make much of a dent in the housing problems
enumerated above.

*IHAs were divided into deciles according to their overall ACA ratings in two periods: 1986-89 and 1990-93. A major
change was defined as occurring when an individual IHA moved up or down by two or more deciles between these
periods,
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Tenant-based assistance programs (Section 8 Certificates and Vouchers) help low-
income households rent housing of their choice in the private market (HUD subsidies make up
the difference between the market rent for the unit and what the tenant can afford to pay). This
approach will not work in remote Tribal Areas where a large private housing stock does not exist.
However, a significant number of Tribal Areas do have such housing within their boundaries or
nearby. Those earlier classified as "near urban" alone have around 20,000 households with
housing affordability problems, yet HUD has so far allocated tenant-based assistance for only
4,885 families to Tribal Areas nationwide.

Financing initiatives. The availability of private mortgage financing that most Americans
take for granted has been largely withheld from Tribal Areas (mostly because lenders have
perceived additional risks due to the inability to foreclose on trust land and other legal
complexities). The FHA Section 248 mortgage insurance program was established in 1987 in the
hope of offsetting these risks, but the program has rarely been used. A new (Section 184) loan
guarantee program has been established as well, but it has only recently become operational and
it is too early to judge its effects. HUD now appears to be making a concerted effort to market
both programs more effectively.

Two HUD block grant programs have been used to support housing improvements in
Federally recognized Tribal Areas: the Indian Community Development Block Grant (ICDBG) and
the HOME Investment Partnership. Both are most often administered by tribal governments
directly rather than their IHAs, and both permit substantially more local flexibility in spending
decisions than occurs under categorical initiatives like the Rental and Mutual Help programs.

ICDBG is HUD’s principal vehicle for supporting community and economic development
activities in Indian communities ($40 mitlion budgeted in 1993). A total of over 1,300 projects in
32 states have been funded since 1980. In 1991 and 1992, 70 percent of the resources went for
community facilities and infrastructure, but 18 percent was allocated to housing construction and
rehabilitation. HOME is a new block grant program, created in 1990 solely to support local
housing initiatives ($12.8 million budgeted for Tribal Areas in 1993). it can be used to support
a variety of locally designed activities including tenant-based assistance, down-payments for
home buyers, and housing production and rehabilitation programs. Only a few tribes have begun
to apply for HOME funds to date, but some creative new approaches are being devised (see
discussion below).

Local innovations. Using HOME and other funding vehicles, a few tribes are
experimenting with new housing assistance approaches that,would avoid some of the problems
of the current HUD programs discussed above. At least three principles are being applied, all in
a manner that would increase the number of families that can be assisted for any given amount
of Federal funding provided:
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1. Leverage--instead of covering the full bill, the HUD subsidy can be a base with
additional funds attracted from other sources (including private loans and loans
from state housing finance authorities as well as tribal funding and family down-

payments);

2. Using lower cost building plans and techniques (including self-help and incremental
approaches where subsidy funds can help build a considerably more modest
"starter-home" that families can improve and expand as their income increases);

3. Offering a variety of program formulas to more efficiently serve households with

differing needs and incomes; for example, providing downpayment assistance only
for those with incomes in the ranges just below the median, a continuum of
homeownership options below that (households with incomes at the top end of this
range would be required to pay a larger share of the costs than those at the lower
end--shares paid by the family would change over time as their income changes),
and more use of tenant-based assistance where a private housing stock is
accessible.

Even after the substantial deregulation that has occurred over the past few years, statutes
defining HUD’s Rental and Mutual Help programs still preclude using funds for creative leveraging
schemes, help with downpayments, altemative assistance formulas, and tenant-based assistance.
Continuing to push the bulk of Federal housing assistance funds through these two limited
program options tends to dampen local incentives to search for a more effective range of
altemnatives.

. DIRECTIONS FOR POLICY

Reforming Federal Housing Assistance

The need for continued assistance, more efficiently delivered. There is much
evidence to suggest that American Indians and Alaskan Natives do not want lives that are
characterized by "dependency." On the other hand, continued assistance from the Federal
govemment to Tribal Areas is not only a legal obligation in most cases (under treaties between
sovereigns), all indications are that it has widespread support, borne out the recognition that its
withdrawal would imply a devastating blow to the cultural richness of our nation as well as a
sense of moral obligation in response to past injustices. The enormous unmet housing needs in
Tribal Areas documented in this report justify expanding federal housing assistance to these
Areas, but it is reasonable for Congress to expect that such assistance be delivered in a more
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efficient form than it has been in the past. The challenge is to provide support in a manner that
leverages and expands the power of these Native Americans to control and enhance their own
destinies.

Consolidating existing programs into a block grant framework. HUD’s recent
streamlining and deregulation of its Rental and Mutual Help programs seem to be important steps
in the right direction, but as noted, the statutory frameworks for these programs still preclude
sufficient flexibility. The block grant approach offered under the HOME program is already
spurring experimentation in at least a few areas with a potentially more efficient, tribally
determined array of program options. Although, it would seem most reasonable for HUD to
consolidate its existing funding into a block grant framework that operates generally in the same
way. Given the diversity of housing problems and opportunities in Tribal Areas documented
earlier, it should be clear that different strategies will be required in different Areas--sometimes
varying from each other in subtle ways based on tribal culture and political realities as well as
economic and physical conditions. The strategy for any individual Area ought to be designed by
local stakeholders who have both the knowledge of local conditions needed to select the best mix
of activities and strong locally based incentives to implement them effectively. This approach
would make Indian housing policy fit better with overall U.S. Indian policy in which "seif-
determination" is now the dominant theme.

Attaching fewer Federal strings, but rigorously enforcing those that are attached.
Recent HUD reforms have substantially reduced the regulatory burdens on these programs. In
a new block grant, there should be yet fewer strings attached, but it is essential that some
requirements remain to focus resources on basic national objectives that are the justification for
Federal assistance. Probably most important in this case is requiring that the bulk of the funding
be devoted to addressing the housing problems of low-income households most in need, and that
some quantitative constraints be imposed to direct local decisions away from spending very large
amounts on a small number of families while the majority of those in need remain unassisted.
Of equal importance, program funding should be contingent on the local preparation of a simple,
publicly discussed, integrated housing strategy which shows how local leaders intend to allocate
Federal and other resources. The purpose would be to make local tribal leaders more clearly
accountable to their own members (HUD wouid not be expected to approve the strategy--just to
ensure that one had been prepared). Finally, with fewer rules to monitor, HUD should be able
to do a better job of rigorously auditing performance in relation to those requirements that remain.
Serious penalties should be imposed for failure to comply with those requirements, and some
form of bonuses should be considered to provide incentives for improved performance.

A phased devolution, linked to capacity buildfng. Other researchers of Indian
problems and institutions have recently concluded: (1) when tribal governments are given a freer
hand in implementing their own development, they generally perform more effectively than
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approaches imposed from the outside; but (2) tribes vary dramatically in the effectiveness of their
governance structures. Similarly, this study has documented substantial diversity in local
capacity, and this may be an important constraint on policy and program devolution. Granting
full authority and responsibility for housing development to all tribes and IHAs immediately would
not be practical. Many are capable of handling it all now, including entrepreneurial innovations,
but the institutional capacity of a sizeable number is not yet adequately developed.

A phased strategy for implementing the block grant approach seems warranted, in which
expansions of authority would go hand in hand with expansions in capacity. The initial round of
strategic planning, as called for above, might be used to help select the most appropriate path
for each Area. Strategies would have to include a section on proposed institutional arrangements
for implementation, and HUD would provide resources for technical assistance to help local
leaders understand the various programmatic options open to them and prepare their plans.

On the basis of these submissions: (1) a large number of Tribal Areas would be given full
authority to implement the full block grant approach immediately; (2) others would be given more
flexibility, but be subject to closer monitoring for a fixed period as they improve their
implementation capacity; and (3) yet others might have to wait until they had established
adequate basic capacity to begin to perform under the new arrangements. Federal agencies
would have to provide an adequate level of resources for technical assistance to tribes and IHAs
in the second and third categories.

Husbanding existing institutional capacity--roles for IHAs and HUD. In many Tribal
Areas, sound working relationships have been established between tribes and their IHAs. It is
likely that under the new approach, IHAs would naturally work with the tribes in preparing the
strategy and the IHAs would be assigned as the lead implementing agency, taking on both more
challenging and exciting responsibilities as they branch out from the more limited task of
administering current HUD programs and become more entrepreneurial, for example, in seeking
private sector financing. In some Areas, however, tribal govemments might be tempted to reject
the IHA role too easily. While this study has noted that IHA performance is uneven, the IHAs
have generally developed a level of professional competence not easily replaced in the tribal
structure. Ultimately, tribal govemments should be able to select the institutional arrangements
that suit them best, but constraints should be placed on their ability to eliminate existing
performance capacity and professionalism unreasonably.

Under the proposed approach, the Federal role changes substantially, moving away from
direct program implementation and toward: (1) facilitating local performance capacity (through
technical assistance, demonstrations, and information sharing functions); and (2) more careful
monitoring and sanctioning of results. In fact, with its recent deregulation initiatives, HUD has
moved a great distance these directions. This study has evidenced no major coordination
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problems between Federal agencies in administering housing assistance in Indian country
(certainly, in part, because the non-HUD programs are comparatively so small). HUD has built
considerable capacity to understand and address AlAN housing problems and needs. We see
no reason to shift the responsibility for administering the proposed block grant approach to any
other Federal agency. Alternatively, we find no reason to try to consolidate all indian housing
assistance at HUD. Existing housing related functions of BIA and IHS are seen as useful
complements to HUD’s role.

Expanding Indian access to housing assistance outside of Tribal Areas. While not
as severe as those in Tribal Areas, the housing problems of AIAN households living in other
areas (metropolitan and nonmetropolitan) are more serious than those of the general population.
Administrative realism, however, argues against setting up new special program initiatives to
address their problems. Rather, emphasis should be on expanding their access to assistance
within the framework of Federal housing programs that already exist in those areas. This implies
the need for HUD to establish special outreach efforts for Indians in all of its programs.

Stimulating Private Investment in Indian Housing

As noted earlier, the number of AIAN households at moderate- and higher-income levels
is substantial. Yet when categorized by income level and family status, AIAN homeownership
rates are typically well below those of non-indian households. Opportunities to increase Indian
homeownership on market terms appear significant, and with modest subsidies, it should be
possible to extend ownership to many more AIAN households.

A small-scale survey of mortgage lenders conducted as a part of this study, however,
indicated that private lending institutions near Tribal Areas in almost all parts of the country do
now regularly originate some mortgages for Indian homebuyers, although the volumes remain
extremely small; the reasons include lack of knowledge and initiative by tribes and their members
as well as caution due to continued perception of high risks on the part of lenders. Major lenders
and secondary market institutions at the national ievel, however, are now exhibiting considerable
interest in finding ways to serve AIAN households in all locations more effectively.

It is a positive sign that private intermediaries are beginning to recognize that expanded
lending to AIAN households and communities may be a promising market opportunity. However,
policy support is needed to transiate this opportunity into reality at sufficient scale. Education and
outreach will clearly be needed, and new institutional responses may be appropriate in a number
of areas.






Chapter 1

PURPOSE AND APPROACH

The housing problems of American Indians and Alaska Natives (AIAN)' have long been
a concern of public policy in America. By the end of the 1980s, after decades of Federal Housing
assistance, there were many indications that those problems remained serious. In 1989,
Congress designated a National Commission on American Indian, Alaska Native and Native
Hawaiian Housing to investigate the issue. The Commission’s reports (1992, 1993) were
provocative and contained many valuable insights. However, the Commission had not had the
resources to undertake a thorough quantitative analysis of either the performance of the Federal
programs that had been applied or of the problems themselves. Its 1992 report stated:

. .. the lack of accurate statistics has impeded all efforts, public and private, to address
the housing crisis in Indian Country. It is nearly impossible to set meaningful policies
without a reliable picture of the full scope and seriousness of Native housing needs and
how they relate to other social and economic hardships faced by America’s first citizens.

in 1993, recognizing the need for a more comprehensive and objective basis for policy
review, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) commissioned the
Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs, which has had three basic
purposes: (1) evaluating the housing needs of American Indians and Alaska Natives, (2)
assessing the effectiveness of existing federal housing programs in meeting those needs, and (3)
comparing alternative approaches and suggesting ways in which Federal policy regarding the
housing of these Native Americans could be improved.

'Matthew Snipp (1989, pp. 36-40) explains why the term "American Indians and Alaskan Natives" is the preferred
ethnic designation for the population that is the subject of this study, and we use that term most frequently. However,
we also often use its acronym, "AlAN", and sometimes, fall back on the terms Native American and Indian to refer to
this same population.



Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs: Final Report 2

Rather than simply presenting the national answers to these questions to these questions,
however, this study has also had a special mission: characterizing diversity. Common
observation suggests that the housing conditions of Native Americans differ substantially in
different living environments. For exampie, conditions on reservations in the Northeast seem very
different from those in the Southwest, and both may differ substantially from those in Alaskan
villages which, in turn, appear quite unlike those for Indians living in large cities. Housing
program performance also appears to vary in important ways in different locations. No prior
research characterized such differences reliably, yet doing so is important because housing
strategies that work effectively in one environment may not be appropriate in another.

This document is the final report of the study.? It is divided into three parts corresponding
to the purposes noted above. By way of introduction, the remainder of this chapter: (1) reviews
the study’s overall approach and the information relied upon in the research; (2) provides a more
detailed explanation of the structure of the report; and (3) briefly reviews the history of U.S. policy
relating to American Indians and Alaska Natives, emphasizing the features of that history that
establish a unique context for housing policy.

APPROACH: THE OVERALL STUDY

HUD selected the Urban Institute to conduct the overall study, working in collaboration with
subcontractors Aspen Systems Corporation, and OKM Associates. The National American Indian
Housing Council (NAIHC) also served as a subcontractor, helping primarily in making logistical
arrangements for field surveys. HUD’s design for the study recognized that information from a
variety of sources would have to be compiled to respond to each of the project’s purposes.

The first imperative was to obtain nationwide data and perspectives on the conditions and
issues under consideration. Doing so entailed:

1. Reviewing existing studies and reports to compile background information on the
evolution of Indian social, economic, and housing circumstances, as well as
relevant policies and programs.

2Two other reports have been prepared under this study: (1) Housing Problems and Needs of American Indians and
Alaska Natives (by G. Thomas Kingsley, Maris Mikelsons, and Carla Herbig, Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute,
1995) which presents more detailed analyses supporting the summary findings on this topic presented in Part | of this
report; and (2) Housing Problems and Needs of Native Hawaiians (by Maris Mikelsons and Karl Eschbach, with Virginia
E. Spencer and John Simonson, Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1995), containing the results of special
analyses added to the study agenda in mid-1994, which are not reviewed in this report.
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2.

Consulting with experts on American Indian communities. An advisory panel,
including scholars and Indian representatives (with substantial knowledge about
conditions and policy issues in Indian country), provided guidance on the research
design, provided and checked information on culture and history, and helped
interpret findings derived from other sources.

Analyzing large scale data bases including the 1990 U.S. Census (focusing on
social and economic characteristics as well as housing conditions and needs) and
HUD management information systems (focusing on the characteristics and
performance of HUD programs).

Conducting interviews with housing experts and national and regional officials
responsible for program implementation, to gain insights on policy trends and
options as well as program organization, interrelationships, and performance.’

Data from these sources alone, however, could well have yielded a somewhat sterile, and
perhaps inaccurate, portrait of actual conditions and program performance. Accordingly, the
research design called for direct interviews and observations at the local level, first to serve as
a "reality check" on the story obtained from national sources but, more importantly, to provide a
much richer characterization than national sources alone could provide--one that would give us
a clearer sense of the diversity of conditions that exist in Indian country. Four additional types
of data collection were undertaken:

5.

Conducting field interviews with Indian Housing Authority (IHA) officials and Tribal
leaders and staff at a representative sample of 36 reservations and other Tribal
Areas. These entailed extensive, in-person interviews on local institutional
arrangements and procedures, housing problems, program activity, and experience
with and attitudes about Federal programs.

Conducting field interviews with a sample of households at the 36 survey sites
(and observing their housing conditions) to obtain direct information on housing
problems; housing, tenure, and location preferences; and reactions to government
housing programs.

®Interviewees included representatives from HUD (central and regional offices), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA),
the Indian Health Service (IHS), the Farmer's Home Administration (FmHA), the Veteran’s Administration (VA), and the
Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA, or Fannie Mae).
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7. Conducting telephone interviews with officials of all IHAs nationally, to obtain
comprehensive information on institutional characteristics, program activity, and
performance.

8. Conducting interviews and preparing case studies on Indian communities in urban

areas to identify housing conditions, needs, and prospects. Included were Public
Housing Authorities that serve metropolitan areas with significant enclaves of
Native American households, and Indian Community Center staff in at least 25
urban communities.

The analysis of U.S. Census data contributed mainly to the first objective: the assessment
of AIAN housing problems and needs. Information from virtually all the rest of these sources,
however, provided inputs to all three of the primary research purposes. Figure 1.1 shows more
specifically the major types of information from each source relied upon to help achieve each of
these purposes.

USE OF THE CENSUS AND HUD INFORMATION SYSTEMS

In this section (and the one that follows it), we review in more depth the major data
sources contributing to the study and the way they were put to use. Here the focus is on the
approach taken to analyze data from the U.S. Census and HUD Management Information
Systems.

U.S. Census Data Sources and Definitions

The decennial U.S. Census obtains a limited amount of information about each resident
and household on a full-count basis and responses to a more elaborate set of questions on a
sample basis. Both types of data were used in this analysis. Throughout, individuals are
classified as American Indian or Alaska Native (AIAN) solely on the basis of whether they
identified themselves as such in the Census question concerning "race" of the respondent.* An
AlAN household is one in which either the head of the household or his/her spouse is classified
as AlAN.

Mostimportant, given our purpose, we utilized numerous Census indicators on the housing
circumstances of both AIAN and (for comparative purposes) non-AlAN households. The Census

*Again, see Snipp (1989) for a discussion of why this approach, while it has imperfections, is superior to available
alternatives.



FIGURE 1.1
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is the only comprehensive and systematically defined national source of information on key
housing characteristics; e.g., housing tenure, age, and structure type, as well as various
commonly recognized housing problems. With regard to the latter, the Census contains direct
measures of the extent of overcrowding and the lack of kitchen and plumbing facilities and it
contains income and housing cost information that enabled us to calculate the extent of
"affordability problems" (i.e., when rent or homeownership costs are excessive in relation to
household income). The Census does not contain data on all types of housing problems,
however. In particular, it provides no information on the structural condition of housing or on
inadequate heating or electrical facilities (our approach to addressing this data deficiency will be
discussed below).

To be able to interpret information on housing conditions, we also needed to know a great
deal about the social and economic conditions of the AIAN population. Accordingly, we also
extracted Census data on characteristics such as age and household structure, education status,
labor force and employment, income levels, and patterns of commuting and intercensal residential
mobility.

While data from a number of Census publications were used in this work, three large
computer-based data files were relied upon primarily:

The 1990 STF-3C File. This is one of the largest data files the Census Bureau regularly
compiles and makes available to the public. It contains data, by race, on all of the indicators
noted above at a detailed level geographically. It can be used to create separate tables for each
individual state, county, metropolitan area, urban place, and (critical for our purposes) AIAN Area.
(AIAN areas include all Indian reservations, Alaska Native Villages, and all other Census
designated Tribal Areas. As used in this report, Tribal Areas include American Indian
Reservations, Alaska Native Villages, and other special types of areas so designated by the U.S.
Census--complete definitions of these area types will be provided in Chapter 2.

A limitation of this file is that it defines AIAN households only by the race of the head of
the household. This leaves out an important group for policy purposes--the sizeable number of
AlAN individuals who are a part of households in which the only spouse of the household head
(but not the head) is AIAN.

1990 Special AIAN Tabulations. This file was created by the Census Bureau at HUD'’s
request specifically for this study and it was the one we used most extensively. It does identify
AIAN households by the race of either the household head or spouse. It also offers additional
benefits. While it supports the same geographic breakdowns as the STF-3C file, it provides: (1)
more detailed housing data for AIAN occupied units than are available elsewhere; and (2) cross
tabulations of housing conditions by the income levels of occupant AIAN households, categorized
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in the same manner HUD uses in determining program priorities and eligibility (in this scheme,
a household’s income is expressed as a percentage of the median income in its local labor
market area rather than in relation to a uniform national measure such as the poverty threshold--
the benefits of this approach will be discussed in Chapter 2).

1980 Census Files. 1t would have been desirable, of course, to examine 1980-1990
trends in housing conditions and other social and economic characteristics of the AIAN
population. Unfortunately, particularly with respect to housing characteristics, there were so many
changes in the definitions used by the Census in 1980 and 1990, this type of analysis was largely
precluded. However, we were able to relate 1980 and 1990 characteristics in a few cases and,
most important, to analyze in some detail the patterns of growth and/or decline of total AIAN
populations in geographic subareas throughout the country. As appropriate, we also refer to
research by others discussing social and demographic trends for earlier periods.

Limitations of Census Data

In addition to the lack of information on some types of housing problems as noted earlier,
the Census has two other limitations for the purposes of this study that should be kept in mind.

The Increase in Self-ldentification. Particularly since 1970, the growth of the U.S. AIAN
population as recorded by the Census has been in part explained by individuals who change their
racial designation to AIAN; actually, by the excess of those who reported themselves as being
of some other race in one census (or were recorded as being of some other race when born
during the decade) and then changed to the AIAN designation in the next census, over the
number who have done the opposite. This phenomenon was less important in the 1990 Census
than in 1980, but even so, the group that made such a change in 1990 accounted for 9.6 percent
of the 1990 AIAN population nationally.

Chapter 2 discusses this issue at greater length, but we doubt that our use of Census data
that include these individuals has any serious effect on the meaning of our findings and
conclusions. First, the evidence suggests that this phenomenon is not sizeable in Tribal Areas,
and that is where quantitative estimates of need are most important in relation to Indian housing
programs. Second, even in other areas where it is more pronounced, this effect would only be
problematic if a large share of those who changed their racial designation to AIAN did so
untruthfully. Butit is difficult to imagine any incentives that would cause many blacks, whites, and
people of other races to falsely report their race in this way. In fact, available research suggests
that a dominant share of those who made this change do have Indian ancestry; i.e., this
phenomenon has been caused primarily by people recognizing a true Indian heritage after failing
to report it in the past.



Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs: Final Report 8

The Undercount. A Census Bureau report on a special survey undertaken shortly after
the 1990 enumeration, estimates that the Census’ 1990 published figures understate the size of
the AIAN population overall by 4.6 percent (not statistically different than the undercount
estimated for either blacks or Hispanics), but more notably, they understate the numbers living
in Tribal Areas by 12.2 percent (Bureau of the Census, 1992). The special survey employed a
very small sample and it offers no basis for comparing the characteristics or locations of those
who were counted and those who were missed in the original enumeration.

The Census Bureau decided not to adjust its official totals to reflect the undercount but
there are many who believe they should have done so. In most of this report, we review
information based on the official figures (it seems unlikely that the undercount could have sizeable
effects on proportional relationships, which we examine most frequently). However, this
difference is important when we offer estimates of the absolute magnitude of AIAN housing
needs. Accordingly in Chapters 5 and 7, where we address this topic, estimates are provided
both on the basis of the official figures and those that would result from an upward adjustment
to compensate for the undercount.

Tribal Area Boundaries. in establishing Tribal Area boundaries for its enumeration, the
Census Bureau relied on legal definitions provided by the Federal or relevant state govermment
or, in some cases, the tribe. In the vast majority of cases the boundaries of the Area so defined
(e.g., the reservation) incorporate all of the lands traditionally regarded as the geographical
expanse of the "tribal community.” In a few cases, however, the current legal boundary defines
an area that is smaller than the area of the traditional community and, therefore, the Census
numbers understate the populations of that community. This problem is most serious for
California Rancherias (see further discussion in Chapter 2).

HUD Management information Systems

HUD maintains several computer-based information systems containing data about its
Indian Housing programs. These have been used most extensively for the program assessment
component of the overall study and some use of them was required for the analysis of housing
problems and needs as well.” Most data were derived from two HUD systems:

The Management Information Retrieval System (MIRS) which, for each Indian Housing
Authority (IHA), contains a wealth of information about their programs’ size, past growth, housing
unit characteristics, development and operating costs, and other indicators of institutional
performance.

*The main use of these data in the housing needs analysis was in measuring the extent of current assistance being
provided in relation to overall needs; determining what portion of the total need is already being met.
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The Multifamily Tenants Characteristics System (MTCS) which contains data on the
characteristics of the households occupying HUD units, including household size, race, and
income characteristics.®

Data Base Integration

In preparation for the 1990 Census, the Bureau of the Census made an extensive effort
to identify and map all Tribal Areas nationwide. Lists of all Federally recognized areas were
obtained from the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and all States provided lists of other Tribal Areas
within their boundaries.” A total of 567 such areas were identified (some were areas controlled
by tribes that had no resident population in 1990--the 508 which had AIAN inhabitants are the
subject of much of the analysis of housing problems and needs in this report).

The design for this study required that we integrate information from the Census with
information obtained on an IHA basis from HUD Management Systems and other surveys.
Accordingly, it was necessary for the study team to correctly link Tribal Area codes and IHA
codes in our data files. In 1994, there were 187 recognized IHAs, 181 of which were fully
operational at the time of our surveys. The task was not always straightforward since several
IHAs serve more than one Tribal Area and there is also a sizeable number of Tribal Areas not
served by any IHA. HUD Field Offices of Native American Programs (FONAPs) were contacted
to review complex cases and double check preliminary lists to assure the correct linkages were
made.

As a result, we are able for the first time to accurately report Census data for IHA service
areas. (The results of this linkage are provided in all major data files produced under this study,
as submitted to HUD. Key data are presented in Annex A at the end of this report.)

®HUD has built the MTCS system only recently. It now provides a full year of income certification and recertification
data, derived from HUD form 50058, with a reporting rate of 59 percent for all residents of IHA housing. The system
contains information on a variety of social and economic characteristics of households living in units managed by both
Public and Indian Housing Authorities nationwide.

"Definitions of types of Tribal Areas will be provided in Chapter 2. For further definitions and a description of the
process used to identify these areas, see Bureau of the Census, 1993, pp. A1-A3.
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SURVEYS AND OTHER INFORMATION SOURCES

Field Surveys: Indian Housing Authority (IHA) Officials
and Tribal Leaders and Staff

As with data from HUD management systems, these interviews were conducted mostly
to support the program and policy assessment components of the overall study. However, they
also provided some information for the housing problems and needs component: primarily insights
on housing problems and housing and locational preferences of families in AIAN Areas.

Selecting the Sites. The key objective of the sampling plan was to select a group of sites
that, within the confines of the project budget, would best reflect the diversity of conditions that
exists in Indian country. This selection was a two-stage process, entailing: (1) dividing the
country into a number of study regions which were judged to be at least relatively homogenous
internally; and (2) randomly selecting IHAs within each region, with constraints to assure that both
large and small areas (in terms of population) were represented.

Regional division began with the service areas of the HUD’s six FONAPs. Three of these
areas (those headquartered in Chicago, Oklahoma City and Phoenix) were considered too
heterogeneous for these purposes and were split to yield the nine basic study regions used
throughout this study as shown in Figure 1.2: (1) North Central; (2) Eastern; (3) Oklahoma; (4)
South Central; (5) Plains; (6) Arizona-New Mexico; (7) California-Nevada; (8) Pacific Northwest;
and (9) Alaska. Actually, for sampling and analysis of field survey data, 10 regions were used.
The Navajo Reservation (which is by far the largest Tribal Area, alone accounting for 20 percent
of the AIAN population in all such areas) was considered a separate region for these purposes
(6A), split off from the rest of the Arizona-New Mexico region (6B).

A total of 36 sites were selected through this process (more were selected in some
regions than others because those regions had a larger number of Tribal Areas). The final list
of sites visited (identified by the name of the IHA) is provided in Figure 1.3.

Survey Field Work. Arrangements for the field work were made in March and April 1994,
and all 36 site visits were completed by August.® The work on-site typically entailed a two day
visit by a two person team: an interviewer from the contractor team and a "facilitator" (consultant
or NAIHC staff member who was known to the IHA and tribe and could help make arrangements

®lt proved difficult to work out arrangements for the surveys at two of the sites originally selected. The sample
design had included a replacement sample, anticipating that such difficuities might occur. Two replacement sites were
selected and surveys were scheduled there without unreasonable delays in the overall study program.
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Chicago FONAP

FIGURE 1.2 Study Regions Based on HUD Field Office of Native American Programs
(FONAP) Service Areas

efficiently and assure effective communication). The work involved interviews with the Tribal
Chairman (normally 35 minutes), tribal housing staff (1.5 hours--these interviews were possible
for only 26 of the 36 tribes visited because the others did not have staff with housing program



Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs: Final Report 12

responsibilities), and the IHA Director and staff (4.5 hours), along with direct observation of
housing conditions and making arrangements for the household surveys (see discussion below).’

Survey Instruments. All questionnaires for this study were approved by the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB). The instrument for the IHA survey, which was the most
extensive, focused on program administration issues. The IHAs administer two HUD programs
(Rental and Mutual Help) and although their responsibilities in the two programs differ, they are

Figure 1.3
FIELD SURVEY SITES

REGION 1 - NORTH CENTRAL
Lac Vieux Desert, M|

Leech Lake, MN

Red Lake, MN

Sokaogan, WI

Menominee, Wi

REGION 2 - EASTERN
Mashantucket Pequot, CT
Seminole, FL

East. Cherokee (Qualla), NC
Seneca Nation, NY

REGION 3 - OKLAHOMA
Creek Nation, OK

Kiowa, OK

Comanche, OK
Delaware, OK

REGION 4 - SOUTH CENTRAL
Chitimacha, LA
Alabama-Coushatta, TX

REGION 5 - PLAINS
Turtle Mountain, ND
Santee Sioux, NE
Rosebud, SD
Cheyenne River, SD

REGION 6A - NAVAJO
Navajo, AZ

REGION 6B - REST OF ARIZ.-NEW
MEXICO

Gila River, AZ

Yavapai-Apache, AZ

Tohono O’'odham, AZ

Northern Pueblos, NM

REGION 7 - CALIFORNIA-NEVADA
Round Valley, CA

Karuk, CA

Pyramid Lake, NV

Reno-Sparks, NV

REGION 8 - PACIFIC NORTHWEST
Fort Hall, ID

Makah, WA

Chehalis, WA

Tulalip, WA

REGION 9 - ALASKA
AVCP, AK

Interior Regional, AK
Copper River Basin, AK
Kodiak Island, AK

*Where the sampled IHA provided housing services to more than one tribe, only one tribe was selected for the
interviews with the Chairman and staff.
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generally concerned with two processes within each: (1) developing new housing (planning, site
selection, construction, etc.); and (2) the operation and maintenance of existing housing
(processing application, collecting payments from occupants, maintenance and modemization,
etc.). The IHA instrument asked a series of questions about each of these processes and
subprocesses generally dealing with: how the work was performed; perceived obstacles and
barriers to its performance; the influence of HUD (regulations and staff) on outcomes; and
suggestions for improvements. The IHA instrument, however, also covered a range of other
topics, including: perceptions about other housing programs operating in the area; perceptions
about housing problems and needs (in both assisted and unassisted housing); relations between
the IHA and the tribes; broader barriers to housing improvement to the Tribal Area and how they
might be overcome.

The instrument for the Tribal Leader survey was comparatively brief. It included questions
on: the nature and extent of local housing problems; desires and perceptions of tribal members
with respect to housing and living on vs. off the reservation, IHA/tribal relationships, and
perceptions about assistance provided by Federal agencies other than HUD.

The instrument for the Tribal Staff survey overlapped topics covered in Tribal Leader
questions to some extent, but also examined: the operations and performance of housing
assistance programs administered directly by the tribe; views on the operations of IHA programs;
perceptions of local housing conditions; and tribal preferences as to housing and living
environments.

Field Surveys: The Household Survey

While asking tribal and IHA officials about the housing problems and preferences of the
people in their areas, and about housing assistance programs, was likely to be helpful, it was
recognized that it was no substitute for asking the people themselves. Because a full-scale
probability sample would have been too costly and time consuming, it was decided to conduct
a smaller sample survey of 20 households at each of the 36 field-visit sites.

Survey Design Issues. It was also recognized that any such survey could have
difficulties. It was expected that many AIAN households would be reticent about participating (a
large number of tribes have been "over-surveyed" in the past). This might be particularly true if
outside non-Indian interviewers were assigned. Outside interviewers might also find it impossible
to communicate effectively given differences in culture and, in many cases, language. If tribal
people conducted the survey, however, the results were likely to be questioned because of
possible biases.
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These issues were addressed as follows: First, sample selection was done directly by
contractor staff, applying a rigorous random sampling procedure to either the tribal membership
roster or a local list of registered voters. Second, interviews were conducted by a local tribal
member (normally one recommended by the tribe or I[HA), but three steps were taken to promote
quality and objectivity: (1) selected interviewers were trained at some length while the contractor
was on site (including being required to conduct one or more full rehearsal interviews with the
contractor’s site team); (2) extra care was given in the design of the survey instrument so that it
would be simple and clear; and (3) after the surveys were completed, contractor staff conducted
quality control checks (by phone) with a sample of the original respondents.

Survey Results. This procedure yielded results that were generally useful, although far
from perfect. Problems connected with the responsibility or capacity of the selected local
interviewer, or with tribal reticence, prevented the completion of these surveys in 12 of the 36
sites. For the two thirds that completed them, however, the information gathered appeared
valuable for analytic purposes. The returns were well balanced across regions and the quality
of the data submitted was high. Cross tabulations yielded reasonable distributions and
comparatively few records had to be rejected because of obvious miscoding--a total of 414
useable household records were produced. The quality control process indicated that the
completed surveys were conducted much in accord with specifications.

Nonetheless, because of the small number of respondents, all results of this survey must
be interpreted with caution. As would be expected, confidence bands around point estimates are
sizeable. For example, at the 95 percent confidence level, the estimated share of all of housing
units that are overcrowded falls in the range from 6.2 percent to 14.8 percent; the estimated share
reporting that the lack of adequate insulation against the cold is a serious probiem fails in the
range from 24.2 percent to 37.3 percent.

IHA Telephone Surveys

This survey was implemented successfully between mid-February and late April, 1994.
Useful data were gathered from 177 of the 181 IHAs that were fully operational at that time, for
a 98 percent response rate. This survey focused mostly on program assessment issues but did
yield some data on perceptions (on locational patterns and preferences) relevant for analyses of
housing problems and needs. Topics covered by the survey instrument were generally similar
to those in the IHA instrument for the 36-site field survey (noted above), but due to the time
constraints of the telephone format, this survey did not attempt to address them in the same level
of detail.
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Interviews and Case Studies: Indians in Urban Areas

Early in the project, it was realized that the housing needs and conditions of urban Indians
appeared to differ significantly from those in other areas. In order to get a clearer understanding
of these conditions, we undertook both a special analysis of census data for metropolitan areas
with the highest concentration of Indians, and case study interviews.

Interviews with Community Center Directors. Unlike our on-site data collection in Tribal
Areas, where we were able to interview IHA directors, tribal housing staff, and tribal leaders
regarding the housing condition and needs of the community, there were no comparable groups
in urban areas. We chose instead to identify urban Indian Community Centers across the nation
whose key staff could provide insight into the housing and socioeconomic circumstances of the
urban Indian community they serve. We identified 28 such Community Centers whose directors
were able to participate in a telephone interview which focused on the housing needs and
conditions of the Indian community. These interviews, conducted in the winter of 1993, included
both closed and open-ended questions and generally lasted about one hour.

Interviews with Public Housing Officials. We conducted interviews with selected HUD
headquarters and field staff whom we felt had specific knowledge regarding the provision of
service of federal housing programs to urban Indians. A survey of local Public Housing Authority
(PHA) Directors was also contemplated. However, exploratory calls to 6 PHAs indicated that they
had virtually no personal knowledge or readily available data concerning Indians in their projects,
and no special programs related to them. Accordingly, the full survey was not conducted.

Case Studies. To collect additional data on the housing situation of urban Indians, we
undertook case study analyses in three cities: San Francisco, Oakland, and Chicago. These
cities are by no means representative of all urban areas, but further serve to illustrate the diversity
of housing conditions and needs of urban Indians. Case studies were prepared through in-depth
interviews with a number of key informants at each site. Informants were selected based on
discussions with our Advisory Panel members and Indian Community Center staff. interviews
were generally informal although an interview guide was used so that key themes were
highlighted and remained consistent across sites. Case study interviews were conducted
between October, 1993 and May, 1994.

A formal sample survey of AIAN households living in urban areas would, of course, have
been desirable. However, no complete listings of such household exist. The costs of both
identifying the universe, selecting a sample, and then conducting interviews would have been well
beyond the resources available for this study.
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STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

As noted earlier, this report is organized into three parts, reporting findings and
conclusions related to each of the study’s three main purposes.

Part I--Housing Problems and Needs

Part | is composed of two chapters which summarize the results of the more complete
study report on this topic (Kingsley, Mikelsons, and Herbig, 1996). Chapter 2 looks at AIAN
population dynamics and social and economic conditions. First, it reviews recent growth trends
for the AIAN population in America overall. It next offers new perspectives by examining the
spatial pattern of AIAN growth in the 1980s, considering variations in growth by region, and for
various types of areas (Tribal Areas, surrounding counties, other metropolitan areas, other
nonmetropolitan areas) within regions.

The text then reviews the social and economic circumstances of AIAN population and
households, using the same spatial framework. At the most general level, the analysis finds
some consistent patterns in the differences between AIAN and non-Indian conditions in each type
of area, and in the differences between the circumstances of AIAN populations in different types
of areas. It then recognizes, however, that there is substantial diversity around area-type
averages and characterizes that diversity.

Chapter 3 presents the results of the assessment of housing problems and needs. It
begins with a conceptual framework for understanding and measuring AIAN housing problems.
The framework is then applied, using Census and household survey and data along with some
other indicators, to estimate the nature and extent of AIAN housing problems in 1990--for the
nation as a whole and for each of the basic area types. The analysis demonstrates that the
housing problems of American Indians and Alaska Natives remain severe, particularly in Tribal
Areas. This presentation is followed by a return to the topic of diversity, applying it now to
housing problem indicators, both in Tribal Area and urban settings. The chapter closes with a
look at likely future trends in AIAN housing problems and opportunities, and a discussion of
implications for alternative approaches to national and local housing policy.

Part ll--Program Assessment
To provide perspective, Chapter 4 opens with a brief historical account of the evolution

of Indian housing policy in the United States. It then describes the array of Federal housing
assistance programs operating in Indian country and explains their purposes, how they work, and
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their recent funding levels. Finally, it explains the approach to be taken in assessing these
programs.

Chapter 5 presents the assessment of the two programs that dominate housing assistance
in Tribal Areas: HUD'’s rental and Mutual Help programs. It first reviews characteristics of the
programs’ housing stock and its beneficiaries. It then examines the processes of developing new
housing and operating and maintaining existing housing under these programs and analyzes
institutional performance (both at the national and the local levels).

Chapter 6 begins by offering briefer assessments of other types of housing programs
operating in Indian country: the Bureau of Indian Affairs’ (BIA) HIP program, tenant based-
assistance, block grant programs, and financing assistance. The chapter closes with a summary
assessment of both the contribution and problems of Federal housing assistance programs
operating in Tribal Areas.

A number of changes were being made to HUD’s programs while this study was
underway. Readers should keep in mind that survey respondents were reporting on conditions
as they saw them roughly in mid-1994. Attempts to update program descriptions were cut off as
of the end of 1994. It is likely that other changes have been made since then that are not
reflected herein.

Part llI--Policy Directions

Chapter 7 opens this Part with a discussion of trends and conditions in the policy
environment that affect possible futures for Indian housing policy. A two part approach to policy
falls naturally from this chapter and the findings and conclusions of Parts | and Ii.

First, there is a need to substantially reform the nation’s current approach to providing
housing assistance for low-income families in Indian communities--to deliver assistance more
equitably and efficiently. How that may be addressed is the subject of Chapter 8. The chapter
begins with a review of the context for Federal assistance policy, compares alternative
approaches to policy change, and closes with a number of more specific recommendations.

Second, however, the analysis makes it clear that Federal assistance in and of itself will
never be a sufficient or appropriate way to deal with the full range of housing problems and
opportunities in Indian country. The ultimate solution to the housing deprivation in Tribal Areas
will still require Federal assistance, but it will also rest on spurring economic development (which
will increase incomes), and reducing current barriers to market oriented mortgage lending, in
order to lay the basis for substantially increased private investment in Indian housing. This
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potential, and policy directions, related to enhancing private mortgage lending in Indian country
are discussed addressed in Chapter 9.

AMERICA’S INDIAN POLICY: AN OVERVIEW

The relationship between the federal government and American Indian and Alaska Native
tribal governments is unique. A complex body of law governs this relationship based on a history
of military dominance, subjugation, the ceding of Indian lands, and subsequent policies of
assimilation versus self-determination and self-government. To understand current Federal Indian
housing policy, one must first look at the evolution of America’s overall Indian policy.

The Sovereign-to-Sovereign Relationship and Trust Land

Before the formation of the United States, the administrators of some British and Spanish
colonies began negotiating treaties with native tribes. These tribes were given sovereign status
similar to that of colonial governments. While treaties primarily dealt with the ceding of native
land or boundary disputes, they also affirmed tribal ownership of land. By the time of the
American Revolution, treaties were well established as a means of negotiating terms with indian
tribes. According to the 1781 United States Articles of Confederation, the Federal government
had sole and exclusive authority over Indian affairs; however, states could not have their
legislative rights infringed or violated by such authority. This left some ambiguity regarding
federal and state power over Indian tribes. Subsequent laws, however, clarified that the Federal
govemment’s position would be dominant in Indian affairs.

During the period from 1789 to 1871, the Supreme Court and Congress set the foundation
for American Indian law and policy. The legal opinions by Chief Justice John Marshall known as
the "Worcester Trilogy" served as the foundation for defining the Federal trust responsibility, and
the Indian Commerce Clause of the United States Constitution gave Congress the power to
regulate commerce with foreign nations, states and Indian tribes. The Indian Trade and
Intercourse Act of 1790 brought nearly all interactions between Indians and non-Indians under
federal control.
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Since then, Federally recognized tribes are seen under American law as independent
nations, and the Federal government deals with them directly in a sovereign-to sovereign
relationship.'

The most unique feature of this relationship--one that has profound implications for
housing policy--is the concept of "trust responsibility.” Chief Justice Marshall stated that, “The
Indian nations had always been considered as distinct, independent political communities,
retaining their original natural rights, as the undisputed possessors of the soil."'' The Indian
Trade and Intercourse Act of 1790 had specifically prohibited the sale of Indian land without
Federal approval.

In most reservations, through the present time, much of the land is held in trust on behalf
of the tribe as a whole by the Federal Govemment; i.e., the land is not divided up among
individual tribal members who can buy and sell parcels as they choose. Rather, the Bureau of
Indian Affairs (BIA) of the Department of the Interior holds the title to these lands and administers
the trust. Tribes cannot agree to any encumbrance (such as formally leasing the land to any
party) without BIA approval, and actual sales of “tribal trust land" to non-tribal private entities
virtually never occur. In these areas, tribes normally "assign" defined parcels to individual tribal
members for their use, but this assignment does not actually transfer title to the land. In some
areas, where tribes are not Federally recognized, individual States play a similar role, holding the
tribe’s land in trust.

Removal and "Indian Territory"

The extent and pattern of indian landholdings today, however, is very different from what
it was at the beginning of the 19th century. That century saw a persistent whittling away of the
land area over which Indian’s had sovereignty as the idea of "manifest destiny" emerged and
wave after wave of white settlers moved west to gain control.

Policy in the early 1800s favored a clear spatial separation of Indian and white
settlements. Pressures on the land from a growing white population in the eastem states, led to
the concept of forcefully moving Indians from their aboriginal lands east of the Mississippi to a
new "Indian Territory" farther west (eventually narrowed in definition to what is now the State of
Oklahoma). The policy was implemented under the Indian Removal Bill of 1830. Indians resisted

!

®Although as Waldman (1985) suggests, "Sovereignty, as it has been applied to indian tribes, is a relative term.
Unilateral action on the part of the federal government has eroded the original concept . . . The limited sovereignty of
tribes as it exists today is comparable to that held by the states. The tribes have powers to govern themselves, but
only under Federaily imposed regulations.”

Cited by the National Commission on American Indian, Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian Housing (1992), p. 7.
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the removal law--in battles and in the courts--but a decade later most eastern Indians had been
relocated. In some cases, several tribes were moved into one of the new Tribal Areas created,
and the government proceeded to deal with them as one tribe rather than recognizing them as
various and distinct tribes.

The rest of the century witnessed continued delineation, and curtailment, of Indian land
areas farther west as white settlement proceeded. It was during this period that many of today’s
reservations were defined through treaties--often small pieces cut out of sizeable land areas
which tribes had considered their own.

Allotment and Assimilation

Congress’ passage of the General Allotment Act (or the Dawes Severalty Act) in 1887
signaled an important shift in Federal policy in one sense--the guiding concept had changed 180
degrees, from separateness to assimilation--but in another sense it remained the same: the
outcome was a continued dwindling of Indian land resources. Under this Act, large tracts of
Indian land were ceded for homesteading in many parts of the country.”? In the ceded areas,
the land was divided with 160 acre parcels allotted to each Indian family who, having attained
individual rights, would presumably be motivated to farm it more effectively. Allotted indians were
to be subject to local and State, rather than tribal, jurisdiction. Remaining lands in the ceded
areas not allotted to Indians were made available for homesteading by non-Indians, again with
the rationale of improving the utilization of tillable lands.

It was expected that the allotment approach in itself would promote assimilation, but that
objective was reinforced in other ways. For example, the BIA established boarding schools for
Indian youngsters who were required to abandon their native languages, dress, religion and other
traditional customs. In 1924, as a move to provide equity and further promote assimilation, for
the first time, Indians were made United States citizens.

The land allotments to Indians under the Dawes Act first created the concept of "individual
trust land": where the BIA holds parcels of land in trust for the benefit of individual Indians (and
their heirs) rather than the tribe as a whole. Again, the individuals cannot sell these allotments,
and cannot not encumber them, without BIA approval.”® Unlike the case of tribal trust land,
sales of individual trust lands can and do occur--the process is just more cumbersome than is
typical in normal private land markets because of BIA involvement. Further complicating such

'2The proportion of the total area ceded for homesteading (vs. being left as tribal trust land within the reservation)
varied from tribe to tribe.

"*QOriginally, the allotments were to remain in trust for 25 years, but the Dawes Act was subsequently amended to
extend indefinitely the time allotments remained in trust.
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transactions today is the fact that these allotments are now typically held by a number of heirs
of the original allottee. Decisions concerning the use of the land, and any possible sale or other
encumbrance, must be made by them jointly.

There is little disagreement that many abuses occurred during the period when allotment
and assimilation were the main policy themes. Because of high taxation, corruption of officials,
and other unscrupulous practices of land speculators, many Indian allottees lost their land.
Federal policy toward Indians was to change again in the 1930s, but this period had seen a
dramatic reduction in the extent of Indian lands nationally. By 1934 the total was only a littie over
one third of what it had been in 1887 (a decline from 138 million acres to 48 million acres).

Today the residual effects of allotment remain most relevant to Indian policy in the State
of Oklahoma. Large areas of that state are under tribal jurisdiction (delineated as Tribal
Jurisdiction Statistical Areas by the Census--see Chapter 2). These areas include a mix of land
types: some tribal trust land, some individual trust land, and some private land (owned by Indians
and non-Indians). In the rest of the country, most of the areas that remain under tribal jurisdiction
are the reservations as defined earlier (what is left of them), whose areas are predominantly held
as tribal trust land.

The Indian "New Deal"

In the 1920s, allotment/assimilation policies came under fire and there was increasing
concemn for the welfare of American Indians. In 1921, the Snyder Act authorized BIA to provide
a broad range of social, economic and educational assistance programs to recognized tribes.

in 1929, a study of Indian affairs, made at the request of the Secretary of Interior, was
prepared by the Brookings Institution. Saunders (1966) notes that it described wretched
conditions under which indians lived and recommended an increase in educational programs,
emphasized health services, economic development and better living conditions, and an end to
the allotment policy.

This report accelerated pressure for reform in Indian affairs and ultimately led to
substantial policy change through passage of the Indian Reorganization Act (IRA) of 1934. in full
contrast to past policies, this act promoted tribal self-government by encouraging tribes to adopt
constitutions thus forming a more solid basis for tribal political authority. It retumed unsold
allotted lands to tribes and provided for their purchase of ‘'new land. It also emphasized "on-
reservation day schools instead of off-reservation boarding schools; advocated the hiring of
indians by the BIA and Indian involvement in policy making at the national and tribal levels;
extended Indian trust status; and granted Indians religious freedom" (Waldman, 1985, p.194).
Furthering these themes, in 1946 Congress created the Indian Claims Commission as an
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independent agency to expedite Indian claims processing and provide financial compensation for
treaty violations.

Termination and Relocation

Opponents of the New Deal policies toward Indians had been there all along and in the
1950s they gained the upper hand. Assimilation once again became the watchword. This was
implemented in three ways:

The first was the "termination”, brought about by the passage of House Concurrent
Resolution 108 of 1953. Termination was an experiment imposed on many California Rancherias
and some other tribes, ending the special trust relationship between them and the Federal
govemment. Between 1954 and 1962, Congress passed specific laws authorizing the termination
of 61 Indian tribes, bands, and communities. One hundred thirty-three separate bills were
introduced to permit transfer of trust land from Indians to non-Indians (Cornell and Kalt, 1992,
p.12-13).

Second, many tribes not terminated were subjected to a series of laws transferring
responsibility from the BIA to other agencies and, in some cases, to the states. Public Law 280,
for example, gave selected states civil and criminal jurisdiction over reservations without tribal
consent.

Third was a policy of relocation, implemented through the BIA’s Direct Employment
(Relocation) Program. This program was explicitly aimed at moving Indians from the reservations
to a selected group of urban areas with the goal of furthering their employment and assimilation.
There were eleven relocation centers, half of which were on the West Coast.

Self-Determination

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, the pendulum swung back again (and has remained
generally in the same position since then). The key theme of this era has been “self-
determination”. A series of studies and commission reports in the 1960s criticized termination,
proposed that this new theme be emphasized, and called for more effective Federal assistance
to address the plight of American indians in all parts of the country. Congress responded in a
number of legislative enactments.

These included the Indian Civil Rights Act of 1968, which provided rights to tribal members
in dealing with tribal governments, and allowed states to transfer jurisdiction back to the tribes and
Federal government, and the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act of 1975
(Public Law 93-638), which encouraged tribes to assume administrative responsibility for
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programs administered by the BIA and the Indian Health Service.' They have also included
other steps to restore a number of tribes that had been terminated, and actions focused on
supporting Indian cultural renewal and economic development.

Different administrations have given more emphasis to some issues than others, but the
basic theme has been endorsed throughout. In 1983, President Reagan restated the unique
"govemment to government” relationship between the United States and Indian tribes. In 1994,
President Clinton reaffirmed a commitment to self-determination for tribal governments, and
stressed the need for a federal-tribal partnership (BIA, 1994).

Special Circumstances of Alaska Natives

Alaska Natives had little contact with Americans even after the United States bought the
territory of Alaska from Russia in 1867. No treaties were negotiated with them and their land
claims were not fully defined until the passage of the Alaska Native Claims Act of 1972 (ANSCA).
The Act established, under State law, village and regional corporations in which enrolled natives
received corporate stock. Those corporations, now own the land and protect against alienation
through corporate bylaws. In October of 1993 the Department of Interior recognized Alaska Native
groups as acknowledged tribes with the same status as tribes in the contiguous 48 states.'®

Conclusions

Indian tribes have proven resilient. In the last two centuries and more, they have faced
phenomenal economic, political and cultural changes. From military violence and subjugation,
horrific epidemics of disease, land seizures, and economic deprivation, tribes have somehow
managed to survive, and in some cases are making significant progress in independence and
economic viability. Distinct tribal nations are built upon dozens of cultural lineages that have
persevered, bound together by ties of family, language, history and cultural heritage.

Cornell and Kalt (1992) state that the lesson from Indian Country is a lesson of strength:
"As long as American Indians and Alaska Natives retain power, land and resources, there will be
struggles over control and management of those lands and resources. Americans must ieam the
history of the federal-tribal relationships, the unique legal status of indians, and understand the
heritage and cultures of Indians to begin to comprehend the issues involving American Indians
today."

“For a more complete list, see Waldman, 1985, p. 195.

*Federal Register, Vol. 58, No. 202, October 21, 1993, pp. 54364 - 54369.
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PART I

HOUSING PROBLEMS
AND NEEDS






Chapter 2

POPULATION GROWTH, SOCIAL AND
ECONOMIC CONDITIONS, AND
SPATIAL PATTERNS

Research to support housing policy always begins with demographics. The most basic
questions are, "how much, and where?"--how large is the population to be housed and how it is
distributed geographically. Beyond understanding the current pattern, it is also essential to
develop some sense of how that pattern is likely to change in the future--appropriate policies for
two areas with similar conditions now will obviously differ markedly if one is losing population
rapidly while the other faces burgeoning growth. How fast is the population growing, are the
trends altering its spatial pattern, what are the factors influencing the trends, and how might they
change in the future?

Housing analysis must also be based on understanding of the social and economic
conditions of the population to be served. Their age structure and household composition are key
determinants of the types of housing they require; their success in the labor market, largely
determines their income, which in turn, is the primary determinant of what housing they can
afford. These are the issues addressed in this chapter.

POPULATION TRENDS: DECLINE AND RESURGENCE

There is considerable uncertainty about the size of the AIAN population in North America
in pre-Columbian times. The most widely accepted estimates range from 2 million to 5 million.
There is general agreement, however, that the arrival of European settlers led to a tragic loss of
population, more due to diseases like smallpox and cholera than military confrontations.'®

**See a full discussion of this history in Snipp, 1989.


http:confrontations.16

Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs: Final Report 26

As European settlers moved west, they found the territory sparsely settled by nomadic
people of what appeared to be a primitive culture. This left a lasting impression, that only now
is beginning to break down. More recent evidence suggests that what they found was probably
the reaction to the debilitating effects of the diseases that had advanced ahead of them years
before--the remnants of formerly stronger cultures, by then well along in the process of
decimation. The more familiar history of the period from then through the end of the 19th
century--tribes ravaged by wars and forced relocations along with the unabated effects of
disease--simply perpetuated a long-standing demographic trend.

Figure 2.1 shows how the AIAN population total has changed since its low point in 1900,
as measured by the U.S. Census. As noted, these are the totals of individuals who identify their
race as American Indian, Aleut, or Eskimo in the Census Bureau’s decennial surveys."”

Changes through the mid-point of this century were not dramatic. After 1950, however,
the AIAN population has exhibited a remarkable resurgence, growing from 357,000 to about 2
million in 1990, aimost a sixfold increase in just 40 years. While the AIAN population remains
small in comparison to the major ethnic groups in America (0.08 percent of the total U.S.
population in 1990), it is one of the fastest growing. Its total 1980-90 percentage increase (32
percent) by far exceeded that for non-Hispanic whites (4 percent), and African-Americans (13
percent) although it did remain below that for Hispanics (53 percent) and Asians (108 percent)--
(Frey, 1993).

The phenomenal increase in the AIAN population since 1950 has occurred mostly for the
same reasons many disadvantaged populations throughout the world accelerated over the same
period: the development and dissemination of medical innovations that substantially reduced
fatalities in all age groups (infant mortality in particular), coupled with important environmental
improvements (better housing, water supply, and sanitation). However, as pointed out in Chapter
1, there is another cause: the increase in self-identification.

Passel has analyzed this phenomenon for every Census since 1960 (Passel, 1976 and
1992, and Passel and Berman, 1986). In each case, he found the total reported end-of-decade
AIAN populations to be significantly larger than the sum of the comparable populations at the
beginning of the decade and the growth that occurred during the decade due to natural population
increase (the excess of births over deaths). For example, the 1980 population (1,420,000) plus
the 1980s natural increase (350,000) yields a total of 1,770,000; 189,000 short of the reported
1990 total. Such differences can hardly be caused by immigration of American Indians and
Alaska Natives from outside of the U.S.--the change in self-identification is the only reasonable
explanation for most of them. Passel states that similar "errors of closure" have accounted for

See discussion of the implications of this measure in Chapter 1.
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FIGURE 2.1 American Indian and Alaska Native Population,-1890-1990

32 percent of the 1,407,000 net growth in the AIAN population that has occurred since 1960.

Passel’s analysis of natural increase and reported totals at this level leads him to conclude
that this phenomenon has been more important in some parts of the country than others.
Generally, it does not appear to have much effect in states that have traditionally had the largest
concentration of Indians in Tribal Areas--it has occurred more frequently in the more urbanized
states (including Califomia and those below the Great Lakes, and most along the East Coast).

Again as noted in Chapter 1, the authors do not believe that this phenomenon has great
significance for the purposes of this study. In and around Tribal Areas, it appears to have a small
impact, and even where it is more pronounced, it should not have much policy significance. It
is difficult to imagine any incentives that would cause many blacks, whites, and people of other
races to falsely report their race in this way. In fact, Passels and Berman (1986) suggest that a
dominant share of those who made this change do have Indian ancestry; i.e., this phenomenon

has been caused primarily by people recognizing a true Indian heritage after failing to report it
in the past.
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THE GEOGRAPHY OF INDIAN COUNTRY

Introduction

Beyond giving a reliable characterization of AIAN housing problems and needs nationally,
a strong part of the motivation for this study was to learn how such conditions vary in different
types of locations. This section defines the structure that has been used to differentiate U.S.
geography for this analysis. Divisions were based on factors that earlier literature, and expert
advice, indicated were likely to be associated with important differences in the social and
economic well-being of AIAN populations as well as their housing conditions and other
circumstances of their living environments.

Region

Regional differences were the first considered. There is a sizeable literature showing how
the characteristics of different regions (flora, fauna, climate, land forms and general location in
relation to the unfolding pattern non-Indian settlement) historically influenced the evolution of
different tribal cultures throughout America. Contrasts appear in lifestyles, approaches to
economic activity, and modes of governance, as well as in types of housing (see, for example,
Driver and Massey, 1937). It was judged that the nine regional divisions defined in Chapter 1
would capture the most important of these variations (Figure 1.2).

Area Types

Within regions, probably the most important differentiation for Indians is whether they live
within or outside of Tribal Areas. As noted, Tribal Area is the generic term used in this report for
American Indian Reservations, Alaska Native Villages, and other special types of areas that
represent ongoing centers of tribal culture (to be defined in more detail below).

Outside of Tribal Areas, the most obviously contrasting types of living environments are
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan. Although comparatively little research has been conducted
on the topic to date, there has been substantial interest in how well AIAN households adapt to
life in America’s high-density cities and their surrounding metropolitan suburbs. Are they, in fact,
easily "assimilating" or do urban environments perpetually clash with their cultural heritage to the
extent that their personal goals for advancement remain frustrated? And how do their
circumstances differ from AIAN households that live in rural environments, but also outside of
Tribal Areas?



Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs: Final Report 29

This study’s Advisory Panel, however, suggested that another division might be equally
important: that between those living outside, but close to, Tribal Areas and those living in areas
(rural or urban) farther removed. Their argument was that a large number of American Indians
are forced to live outside of their reservations because of the lack of employment and housing
opportunities, but retain strong ties to the tribal cuiture and remain near enough to return on a
routine basis. This is a group, they argued, that has never before been counted, let alone
analyzed, and its members are likely to have different problems and needs than those living much
farther away.

Defining this group in a uniform manner proved a difficuit assignment. The question of
what is "near enough to retain close ties" may have a different answer in Arizona (where, for
example, Navajos are used to driving hundreds of miles in a day to conduct their affairs) than it
might be in Connecticut or Maine. The best compromise that could be implemented with the
resources available for this study, was to use county boundaries; i.e., to identify all counties in
which Tribal Areas were located and, within those counties, to assemble data separately for those
that lived inside the Tribal Areas and those that lived outside.

Accordingly, our spatial analysis examines conditions and trends in four distinct types of

areas:
. Counties containing Tribal Areas, subdivided into
1. Tribal Areas, and
2. Surrounding Counties, and

= The rest of the United States, subdivided into
3. Metropolitan Areas, and
4. Nonmetropolitan Areas

Types of Tribal Areas

Chapter 1 explained that the 1990 Census provides data on a total of 508 inhabited Tribal
Areas in the United States. Their locations, within our study regions, are mapped in Figure 2.2.
They are listed individually, by region, in Annex A at the end of this report. All have much in
common as the cultural homelands for their peoples, but there are important differences between
six basic types as noted below (for more complete definitions, see Bureau of the Census, 1993).
Many of the differences relate to the manner in which land is held in Tribal Areas as explained
at the end of Chapter 1.
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FIGURE 2.2

Locations of American Indian and Alaska Native Tribal Areas
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Federally Recognized American Indian Reservations. These, the most well known type
of Tribal Areas, have boundaries established by Federal treaty, statute, and/or executive order
and are recognized by the Federal government as territory over which an American Indian tribe
has jurisdiction. Tribes so recognized deal with the Federal government in a sovereign-to-
sovereign relationship and their reservations are generally not under the jurisdiction of the States
in which they are located, nor of any local government. Normally, a large share of the land in
these reservations is held in trust by the BIA and some of them have identified trust lands outside
of the reservation boundaries (data for AIAN populations on any such lands are included with
those of their associated reservation in our statistics). One group of areas in this category is an
exception in this regard: The New Mexico Pueblos. All Pueblo land is owned by the tribal
government. Areas composed of reservation lands administered jointly and /or claimed by two
reservations are called "joint areas" by the Census and are identified as separate Tribal Areas
in our data.

State Recognized American Indian Reservations. These are reservations established
under the laws of an individual State and, in many cases, the State (not the Federal govemment)
holds the land in trust for the use and benefit of the tribe.

California Rancherias. These are really a type of Federal reservation, but they deserve
special mention because of a unique history. Originally, the Rancherias were tracts of land
acquired by the Federal government in the early 1900s for California Indians, many of whom were
homeless or in extreme poverty. Most lands were put in trust for a particular band in a specific
area. As mentioned in Chapter 1, the Rancherias were most affected by the termination policies
of the 1950s. The Federal government terminated the Rancherias and distributed the land to
individual Indians who were residing there at the time, or to "associations" that held community
land as shareholders. In 1969, California Indian Legal Services started suing the govemment to
restore the tribes. Out of 41 terminations, 29 have been reversed. The intent was restore the
Rancherias, but much of their original land bases no longer existed in Indian ownership.
Rancherias as now defined for Census purposes, are lands that were held by individual Indians,
associations, or others who have put their land back in trust. Important for our purposes is that
the traditional tribal areas are typically larger than areas now held in trust, but only the latter are
recognized in Census data.

Alaska Native Villages. Again as explained in Chapter 1, Alaska Natives (indians,
Eskimos and Aleuts) hold their land under the unique system imposed by the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act of 1972 (ANSCA) and its technical amendments. Village and regional
corporations (in which enrolled natives own corporate stock) own the land and protect against
alienation through corporate bylaws. The Bureau of the Census worked with each such
corporation to define "statistical areas” for its 1990 enumeration that approximated the "settled
area" of each village.
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Tribal Jurisdictional Statistical Areas (TJSA). These areas exist only in the State of
Oklahoma. They are recognized geographic areas over which Federally recognized tribes have
jurisdiction but in which most the land is not held in trust for the benefit of the tribe as a whole.
The land within their boundaries includes substantial amounts of privately land (owned by non-
Indians and Indians) along with allotments of individual trust land to Indians as defined in Chapter
1.

Tribal Designated Statistical Areas (TDSA). These, located outside of Oklahoma, are
generally similar to the TJSAs: they are areas containing an American Indian population over
which Federally-recognized tribes have some jurisdiction, or where State tribes provide benefits
and services to their members. But, unlike reservations: (1) many different people and
corporations (including many non-indians) own land within them; and (2) they fall under the
jurisdiction of the normal system of State and local government. For Census purposes, TDSAs
are normally delineated by the tribes themselves.

Numbers of Areas and Populations. Table 2.1 shows the number of Tribal Areas, and
population totals, for each type within each study region. Almost half (236 or 46 percent) are
reservations. They had an average population of 1,838 in 1990, but if the Navajo reservation
(population of 143,700) is excluded, the population of the remaining 235 averaged 1,234. The
second largest group in number are the Alaska Native Villages (198) whose average population
is small (239). The California Rancherias (40 in total) have an even smaller average population
(102). There are many fewer TJSAs and TDSAs (17 each) but their average populations are by
far the largest among these types: 11,782 and 3,202 respectively.

Regionally, Alaska has the largest number of Areas (199), followed by California-Nevada
(98), although in both, Area populations are typically quite small. The largest populations are
found in Arizona-New Mexico and Oklahoma (235,500 and 206,400 respectively--together
accounting for 60 percent of the 739,800 total AIAN population residing in Tribal Areas.

THE SPATIAL PATTERN OF THE AIAN POPULATION
AND ITS RECENT GROWTH

The Current Pattern

As discussed in Chapter 1, the story of American Indians from colonial times through the
19th century is largely one of being pressured ever westward as Europeans settled the coast and
began to move farther and farther inland. A devastating event in this sequence was the 1930
Indian Removal Act, and subsequent government actions reinforced this trend. Westward
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Table 2.1
AIAN TRIBAL AREAS AND POPULATION, 1990
Reg.1 Reg.2 Reg.3 Reg.4 Reg.5 Reg.6 Reg.7 Reg.8 Reg.9

Total North South- Ariz.- Calif.- Pacif.

US. Central Eastern Okla. Central Plains  N.Mex. Nev. No.West Alaska
NO. OF AREAS
Reservation 236 33 28 1 8 28 44 58 35 1
Rancheria 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 0 0
TJSA 17 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0
TDSA 17 0 10 0 5 0 0 0 2 0
Alaska Nat. Vil 198 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 198
Total 508 33 38 18 13 28 44 98 37 199
1990 POPULATION (000)
Reservation 433.7 277 19.7 6.1 1.8 93.9 2355 16.0 31.8 1.2
Rancheria 41 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 41 0.0 0.0
TJSA 200.3 0.0 0.0 200.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TDSA 54.4 0.0 35.1 0.0 11.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 0.0
Alaska Nat.Vil. 47.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 47.3
Total 739.8 27.7 54.8 206.4 131 93.9 235.5 20.1 39.9 485
POPULATION PER AREA
Reservation 1,838 840 703 6,100 230 3,355 5,351 275 908 1,206
Rancheria 102 0 0 0 0 0 0 102 0 0
TJSA 11,782 0 0 11,782 0 0 0 0 0 0
TDSA 3,202 0 3,509 0 2,248 0 0 0 4,047 0
Alaska Nat.Vil. 239 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 239
Total 1,456 840 1,442 11,466 1,006 3,355 5,351 205 1,077 244

movement continued, albeit more gradually, over the next 100 years, but picked up after that as
Indians joined non-indians in migrations to California. Also as noted in Chapter 1, migration was
expanded in the 1950s and 1960s by the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) Direct Employment
(Relocation) Program which moved thousands of Indians from the reservations to urban areas

The results of this heritage are evident in the regional distribution of the AIAN population
in 1990 as shown in Table 2.2."® The Eastem region as we have defined it is quite large and
it still accounts for the largest share, 21 percent of the total. The next largest concentrations are
in Arizona-New Mexico (17 percent), and California-Nevada and Oklahoma (13 percent each).

"*The data base for this table (and most of the remaining analysis in this report) differs from the population total
shown in Figure 2.1 in that it relies on Census sample estimates rather than fuli-count data (this makes only a modest
difference: the sample has the national AIAN population at 2.01 million compared to the full count total of 1.96 million).
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Table 2.2

AIAN POPULATION, 1980, BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE

Reg. 1 Reg.2 Reg.3 Reg.4 Reg.5 Reg.6 Reg.7 Reg.8 Reg.9
Total North- South- Ariz.- Calif - Pacif.
U.S. Central Eastern Okla. Central Plains  N.Mex. Nev. No.West Alaska
POPULATION, 1930 (000)
Tribal Areas
Metro. Counties 137.0 33 4.6 73.4 9.5 0.1 22.0 7.4 16.6 0.0
Non-metro.Counties 602.8 24.4 50.1 132.9 3.9 95.3 211.7 12.6 233 485
Subtotal 739.8 27.7 548 206.4 13.4 95.4 2338 20.0 39.9 485
Surrounding Counties
Metro. Counties 2771 9.2 28.0 33.1 2.6 5.0 55.0 82.7 46.8 14.9
Non-metro.Counties 1845 20.8 26.2 10.4 1.8 235 48.6 239 17.2 12.2
Subtotal 461.5 30.0 54.2 435 4.4 28.5 103.5 106.6 63.9 27.0
Total AIAN Counties 1,201.3 57.7 109.0 248.9 17.8 123.8 337.3 126.5 103.8 75.5
Rest of Region
Metro. Counties
Central Cities 286.5 36.3 104.5 1.0 47.6 30.0 0.5 55.0 11.7 0.0
Suburbs 331.1 348 138.3 0.2 46.6 19.2 0.6 82.7 8.7 0.0
Subtotal 617.6 711 242.8 1.2 942 491 1.1 137.7 204 0.0
Non-metro.Counties 190.6 18.8 73.6 1.4 39.3 225 3.7 5.6 15.2 10.6
Subtotal 808.2 89.9 316.3 2.6 133.5 71.6 4.9 143.3 35.5 10.6
Total 2,009.5 147.6 425.3 252.5 151.3 195.5 342.1 269.8 139.3 86.1
PERCENT OF POPULATION, 1990
Tribal Areas
Metro, Counties 6.8 2.2 1.1 29.1 6.3 0.1 6.4 2.7 11.9 0.0
Non-metro.Counties 30.0 16.6 11.8 52.7 26 48.7 61.9 47 16.7 56.3
Subtotal 36.8 18.8 12.9 81.7 8.9 488 68.3 7.4 28.6 56.3
Surrounding Counties
Metro. Counties 13.8 6.2 6.6 131 1.7 25 16.1 30.6 33.6 17.3
Non-metro.Counties 9.2 14.1 6.2 41 1.2 12.0 14.2 89 12.3 141
Subtotal 23.0 20.3 12.7 17.2 2.9 14.6 30.3 39.5 459 314
Total AIAN Counties 59.8 39.1 25.6 98.0 11.8 63.3 98.6 46.9 74.5 87.7
Rest of Region
Metro. Counties
Central Cities 143 24.6 24.6 0.4 314 15.3 0.1 20.4 8.4 0.0
Suburbs 16.5 236 325 0.1 30.8 9.8 0.2 30.7 6.2 0.0
Subtotal 30.7 48.2 571 0.5 62.2 251 0.3 51.0 14.6 0.0
Non-metro.Counties 9.5 12.7 17.3 0.5 26.0 115 11 21 109 12.3
Subtotal 40.2 60.9 74.4 1.0 88.2 36.7 1.4 531 25.5 12.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0




Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs: Final Report 35

It is important to note how the regional data on this table have been constructed. State
boundaries actually cut across Tribal Area boundaries in a number of cases. The most striking
example is the extensive Navajo reservation (14.8 million acres, about three times the size of
New Jersey) which is centered in Arizona, but extends into New Mexico, Utah, and Colorado as
well.” In Table 2.2 (and all others presenting regional data in this report), we have kept Tribal
Areas in tact and, where they cross state lines, assigned them as a whole to the region in which
the largest share of their population resides.

Probably the most important new finding of the area-type analysis is the importance of the
Surrounding Counties in AIAN demographics. Nationally, a total of 453 counties incorporate all
or parts of Census designated Tribal Areas--14 percent of the 3,131 counties that exist in the
United States. Their locations are shown in Figure 2.3. Their land areas cover virtually all of the
states of Oklahoma, Alaska, and Arizona. Geographically, these counties also dominate
California, Nevada, Washington, and Oregon, and make up extensive portions of all states along
the Canadian border west of the Great Lakes.

Narratives concerning Indian issues often seem to assume that American Indians either
still live on the reservations or they have migrated to the cities. The data on Table 2.2 show that
this is a quite inaccurate view. In 1990, 37 percent of the AIAN population nationatly (739,800)
lived in Tribal Areas but another 23 percent (461,500) lived in the Surrounding Counties. And,
while these counties do contain some cities of note, they are not predominantly urban (counties
among them that are classified as parts of Metropolitan Statistical Areas account for just one third
of their total population). These AIAN Counties then (Tribal Areas plus the Surrounding Counties
as we have defined them) account for 60 percent of the national AIAN popuiation, compared to
just 31 percent for metropolitan areas elsewhere and only 10 percent in the multitude of other
nonmetropolitan counties around the United States.

These shares do differ in important ways in different regions. The AIAN counties account
for almost all of the AIAN populations in the Oklahoma, Arizona-New Mexico, and Alaska regions,
but they account for only 12 percent in the South Central region, and 25 percent in the Eastern
region. :

Figure 2.4 highlights the regional contrast that exists between the spatial distribution of
American Indians and Alaska Natives that live in AIAN counties and those living in metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan areas elsewhere. Those outside of AIAN counties are predominantly

**Navajo is by far the largest reservation. The next seven ranked by size are: Tohono O'Odham, AZ (2.8 million
acres), Wind River, WY (1.9 million), San Carlos, AZ (1.8 million), Pine Ridge, SD (1.8 million), Fort Apache, AZ (1.7
million), Hopi, AZ (1.6 million), and Crow, MT (1.5 million). All of these are larger than the state of Delaware (1.3
million).
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FIGURE 2.3 U.S. Counties with Tribal Areas Inside Their Boundaries




Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs: Final Report

40

Percent

1 No 2 East 3 Okla 4 So 5 6 Ariz 7 Cal- 8 Pac 9
Cent

Cent Plains N.M. Nev No Alaska

Population Living in AIAN Counties

Percent

1 No 2 East 3 Okla 4 So 5
Cent

6 Ariz 7 Cai- 8 Pac 9
Cent Plains N.M. Nev No Alaska

Population Living Outside of AIAN Counties

FIGURE 24

Regional Distribution of AIAN Populations Living Inside and Out of AIAN
Counties, 1990
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"coastal"; three quarters of them live in just three regions (the East, California-Nevada, and South
Central). Only 22 percent of the those in AIAN counties, however, live in those regions. Indian
populations in AIAN counties reside predominantly in the nation’s mid-section.

Patterns of Growth and Decline, 1980-1990

Rates of population change during the 1980s are shown in Table 2.3. Among area types,
the highest annual AIAN growth rates were experienced by AIAN Counties (3.8 percent) and
metropolitan central cities outside of those counties (3.6 percent). AIAN populations in the
suburbs of those metropolitan areas grew much more slowly (1.0 percent) and those in other
nonmetropolitan areas actually declined (-0.6 percent per year).”° The average AIAN growth
rate nationally was 2.8 percent. Overali comparative changes by region show the fastest growth
in the Eastern, Oklahoma, and South Central regions, the slowest in the Plains and California-
Nevada.

It is true that a number of the AIAN Counties in 1990 were within metropolitan areas, but |
their populations were dominantly nonmetropolitan (66 percent), and their 1980-90 growth was
also dominantly nonmetropolitan to about the same extent (63 percent).

The largest contributions to AIAN County growth were made by the Oklahoma (80,700),
Arizona-New Mexico (79,600), and Eastern (69,900) regions. Among areas outside of those
counties, the metropolitan areas of the Eastern region made by far the largest contribution
(together increasing by 75,700), the next closest being the 19,000 addition in South Central
metropolises. In two regions (California-Nevada and the Pacific Northwest) AIAN populations
outside of the AIAN counties actually declined (together experiencing a net loss of 13,200,
92 percent of which came from suburban areas in the California-Nevada region).

Table 2.3 does not show changes in raw counts for Tribal Areas and Surrounding Counties
within the AIAN County totals because, in relation to future expectations, doing so would have
indicated misleadingly large rates of increase in the Tribal Area components for some regions.
This is because of changes in classification between the 1980 and 1990 Censuses. As noted
earlier, the Census Bureau made a special effort to more comprehensively identify Tribal areas
for the 1990 survey. Some 1990 Tribal Areas that also existed in 1980 were not then recognized
as such, being simply counted in with the Surrounding County totals at that time. In some regions
this has no effect (no change between 1980 and 1990 classifications), but for a few it has a
sizeable impact.

®In the data base for this study, Metropolitan Area definitions applicable at the time of the 1990 Census were
applied to both 1980 and 1990 data. In other words, the changes shown are those for a constantly defined set of areas
and are not influenced by any changes in classification.


http:year).20

Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs: Final Report 39

Table 2.3
AIAN POPULATION CHANGE 1980-90, BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE

Type of Area Reg.1 Reg.2 Reg.3 Reg.4 Reg.5 Reg.6 Reg.7 Reg.8 Reg.9
Total  North- South- Ariz-  Calif-  Pacif.
U.S. Central Eastern Okla. Central Plains N.Mex. Nev. No.West Alaska

ANNUAL PERCENT CHANGE, 1980-90

AlIAN Counties

Metro. Counties 4.2 4.7 4.2 4.3 20.9 15 4.0 2.9 4.3 5.2
Non-metro.Counties 3.6 3.9 16.0 3.7 8.2 2.4 2.4 2.2 4.8 2.7
Total 38 4.0 10.8 4.0 14.9 2.4 27 2.7 45 3.2

Rest of Region
Metro. Counties

Central Cities 3.6 24 5.0 5.5 3.9 6.0 3.6 1.0 3.4 NA

Suburbs 1.0 2.2 3.0 1.2 0.9 0.4 4.0 -1.4 -3.2 NA

Subtotal 21 23 38 4.6 23 3.4 3.8 -0.5 0.0 NA
Non-metro.Counties -0.6 2.0 -2.3 11 24 0.3 11 -5.5 -13 1.6
Subtotal 1.4 2.3 2.0 2.6 2.3 2.3 1.6 -0.7 -0.6 1.6
Total 28 29 3.6 4.0 3.2 23 2.7 0.7 2.9 3.0

ABSOLUTE CHANGE, 1980-90 (000)

AlAN Counties
Metro. Counties 138.5 46 10.9 36.8 10.3 0.7 24.8 225 22.0 5.9
Non-metro.Counties 236.5 14.3 59.0 43.8 3.1 25.0 54.7 71 151 14.3
Total 375.0 18.9 69.9 80.7 134 25.7 79.6 29.6 371 20.2

Rest of Region
Metro. Counties

Central Cities 85.6 7.7 40.6 0.4 15.0 13.2 0.2 5.2 3.4 0.0
Suburbs 31.4 6.9 35.0 0.0 4.0 0.7 0.2 (12.1) (3.4) 0.0
Subtotal 1174 14.7 75.7 0.4 19.0 13.9 0.3 (7.0) 0.0 0.0
Non-metro.Counties (11.0) 34 (18.8) 0.1 8.2 0.6 0.4 (4.2) (2.1) 1.6
Subtotal 106.1 18.0 56.9 0.6 27.2 14.4 0.7 (11.1) 2.1 1.6
Total 481.1 369 126.8 81.2 40.6 40.2 80.3 18.5 34.9 21.8

We have made adjustments to offer rough estimates of the population change for Tribai
Areas assuming consistent 1990 definitions, as shown in Table 2.4 (the method for doing this is
defined in Kingsley, Mikelsons, and Herbig, 1995). Nationally, the results indicate a higher annual
AIAN growth rate for the Surrounding Counties (4.6 percent) than the Tribal Areas (3.4 percent);
this same relationship (faster growth in the Surrounding Counties than in Tribal Areas) also
occurred in most regions.
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Table 2.4
AIAN POPULATION GROWTH, 1980-90, BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE - ADJUSTED
Reg.1 Reg.2 Reg.3 Reg.4 Reg.5 Reg.6 Reg.7 Reg.8 Reg9
Total  North- South- Ariz.- Calif.- Pacif.
U.S. Central Eastern Okla. Centra Plains  N.Mex. Nev. No.West Alaska
ADJUSTMENTS FOR CLASSIFICATION OF NEW TRIBAL AREAS
Tribal Area 1980 AIAN Population (000)
Tribal Areas-1980 def. 519.6 214 18.7 1211 2.0 815 195.7 15.6 24.4 39.3
Tribal Area 1990 AlAN Population (000)
Tribal Areas-1980 def. 681.4 273 19.6 206.4 2.0 95.4 2338 18.6 31.6 46.7
New areas 58.4 0.4 35.1 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.4 8.2 1.8
Total-1990 def. 739.8 27.7 54.8 206.4 134 95.4 233.8 20.0 39.9 485
Tribal Areas AlAN Population Growth Rate (%/YR.)
Tribal Areas-1980 def. 27 25 05 55 0.1 1.6 1.8 18 26 1.8
Total 36 26 1.4 55 211 1.6 1.8 25 50 2.1
ADJUSTED POPULATION ESTIMATES, 1980-1990
1980 Population
Tribal Areas-1990 def. 531.2 21.6 19.6 1211 33 815 195.7 16.7 30.8 40.8
Surrounding Counties 295.0 17.2 19.4 48.1 11 16.6 62.0 80.2 35.9 14.6
Subtotal 826.3 38.8 39.1 169.2 44 98.1 257.7 96.9 66.7 55.3
Other Metropolitan 500.5 56.4 167.1 0.8 75.2 35.3 0.8 144.6 20.4 0.0
Other Nonmetro. 201.6 15.4 924 1.2 31.2 21.9 34 9.8 17.3 9.0
Total 1,528.4 110.7 298.5 171.2 110.8 155.3 261.8 251.3 104.4 64.4
1990 Population
Tribal Areas-1990 def. 739.8 27.7 54.8 206.4 13.4 95.4 233.8 20.0 39.9 485
Surrounding Counties 461.5 30.0 54.2 435 4.4 28.5 103.5 106.6 63.9 27.0
Subtotal 1,201.3 57.7 109.0 2499 17.8 123.8 337.3 126.5 103.8 755
Other Metropolitan 617.6 711 2428 1.2 94.2 491 1.1 137.7 204 0.0
Other Nonmetro. 190.6 18.8 73.6 14 39.3 225 37 5.6 15.2 10.6
Total 2,009.5 147.6 425.3 2525 151.3 195.5 3421 269.8 139.3 86.1
1980-90 Growth Rate (%/yr.)
Tribal Areas-1990 def. 34 25 10.8 5.5 14.9 1.6 1.8 1.8 26 1.8
Surrounding Counties 46 57 10.8 -1.0 14.9 55 53 2.9 5.9 6.4
Subtotal 38 4.0 10.8 4.0 14.9 24 27 2.7 45 3.2
Other Metropolitan 21 23 38 4.6 23 34 3.8 -0.5 0.0 NA
Other Nonmetro. -0.6 2.0 -2.3 1.1 24 0.3 11 55 -1.3 1.6
Total 28 29 3.6 4.0 3.2 23 2.7 0.7 29 3.0
Share (%) of National Net Increase
Tribal Areas-1990 def. 433 13 73 17.7 2.1 29 79 0.7 1.9 1.6
Surrounding Counties 346 27 72 -1.0 0.7 25 8.6 55 58 2.6
Subtotal 779 3.9 14.5 16.8 2.8 53 16.5 6.2 77 4.2
Other Metropolitan 243 3.0 15.7 0.1 4.0 29 0.1 -1.4 0.0 0.0
Other Nonmetro. 2.3 0.7 -3.9 0.0 1.7 0.1 0.1 -0.9 -0.4 0.3
Total 100.0 7.7 26.3 16.9 84 8.3 16.7 3.8 73 45
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In summary, our most important finding is that, in contrast to much of the conventional
wisdom of the past, the AIAN population is heavily concentrated in and around Tribal Areas and
that the extent of that concentration is increasing: Tribal Areas and their Surrounding Counties
contained only 16 percent of the total U.S. population in 1990, but they accounted for 60 percent
of the national AIAN population and they had captured 78 percent of the growth in that population
since 1980.

Figure 2.5 shows the trends in more detail: Tribal Areas accounted for 37 percent of the
1990 AIAN population and 43 percent of its 1980-90 growth; the Surrounding Counties accounted
for only 23 percent of the 1990 total, but for 35 percent of its growth. The share of the AIAN
population in the rest of the United States was declining: metropolitan areas elsewhere accounted
for 31 percent of the population but only 24 percent of the growth; other nonmetropolitan areas
accounted for only 10 percent of the total and had suffered absolute AIAN population losses equal
to 2 percent of the national net increase.

Migration and Implications for the Future

An important question for housing policy is whether these geographical trends are likely
to continue. Further analysis to begin to answer this question might look the at trends in the
components of population change in each of these types of areas (how much of the change was
caused by natural increase and how much by migration?) and then consider how the factors
influencing each of the components are likely to be altered. Unfortunately, full data on in- and
out-migration for small areas (e.g., Tribal Areas and their surrounding counties) are not available,
but cruder indicators can be examined as the basis for at least somewhat more informed
speculation.

Using 1980 Census data, Snipp (1989) showed that the AIAN population is more mobile
than average. In 1980, the share of all households that had moved from a different house over
the preceding five years was 46 percent for whites and 43 percent for blacks, but 53 percent for
Indians. Table 2.5 shows that the comparable share for the AIAN population in 1990 was just
slightly lower (51 percent), but they still remained more mobile than non-Indians on average (46
percent). Of the AIAN population, 30 percent had moved from a different house in the same
county, and the remaining 21 percent had moved from another county (both shares were higher
than the comparable ones for non-Indians).

The Table also shows, however, that there were notable differences in these rates among
AIAN households, depending on where they were located in 1990. Most pronounced is that the
share of all Tribal Area residents who had moved into their 1990 house over the past five years
(37) was much lower than for AIAN populations living in other parts of the country: for example,
59 percent in other metropolitan areas.
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FIGURE 25 Area Type Shares of U.S. AIAN Population, 1990 and Net Population Increass,
1980-1990

Tribal Areas also stand out in that a considerably smaller share had moved into them from
another county: 12 percent, compared to shares in the 26-27 percent range in other areas. Their
share of all households having moved in from a different house in the same county (25 percent)
was fairly close to the national average (26 percent) for non-Indians.

One relevant implication is that the large population growth that occurred in Tribal Areas
during the 1980s was no doubt predominantly due to natural increase rather than migration; in
fact, many of the Tribal Areas probably experienced net out-migration over that decade. This is

suggested by the low shares of households moving in since 1985, coupled with high birth rates
(see Passel, 1992).

However, we do not see these figures suggesting enormous flows of migration out of the
Tribal Areas to distant urban centers or that migration is all a one-way-street. The fact that 12
percent of all AIAN households living in Tribal Areas in 1990 had moved there from another
county since 1985 is far from trivial. While we cannot say that cultural ties are strong enough to
overcome other forces in keeping current residents on the reservations and drawing many others
back, we cannot say that such ties are without influence.
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Table 2.5
MOBILITY STATUS, 1990
AIAN POPULATION NON-AIAN POPULATION
Tribal Surr. Other  Other Tribal Surr. Other  Other
Total  Areas Co. Metro. Nonmet. Total Areas  Co. Metro. Nonmet.
Pct. by 1980 location compared to 1985
Same house as 1985 49.1 63.3 39.9 41.5 418 545 55.4 50.1 54,2 58.8
Ditferent house
Same county 29.6 248 34.0 33.0 314 26.0 250 28.1 26.7 223
Difterent co. 213 119 26.0 255 26.7 195 19.6 21.8 19.1 18.9
Subtotal 50.9 36.7 60.0 58.5 58.2 455 44.6 49.9 45.8 41.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
intercounty moves as
pct. in diff. house ) 41.8 324 434 436 46.0 428 43.9 438 417 45.9

The existence of such ties is corroborated by the sample survey of households in our field
survey sites. Respondents who lived in the Tribal Area were asked to rank various reasons for
remaining there as to their importance on a scale from 1 to 5: 65 percent gave a "most important”
rating to "family and friends are all here", but the next highest shares in this category (55 percent)
were eamed by “being an active member of the tribe", "preserving the traditional way of life", and

"access to health care".?'

When the same respondents were asked to rate reasons for living off the reservation 45
percent gave a "most important” rating to “better jobs and business opportunities"--only 23 percent
said "more interesting way of life", and only 22 percent said "more houses or apartments”. Of
those who lived in the same county but outside the reservation, 71 percent said they would
"prefer to live on the reservation".?? Interviews with Indian community center directors in urban

2A considerably smaller 37 percent rated access to HUD or BIA housing assistance as a "most important” reason
for remaining in their Tribal Area.

22All households surveyed responded to these questions. For all percentage estimates given in these paragraphs
(except the last) 95 percent confidence intervals ranged from 6 to 8 points above and below the reported figures. The
confidence interval is broader for the last figure (percent of those living off the reservation who would prefer to live on
the reservation) because out of the 414 total respondents only 118 live off the reservation. The 95 percent interval in
this case ranges 18 points above and below the reported value. Still, this finding is significant. The range implies that
at the very least the majority of those living outside wouid prefer to live in the reservation environment, and the figure
couid be as high as 89 percent.
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areas suggested that large numbers of urban Indians retain close ties to their tribes, and many
hope to return to their original Tribal Areas when they retire.

There are pulls in a number of directions, but in summary, we see no basis for assuming
that migration flows are likely to substantially alter the spatial trends exhibited in the 1980s one
way or another. We judge that the safest assumption for housing policy is that the spatial
patterns of AIAN growth and decline over the coming decade are likely to be similar to those
evidenced in the 1980s.

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Age Structure and Household Composition

American Indians and Alaska Natives are considerably younger, on average, than the
general population. Nationally, 34 percent of the AIAN population are children and teenagers
(under 18 years) in contrast to only 25 percent for non-Indians (Table 2.6). At the other end of
the distribution, the contrast is also strong, but runs in the other direction: 15 percent of all non-
Indians are elderly (62 years or more) compared to only 8 percent of the AIAN population.

Differences by area types in this regard, however, are pronounced. With 41 percent under
18, the AIAN populations in Tribal Areas are considerably more youthful than Indians elsewhere.
At the other extreme, only 27 percent in metropolitan areas are below 18 years of age: the
comparable shares for the Surrounding Counties and other Nonmetropolitan areas are not much
higher than that (31-32 percent). Still, in all types of areas the AIAN under-18 share is higher
than that for their non-Indian counterparts--the differences just are not as great as for Tribal
Areas.

One of the most frequently discussed social concerns in America today is the decline of
the traditional family. Progressively, over the past several decades, families--all groups of related
individuals living together, but households headed by married couples in particular--have been
shrinking as a share of all households in all parts of the country. Perhaps the most important
conclusion to be derived from the household composition data in Table 2.6 is that this tendency
has not been as strong among American Indians and Alaska Natives.

Just over 80 percent of the 812,000 AIAN households nationally are families (compared
with 72 percent for non-Indians), 61 percent are headed by married couples (vs. 58 percent for
non-Indians), and households with children make up 52 percent of the total (vs. 36 percent for
non-Indians).
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Table 2.6
AGE AND HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION, 1990
AIAN POPULATION NON-AIAN POPULATION
Tribal Surr. Other Other Tribal Surr. Other Other
Total Areas Co.  Metro. Nonmet. Total Areas Co. Metro. Nonmet.
Pct. of population by age
Under 18 years 34.2 40.9 315 27.0 307 251 26.5 258 246 26.0
18-44 years 442 38.7 46.7 50.1 458 432 40.4 43.0 443 39.9
45-61 years 14.0 12.3 14.6 15.6 156 16.3 169 159 16.3 16.7
62 years or more 7.6 8.1 7.2 7.3 7.9 154 16.3 153 14.8 17.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of households (000) by type
Elderly 55 19 12 17 7 11,023 194 1,661 6,622 2,546
Small family 436 114 102 167 53 43,148 690 6,084 28,240 8,133
Large family 161 63 35 48 15 9,889 141 1,503 6,499 1,746
Other, Nonfam. 161 39 38 66 17 26,693 402 3,855 17,952 4,484
Total 812 234 188 298 92 90,754 1428 13,103 59,313 16,910
Pct. of households by type
Elderly 6.7 7.9 6.5 57 7.7 12.2 13.6 12.7 11.2 151
Small family 53.7 48.5 54.2 56.2 575 475 483 46.4 47.6 481
Large family 19.8 26.7 18.9 16.1 16.2 109 9.9 11.5 11.0 103
Other, Nonfam. 19.8 16.8 204 221 18.7 29.4 28.2 29.4 30.3 26.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Pct. of households by family relationship
Family households
Married w/chiid. 37.3 38.2 37.2 35.5 410 278 26.4 26.5 25.6 28.0
Married no child. 23.4 18.9 23.2 258 274 299 319 305 289 33.0
Subtotal 60.7 571 60.4 61.4 68.4 57.8 58.3 571 545 61.0
Female head w/ch. 11.7 15.6 117 9.9 80 6.3 58 59 6.7 56
Mate head wich. 3.2 48 3.1 2.2 20 14 1.3 1.6 1.3 13
Subtotal 149 203 148 12.2 10.0 7.7 7.2 75 8.0 6.9
Other 46 58 44 44 3.0 6.7 6.3 6.0 7.2 5.6
Total 80.2 83.2 79.6 779 814 72.2 71.8 706 69.8 735
Nonfamily households 19.8 16.8 20.4 221 18.7 294 282 29.4 30.2 26.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

One sign of distress, however, does stand out for AIAN households: the share made up
by female headed households with children (12 percent) is double the non-Indian average. This
AlAN share was lower than the average for blacks in 1990 (21 percent) but substantially above
the averages for most other racial groups (e.g., 5 percent for whites--U.S. Department of
Commerce, 1994, Table 49).
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Another striking characteristic of AIAN household composition stands out from the
alternative typology shown in Table 2.6--the sizeable number of large families.?® This typology
groups households into one of four categories: Elderly (one or two member families with a
household head and/or spouse 62 years of age or over); Small families (other family households
with two to four members); Large families (family households with five or more members; and
Other households (non-family households of all types).

Twenty percent of all AIAN households nationally are large families, almost twice the 11
percent large families make up of non-indian households. The AIAN large family share is highest
in Tribal Areas (27 percent), second highest in the Surrounding counties (18 percent), and
averages a uniform 16 percent in other parts of the country. And in each type of area, AIAN
households by far outpace non-Indians by this measure.

Contrasts between area types at the national level with regard to household composition
also generally characterize differences within individual regions. Oklahoma stands out for having
in most categories (particularly within its Tribal Areas) comparatively low shares of female headed
households and large families and higher shares of elderly households. This pattern also
characterizes the Eastern, South-Central, and California-Nevada regions to some extent. The
opposite--higher than average shares of female headed households and large families and fewer
elderly--is found in the regions where urban influences are less pronounced: the Plains, and
Arizona-New Mexico.

Comparisons with 1980 data show that the ratio of total population to households did
decline in all categories over the 1980s; by a substantial 8.9 percent (from 4.13 to 3.66) in Tribal
Areas, but only to a very small extent (from 3.15 to 3.13, or less than one percent) in the rest of
the country. In other words, while AIAN households are typically larger than non-indian
households, they are gradually getting smaller. AIAN households in Tribal Areas are larger on
average than those living elsewhere, but their size is declining more rapidly.

Education Status, Labor Force, and Employment

Education is increasingly recognized as the key to economic advancement in America, and
on this score the AIAN population lags considerably behind: 34 percent of those over 25 years
of age never graduated from high school, compared to a non-Indian rate of 25 percent (Table
2.7). The AIAN share that has graduated from college is less than half that for non-indians (9
percent vs. 20 percent).

*This typology has been developed because of it simplicity and its usefulness for housing needs analysis--see
Bogdon, et al, 1993.
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Table 2.7
EDUCATION AND LABOR FORCE STATUS, 1990

AIAN POPULATION NON-AIAN POPULATION
Tribal Surr. Other Other Tribal Surr. Other Other
Total Areas Co. Metro. Nonmet. Total Areas Co. Metro. Nonmet.

Pct. population over 25 by educational status

Not H.S. graduate 344 427 30.0 28.6 357 247 27.2 222 233 31.6
H.S. graduate 56.3 51.4 60.5 58.4 56.2 549 56.7 57.3 54.1 55.8
Bach. degree & above 9.3 5.9 95 13.0 8.1 204 16.1 20.5 22.7 12.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Labor force status

Total population

In labor force 63.4 549 66.2 70.0 64.5 65.3 61.2 65.2 66.7 60.4
Not in lab. force 36.6 451 33.8 30.0 356 347 38.8 34.8 33.3 39.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Labor force
Armed forces 1.0 0.3 1.0 1.4 1.2 1.3 1.6 2.0 1.3 1.0
Employed civilian 84.8 79.7 85.6 88.2 85.8 92.5 91.5 918 92.7 92.3
Unemployed 142 20.1 13.4 10.4 13.1 6.2 7.0 6.2 6.1 6.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Pct. of employed by occupation

Protess./Managerial 185 17.4 17.9 20.3 16.7 26.4 23.5 265 28.3 19.5
Tech./sales/admin. 26.6 244 273 29.3 21.3 317 30.4 31.9 33.3 258
Other 54.9 58.3 548 50.4 63.0 42.0 46.1 41.6 38.5 548
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Pct. of employed by type of worker

Private for-profit 64.3 52.1 66.0 7141 68.0 70.8 68.1 69.9 n7 67.9
Private non-profit 59 6.4 58 58 57 6.7 5.8 6.0 71 57
Government workers 235 353 22.4 17.2 18.3 15.1 16.5 16.0 14.7 15.8
Self-employed 57 58 54 5.5 74 7.0 8.9 77 6.1 9.8
Unpaid family workers 0.5 04 05 0.4 0.7 0.4 07 0.4 04 08
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Pct. of employed by industry

Agric./For./Mining 47 6.9 46 24 74 3.1 6.5 3.6 18 7.2
Construction 84 8.8 7.9 8.3 85 57 5.5 6.3 55 6.2
Manutacturing 16.0 145 148 16.8 19.9 16.4 13.7 139 16.0 20.2
Transportation 6.9 59 6.8 79 6.6 6.5 70 6.4 68 57
Trade 19.3 151 207 21.2 19.9 19.6 20.0 20.2 19.8 184
Services 448 48.8 451 434 37.8 487 47.3 49.6 50.2 423

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
i

Again, this problem is most pronounced in Tribal Areas where a full 43 percent are without
a high school diploma. It is least serious in Metropolitan Areas where the comparable figure is
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29 percent. Shares in the Surrounding Counties and other Nonmetropolitan Areas again fall in-
between (30 percent and 36 percent respectively).

The average AIAN labor force participation rate (63 percent) is just slightly below that for
non-Indians (65 percent). Labor force participation is lowest in Tribal Areas (55 percent) and
highest in Metropolitan Areas (70 percent). AIAN labor force participation rates are actually
somewhat higher than those for non-Indians in all area types except Tribal Areas.

Unemployment, however, is a particularly severe problems for Indians everywhere. The
national AIAN unemployment rate is 14 percent, more than twice the 6 percent rate for other
Americans. AIAN unemployment is also most serious in Tribal Areas (20 percent) and least
serious in Metropolitan Areas (10 percent) but even in the latter, the AIAN rate substantially
exceeds the 6 percent rate for non-indians.

This same pattern (higher unemployment in Tribal Areas than more urban locations) holds
in all regions. However, there are some important regional differences between Tribal Areas in
this regard. Their unemployment rates are lowest (close to the metropolitan average) in the
Oklahoma and Eastern regions (both at 12 percent) and highest in the Plains (29 percent),
Arizona-New Mexico (26 percent), and Alaska (24 percent).

Among those who do have jobs, the composition of employment by type of worker for
Indians differs importantly from that of the general population. A much higher percent of AIAN
employment is provided by jobs in government or nonprofit institutions (29 percent) than is true
for non-Indians (22 percent). This also stands out most strongly in Tribal Areas where 42 percent
of AIAN workers are in the public and nonprofit sectors (close to twice the 23 percent for Indians
in Metropolitan Areas).

AIAN workers are less likely to be self-employed than non-Indians (5.7 percent vs. 7.0
percent) and have lower shares working for private for-profit firms (64 percent vs. 71 percent).
The self-employment rate for Indians does not vary much by area type, but there are important
variations in private for-profit employment. The AIAN share of total employment in such jobs
varies from a high of 71 percent in Metropolitan Areas, down through the 66-68 percent range for
Surrounding Counties and other Nonmetropolitan Areas, reaching an average far below that level
for Tribal Areas (52 percent).

An area’s level of employment in private for-profit firms and self-employed (PPSE
employment) is an indicator of the economic strength of a local economy, independent of
government support. Calculating PPSE employment per 1,000 population, AIAN populations lag
far behind with a national average of 255, 30 percent below the 362 average for non-Indians. Per
capita, Tribal Areas have larger dependent populations (more children), lower labor force
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participation rates, more unemployment, and more dependence on govemment jobs. It is
certainly not surprising then that the PPSE rate for Tribal Areas (158) is far below (just about half)
the average for Indians living elsewhere (311). The latter figure is still below the average for non-
Indians, but it is at least within striking distance. The AIAN average in Tribal Areas is not,
signifying incredible economic distress.

The industrial structure of the United States has changed dramatically during this century,
first with enormous increases in agricultural productivity (our national agricultural output remains
high but the percentage of our workers required to produce it is now just a tiny fraction of what
it once was) and then the same sort of thing happening in manufacturing (although not to the
same extent as yet). '

The first change was particularly important for Indians. Even knowing the history,
however, the numbers come as something of a shock. Only 6.9 percent of all AIAN workers in
Tribal Areas (4.6 percent in the Surrounding Counties and 7.4 percent in other Nonmetropolitan
Areas) are now employed in agriculture, forestry, fisheries or mining. The comparable average
for non-Indians nationally is just 3.1 percent. There are simply very few formal jobs left available
in these sectors anymore anywhere. This does not imply that indians have lost their ties to the
land, however. Subsistence hunting, farming, and gathering are still important in many areas.

The AIAN population traditionally did not have a high share of its workforce in
manufacturing (given that sector's concentration in and around iarge urban areas) but interestingly
enough, with recent declines in manufacturing employment affecting all races, the AIAN share (16
percent) is now on a par with that for non-Iindians. With 64 percent of the total, however, trade
and services now dominate the AIAN workforce, and they do so to a roughly similar extent in all
area types.

Poverty and Income

Given their employment problems enumerated above, it is not surprising that American
Indians and Alaska Natives are significantly more likely to be impoverished than non-indians in
all parts of America--see Table 2.8. In 1989, 34 percent of all AIAN households (compared with
24 percent of non-Indian households) had annual incomes of less than $15,000. The AIAN
poverty rate was 24 percent, almost twice that for non-indians. As would be expected considering
their typically weak economic base, AIAN poverty rates were highest in Tribal Areas (36 percent)
and considerably lower in Metropolitan Areas (17 percent), other Nonmetropolitan Areas (21
percent) and Surrounding Counties (23 percent).

Poverty rates also varied importantly by household type, the rates being much higher for
large family and nonfamily households (33 percent and 34 percent respectively) than for elderly
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Table 2.8
INCOME AND POVERTY, 1990
AIAN POPULATION NON-AIAN POPULATION
Tribal Surr. Other Other Tribal Surr. Other Other
Total Areas Co.  Metro. Nonmet. Total Areas Co.  Metro. Nonmet.
Pct. of households by income ($000/yr)
Less than $15 338 46.9 30.4 253 34.7 242 31.9 229 21.9 328
$15-828 27.9 28.0 28.8 26.3 31.5 25.6 28.8 258 243 29.8
$30-99 36.5 24.3 39.0 456 329 458 37.0 46.7 48.6 35.8
$100 or more 1.8 0.8 1.8 28 1.0 4.4 2.3 4.6 52 1.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Pct. of households in poverty
Eiderly 16.2 248 10.7 105 154 6.4 9.2 52 53 9.6
Small family 18.1 293 179 1298 178 9.2 124 8.4 8.4 12.0
Large family 325 4439 26.9 204 289 17.0 21.8 15.7 158 221
Other-nonfamily 33.5 47.2 30.6 253 373 19.3 26.4 17.6 1741 28.7
All households 24.4 36.2 217 16.7 23.1 12.7 16.9 11.5 115 174
Pct. of households by income category
0-30 pct. of median 19.1 25.8 16.8 16.7 16.4 12.6 12.7 115 12.7 12.8
31-50 pct. of median 14.2 16.9 136 124 138 11.2 1241 11.5 10.7 12.5
51-80 pct. of median 18.7 19.1 19.2 18.0 19.6 16.5 16.7 16.8 16.1 179
81-95 pct. of median 8.4 75 8.7 9.0 8.6 8.5 7.9 8.7 85 8.4
95+ pct. of median 39.6 30.8 418 45.0 414 513 50.6 515 521 484
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Ratio AIAN to Non-AlAN
Pct. in poverty 1.93 2.15 1.88 1.45 1.35 —_— — —_— R —_—
Pct. 0-50 pct. med. 1.40 1.72 1.32 1.20 1.20 —— —— —_— —— —_—

households and small families (16 percent and 19 percent respectively). This same pattemn
appeared in all area types with, of course, higher rates for all groups in Tribal Areas than in other
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan environments. This pattern was also typical for non-Indians.
Indeed, one of the reasons that the overall AIAN poverty rate is so high is that large families
make up comparatively such a large share of all AIAN households.

Poverty rates, however, can be misleading indicators, distorting true comparisons of well-
being between different social groups and locations. The reason is that the poverty threshold
($12,674 in 1989 for a family of four) is defined as the same in all parts of the country. Yetliving
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costs are very different in different locations.?* And this is a particular problem in analyzing the
comparative living standards of American Indians and Alaska Natives--they have very low
incomes by national standards, but a much larger share of them live in low-cost locations.

HUD uses an alternative approach for comparing household incomes that takes variations
in living costs into account and largely avoids this problem. In this system, a household’'s income
is related to the median income in its own local labor market area, and median incomes serve
as a reasonable proxy for differences in living costs between those areas. Households are
generally eligible for HUD programs if they are Low-Income (LI--incomes below 80 percent of the
local median) and are often given priority for housing assistance if they are Very Low-income
(VLI--incomes below 50 percent of the median).

, Table 2.8 also shows variations in AIAN income levels, compared to those of non-indians,
using this approach. The data tell the same basic story. Nationally, one third of all AIAN
households are Very Low-income (compared to 24 percent for non-indians) and 52 percent of
AlAN households are Low-Income (compared to 40 percent for non-Iindians). AIAN households
have significantly larger shares in these lower-income groups than non-Indians in all types of
areas, and among AlAN households, lower income shares are highest by far in Tribal Areas and
less sizeable elsewhere.

Regional variations in VLI rates are substantial. They are lowest in the Oklahoma (30
percent) and Eastern (36 percent) regions. They are significantly higher in the Arizona-New
Mexico, North-Central, and Plains regions (all above 50 percent--see Kingsley, Mikelsons, and
Herbig, 1995).

Gaming in Tribal Areas

There have been many media accounts of late about substantial income earned by Indian
tribes from gaming establishments. This trend, however, has had very littie effect on the wealth
of Indian communities overall. So far, gaming has proven successful in only a few of the Tribal
Areas where it has been tried and it has not yet been tried in most of them. Many of the others
are much too remote from urban centers for profitable gaming ever to be feasible.

One study (Robinson, 1993) indicates that there were only 81 active Indian gaming
operations in the United States in 1992. Yet there were a total of 508 Tribal Areas (309, if Alaska
is excluded). Of the total net income derived from these operations, over 30 percent went to a
single Connecticut tribe; nearly half went to only two states (Connecticut and California). It was

¥Gabriel, et al, (1993) have shown that, in particular, the disparities in housing prices between U.S. metropolitan
areas grew significantly over the 1980s.
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also estimated that 15,900 persons were employed by these operations (and a non-trivial portion
of those were non-Indians). Yet 15,900 represents only 8 percent of total AIAN civilian
employment in Tribal Areas in 1990. Gaming has substantially enhanced the economic well-being
of several of these areas, but it has left most of them untouched. In general, reservations and
other Tribal Areas are still characterized by deep and persistent poverty.

DIVERSITY ACROSS TRIBAL AREAS

Summary of Findings So Far

Reviewing the indicators presented in this chapter to this point, several reasonably
consistent findings emerge that can be summarized as follows:

1. Compared to non-indians, the AIAN population nationally is more family oriented,
but along several dimensions, more prone to economic distress.

2. These characteristics (stronger family orientation, weaker economic conditions)
distinguish the AIAN population from the general population in all area types and
regions.

3. Consistently, these differences are most pronounced in reservations and other

Tribal Areas. AIAN characteristics more closely resemble those of the general
population in metropolitan areas, but differences are still noteworthy, even there.

4. In contrast, key social and economic indicators for the non-Indian population do
not exhibit as much variation geographically.

5. But for the AIAN population, there are also evidences of notable diversity even
among Tribal Areas.

This latter point comes out in examining regional differences across area types, and there
also appeared to be some consistency in these patterns. For example, with respect to some of
the characteristics by which Tribal Areas on average most differ from the general population,
scores for the Tribal Areas of some regions (in particular, the Plains, Arizona-New Mexico, and
Alaska) are even more extreme: e.g., larger shares of their households are large families, female
headed, and Very Low Income, and yet larger shares of their labor force are unemployed or
holding government jobs. In contrast, the Tribal Areas of the Oklahoma and Eastern regions are
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in the opposite position along each of these dimensions: i.e., more like AIAN populations in
Metropolitan Areas and the non-Indian population in general.

Still, this examination is not enough to show that it is the regional environment itself, rather
than some other set of factors, that causes such variations. And it begs the question, to what
extent do Tribal Areas exhibit diversity along these lines within regions?

The Extent of Diversity

Several approaches were taken to assess the extent and nature of diversity among Tribal
Areas. The first and simplest was to tabulate the number of Tribal Areas and their populations
in a number of ranges for several variables. Two examples are shown in Figure 2.6. Both show
considerable diversity. The pie charts at the top show that one quarter of all Tribal Areas are
extremely poor (86 percent or more of all households are low-income: i.e., with incomes less
than 80 percent of the local median), but these Areas are typically small and account for only 4
percent of the national AIAN population living in Tribal Areas. At the other extreme, in 19 percent
of the Tribal Areas, less than half of households are low-income and these are much larger,
together accounting for 24 percent of the total population.

The charts at the bottom of Figure 2.6 show the variation in the PPSE variable discussed
earlier. Again, there are a substantial number of Tribal Areas in dire circumstances according to
this measure: 24 percent of all Areas with less than 50 private for-profit or self-employed workers
per thousand population. But these are also small on average, accounting for only 6 percent of
the population. At the other end of the scale, one quarter of the Areas have at least a
comparatively strong private employment base with a PPSE ratio of 176 or more. And these are
also much larger, accounting for 41 percent of the total Tribal Area AIAN population.

A second approach was to plot the locations of the Tribal Areas scoring highest and
lowest on a number of measures. These exhibited no consistent regional patterns. A third was
to examine these distributions statistically. To do this we computed coefficients of variation for
Tribal Area distributions for several variables. These also showed considerable diversity
(Kingsley, Mikelsons, and Herbig, 1995, pps. 76-77).

Factors Influencing Diversity: Hypotheses

Factors that affect the economic well-being of tribal areas have been examined in depth
by Cornell and Kalt (1989, 1991, 1992). in discussing these factors we rely primarily on their
themes, offering only a few variations. Learning better methods of developing Tribal Area
economies, of course, is not a part of the mission of this study, but learning more about how and
why economic conditions vary is important to the purposes of this report. The nature of a Tribal
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FIGURE 2.6 Variations Among Tribal Areas: Percent Households Low Income and Percent
Private For-Profit Employees Per 1,000 Population
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Area’s economy is likely to explain much about current housing conditions and offer clues as to
the potentials for different housing strategies in the future.

It is helpful to group the forces driving the diversity we have identified in three categories:
(1) internal resources; (2) integration with the broader economy; and (3) institutional-cultural
factors.

Internal Resources. In assessing the strength of local economies, much of economic
theory stresses intemnal resources. Basically, these are either human resources (the skills of the
labor force) or natural resources (soil quality, timber, and mineral resources, but also scenic
beauty as an attraction for tourism). Tribal Areas certainly vary across these dimensions. As to
human resources, we noted that there is substantial diversity with respect to educations levels;
quite sizeable coefficients of variation, for example, with respect to the share of all adults that had
not graduated from high school. As to natural resources there are also vast differences between
Tribal Areas. Most reservations have negligible mineral wealth while others are replete with oil
wells. Cornell and Kalt note that the Crow Tribe of Montana owns one of the largest reserves of
strippable coal in the world (in 1988, the tribe’s assets were valued at about $27 million, over $3
million per person).

Integration with the Broader Economy. This is a theme that emerged strongly in
assessing the field survey results of this study. Some reservations were poor, remote, and
isolated, while others, generally closer to urban settiements, had large numbers of non-Indians
living within their borders, and much less poverty).

Two variables were derived from our data base to quantify the extent of diversity along
these lines. We calculated the distance between each Tribal Area and the nearest urban area
with a population of 50,000 or more (hereafter referred to as large urban area). The pie charts
at the top of Figure 2.7 show the variation. Contrary to the popular image of the remoteness of
most reservations, we found that one third of all Tribal Areas are within 50 miles (a reasonable
commuting distance) of a city at least that size. And these were larger than the average,
accounting for 39 percent of the total Tribal Area AIAN population nationally. At the other
extreme, 29 percent of the Areas are more than 300 miles from a large urban area (many of
these are Alaska Villages). They are much smaller on average, accounting for only 5 percent of
the population.

The lower panel on Figure 2.7 shows that a significant number of Tribal Areas are "open"
in the sense that they have large non-Indian populations residing within their boundaries. For just
over one quarter of all Tribal Areas, the ratio of total population to AIAN population is at least 2.0
(i.e., there are at least as many non-Indians as Indians living within them) and as we noted in the
examples above, for a number of them the ratios are much higher than that. And these too are
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larger than average, accounting for about 40 percent of the total Tribal Area AIAN population.

It would be expected that another factor of relevance here would be the strength of the
economy of the surrounding region. Our sample observations suggest that a Tribal Area is likely
to be better off in terms of income if it is close to, and well integrated with, the economy of its
region, but we would expect that whether the region itself is booming or in decline would also
make a difference.

Institutional/Cultural Factors. In this area, in particular, Cornell and Kalt have made
important contributions to understanding. They note that while the Crow reservation sits on an
extremely valuable resource base, it has not translated those resources into substantially
increased incomes for its tribal members: "three quarters of its workforce is unemployed and half
the population receives some form of public assistance". Three quarters of those who do work
have government jobs. In contrast, other tribes have been quite entrepreneurial in developing
their economic potentials and generating employment. White Mountain Apache is a notable
example. The tribe operates nine tribally-owned enterprises and "has had repeated success in
raising (external) capital and attracting employers"” . . . Approximately half the employment on the
reservation is in enterprises as opposed to government services" (Cornell and Kalt, 1989).

What accounts for such differences? Their analyses show that both cultural factors and
forms of government play important roles. Crow has been unwilling to develop its mineral
resources largely because doing so (strip mining) would devastate the natural landscape and
habitat--a clear violation of its tribal culture. But its form of government may also inhibit other
approaches to development. White Mountain Apache has a strong chief executive government
and is characterized by strong tribal control over day-to-day decision making. Crow, in contrast,
has a constitutionally-based general council form of government in which all voting-age tribal
members sit on the council (no separation of powers and no checks and balances), and its
constitution provides the Secretary of the Interior with the right of disapproval over council actions.

In considering a broader variety of tribes, Cornell and Kalt also note differences in the
capacities of tribal bureaucracies, differences in traditional structural relationships (in some cases,
tribal members identify much more strongly with clans within the recognized tribe rather than the
tribe itself), and other cuitural-misfits (in some cases, the Federal government has imposed forms
of tribal governance that are inconsistent with the tribal culture). Their statistical analysis for
selected tribes shows that these factors do have an important influence on incomes and economic
development.
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Analysis

Clearly, the determination of the economic well-being among Tribal Areas is complex.
There is tremendous diversity in outcomes, and a long list of factors that appears to have some
influence in determining them. The Census data files used in this study have reasonable
measures for a number of them, although several that appear to be important are missing: e.g.,
the value of natural resources on the reservation and the nature of tribal governance and its mesh
with tribal culture.

Nonetheless, since these data files cover all areas, it should be useful to test the relative
importance of those factors for which data are available--without expecting to explain a high
proportion of the diversity that has been identified. Regression analysis, however, yielded
reasonably strong findings.

We chose PPSE employment per 1,000 population as the dependent variable (it can be
seen as a rough measure of the natural strength of the local economy--a direct measure of
income was not chosen because all such measures availabie are distorted to some extent in that
they mix transfer payments with earned income). The independent variables were: (1) the ratio
of total population to AIAN population; (2) the log of the distance between the Area and the
nearest large urban center; (3) the percentage of adults that had not graduated from high school;
(4) the 1980-90 population growth rate; and (5) a dummy variable indicating whether the Tribal
Areas were in a "coastal" region (Eastern, California-Nevada, or Pacific Northwest) or not.

This regression explained 29 percent of the variation in the PPSE ratio--reasonably strong
for cross-sectional analysis. And all of the variables were statistically significant at the 99 percent
level (except for the population growth rate--significance level of .666). (See Annex 2A at the end
of this Chapter).

Interpretation and Typology

These analyses confirm the view that AIAN Tribal Areas in the United States cannot easily
be stereotyped. They vary from each other to a significant extent along many dimensions. And
while they clearly do not account for all relevant forces, variables that measure the extent of a
Tribal Area’s integration with the broader economy do seem to be important. They are not final
determinants: i.e., it seems likely that with the right leadership and institutional structure, a remote
tribe could succeed economically, and it is quite possible for an open reservation within the
bounds of a thriving metropolitan area to be quite poor.
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Nonetheless, other things being equal, Tribal Areas that are close to urban centers,
comparatively open, with a large share of aduits that have graduated from high school, and
located in coastal regions, are likely to be performing better economically.

What is important from a policy standpoint is that those areas have different needs, and
different strategic opportunities than Areas that are more remote and isolated. There is no one
correct economic development strategy (nor we suspect, one correct housing assistance strategy)
that will fit all Areas.

To illustrate the effect and magnitude of these differences, a rough typology has been
constructed (Table 2.9). All of the 508 inhabitated Tribal Areas are first divided into three groups:
"Near Urban" (within 50 miles of a large urban area); "Remote" (farther away than that), and
"Alaska" (all of the Alaska Villages were kept separate in this typology because they are more
similar to each other and their location offers a different set of policy options and constraints).
The variations in characteristics are marked.

Near Urban. This category includes 159 Tribal Areas (31 percent of the total), but has
an AIAN population of 284,400 (38 percent of the total). It has, on average, a high level of PPSE
employment (227 per 1,000 population) and a comparatively small share of its households are
VLI (very low-income--34 percent).

Remote. This category includes 148 Areas (29 percent) with a much larger population
of 406,500 (55 percent). Its average PPSE employment ratio is not much more than half that of
the Near Urban group (119) and a much higher share of its households are VLI (49 percent).
Areas within it have many fewer non-Indians within their boundaries (total population to AIAN
population averages 1.6) than those in the Near Urban group (average ratio of 9.9). They also
have a larger average household size (3.4 persons) than those that are Near Urban (2.8
persons).

Alaska, as noted earlier, has a large number of Tribal Areas (199 or 39 percent), but a
small total AIAN population (48,500 or 7 percent). It has the lowest PPSE employment ratio of
these groups (79) and the same of households in the VLI category as the Remote group.

Some groups have been further subdivided as to whether they are "Large and Open”
(population of 400 or more and total to AIAN population ratio of 2.0 or more) and whether they
have a "Strong Private Employment Base" (200 PSE employees or more per 1,000 population)
or not. Here, a number of the variations are also of interest, but they are not as important as the
basic differences between the Near Urban and Remote categories.
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Other and more detaiied typologies could be constructed with differing boundary conditions
that would be equally valid. As noted, however, the purpose here was only to illustrate that
important differences exist and that large shares of the Tribal Area AIAN population nationally live
in areas where private market forces seem to be operating. The meaning of these differences
for housing strategies will be explored in Chapter 3

Table 2.9
MARKET TYPOLOGY OF TRIBAL AREAS, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS
AIAN (000) Pct. Hsehids.
Total Priv.  Miles:
No. of Pop./ Emp./ Nearest
Tribal Popu- House- Pop./  AlIAN 1,000 Urban Low-
Areas  lation  holds Hseld Pop. Pop. Center  Income v
NEAR URBAN AREAS
Large-Open
Strong Priv.Empl.
Oklahoma 7 1306 56.0 23 9.5 268 34 49 29
Other 10 189 6.7 2.8 53.8 247 21 58 39
Subtotal 17 1495 62.7 2.4 151 266 27 50 30
Lower Priv.Empl. 29 36.6 117 3.1 11.0 146 26 57 38
Total 46 186.1 74.4 25 14.2 242 27 51 )
Other
Strong Priv.Empl. 44 36.3 11.6 3.1 27 312 27 83 33
Lower Priv.Empl. 69 62.0 16.5 38 1.2 131 27 70 48
Total 113 98.3 28.1 35 1.7 198 27 63 43
Total 169 2844 1025 28 9.9 227 27 54 34
REMOTE
Large-Open
Strong Priv.Empl. 6 67.7 288 24 16.2 230 74 51 31
Lower Priv.Empl. 18 36.3 11.7 3.1 45 108 98 68 48
Total 24 1040 40.5 26 1241 188 85 56 36
Navajo 4 146.0 359 41 1.0 97 99 77 59
Other
Strong Priv.Empl. 16 10.5 2.7 3.9 6.8 234 103 64 40
Lower Priv.Empl. 104 1460 39.2 3.7 1.2 84 104 71 52
Total 120 156.5 419 37 1.6 94 104 71 51
Total 148 4065 1183 34 41 119 96 67 49
ALASKA 199 48.5 13.2 3.7 1.6 79 418 68 49
TOTAL 508 738.7 2340 3.16 6.2 158 a3 62 43
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DIVERSITY OF CONDITIONS IN URBAN AREAS

Where Do Urban Indians Live?

Table 2.2 showed that a total of 754,600 American Indians and Alaska Natives lived in
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) in 1990--38 percent of the total AIAN population nationally.
This population, however, is not spread evenly across the nation’s MSAs. To the contrary, while
some Indians live in almost all of them, they have tended to concentrate in a comparatively small
number. Rather than present data on conditions in all, this section focuses on 15 MSAs in which
Indians are most concentrated, that together account for 61 percent of the AIAN metropolitan
total.

To the extent that scholars and the media have focused on urban Indians to date, most
have dealt with their lives in the inner cities. It is of particular interest in this light to find that so
many of them live in the suburbs: 331,100 (54 percent of all those in metropolitan areas outside
of the Surrounding Counties) are suburban dwellers. For the 15 selected MSAs, 59 percent of
the AIAN population lives in the suburbs, a higher rate than for non-Indians on average (54
percent). It must be remembered, of course, that there is great divergence within the non-Indian
population in this regard: AIAN households are much more likely to live in the suburbs than blacks
or Hispanics, but less so than whites. Index measures show substantially less residential
segregation for American Indians than for blacks and Hispanics: dissimilarity indices (where 1.0
implies complete segregation and 0.0 implies no segregation) for the AIAN population in the 15
MSAs ranged from 0.23 to 0.52.

Of the urban Indian community center directors, interviewed as a part of this study, 57
percent said that Indians in their central cities tended to congregate in identifiable neighborhoods,
but little is known about their spatial patterns in the suburbs. Community center directors also
stated that urban Indians generally maintain close ties with their tribes: 88 percent said that
Indians in their communities returned to their Tribal Areas at least occasionally, and 42 percent
they retumed at least on a weekly basis.

Contrasting Characteristics

As noted earlier, Indians living in metropolitan areas generally fare better on many social
and economic indicators than Indians who live in Tribal Areas and Surrounding Counties. Central
city Indians, however, do not to fare as well as their suburban counterparts. For example, in the
15 MSAs, they are more likely to lack a high school diploma (30 percent vs. 27 percent), be
unemployed (11 percent vs. 8 percent), and live in households headed by single women (20
percent vs. 12 percent) and with Very Low-Incomes (40 percent vs. 29 percent). However, in
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several of these MSAs, the socioeconomic gap between suburban Indian and non-Indian
households is larger than that between Indians and non-Indians living in central cities. For
example, the AIAN unemployment rate in the central cities is 1.2 times that for non-indians,
whereas the comparable suburban AlAN rate is 1.7 times the suburban non-Indian average.

Contrasts in Different Types of Metropolitan Areas

The comparative economic position of metropolitan Indians, however, appears to differ in
different types of MSAs. AIAN households appear best off economically in two contrasting
environments: (1) very large metropolitan areas, typically far distant from AIAN Areas; and (2)
small metropolitan areas that are close to AIAN areas.

The first group includes Chicago, Dallas, Detroit, Los Angeles, New York and Oakland;
the second, Albuquerque, Oklahoma City and Tulsa. For example, the share of AIAN households
with Very Low Incomes exceeds the comparable share for non-Indians by only 11 percent on
average in the first group, and by 25 percent in the second. In two of these areas (Los Angeles
and Oakland) the AIAN Very Low Income share is actually below that for non-Indians.

In other metropolitan areas with large concentrations of AIAN population, disparities are
much more severe. For example, for Minneapolis, Phoenix, Seattle and Tucson, the AIAN Very
Low Income share exceeds that for non-Indians, on average, by 90 percent. In these areas, on
average, twice as many AlIAN aduits do not have a high schoo! diploma as non-indians, whereas
AIAN rates exceed non-Indian rates by this measure by only 18 percent in the first group and 23
percent in the second group.

Comparing Indians with other races using these indicators, we find that, in general, Indians
fare better economically than blacks, but worse than Hispanics. In the latter group of MSAs noted
above, however, Indians are in a worse position than all other groups. (See further discussion
in Kingsley, Mikelsons, and Herbig, 1995, Chapter 4).
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Dependent Variables:

Independent Variables:

Annex 2A
Multiple Regression Analysis

PPSE Private For-Profit And Self-Employed
Persons Per 1,000 Persons, AIAN Area

SHARE Ratio Of Total Tribal Area Population To AIAN
Population
HIGH Percentage of Aduits That Had Not Graduated From
High School
POP89 Percentage Change Of AIAN Population From 1980
to 1990
LNDIS50 Natural Log Of Distance From AIAN Area To Nearest
Urban Place Of 50,000 Or More Persons
BICOAST if AIAN Area Is Located In State Bordering East or
West Coast, BICOAST = 1, 0 Otherwise
Variation
R-Square: 29.12
Standard Error: 81.27
Analysis of Variance
Degrees of Freedom: 5
Mean Dep. Variable: 114
F Value: 35
Probability > F: .0001
Variable: Parameter Est.: Std. Error: T for HO: Prob.> ITI:
INTERCEPT 206.42 17.69 11.67 .0001
SHARE 2.67 0.49 5.36 .0001
HIGH -1.51 0.35 -4.22 .0001
POP89 0.009 0.02 0.43 .6661
LNDIS50 -22.46 3.36 -6.74 .0001
BICOAST 49.44 10.22 4.84 .0001




Chapter 3

HOUSING PROBLEMS AND NEEDS OF
AMERICAN INDIANS AND ALASKA
NATIVES

With a better understanding of the varying social and economic contexts in which
American Indians and Alaska Natives lead their lives, we now turn to the central purpose of this
assessment: the analysis of housing problems and needs.

This chapter begins with a review of several basic characteristics of AIAN housing. It then
describes and discusses the standards by which housing problems will be assessed and shows,
by way of background, how America’s housing problems overall have changed since 1980, using
the same framework. The central part of the chapter then presents our analysis of AIAN housing
problems and needs in 1990 at the national level by area-type, and reviews the extent of diversity
that exists in these measures. At the end of the chapter, we briefly consider future prospects if
current trends continue and, implications for national housing policy.

BASIC CHARACTERISTICS OF AIAN HOUSING

One of the most basic distinctions affecting housing is that between homeownership and
rental tenure. Homeownership is a powerful value in America, and one that is strongly promoted
by public policy. High levels of ownership have always been associated with higher levels of
stability and maintenance in neighborhoods, and home equity represents the largest component
of wealth for the majority of U.S. families.

Table 3.1 shows that 57 percent of all American Indian and Alaska Native households own
their own homes, well below the 65 percent homeownership rate for non-Indians. [nterestingly
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Table 3.1
BASIC CHARACTERISTICS, OCCUPIED HOUSING, 1990

AIAN POPULATION NON-AIAN POPULATION
Tribat Surr.  Other  Other Tribal Surr.  Other  Other
Total  Areas Co. Metro. Nonmet. Total  Areas Co. Metro. Nonmet.

Number of Occupied Housing Units (000)

Renter occupied 351 74 92 148 38 31,405 437 4,514 21,983 4,471
Owner occupied 461 161 96 150 54 59,349 991 8,589 37,330 12,439
Total 812 234 188 298 92 90,754 1,428 13,103 59,313 16,910

Pct. of Units

Renter occupied 43.2 31.4 48.8 49.7 411 34.86 30.6 345 371 26.4
Owner occupied 56.8 68.6 51.2 50.3 58.9 65.4 69.4 65.6 62.9 73.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0

Pet. by number of bedrooms

None or 1 B.R. 17.6 18.2 18.8 18.1 11.9 1541 11.4 16.4 16.8 8.4
2B.R 31.4 28.4 33.4 31.5 35.0 29.6 30.9 301 29.0 31.3
3 or more B.R. 51.0 53.5 47.9 50.4 53.1 55.3 57.7 53.5 54.2 60.3
Total 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0

Pct. by year structure built

1949 or earlier 34.7 27.0 33.2 345 3741 21.9 13.4 16.5 23.7 19.8
1950 to 1959 9.4 9.6 8.0 9.9 8.9 9.2 7.9 10.1 9.5 6.7
1960 to 1979 20.0 23.0 19.0 19.8 211 29.2 38.2 32.6 28.8 251
1980 to 1990 35.9 40.5 39.9 35.8 329 39.8 40.5 40.9 38.0 48.5
Total 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0

Pet. by type of sewage disposal

Public sewer 81.3 63.2 90.9 80.3 755 90.8 68.2 87.9 94.6 74.6
Septic tank 16.1 31.8 6.9 177 17.6 77 27.0 10.8 4.5 20.1
Other 2.6 5.0 2.2 2.0 6.8 1.5 4.8 1.3 0.9 5.4
Total 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

enough (given their generally weaker economic positions), it is in the Tribal Areas that the AIAN
ownership rates are highest (68 percent). This is no doubt due to HUD’s Mutual Help program.
Even though most do not yet have title to their homes it is probable that most Mutual Help
occupants classified themselves as owners in the Census. If Mutual Help units are excluded, the
AIAN homeownership rate in Tribal Areas would be only 51 percent. In all other area-types, AIAN
ownership rates are much lower (50-51 percent in the Surrounding Counties and other
Metropolitan Areas, 59 percent in other Nonmetropolitan Areas).

Considering their generally larger family sizes, one would have hoped that AIAN
households occupied generally larger housing units (houses and apartments) than non-indians,
but Table 3.1 shows this is typically not the case. Only 51 percent of AIAN households,
compared with 55 percent of non-Indians, live in units with three or more bedrooms.
Correspondingly, a farger fraction of the Indians live in units with only one or no bedroom (18
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percent vs. 15 percent). There is not much variation in these relationships by area-type
nationally.

An even larger difference appears with respect to the age of the housing in which the
AIAN population resides: 35 percent of all AIAN households (compared to just 22 percent of non-
Indians) live in structures built 40 years ago or more (in 1949 or earlier). The share in such
housing is higher in Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Areas outside of the AIAN counties (35
and 37 percent respectively) than it is in Tribal Areas (27 percent).

Another sign of problems is the last indicator on Table 3.1: type of sewage disposal. The
number of U.S. housing units not connected to either a public sewer system or a septic tank is
negligible. For units occupied by non-Indians, only 1.5 are in that category on average. For AIAN
occupied housing, shares connected to adequate means of sewage disposal are fairly similar to
those of non-Indians in Surrounding Counties and other Metropolitan Areas, but much higher
elsewhere: 5 percent in Tribal Areas, and 7 percent in other Nonmetropolitan Areas.

DEFINING HOUSING PROBLEMS AND NEEDS: A FRAMEWORK

The information reviewed above is indicative of problems in AIAN occupied housing, but
it does not measure them directly. This section reviews the attributes of housing that identify
these problems and, thereby, define needs.

Characteristics Defining Housing Problems and Needs

As a concern of public policy, housing inadequacy is defined by several differing problem
attributes. Appropriate remedial actions for individual housing units can vary dramatically
depending on the specific mix of problems that affect each unit.

While the literature on the definition of housing problems (see, for example, Baer, 1976,
Kristof, 1968, U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1967, United Nations, 1967, and HUD, 1994) varies
in many respects, almost all of it has recognized three attributes of housing as the basic in
defining housing problems and needs: price, quantity, and quality.

Price. Here, a problem exists when a family is forced to pay out in housing expense more
than it can reasonably afford; in other words, when it has to spend so much for housing that it
does not have enough money left over for adequate food, clothing, and other necessities of life.
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Quantity. Here, at a market-wide level, the question is whether there are enough housing
units to accommodate the number of households in the area (this always means enough for the
number of households plus a sufficient number of vacant units to permit a reasonable rate of
exchange and mobility). The second aspect of quantity is at the individual family level; i.e., the
extent of overcrowding (whether there is enough floor space in the unit to reasonably
accommodate the activities of the number of people who have to live in it). Theoretically, at least,
this level of housing quantity problem could occur because the housing units in the stock were
on average too small for the typical household or, because of market-level supply constraints,
some units have to accommodate more than one household.

Quality. This is the most complex of the three because it has at least three aspects, two
of which are extremely difficult to define and measure reliably.

L] Facilities problems. This is the easiest to monitor. Such problems occur when a
unit either lacks adequate plumbing, kitchen, electrical, and/or heating facilities, or
such facilities function improperly or constitute a safety hazard.

" Condition problems. These occur when the unit was built inadequately (or has
since deteriorated) such that it is structurally unsafe or offers inadequate protection
from the elements. They have always proved harder to rate in an objective
manner.

. Design problems. These relate to the physical arrangement and characteristics
of external features and internal spaces--whether or not the inhabitants find them
attractive and functionally convenient. Since tastes are inherent in assessing this
attribute, and tastes vary importantly between groups and individuals, no objective
scheme for rating such design problems has ever been devised. However, this
does not mean that such problems are not important to the residents.

Some housing built on reservations over the last few decades (certainly including some
assisted housing built by IHAs) has been criticized because of this last aspect: design problems.
The criticism has focused on designs considered insensitive to Indian culture (see, for example,
National Commission on American Indian, Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian Housing, 1992).
While it is not possible to measure the extent of such problems scientifically, this study has
attempted to relate to them through more general questions about attitudes (see Kingsley,
Mikelsons, and Herbig, 1995, Chapter 5). Even to do that, however, it was necessary to identify
characteristics of housing that are of particular importance in Indian culture.
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The types of housing historically developed by indigenous cultures are in most cases no
longer directly relevant, but they may offer some clues. A number of such types are illustrated
in Figure 3.1. Clearly, they differ from each other in important ways, having evolved out of the
interaction of physical environments, life-styles and cultures that differ between tribes. The tipi
of the plains, for example, was effective shelter for tribes that were nomadic (moving from place
to place in response to the movements of game herds and changing seasonal conditions).
Alternatively, the Iroquois longhouse offered shelter from the elements but presented an interior
space that better suited a more communal culture. The larger pueblos of the Southwest (evolving
from the great settiements of the Anasazi) were solider structures that provided better protection
from attack as well as supporting a quite "urban-like" community environment.?®

HUD has taken a number of steps to encourage IHA sensitivity to cultural design issues,
including initiating and sponsoring a study of Indian housing design by the American indian
Council of Architects and Engineers: Our Home: Giving Form to Traditional Values (AICAE, et
al, 1992). One theme emphasized, in this report is special sensitivity to local landforms and
physical conditions--the use of forms, colors, and textures in harmony with the land--achieved in
part through the use of indigenous materials. This study also notes other features that are
commonly considered ideals in Indian homes, for example: orienting the main entrance to the
East (so the family can "greet the first light of day"); more open interior planning (the use of
something approximating a "great room" for family activity, and smaller bedrooms than are typical
in non-Indian housing); kitchen areas that blend into dining areas and are big enough to allow
several people to work comfortably; the provision of ample storage space; the open display of
colors and symbols that have cultural and religious significance.

Standards and Approach

In assessing the seriousness of housing problems, public policy in the United States has
always focused on a set of minimum standards related to the measurable attributes of price,
quantity, and quality. The question is: What share of all households fall below the minimum
standard with respect to each attribute?

Most analysts recognize that there is no absolute set of minimum housing standards that
hold for all times and cultures. Science has found few specific cut-offs with respect to physical
conditions, for example, where it can be said that housing below that standard is absolutely
dangerous or unhealthy. Standards are therefore based on cultural norms as well as scientific
knowledge of causes and effects. As their material wealth expands, societies have, in fact,
sometimes made their standards more stringent (see discussion in Baer, 1976).

%For more complete discussion of the evolution of different indian housing types, see Driver and Massey, 1957,
and for one specific case--the Navajo--see Jett and Spencer, 1981.
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FIGURE 3.1
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in this study, we have relied on the standards that are most commonly accepted by
housing analysts today, as reflected in the surveys by the Bureau of the Census (its American
Housing Survey--AHS--as well as its decennial Census).”® These standards are defined in
Figure 3.2. As per the discussion in Chapter 1, the Census is the most reliable source of
information on many of these measures. It gives us a basis for assessing all of them except: (1)
heating and electrical facilities; and (2) structural condition. In this assessment, we will first
review all measures of housing problems available from the Census and then, at least for Tribal
Areas, rely on our sample household survey to estimate the extent of problems in these latter two
categories.

The following paragraphs offer explanation and comments on the standards defined in
Figure 3.2.

Price (Affordability). Up until the early 1980s, the traditional Federal standard was that
no family should have to pay out more than 25 percent of its income for housing expenses.
Congress then changed the standard to 30 percent for calculating subsidy entittements and we
use that level in this analysis--data are derived from special 1990 Census files prepared for this
study (see discussion in Chapter 1).

This is a reasonable comparative indicator, but that does not mean it is the best standard
in our judgement. Actually, any standard expressed as a fixed percent of income is almost sure
to be inequitable. At higherincome levels, households can quite easily pay more than 30 percent
for housing and have more than enough left over to cover the costs of other necessities. At very
low-incomes, however, 30 percent is likely to reflect true hardship; i.e., the absolute amount left
over after paying for housing is clearly insufficient pay for subsistence levels of food, clothing, and
other needs. Stone (1993) has designed a sliding scale for this purpose which would be more
equitable and, by his estimates, not unreasonably expand subsidy obligations.

%The AHS is a nationwide sample survey of househo!d and housing characteristics which conforms to Census
definition for most of its measures, but it also covers a number of topics in more depth. it does contain data, for
example, on the full range of types of housing problems identified here and we will use it to characterize the extent of
national problems for each. The AHS survey process supports nationwide estimates of changes in housing
characteristics and conditions every two years. As such it is an extremely valuable information source. Unfortunately,
the national sample {about 60,000 units) is too small for use as a reliable basis for separately estimating conditions for
American Indians and Alaska Natives. (See further description of the AHS and its uses in measuring housing problems
in Bogdon, Silver, and Turner, 1993).
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Figure 3.2

HOUSING STANDARDS DERIVED FROM CENSUS AND
AMERICAN HOUSING SURVEY MEASURES

PHYSICAL PROBLEMS
A unit is defined to have a severe physical problem if it has any of the following five problems:

1. Condition-Severe: (a) having any five of the following six maintenance problems:

(1) leaks from outdoors; (2) leaks from inside the structure such as pipes or plumbing fixtures;
(3) holes in the floor; (4) holes or open cracks in the walls or ceilings; (5) more than one square
foot of peeling paint; and (8) signs of rats or mice in the last 90 days; or (b) having all of the
following four problems in public areas: (1) no working light fixtures; (2) loose or missing steps;
(3) loose or missing railings; or (4) no elevator.

2. Facllities-Plumbing-Severe: Lacking hot piped water or a flush toilet, or lacking both
bathtub and shower, all inside the structure for the exclusive use of the unit.

3. Facllities-Kitchen-Severe: Lacking a sink, refrigerator, or burners, all for the exclusive
use of the unit.

4. Facllities-Heating-Severe: Having been uncomfortably cold last winter, for 24 hours or
more, because the heating system broke down, and it broke down at least three times last winter,
for at least six hours each time.

5. Faciiities-Electrical-Severe: Having no electricity, or all of the following three electric
problems: (a) exposed wiring; (b) a room with no working wall outlet; and (c) three blown fuses or
tripped circuit breakers in the last 90 days.

OVERCROWDING PROBLEM

A unit is defined to be overcrowded if it has 1.01 or more persons per room.

AFFORDABILITY PROBLEM

A household is defined to have an affordability probiem if it pays gross rent exceeding 30 percent
of its income (for renter households) or total expenses of home ownership exceeding 30 percent
of its income (for home owner househoids).
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Quantity (Overcrowding). As noted, we accepted as the cut-off the standard now
accepted in the Census. Namely, a housing unit is defined to be overcrowded if it has 1.01 or
more inhabitants per room. Here, too, data pertaining to this indicator are available in the 1990
Census.

Quality (Facilities). The measures of affordability and overcrowding noted above offer
a clear distinction as to whether, for a specific household, the standard is or is not met. This is
also true for the existence of facilities: i.e., a housing unit either does or does not have hot piped
water and a toilet. Decisions could get muddy with respect to whether the specified facilities are
working properly, since this could be a matter of judgement. However, the standards in these
cases (Figure 3.1) are also stated in a manner that eliminates ambiguity so that clear
determinations can be made. As noted above, the Census provides data on deficiencies with
respect to two of these types of basic faciiities (plumbing and kitchen facilities) but not the
remaining two (heating and electrical facilities).?’

Quality (Condition). Among all measures of housing problems, the physical condition
of the structure has been the most difficult to assess reliably. The Census attempted ratings with
judgmental categories (like "needing major repairs” or "dilapidated") from 1940 through 1960, but
gave up any such measures after analysis showed they were unreliable (see Bureau of the
Census, 1967). Another approach has been developed which does produce more consistent
ratings, and it is now being used in the AHS. It is evident from the way the condition standards
are stated (Figure 3.2). The overall condition rating is built up from a series of ratings of
individual condition elements and each of these is defined in a way that requires only
straightforward yes-or-no answers, and the right answer is easily recognizable without special
training.

)t should be noted that while definitions for individual facility and condition problems used here conform to those
used in the AHS, the approach in Figure 3.2 puts them together in a somewhat different way than the summary
measures published by the AHS itself. First, the AHS has "moderate” and "severe" ratings for each item; the scheme
in Figure 3.2 omits the moderate ratings because, in our judgement, those identify problems that can be remedied in
most cases by fairly low-cost repairs. Second, we classify the lack of kitchen facilities as a severe problem, while the
AHS does not. Third, we use definitions for "lacking plumbing and kitchen facilities" that conform to the Census, and
are somewhat different from those used in the AHS summary tabulations of housing problems.
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THE HOUSING PROBLEMS OF AMERICAN INDIANS
AND ALASKA NATIVES: NATIONAL SUMMARY

The National Context

To understand the policy implications of the housing problems of American Indians and
Alaska Natives,.it is necessary to see them in the context of the changing nature of the housing
problems of the United States in general. And, over the past few decades, the composition of
U.S. housing problems has changed dramatically. In brief, affordability problems have grown to
become the nation’s primary housing issue while the incidence of the other (physical) problems
has plummeted. We describe the national housing picture using data from the 1989 AHS (rather
than the Census) because it has data on the full range of problems classified above (Table 3.2).

Overcrowding and Physical Problems. From 1950 to 1983, the share of all American
households that were overcrowded (standard of over 1.5 persons per room) went down from 9.0
percent to 0.8 percent (the 1989 level was 2.7 percent but at a standard of 1.01 persons or more
per room). From 1950 to 1989, the share lacking plumbing facilities decreased even more
dramatically: from 55.4 percent to 2.7 percent. Clearly, these are impressive changes over a 40
year period.*® And among facility deficiencies, the lack of plumbing facilities was the most
prevalent in 1989. Perhaps the most remarkable change was that, by 1989, the share of all
occupied units with severe condition problems (those that could only be alleviated by major
rehabilitation) had become negligible: 0.25 percent. There was some overlap between these
problems: i.e., some units had two or more of them. Altogether, 4.5 percent of all occupied units
had one or more serious facility/condition problems in 1989; 5.9 percent were in this category,
and/or overcrowded.

Affordability Problems. In contrast, the share with affordability problems in 1989
(housing expenses equal to more than 30 percent of household income) was much higher: 23
percent. And for almost all of these (20 percent) affordability was their only housing problem (no
overcrowding or physical deficiencies).

Comparison with Census Indicators. The AHS data show that the incidence of
problems not measured by the Census (problems with heating facilities, electrical facilities, and
structural condition) is quite small nationally. The total for these categories is the equivalent of
0.76 percent of all occupied units. However, many of these problems occur in units that also
have problems measured by the Census. Subtracting them brings down the total overcrowded

®Base numbers for these calculations and further discussion of them can be found in Struyk, Turner, and Ueno
(1988), and Kingsley (1991).


http:period.28
http:Natives,.it

Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs: Final Report 76

Table 3.2
U.S. HOUSING PROBLEMS, 1989 AMERICAN HOUSING SURVEY
National AHS, 1989 Survey
us. Cent. Outside
Total City Suburb Metro.
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS (000) 93,684 30,294 43,095 20,295
PERCENT WITH HOUSING PROBLEMS
Physical Problems
Plumb./Kitch.Facil. 38 44 3.1 42
Other Severe 0.7 1.1 05 0.7
Total 45 56 36 49
Overcrowding
Units w/ Phys.Prob. 14 23 10 09
Other Units 14 18 12 10
Total Overcrowded 27 4.1 22 19
Total, Phys.+ O.C. 59 74 48 59
Affordability Problem
Units w/ Phys.&/or O.C. 22 35 1.6 1.7
Other Units 208 257 19.5 16.3
Total 230 292 211 18.0
Total with Housing Prob. 26.7 33.0 24.3 222
SOURCE: American Housing Survey, 1989, and special files compiled for Bogdon, Silver, and Turner, 1993

and/or with other physical problems down from 5.9 percent to only 5.4 percent.
AIAN Housing Problems Nationally--Census Indicators

The Census data on Table 3.3 show that the housing problems of American indians and
Alaska Natives are much more severe than the national averages.

National Overview.

" The AIAN share of occupied units lacking plumbing and or kitchen facilities is 5.5
percent, well above the 3.8 percent national average.
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Table 3.3
U.S. AIAN HOUSEHOLDS AND HOUSING PROBLEMS
AIAN COUNTIES REST OF US.
Total Tribal Surr. Non-
u.s. Total Areas Co. Total Metro. Metro.
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS (000)
No housing problem 487.7 242.3 130.6 111.7 245.4 185.3 60.1
One or more problems
Facilities 44.3 375 328 4.6 6.8 40 2.8
Other Overcrowded + mix 80.4 52.6 31.8 20.8 27.8 222 5.6
Afford. only 200.1 89.9 39.2 50.8 110.2 86.2 23.9
Subtotal 324.7 180.0 103.8 76.1 144.8 112.4 323
Total 812.4 4222 234.4 187.9 390.2 297.7 92.5
PERCENT OF TOTAL
No housing problem 60.0 57.4 55.7 59.5 62.9 62.2 65.0
One or more problems
Facilities 55 8.9 14.0 25 1.8 1.4 3.0
Other Overcrowded + mix 9.9 125 13.6 111 71 7.4 6.1
Afford. only 24.6 21.3 16.7 27.0 28.2 29.0 25.9
Subtotal 40.0 42.6 443 40.5 371 37.8 35.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
NO. OF LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS (000)
No housing problem 160.7 92.2 59.8 324 68.5 49.4 19.0
One or more problems
Facilities 35.9 30.6 27.0 36 53 3.1 2.2
Other Overcrowded + mix 54.8 36.4 221 14.3 18.4 14.6 3.8
Afford. only 169.9 78.6 36.0 42.7 91.3 70.2 21.1
Subtotal 260.6 145.6 85.1 60.5 115.0 87.8 27.2
Total 421.3 237.8 144.9 92.9 183.4 137.2 46.2
PERCENT OF LOW INCOME
No housing problem 38.1 38.8 41.3 34.8 37.3 36.0 41.2
One or more problems
Facilities 8.5 12.9 18.6 3.9 2.9 2.2 4.7
Other Overcrowded + mix 13.0 15.3 15.3 15.3 10.0 10.6 8.3
Afford. only 40.3 33.1 24.8 45.9 49.8 51.1 457
Subtotal 61.9 61.2 58.7 65.2 62.7 64.0 58.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
L] Overcrowding is much more prevalent among Indians--12 percent of all

households are overcrowded, more than 4 times the 2.7 percent national average.
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Accounting for the overlap (which is substantial), a total of 15 percent of all AIAN
households are either overcrowded or have facility deficiencies (compared with the
5.4 percent for the nation as a whole).

The difference is not as substantial with respect to affordability; 29 percent of AIAN
households had an affordability problem compared with the 23 percent national
average. For 25 percent of the AIAN households, affordability was the only
housing problem (the comparable national average was 20 percent).

Altogether, 40 percent of AIAN households had one or more housing problems
(compared to the national figure of 27 percent).

Variations by Area Type, however, are extremely important in interpreting the housing
problems of American Indians and Alaska Natives (see Figure 3.3 as well as Table 3.3).

The overcrowding rate for AIAN households is higher than the 2.7 percent national
average everywhere, but highest by far in the Tribal Areas: 21 percent, compared
to 12 percent in the Surrounding Counties, 8 percent in Metropolitan Areas and 7
percent in other Nonmetropolitan Areas.

The share of AIAN households lacking piumbing or kitchen facilities is substantially
above the 3.8 percent national average in Tribal Areas (14 percent), but below that
average in the Surrounding Counties (2.5 percent), Metropolitan Areas (1.4
percent), and other Nonmetropolitan Areas (3.0 percent). Facility deficiency rates
are extraordinarily high in the Tribal Areas of two regions--Arizona/New Mexico (37
percent), and Alaska (51 percent)--and these (particularly the former because of
its large population size) have a strong influence on the average for AIAN Areas.

Putting these last two measures together (and again accounting for the fact that
some units had both types of problems), a total of 28 percent of all AIAN
households in Tribal Areas had overcrowding and/or plumbing/kitchen facilities
deficiencies. The comparable shares were 13 percent in Surrounding Counties,
8 percent in Metropolitan Areas elsewhere, and 8 percent in other Nonmetropolitan
Areas.

In most of the country, the share of all AIAN households whose only housing
problem is affordability is notably above the 20 percent national average: 27
percent in the counties surrounding AlAN areas, 29 percent in Metropolitan Areas
elsewhere, and 26 percent in other nonmetropolitan areas. In the Tribal Areas
themselves, however, the share with an affordability problem is lower: 17 percent.
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FIGURE 3.3 Housing Problems by Area Type Based on Census Measures

This is probably explained, at least in part, by the substantial amount of HUD
housing provided in those areas (to be examined in Chapter 5).

- The AIAN total share with one or more housing problems is 44 percent in Tribal
Areas, 41 percent in the Surrounding Counties, 38 percent in other Metropolitan
Areas, and 35 percent in other Nonmetropolitan Areas.

Table 3.3 also points out that AIAN housing problems are highly concentrated among low-
income households (those with incomes below 80 percent of the local median). Out of the total
of 812,400 AIAN households, 421,300 (52 percent) are low-income. Among all who have one or
more housing problems, however, the low-income households account for 80 percent (260,600
out of 324,700)--this share is about the same in all area-types.

Estimates of Total Housing Problems in Tribal Areas

Earlier in this chapter, it was noted that the Census data presented above account for only
a part of the nation’s housing problem, because they do not measure the extent of heating
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system, electrical system, and structural condition deficiencies. How important are these
problems in comparison to the Census measures reviewed to this point?

Data from the American Housing Survey (AHS) indicate that these "missing problems"
affect only a small fraction of all households nationally. Table 3.2 showed that only 4.5 percent
of all occupied housing units had facility or condition deficiencies of any kind. And only a small
part of this group was accounted for by deficiencies not also recorded in the Census. Together,
they raised the total with physical deficiencies only by 0.7 percent. Still we do not know if this
is an accurate portrayal of their importance in AIAN occupied housing.

The only data that can provide additional clarity on this issue are from the small scale
household survey conducted in a sample of Tribal Areas as a part of this study (see discussion
in Chapter 1). In this survey, interviewers (usually local tribal members) interviewed the sampled
households, but also recorded physical characteristics of their housing units, following questions
similar to those used in the AHS (and conforming to the standards stated in Figure 3.2).

Because the sample was so small nationally (414 complete responses), no attempt was
made to analyze these deficiencies item by item but the data were tabulated in a manner that
would support an estimate of the total effect of the types of deficiencies not covered by the
Census. This entailed: (1) grouping the data by region; (2) identifying the number of sampled
units in each group that did not have Census problems but did have heating, electrical and/or
condition deficiencies and calculating their share of all units in each regional grouping; and (3)
creating a national estimate, adjusting the raw scores by applying appropriate AIAN Tribal Area
household count weights for each region.

The resulting estimates indicated that, for AIAN households in Tribal Areas, deficiencies
in these categories are much more important than they are at the national level. Compared to
the 0.7 percent national average, about 17 percent of the weighted Tribal Area sample had
heating, electrical, or condition deficiencies (exclusive of Census plumbing and kitchen
deficiencies). Adding this to the 14 percent with plumbing and kitchen deficiencies brings the total
with all such problems to 31 percent. After making minor adjustments to the overlap with
overcrowding, the total percent of occupied units overcrowded and/or with any physical
deficiencies jumps from the 28 percent identified by Census measures alone, to 40 percent.*®

At the 95 percent confidence level, the estimate of the share of all units with severe condition and/or
heating/electrical falls in the range from 11.7 percent to 22.3 percent; the estimate of the portion of that group that is
not also overcrowded falls in the range from 7.4 percent to 16.6 percent. The Census estimates are also based on a
sample, but a much more substantial one--the 95 percent confidence interval around the point estimates given above
are well below one percent. Adding the Census estimates to those derived from the household sample produces the
following results: the point estimate for the totai units with any severe condition or facility problem was 31 percent (95
percent confidence interval, 26 percent to 36 percent); the estimate for the total units overcrowded and/or with any
severe condition or facility problem was 40 percent (95 percent confidence interval, 35 percent to 44 percent).
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Adding those with affordability problems only, the share with any housing problems increases
from 44 percent to 54 percent (see Figure 3.4).

Official census figures show a total of 234,400 occupied housing units in Tribal Areas
nationally in 1990. The 40 percent average implies that 93,800 of these units were overcrowded
and/or had serious physical deficiencies. That number, however, is not adjusted to compensate
for the major census undercount in Tribal Areas that occurred in 1990. if that adjustment is
made, the total overcrowded and/or with serious physical deficiencies would be 105,200 units
(81,600 of which had physical deficiencies).

Because these estimates were based on such a small sample, they should be used with
caution. They do seem to indicate at the very least, however, that deficiencies of AIAN Tribal
Area housing with regard to condition and heating and electrical systems are indeed serious.
Added to the more reliably documented Census measures of problems with plumbing and kitchen
facilities (much more frequent than for Indians or non-Indians in other areas), it does appear that
American Indian and Alaska Native Tribal Areas contain among the most serious concentrations
of inadequate occupied housing that still exist in America.

No data is available to support reliable estimates of condition and heating/electrical
facilities problems of AIAN housing in other areas. Because AIAN households tend to occupy
older units on average, it is likely that their deficiencies in this regard are more serious than those
of non-Indians in those locations. Yet such problems are probably much less widespread than
those in Tribal Areas.

TRIBAL AREA HOUSING PROBLEMS: REGIONAL VARIATIONS

Table 3.4 shows the percentage of AIAN Tribal Area households in each housing problem
category, by tenure group, by region. This table reports only on housing problems evidenced in
-Census files. Because of the small sample size, household survey data on other problems were
not tabulated at the regional level.

All Households with Problems

In absolute terms, the largest concentration of hodsing problems occurs in the Arizona-
New Mexico region (39,300 households with one or more problems, 31,200 of which are owners).
The second largest is in Oklahoma (25,200 households with problems, 13,700 of which are
owners) and the third is in the Plains region (11,900 households, 4,900 of which are owners).
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FIGURE 3.4 Housing Problems - Comparison of Census and Household Survey Measures

in percentage terms, a somewhat different picture of priorities is apparent. Two regions
stand out as having, by far, the largest shares of all Tribal Area households with housing
problems: Alaska, with a notable 71 percent, and Arizona-New Mexico, with 68 percent. The next
highest regions were the Plains (47 percent) and the South Central (42 percent). Overall shares

with problems were in the 30-40 percent range for all other regions except for Oklahoma, which
was lowest at 29 percent.

Affordability Problems in Tribal Areas

As pointed out earlier in this chapter, affordability problems are not as frequent in Tribal
Areas as they are for AIAN households elsewhere, but they are quite high in some cases.** The
share of all Tribal Area households whose only problem is affordability is considerably higher for
renters (24 percent) than owners (13 percent) and this distorts the comparison of the overall

%°The breakdowns on these tables are calculated so that subcategories add to totals, thus they do not exhibit all
of the overlaps that occur. The first category--Affordability only--is just that. The second--Overcrowding and mixed--
includes all of the overcrowded households, but some of these also have affordability and facility problems. The third--

Facility and other--includes households in units Jacking plumbing and/or kitchen facilities, but some of these may aiso
have affordability problems.
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Table 3.4
TRIBAL AREA HOUSING PROBLEMS BY REGION—-PCT. OF HOUSEHOLDS

Reg.1 Reg.2 Reg.3 Reg.4 Reg.5 Reg.6 Reg.7 Reg.8 Reg.9
Totai  North- South- Ariz.- Calif .- Pacif.
U.S. Central Eastern Okla. Central  Plains N.Mex. Nev. No.West  Alaska

Renter
No housing problem 50.1 55.1 53.9 56.0 471 464 422 63.1 553 274
One or more problems
Afford. only 242 28.6 29.6 318 324 243 93 18.3 275 111
Overcrowded + mix 215 13.9 10.0 10.0 19.2 26.8 423 16.4 16.0 39.0
Facil. and other 42 24 6.6 22 1.3 26 6.3 22 1.2 225
Subtotal 499 449 46.1 440 529 53.6 579 36.9 447 72.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Owner
No housing probiem 58.3 68.8 716 774 62.0 60.2 291 68.2 68.8 299
One or more problems
Afford. only 133 17.6 16.9 17.0 20.8 155 6.2 15.2 16.2 6.2
Overcrowded + mix 204 10.7 9.2 47 15.8 19.5 455 12.9 13.2 37.9
Facil. and other 8.0 3.0 23 0.9 1.4 47 19.1 37 1.8 26.0
Subtotal 4117 31.2 28.4 226 38.0 39.8 709 31.8 31.2 701
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total by Region
No housing problem 55.7 62.7 67.4 709 57.7 53.2 322 66.5 63.4 29.2
One or more problems
Afford. only 16.7 225 19.9 214 241 20.0 7.0 16.2 20.7 7.6
Overcrowded + mix 208 121 9.4 6.3 16.8 232 448 14.1 14.3 38.2
Facil. and other 6.8 28 34 1.3 1.4 3.6 16.0 3.2 1.5 25.0
Subtotal 443 373 32,6 29.1 423 46.8 67.8 33.5 36.6 70.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Across Regions
No housing problem 100.0 4.1 9.1 471 2.1 10.3 143 3.6 6.4 29
One or more problems
Afford. only 100.0 49 89 474 3.0 13.0 103 29 7.0 26
Overcrowded + mix 100.0 2.1 34 11.2 17 121 533 2.0 39 10.3
Facil. and other 100.0 1.5 37 71 0.4 57 58.2 1.4 1.3 20.6
Subtotal 100.0 3.1 55 242 20 11.4 378 23 46 9.0
Total 100.0 37 75 37.0 2.1 10.8 247 3.0 56 56

average with Indians living in other metropolitan and nonmetropolitan environments since Tribal
Areas have higher ownership rates than found in other areas.

Among renters, the highest shares with an afforddbility-only problem are found in the
Oklahoma and South Central regions (both at 32 percent). The lowest are much below those
levels: 9 percent in Arizona-New Mexico and 11 percent in Alaska. For owners, there is not quite
as much variation. The highest is again the South Central (21 percent) followed by the North
Central, Oklahoma, Eastern, and Pacific Northwest (all in the 16-18 percent range. The lowest
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affordability problem shares for owners, however, are found in the same regions as for renters:
Arizona-New Mexico and Alaska (both at 6 percent).

Overcrowding and Facility Problems

Taking both these categories together, incidence rates do not vary dramatically between
renters (26 percent) and owners (28 percent) for all Tribal Areas nationally. But there are major
regional variations. Two regions dominate in this regard: Alaska (with 63 percent of all
households having these problems) and Arizona-New Mexico (61 percent). The next highest
(South Central) is far below those levels at 27 percent. All the rest are in the 13-18 percent range
except Oklahoma, which is again low at 8 percent.

There are compositional differences between the regions with the most serious problems
in this regard. In Arizona-New Mexico, by far the most frequent problem (affecting 45 percent of
all households) is overcrowding. In Alaska, 38 percent are overcrowded--the problems there are
explained more by a lack of basis facilities. The next highest in terms of overcrowding is the
South Central region (23 percent). Rates of overcrowding are comparatively quite low elsewhere
(all in the 9-17 percent range, again except for Oklahoma which is lowest at 6 percent).

Looking solely at the residual category (units that are not overcrowded but have facility
deficiencies), problem levels are noteworthy only in Alaska (25 percent) and Arizona-New Mexico
(16 percent). They are quite low in the Tribal Areas of all other regions.

Summary

To be sure, there are important regional differences in the incidence of housing problems
in Tribal Areas. Probably most important is that physical problems (overcrowding and facility
deficiencies) are considerably higher in two regions (Alaska and Arizona-New Mexico) than they
are elsewhere. Though lower than in these two, overcrowding rates in the Tribal Areas of all
other regions are still serious (much above the national averages for non-Indians) but the
incidence of facility deficiencies is quite low in most other regions.

The pattern with respect to affordability problems, however, appears to be aimost the
reverse of that for physical problems. Oklahoma, for example, which has by far the lowest share
of its units overcrowded or with facility deficiencies, has one of the highest shares with
affordability problems. And the regions that have by far the lowest share of renters with
affordability problems are Alaska and Arizona-New Mexico.
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THE IMPACT OF HUD HOUSING ASSISTANCE

HUD'’s Housing Production Programs

The Federal government began to provide substantial amounts of new housing
construction in Tribal Areas in the mid-1960s. It has relied primarily on two programs: the Rental
Program (essentially the national Public Housing program, implemented in Indian country with
very little adaptation), and the Mutual Help Program (one of a very few Federal programs that
have offered home-ownership to low-income families). (See complete descriptions in Chapter 4
and 5).

Table 3.5 shows the calcuiation of the number of AIAN occupied units provided by the
Indian Housing Authorities (IHAs) under these programs in Tribal Areas in 1990 (at the time of
the Census). Not all of the units in management in these programs are not occupied (i.e., some
are vacant) and some that are occupied are occupied by non-Indians. The calculations, in effect,
subtract vacant and non-indian occupied units from the totals (data from HUD’s MTCS and MIRS
systems--see Chapter 1).

This contribution is indeed impressive. There were a total of 60,700 AIAN occupied IHA
units in Tribal Areas in 1990. This means that these programs were serving 26 percent of all
Tribal Area AIAN households and 42 percent of all Low Income AIAN households in Tribal Areas.
These figures assume official Census totals. If adjustments are made to respond to the
undercount discussed in Chapter 1, HUD programs were serving roughly 23 percent of all Tribal
Area AIAN households and 37 percent of all Low Income AIAN households in Tribal Areas.

Whichever calculation is used, this is a substantially higher rate of housing assistance than
HUD typically has been able to provide to needy groups. In 1989, HUD provided assistance to
about 4.1 million renter households nationally (1.4 million in public housing projects, 1.7 million
in other assisted projects, and 1.0 million through Section 8 tenant-based assistance--Casey,
1992)--only 22 percent of the total 18.9 million Low Income renters in the country at that time.

Table 3.5 also shows that there is considerable variation in the distribution of this housing
by region. HUD’s contribution has been by far the highest in Tribal Areas of the Plains,
California-Nevada, and North Central regions where 78 percent, 73 percent, and 64 percent of
all Low income AIAN households are served, respectively. Atthe other extreme, HUD units serve
only 14 percent of all Low Income AIAN households in the Tribal Areas of the South Central
region, 27 percent in the Eastem Region, 32 percent in Oklahoma, and 33 percent in the Anzona-
New Mexico region.
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Table 3.5
ESTIMATE OF AIAN OCCUPIED IHA HOUSING, 1980 AND 1994

Reg.1 Reg.2 Reg.3 Reg.4 Reg.5 Reg.6 Reg.7 Reg.8 Reg.9

Total  North- South- Ariz.- Calif - Pacif.
U.S. Central Eastemn Okla. Central Plains N.Mex. Nev. No.West Alaska

LOW RENT PROGRAM

Units in Mgmt 1994 26,225 3,389 1,241 2,778 174 9,051 6,346 1,320 1,582 344

Built 1990-94 1,769 191 100 0 0 489 641 202 105 41

Units in Mgmt 1990 24,456 3,198 1,141 2,778 174 8,562 5,705 1,118 1,477 303

% Occupied 95.0 95.0 80.0 70.0 95.0 91.0 83.0 96.0 91.0

% AIAN Occupied 97.0 775 33.1 50.9 979 97.0 96.2 97.7 46.4

AIAN Occ.Units 1990 20,097 2,947 840 736 62 7,963 5,036 1,000 1,385 128

AIAN Occ.Units 1994 21,664 3,123 914 736 62 8,418 5,602 1,181 1,484 145
MUTUAL HELP AND OTHER PROGRAMS

Units in Mgmt 1994 47,847 1,355 2,071 14,666 387 7,114 11,258 3,257 2,787 4,952

Built 1990-94 4,910 179 221 920 20 518 1,615 486 430 521

Units in Mgmt 1990 42,937 1,176 1,850 13,746 367 6,596 9,643 2,771 2,357 4,431

% Occupied 92.3 997 96.6 96.3 92.8 958 96.7 99.0 98.0

% AIAN Occupied 99.4 99.4 97.8 93.0 98.5 99.3 99.2 98.4 96.4

AIAN Occ.Units 1990 40,564 1,079 1,834 12,980 329 6,031 8,172 2,657 2,296 4,186

AIAN Occ.Units 1994 45,221 1,244 2,053 13,849 347 6,504 10,708 3,123 2,715 4,678
TOTAL AIAN OCC. IHA UNITS (000)

AIAN Occ.Units 1990 60.7 4.0 27 137 04 140 142 37 37 43

AlAN Occ.Units 1994 66.9 4.4 3.0 146 0.4 149 163 4.3 42 48
AIAN HOUSEHOLDS, TRIBAL AREAS (000)

Totat 1990 2344 8.6 176 86.6 4.9 254 57.9 71 13.2 131

Low Income 1980 1443 6.3 9.8 43.2 2.8 17.9 426 5.0 7.9 87

Total 1994 264.8 95 214 100.3 6.0 276 63.3 7.7 146 144
PERCENT SERVED BY IHA PROGRAMS

Total 1990 259 46.8 15.2 158 8.0 552 245 518 28.0 32.9

Low Income 1990 42.0 64.3 273 31.7 13.7 78.0 33.3 725 46.7 49.7

Total 1994 25.3 46.0 13.9 145 6.8 541 258 559 288 33.5

Housing Problems in Assisted vs. Unassisted Units

Reliable data on the incidence of housing problems in HUD-assisted units are not
available. However, crude estimates can be made using the sample household survey data. The
data were assembled in accordance with the framework of standards defined in Figure 3.2 for
those units in the sample that were HUD-assisted. The results were that about 14,600 of all
HUD-assisted units (24 percent) were either overcrowded and/or had physical deficiencies. By
subtraction from the totals, this would imply that 79,200 unassisted units (or 45 percent of the
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total unassisted stock) had such problems.’’ In comparison, there were about 84,200 Low
Income households in Tribal Areas that did not live in HUD-assisted units. We know that
sampling error implies a fairly large range of uncertainty around these estimates of physical
problems. However, they do indicate at the very least, that a very high proportion of all Low-
Income households in Tribal Areas that do not now receive HUD assistance have very serious
housing problems.

DIVERSITY IN HOUSING PROBLEMS ACROSS TRIBAL AREAS
Analysis

As was noted in Chapter 2, regional variations tell us something about Tribal Area
diversity, but they by no means explain it all. To provide a better understanding, the same type
of regression approach has been used to test the relationship between the key variables identified
in Chapter 2 and the extent of Tribal Area housing problems.

The evidence above suggests that the share of all units with one or more problems is not
likely to be a meaningful aggregate for these purposes, since it is made up of two very different
types of conditions that seem to behave in opposing directions: where the incidence of
overcrowding and physical deficiencies is high, the share with pure affordability problems seems
to be low, and vice versa.

Accordingly, two separate analyses were run. In the first, the dependent variable was the
share of all units overcrowded and/or with physical deficiencies, and in the second, the dependent
variable was the share of all households whose only housing problem is affordability.

Both analyses used the same independent variables. The first two are those that proved
to be highly significant in the analyses in Chapter 2: (1) the log of the distance between the Tribal
Area and the nearest large urban area; and (2) the ratio of total population to AIAN population.
Others included were: (3) PPSE employment per 1,000 population; and (4) the population size
of the Tribal Area.

The first regression explained 37 percent of the variance in the share overcrowded and/or
with facility deficiencies. Both the PPSE and the distance variables were significant at the 99

1
%This estimate is based on official Census housing stock counts. f adjustment is made to compensate for the
undercount discussed earlier, the estimated number of unassisted units overcrowded and/or with serious physical
deficiencies increases from 79,200 to 90,600. As to the question of sampling error around these numbers, the reader
should consult the footnote related to estimates of total housing problems in Tribal Areas earlier in this chapter.
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percent level, and the population size variable at the 95 percent level. The ratio of total to AIAN
population was less so (level of 0.2615). All signs were as expected. The share with these
physical problems tends to increase the greater the distance from a large urban center and the
smaller the ratio of total to AIAN population, the level of PPSE employment, and the total
population of the area. (See Annex 3A at the end of this chapter).

The second regression was not as strong (explaining 17 percent of the variation in the
affordability share), but all independent variables were significant at the 99 percent level, except
for population size (0.154). And, as expected, the signs were the reverse of those found in the
analysis above. Affordability problems tend to decrease the greater the distance from a large
urban center and the smaller the ratio of total to AIAN population, the ievel of PPSE employment,
and the total population of the area. (See Annex 3B).

These analyses strongly suggest that proximity to an urban center and a private
employment base are closely linked to lower levels of physical housing problems. There is a
tendency for severe housing problems to be closely associated with isolation and inadequate
employment opportunities.

The Typology and Housing Problems and Needs

Again, to illustrate the contrasts between different types of Tribal Area environments, this
section returns to the typology developed in Chapter 2--this time to examine differences in
housing problems and needs in the various groups it defines. Table 3.6 shows the distribution
of housing units by group and type of housing problem in percentage terms. Results are as
anticipated, given the regression analysis above.

Total overcrowding and/or facility problems were highest in the Navajo reservation (78
percent) and Alaska (71 percent), still high in other areas that were not Large, Open, or Near
Urban (47 percent), and much lower in all other types of areas.

Affordability problems were highest in all groups in the Near Urban category and the
Large Open Tribal Areas that were more remote (averaging around 20 percent), and lowest in
Navajo (5 percent), Alaska (8 percent) and others in the remote category (15 percent).

' All housing problems. The pattern for the totals of these two categories resembles that
for the incidence of overcrowding and/or facilities, but the variations are not as extreme.

Housing problems for Very Low-Income Groups. VLI shares tend to be higher in the
more remote Tribal Areas as does the total incidence of housing problems. It is not surprising
then that these areas rank highest when both indicators are combined. On the Najavo
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Table 3.6
MARKET TYPOLOGY OF TRIBAL AREAS, HOUSING PROBLEMS (Pct. of households)
HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSING PROBLEMS
All Households Low-Income Households Very Low-inc.Households
Total CF.and Afford. C.Fand  Afford. C.F.and  Afford.
Hsehlds Total 0.C. only Total o.C. only Total 0.C. only
NEAR URBAN AREAS
Large-Open
Strong Priv.Empl.
Oklahoma 100.0 28.5 74 21.4 233 47 18.6 176 3.2 144
Other 100.0 39.7 15.0 246 338 115 225 253 76 17.7
Subtotal 100.0 29.7 8.0 21.8 245 5.4 19.0 18.4 37 14.8
Lower Priv.Empl. 100.0 35.7 14.5 21.2 292 10.3 18.9 24.0 7.3 16.7
Total 100.0 30.7 9.0 21.7 25.2 6.2 19.0 19.3 42 15.1
Other
Strong Priv.Empl. 100.0 325 12.0 20.6 26.1 7.0 18.1 204 40 16.4
Lower Priv.Empl. 100.0 43.0 29.0 14.0 36.6 227 138 29.3 16.2 13.1
Total 100.0 38.7 22.0 16.7 322 16.2 16.0 257 11.2 14.5
Total 100.0 329 12.6 20.3 271 9.0 18.2 2141 6.1 149
REMOTE
Large-Open
Strong Priv.Empi. 100.0 31.2 8.7 22.4 26.4 6.1 20.3 20.5 42 16.3
Lower Priv.Empl. 100.0 36.9 16.7 20.2 328 13.6 19.3 27.3 9.7 17.6
Total 100.0 328 11.0 21.8 28.3 8.2 20.0 225 58 16.7
Navajo 100.0 778 73.0 48 63.3 58.8 45 51.7 47.5 4.2
Other
Strong Priv.Empl. 100.0 348 234 114 278 16.4 114 22.0 11.6 10.4
Lower Priv.Empl. 100.0 47.6 31.0 16.6 40.7 245 16.2 33.6 18.8 148
Total 100.0 46.7 30.5 16.2 39.8 240 159 32.9 18.3 145
Total 100.0 51.4 36.7 14.7 43.0 29.2 13.8 35.0 229 121
ALASKA 100.0 70.7 63.1 7.6 53.2 46.7 6.6 43.0 36.9 6.1
TOTAL 100.0 44.4 27.6 16.7 36.6 213 15.3 29.4 16.3 13.0

reservation, over half (52 percent) of all households are VLI households with housing problems.
The comparable share is 43 percent in Alaska, and 33 percent for others that are remote but not
Large and Open. The comparable share is only 4 percent in Areas that are Near Urban, Large,
and Open. '
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VARIATIONS IN THE HOUSING PROBLEMS OF URBAN INDIANS

Contrasts in Housing Conditions for Urban Indians

As shown in Table 3.7, there are some important contrasts between central city and
suburban AIAN households with respect to key housing problem indicators in the 15 selected
MSAs. First, affordability problems in these MSAs are particularly high, affecting 37 percent of
all AIAN households in the central cities, and 39 percent in the suburbs, on average. In both
cases, AlAN rates are substantially higher than those for non-Indians in the same environments.

Second, there is a larger gap locationally, with respect to overcrowding. The overcrowding
rate for Indians is significantly higher in the central cities (13 percent) than in the suburbs, but
again, both are much above the comparable rates for non-Indians.

With respect to shares living in older housing (built in 1949 or earlier), the pattern is
reversed. In almost all MSAs, central cities have a much larger proportion of older housing than
the suburbs. But for Indian renters, a higher share of suburban residents live in older units (53
percent) than city residents (42 percent). In contrast, a smaller share of homes owned by Indians
in the suburbs is in this age category (16 percent) than is true for non-Indians (21 percent).

Homeless and Access to Housing Assistance in Urban Areas

Two aspects of housing problems are more serious for urban Indians than for those who
live in Tribal Areas. The first is homelessness. Our site surveys indicate that in Tribal Areas, the
lack of sufficient housing is reflected in overcrowding rather than actual homelessness: i.e.,
virtually all people who have no shelter of their own are taken in by relatives or other tribal
members. Homelessness per se is a serious problem, however, for the AIAN population in urban
areas. The survey generally considered the most reliable (see Burt, 1992) indicates that AIAN
individuals account for 2.3 percent of all homeless people nationally. This translates into an
incidence rate three times that of the population as a whole.

The second problem is the low access of poor AIAN urban families to the housing
assistance programs made available to the general population. In our 15 selected MSAs, very
low-income groups account for from 23 percent to 44 percent of all AIAN households. Yet the
number of such households in public housing ranges from none to only 3.5 percent of those in
the VLI group. This result may be explained in part by the aversion of Indians to public housing,
but it also appears that public housing authorities have not yet given high priority to outreach and
education or other program initiatives, so as to better serve eligible Indian families.



Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs: Final Report 91

Table 3.7
Urban indians: Housing Problems

Percent Percent Ratio AIAN/

Indicator AIAN Non-AIAN non-AlAN
Affordability Problem

Central Cities 37% 29% 1.3

Suburbs 39% 21% 19
Overcrowding

Central Cities 13% 4% 33

Suburbs 10% 2% 5.0
Unit Built 1949 or earlier, Renters

Central Cities 42% 38% 1.1

Suburbs 53% 14% 38

PROSPECTS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Prospects

The first question here is how rapidly the number of AIAN households is likely to grow
overall and in different parts of this country; i.e., where are the pressures for new housing likely
to be greatest and to what extent? While preparing a serious "forecast" of these changes was
beyond the scope of this study, a rough approximation was made by assuming rates of total AIAN
population growth based on Bureau of the Census (1993) estimates, a spatial distribution of that
growth similar to that observed in the 1980s, and rates of decline in population per household
ratios also similar to what was experienced in the 1980s (see Kingsley, Mikelsons, and Herbig,
1995).

Results are summarized in Table 3.8. They show the national AIAN population growing
from 2.0 million in 1990 to 2.15 million in 1994 and to 2.4 million at the end of the century. By
that time, there will be only modest shifts in the spatial distribution. The Tribal Area share will
have increased from 60 percent to 63 percent, and the Surrounding County share, from 37
percent to 38 percent. The shares in the rest of the U.S. will have declined (from 31 percent to
30 percent for other Metropolitan Areas and from 10 percent to 8 percent for other
Nonmetropolitan Areas).
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Table 3.8
ILLUSTRATIVE ESTIMATES--AIAN POPULATION GROWTH THROUGH 2000

AIAN COUNTIES REST OF U.S.
Total Tribal Surr. Non-
us. Total Areas Co. Totat Metro. Metro.

POPULATION (000)

1980 (Apr.) 1,528.4 826.2 531.2 295.0 702.1 500.5 201.6

1990 (Apr.) 2,009.5 1,201.3 739.8 461.5 808.2 617.6 190.6

1994 (Jan.) 2,150.0 1,310.8 800.6 510.2 839.2 651.8 187.4

2000 (Apr.) 2,400.0 1,505.7 909.0 596.7 894.3 7126 181.7
PERCENT OF U.S. POP,

1980 (Apr.) 100.0 54.1 34.8 19.3 459 327 13.2

1990 (Apr.) 100.0 59.8 36.8 23.0 40.2 30.7 9.5

1994 (Jan.) 100.0 61.0 37.2 237 39.0 30.3 8.7

2000 (Apr.) 100.0 62.7 37.9 24.9 373 29.7 7.6
POP. GROWTH PER YEAR (000)

1980-1990 481 375 20.9 16.7 10.6 11.7 -1.1

1990-1994 37.5 29.2 16.2 13.0 8.3 9.1 -0.9

1994-2000 38.5 30.0 16.7 13.3 8.5 9.4 -0.9
PERCENT OF U.S NET INCREASE

1980-1990 100.0 78.0 434 34.6 221 24.3 2.3

1990-1994 100.0 77.9 43.3 347 221 24.3 2.3

1994-2000 100.0 78.0 43.4 34.6 220 24.3 -23
TOTAL POPULATION PER HOUSEHOLD

1990 (Apr.) 247 2.84 3.16 2.46 2.07 2.07 2.06

1994 (Jan.) 244 275 298 245 2.06 2.07 2.06

2000 (Apr.) 2.36 259 2.70 2.45 2.05 2.06 2.05
NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS (000)

1990 (Apr.) 812.4 4223 234.4 187.9 390.2 297.7 925

1994 (Jan.) 882.7 476.3 268.6 207.7 406.4 3153 91.1

2000 (Apr.) 1,015.8 580.6 337.3 243.3 435.2 346.6 88.6
HOUSEHOLD GROWTH PER YEAR (000)

1990-1994 18.7 14.4 9.1 5.3 4.3 4.7 -0.4

1994-2000 20.5 16.0 10.6 55 4.4 4.8 0.4
PERCENT OF U.S. NET INCREASE

1990-1994 100.0 76.8 48.6 28.2 23.0 25.0 -2.0

1994-2000 100.0 78.4 51.6 26.7 21.6 235 -1.9

Tribal Areas, however, will exhibit a more substantial growth in total households (both
because they continue to receive a large share of all national AIAN population growth and
because their average household size is declining more rapidly). Tribal Areas in total will have
to accommodate about 10,000 new households per year over the decade, compared to 5,400 in
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the Surrounding Counties and 4,800 in other Metropolitan Areas. Other Nonmetropolitan Areas
will continue to suffer a decline in households (by about 400 per year).

We expect substantial variations in growth by region. The annual number of new
households to be accommodated would be highest in the Eastern region (5,000), followed by
Oklahoma (4,500) and Arizona-New Mexico (2,900). All other regions could expect household
growth increments of less than 2,000 per year.

In Tribal Areas in 1990, 62 percent of all households were low-income and the data show
that at least 60 percent of them were overcrowded or lived in units with serious physical
deficiencies even as defined by Census measures. A perpetuation of those shares through the
1990s would imply that the number of low-income households in Tribal Areas would grow on
average by 6,200 per year, and the number overcrowded and with facility problems would grow
by about 3,700 per year. Yet from 1990 to 1994, the number of HUD units in Tribal Areas
occupied by AIAN households grew by only about 1,700 per year. We cannot be sure the same
proportions will hold throughout this decade, but it does seem very likely that HUD assistance is
falling very short of what is needed even to keep up with the growth of housing problems in Tribal
Areas.

For low-income AIAN households outside of Tribal Areas, it is extremely difficult to
speculate on how their housing problems are likely to change over this decade under current
policies. In general, U.S. housing problems in the mid-1990s are similar to those discussed
earlier in this chapter. Affordability problems continue to dominate. The percentage of units with
physical housing deficiencies still remains at a low level, and while vacancy rates are unusually
high in many markets, rents and home values continue at high levels as well. We see no reason
to believe that the housing problems of AIAN households living in metropolitan environments are
improving through the natural evolution of the private housing market. Federal housing
assistance grew somewhat during earlier parts of the decade, but not enough to have much effect
on the sizeable gap between the number provided for and the number eligible.

Policy Implications

Part Il of this report will assess existing Federal housing assistance programs operating
in Indian country and Part Il will consider policy alternatives. The findings of Part | suggest
several themes that orient the work in both areas.

1. The data show that the housing problems of American Indians and Alaska natives
remain considerably more severe than those of non-Indians in all parts of America.
This finding simply underscores the importance of the tasks taken on in the
remainder of this report.
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2. Given that the housing problems of low-income families in Tribal Areas are both
deeper and more pervasive than those for Indians living elsewhere, those Areas
should justifiably remain the focus for national Indian housing policy. From the
numbers presented above, it seems quite likely that the housing problems of those
Areas are getting worse in the 1990s. The production rate of HUD housing for
Tribal Areas appears considerably below than what would be needed to keep up
with the growth, let alone begin to address the enormous backlog of deficient units
that existed when the decade began. Accordingly, Federal housing assistance in
Tribal areas is the central focus for analysis in Parts Il and .

3. Perhaps the most dramatic contrast presented in this review is that between those
who are and are not served by HUD housing assistance at this point. Forty
percent of the households in need in Tribal Areas are receiving very substantial
subsidies. The remaining 60 percent, many with extremely serious housing
deficiencies, receive no assistance whatsoever. A key theme in examining present
programs and considering alternatives, should revolve around the question of
whether and how this inequity can best be addressed.

4. One of the strongest findings of Part | has been the diversity of economic, social,
and housing conditions that exists across Tribal Areas. This diversity suggests
that, if they are to be both equitable and efficient, local housing strategies cannot
be uniform. For example, an Area next to a large city will have different
opportunities for housing delivery than a remote reservation. Even two Tribal
Areas in similar locations are likely to have a different mix of housing needs and
opportunities--programs that provide highly efficient and effective incentives for
housing improvement in one, may not work in another because of cultural, political,
or economic reasons. Existing programs, and future alternatives, should be
assessed in relation to how well they can respond to these realities.

5. The overwhelming housing problem of the AIAN population outside of Tribal Areas
is affordability, rather than physical deficiencies. This suggests the need for an
approach to housing assistance in those locations that gives primary recognition
to this need.

6. Increasing homeownership among AIAN households does appear to be a realistic
prospect that warrants more attention at the national level; 48 percent of all AIAN
households nationally are in the moderate and higher income ranges (incomes
above 80 percent of the local median) but ownership rates for these groups are
significantly below those of non-Indians at similar income levels in most parts of
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the country. Examination of prospects for expanding private mortgage lending in
Indian country is clearly called for as a part of the search for more effective Indian
housing policy.
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Annex 3A
Multiple Regression Analysis 1

Dependent Variables: OPROB Other Than Affordability Problem For AIAN
Households, (Overcrowding/Facility Mix), AIAN Area

Independent Variables:

SHARE Ratio Of Total Tribal Area Population To AIAN
Population

PPSE Private For-Profit and Self-Employed Persons
Per 1,000 Persons

PSIZE If AIAN Area Population Greater Than 400 Persons,

PSIZE = 1, 0 Otherwise
LNDIS50 Natural Log Of Distance From AIAN Area To Nearest
Urban Place Of 50,000 Or More Persons

Variation
R-Square: 36.70
Standard Error: 28.31

Analysis of Variance

Degrees of Freedom: 4
Mean Dep. Variable: 40.00
F Value: 72.75
Probability > F: .0001
Variable: Parameter Est.: Std. Error: T for HO: Prob.> ITi:
INTERCEPT -1.73 6.24 -0.27 .7819
SHARE -0.08 0.07 -1.12 .2615
PPSE -1.08 0.01 -6.70 .0001
PSIZE -5.78 2.67 -2.16 .0312

LNDIS50 11.76 1.09 10.70 .0001
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Dependent Variables:

Independent Variables:

Annex 3B
Multiple Regression Analysis

AFFORD Affordability Problem For AIAN Households, AIAN Area

SHARE Ratio Of Total Tribal Area Population To AIAN Population

PPSE Private For-Profit and Self-Employed Persons Per 1,000
Persons

PSIZE If AIAN Area Population Greater Than 400 Persons,

PSIZE = 1, 0 Otherwise
LND!S50 Natural Log Of Distance From AIAN Area To Nearest
Urban Place Of 50,000 Or More Persons

Variation

R-Square: 17.63

Standard Error: 12.34

Analysis of Variance

Degrees of Freedom: 4

Mean Dep. Variable: 12.38

F Value: 26.86

Probability > F: .0001

Variable: Parameter Est.: Std. Error: T for HO: Prob.> ITI:
INTERCEPT 17.65 2.72 6.48 .0001
SHARE 0.11 0.03 3.51 .0005
PPSE 0.02 0.00 5.00 .0001
PSIZE 1.66 1.16 1.42 .1539
LNDIS50 2.1 0.47 -4.40 .0001







PART Il

PROGRAM ASSESSMENT



Chapter 4

AMERICA AND INDIAN HOUSING POLICY:
BACKGROUND AND APPROACH TO
ASSESSMENT

Part I of this report is an assessment of current Federal indian housing programs and
policies, focusing on the programs operated by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD). In this chapter, we provide background information needed as a basis for
interpreting the findings: the story of how Indian housing emerged from America’s broader policies
affecting American Indians and Alaska Natives, a description of the programs that will be
assessed (how they work), and data on levels at which they have been budgeted of late to give
a sense of their comparative magnitudes. We then review the approach taken in this
assessment. The assessment itself is presented in Chapters 5 and 6.

FOUNDATIONS OF AMERICA’S INDIAN HOUSING POLICY

The history of American Indian housing policy dates from the latter developments of
termination and reform. Even though the 1921 Snyder Act had authorized the BIA to provide a
broad range of assistance programs in Tribal Areas, it took many years before the Federal
government seriously addressed the housing problems of Indian country. The United States
Housing Acts of 1937, 1949 and subsequent amendments, had established as a goal decent, safe
and sanitary housing for all Arericans and initiated various housing assistance programs to
achieve that goal, but even as these new programs were mounted, Indian families in remote
areas were given little access to them.

It was not until 1961 that an Interior Department task force recognized that Indians on
reservations and other Indian areas fell far behind the majority of Americans in realizing decent,
safe, and sanitary housing. In that year, the Office of General Council in the Public Housing
Administration (later to become a part of HUD), in collaboration with the Bureau of indian Affairs,
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Administration (later to become a part of HUD), in collaboration with the Bureau of Indian Affairs,
determined that American Indian tribal governments were eligible "municipalities” with respect to
participation in the rental assistance program authorized by the 1937 Housing Act. In 1962, the
Mutual Help Homeownership Program was created as a program designed specifically to meet
Indian housing needs.*® The administration of both the Rental and Mutual Help programs were
transferred to HUD when that agency was created in 1965.

The design of the Mutual Help Program was unique. A "self-help” approach was
envisioned which would instill pride of participation and enhanced owner involvement. It was also
believed that the program would serve a greater number of Indian families than the low rent
program at a lower cost. Contributions of land, labor or materials would reduce the amount of
subsidy needed and the participant’'s maintenance of the unit would likewise reduce the need for
Federal outlays. When Mutual Help was initiated, utility costs were low, and the Rental Program
required fixed rents which were higher than the requirement for Mutual Help. The plan for Mutual
Help was for the family’s monthly contribution to go into an operation and maintenance account
which, if not fully used, would go to pay off the unit, thus allowing the family to obtain
homeownership. In essence, Mutual Help was to be a lease/purchase program for low-income
Indian families.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) worked closely with the Public Housing Administration
in the development of Indian housing programs. The BIA actually played a direct role in the field
administration of the Rental and Mutual Help programs in their early years as IHA and HUD
capacity was being developed. The BIA had the statutory authority to develop its own housing
assistance program since the 1921 Snyder Act, but never took advantage of it until 1965 when
it established its Housing Improvement Program (HIP). HIP was initiated then primarily as a
response to the devastating South Dakota fioods of 1964. The program was set up to serve only
the "neediest" Indians, and it has always been very small in relation to HUD’s programs in Indian
country.

In addition, some Indians living in Indian areas have received housing assistance from the
Farmers Home Administration (FmHA), the Veterans Administration, and a few other sources such
as tribal credit programs. Initially, the Indian Health Service (IHS) of the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare provided water and sanitation facilities in support of Indian housing and
communities. Today, water and sewer services for HUD-funded housing are developed by the
Indian Housing Authorities (IHAs) that administer HUD programs in the field. In addition, the BIA
provides land acquisition/leasing services and maintenance services for roads.

¥ Mutual Help was created administratively as an alternative mechanism under existing law rather than by a
separate act of Congress. In 1988, it was codified under a separate statute.
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At HUD, Indian housing programs were administered simply as a part of the public housing
program until the mid-1970s when HUD created the separate Office of Indian Housing. In 1976,
the first Indian housing regulations were published as separate from the regulations for public
housing. This move, acknowledged that (in particular due to tribal jurisdiction and the land tenure
arrangements discussed in Chapter 1) problems in Indian housing were unique and required
different solutions than general public housing programs.

The 1970s were the decade of maximum allocation of funds for the development of Indian
housing units. A major effort began in 1969 with an Interdepartmental Memorandum of
Understanding among HUD, BIA and IHS setting a goal to produce 40,000 units from 1970
through 1974 (HUD alone was to produce 6,000 units per year). While that goal was never met,
nearly 25,000 units were built in Indian Country during the period (General Accounting Office,
1978). The Memorandum of Understanding served as a policy statement intended to increase
the production of Indian housing.

In 1974, a special program to develop units in Alaska was initiated, again through the joint
efforts of HUD, BIA and IHS. However, problems specific to Alaska housing development
surfaced. In particular, due to the remoteness of most villages and the extreme climate, the costs
of developing and operating housing with sanitation facilities were extremely high in relation to
those elsewhere.

While problems of interagency coordination have surfaced throughout the evolution of
Indian housing programs, the 1969 Memorandum of Understanding was subsequently updated
to address those issues. It dealt with production processes, differences in budget cycles,
communication and responsibilities. Another effort of the 1970s was the beginning of training
programs for IHA staff and homebuyers.

In reality, in order to address a pressing need, an Indian housing program was created
very quickly, attempting to deliver large numbers of housing units where no such program had
existed before, with no administrative infrastructure existing at the local level. Housing programs
also brought additional responsibilities to tribal governments who themselves were in a process
of developing their own legal and institutional structures, such as tribal courts.

In 1978, the General Accounting Office published the report, Substandard Indian Housing
Increases Despite Federal Efforts: A Change Is Needed, which assessed problems in the delivery
of Indian housing assistance. It described the findings from various sources which supported the
conclusions that existing Indian housing programs were not successful because they were
underfunded, had not received enough attention, required too many complex procedures, lacked
flexibility, required more trained personnel, and had coordination problems. Numerous
alternatives were suggested including administratively changing the existing programs, creating
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special programs for Indian housing using different criteria than those used for other programs,
and consolidation of all Indian housing programs into one Federal agency. No major program
changes were initiated, however, directly as a result of this report.

The early 1980s ushered in a more austere era for Indian housing, as it did for many other
housing programs. The first Reagan administration budget recommended a final appropriation
for Indian housing units in FY1982, and then a closeout of the HUD Indian housing program.
Congress rejected that proposal but limited HUD’s Indian housing production to 2,400 units in that
year. In 1982 and 1983, the Indian Affairs staff of the House Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, in consultation with Congressional, agency and Indian groups, drafted legislation providing
for a new Indian housing program in the Bureau of Indian Affairs to replace the existing HUD
programs. While passed out of Committee favorably, the proposed legisiation was never brought
to the floor for a vote. Backers of the existing programs strongly opposed that initiative as they
did Administration proposals for block grant funding of Indian housing.

In response, HUD formed a "Secretary’s Committee on American Indian and Alaska Native
Housing" to advise the Secretary on major Indian housing issues. This reflected President
Reagan’s official Indian Policy Statement which declared that strong, effectively functioning tribal
governments were needed to improve the social and economic conditions of Indians. This policy
reiterated that of the Nixon administration Indian policy to encourage and strengthen tribal
governments consistent with the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act.

A major recommendation of the Secretary’s Committee was the separation of the Indian
Housing Program from the Public Housing Program. While the Administration did not promote
this initiative, Congress took the lead in separating the programs by passing the “Indian Housing
Act of 1988" which, for the first time, established a statutory commitment to the provision of Indian
housing assistance outside of the general framework of the 1937 act. Concurrently, HUD was
developing consolidated regulations for Indian housing. These two actions were major steps in
recognizing the need for a distinct approach to Indian housing problems.

Since then, HUD has implemented several initiatives (discussed in more depth later in this
chapter) to improve efficiency and service to Native Americans. In addition, in 1989, Congress
designated a National Commission on American Indian, Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian
Housing to investigate the status of native housing and recommend solutions to the housing
problems of native people. After extensive hearings, site visits and discussions throughout Indian
Country and Hawaii, the Commission reported its findings in a 1992 report entitied, Building the
Future: A Blueprint for Change. In September 1993, the Commission concluded its activities with
the publication of its final report and recommendations: Supplemental Report and Native
American Housing Improvements Legislative Initiative. Many of the administrative changes
recommended by the Commission have been implemented by HUD. In addition, HUD has
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revised its program regulations to significantly reduce and simplify operating rules and provide
much more flexibility to local problem implementers.

Program Framework

THE CURRENT PROGRAMS AND HOW THEY WORK

As noted, while the BIA was empowered through the Snyder Act to provide a broad range
of social, economic, and educational assistance to American Indians in 1921, it was not until 40
years later that the federal govemment began to provide significant resources for Indian housing

needs.

The Federal govemment now offers a broad array of housing assistance programs in
Tribal Areas. It is helpful to view them in a framework in which they are categorized into four
basic types: (1) production programs; (2) tenant-based assistance; (3) block grants; and (4)
financing assistance. In summary, they work as follows:

PRODUCTION PROGRAMS. In these programs, Federal funds support the
construction, acquisition, and rehabilitation of housing specifically for low-income
households and may also cover part of the subsequent costs of operating that
housing. Major programs of this type include:

HUD'’s Rental Program--essentially the national Public Housing program,
implemented in Indian country with very little adaptation. HUD grants go
to IHAs who use them to acquire the rights to land and build new units, or
acquire and rehabilitate existing ones, for rent by low-income families. The
IHAs then manage the properties and receive additional HUD funds to
cover the difference between allowable operating costs and tenant
payments toward rent (set not to exceed 30 percent of the tenant's
adjusted income).

HUD’s Mutual Help Program--one of a very few Federal programs that
have offered home-ownership opportunities to low-income families. As in
the Low Rent program, IHAs develop new housing with HUD grants, but
purchasers are responsible for all operating and maintenance costs. The
purchasing household must make an initial $1,500 contribution (but tribes
often meet this requirement on behalf of the household by contributing the
land), and make a monthly "homebuyer payment" (set by the IHAs at
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between 15 and 30 percent of household income) for up to 30 years. The
program is actually a "lease-purchase" arrangement. Families do not
actually gain title to their properties until all of their payment obligations are
met.

J The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) Housing Improvement Program (HIP),
which provides grants for housing improvements, targeted to very low-
income households. HIP is normally administered by the tribal
governments. Most funds have been used for modest rehabilitation and
repair of existing units rather than new construction, although the latter is
allowable under the program.

. TENANT-BASED ASSISTANCE. This includes HUD’s Section 8 Certificate and
Voucher programs which are variations on the same theme. Both help low-income
households rent housing of their choice in the private housing stock (rather than
locating them in projects built or managed by government). The tenants must
select housing in standard condition--HUD subsidy payments to the landiord then
make up the difference between the market rent for the unit and the tenant’s
payment (set not to exceed 30 percent of adjusted household income).

. BLOCK GRANTS. The two examples of this type are parts of nationwide HUD
initiatives: the /ndian Community Development Block Grant (ICDBG) program and
the HOME program. Compared to the "categorical" programs above, both give
tribal governments (who administer them) much more latitude in deciding how, and
for what, subsidy funds will be spent. HOME funds must be used for housing
assistance but a broad variety of approaches are eligible (including all of the
production modes noted above, tenant-based assistance, and variations entailing
mixed public-private ventures). ICDBG funds can be used to support land
acquisition, economic and infrastructure development and a limited range of social
services, as well as a variety of housing programs.

. FINANCING ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS. These are programs designed to
encourage the provision of private mortgage financing in Tribal Areas. The first
initiative in this direction was the FHA Section 248 mortgage insurance program,
established in 1987. More recently, the Section 184 Loan Guarantee program has
been established in support of this goal. In addition, the Farmers’ Home
Administration (FMHA) offers direct loans for new units in Indian country.
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Institutional Relationships and Responsibilities

Today the delivery of Indian housing programs is primarily coordinated through three
Federal agencies: HUD, the BIA, and the Indian Health Service (IHS) in the Department of Health
and Human Services. This relationship was formally established in 1976 by the Interdepartmental
Agreement on Indian Housing, which sought to increase housing production by bringing these
agencies together. An updated version of the Interdepartmental Agreement (September 1994)
establishes a general foundation for this cooperative effort and guidelines by which each of the
agencies interacts with tribal governments and Indian housing authorities (IHAs). Their general
responsibilities are:

- HUD provides financial assistance for the development and management of low
income housing and community development in Indian and Alaska Native areas
through the traditional Indian housing development program.

n BIA reviews and approves all required trust land leases, easements and real
estate appraisals; provides maintenance setrvices to those IHA constructed roads
and streets accepted into the BIA road systems; and provides other support, when
available, for the timely development of housing. It also administers a non-HUD
housing program, the Housing Improvement Program (HIP).

= IHS assists Tribes by providing technical and financial assistance in the
development of tribal sanitation facilities (water, waste water, and solid waste
facilities and operation and maintenance infrastructure). When requested by the
Tribe and IHA, IHS may participate in the construction of sanitation facilities funded
under the traditional Indian (HUD-assisted) housing development program.

HUD’s administration of its Indian housing programs has recently undergone a change as
a result of the implementation, in May of 1993, of changes authorized by Congress in the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1992. Previously, HUD’s Indian housing programs, with the
exception of the Indian CDBG program and mortgage insurance programs, were administered
through the Office of Indian Housing (OIH) at HUD central headquarters, and by six regional
Offices of Indian Programs (OIPs). The six OIP offices, established in 1980 at the request of
Congress and the Indian constituency, are located as access points for the Indian population
(Chicago, Oklahoma City, Denver, Phoenix, Seattle and Anchorage). In Oklahoma City and
Anchorage, the OIPs report to the Manager of the HUD office, while in Seattle, Phoenix, Chicago,
and Denver the OIPs reported directly to the Regional Administrator. Prior to the recent
administrative changes, the OIPs worked more or less closely with OlIH to administer Indian
housing and community development programs and provide technical assistance to both IHAs
and tribes, but were not directly supervised by OIH.
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The changes implemented in May of 1993 act to further consolidate the coordination of
all Native American programs within HUD. First, the OIP has been renamed the Office of Native
American Programs (ONAP), better reflecting the inclusion of Alaskan and other American
natives. Second, the responsibility for administration of the Indian CDBG program has been
moved from HUD’s Office of Community Planning and Development, which administers the overall
CDBG program, to ONAP. Finally, since October 1993, the six OIP offices (now calied Field
Offices of Native American Programs, or FONAPSs) report directly to ONAP, rather than to the
Regional Administrator or Field Managers.

IHAs, which are comparable to public housing agencies in structure and function in
developing and managing assisted housing units under the U.S. Housing Act, can be established
by tribes under either tribal or state law. Through most of the history of these programs, tribally
formed IHAs had to have ordinances consistent with a HUD-approved format and had to be
favorably reviewed by the Department of the Interior before HUD gave final approval (this "model
ordinance" requirement has recently been dropped). At present, 187 IHAs represent 267
American Indian tribes and about 200 Alaska Native villages. IHAs are normally operated by a
board of five or more members, usually selected by the tribal goveming body, aithough some
tribes now have an election process for IHA board members. An Executive Director is hired by
the board to manage the IHA.

HUD’s Production Programs: Rental and Mutual Help

HUD’s Rental Program. As noted, the Rental Housing program for American Indians is
the basic low-rent public housing program established by the U.S. Housing Act of 1937. The first
IHA recipient of Rental Housing funds was the Oglala Sioux tribe of Pine Ridge, South Dakota,
in 1961. In this program, HUD aliots funds to IHAs for housing construction and development
through an Annual Contributions Contract (ACC). It also subsidizes operating costs in the amount
of the difference between expected rental income and anticipated maintenance, utility, and
administration costs. Operating funds are formula-based and are provided through HUD’s
Performance Funding System (PFS).*® In theory, expenses are estimated against the model of
a well-managed housing authority.

A tenant’s total monthly payment is based on the highest of the following factors:

. 30 percent of monthly adjusted income
. 10 percent of monthly income
. the designated portion of housing assistance provided by a public agency in line

with the family’s standard of need

% The PFS system affects all IHAs except those in Alaska.
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In some cases HUD will allow an IHA to adopt "ceiling rents" under authority of the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1987. In this situation the IHA determines a
maximum rent which includes debt service and operating expenses for a class of units. When
ceiling rents apply, tenants pay the lower of their calculated rent or the approved ceiling rent.
Tenants will also receive a utility reimbursement if the utility allowance is greater than the tenant
payment.

HUD’s Mutual Help Program. The Mutual Help Homeownership Opportunity Program
became available to American Indians in 1962. The purpose of the program is to provide
opportunities for lower-income families to purchase decent, affordable housing and to participate
more fully as homeowners.

Mutual Help is available to qualified Indian families on Indian reservations, in Alaska
Native villages, or in other Indian areas. Over the past thirty years this program has evolved into
three components:

- “Old" MH Program - Homeownership units developed before March 9, 1976,
authorized under HUD administrative directives and handbooks.

. "New" MH Program - Homeownership units developed since March 9, 1976, under
the first consolidated Indian housing regulations.

L] "Self-Help" MH Program - Homeownership units built by homeowners under a
cooperative arrangement with the IHA. This new program was authorized under
the Indian Housing Act of 1988.

A Mutual Help Occupancy Agreement between the IHA and each participating family spells
out the homeowner's responsibilities during the contract period. Each potential homeowner must
initially contribute a minimum of $1,500 in money, land, materials, or labor towards the housing
unit. The tribe is allowed to contribute everything for the family except labor, which, if this option
is utilized, must be done by a family member. Frequently, tribes contribute land on behalf of the
family member to meet this requirement. In addition to the initial contribution, the family makes
a monthly payment between 15 and 30 percent of adjusted income. Participating families are
also responsible for all maintenance and utility charges. Buyers are considered eligible to
purchase the home when their equity accounts and reserves are large enough to pay the
outstanding balance as calculated by the [HA.

Modernization Funds for HUD Programs (CIAP and CPG). Funds for modernization
of IHA housing are provided through the CIAP and CGP programs. The National Affordable
Housing Act of 1990 expanded the allowable uses for Comprehensive Improvement Assistance
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Program (CIAP) funds beyond just the Rental Housing program, to include modernization grants
for Mutual Help units, some grants for the Turnkey Il units and management improvement grants
for other homeownership developments. The Comprehensive Grant Program (CGP), which
became effective in 1992, provides larger IHAs (now specified as 250 units or more) with a more
flexible program which is distributed by a formula allocation (unlike CIAP funds which are
distributed under a competitive allocation process).

Special Policies. In general, Indian housing programs have closely paralleled regular
public housing programs. However, an "Indian preference” policy was adopted in 1976 through
Section 7(b) of the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act. The Act gives
preference to American Indians in contracting and providing labor for development projects.
Indian preference for eligibility of residency is a consideration in the Mutual Help program, since
the Indian Housing Act of 1988 requires that non-Indians be admitted into the program only under
special circumstances. The Rental program has no such statutory provision and will not aliow
IHAs to prohibit non-Indian renters.

HOPE. Established under the National Affordable Housing Act (NAHA) of 1990, the HOPE
1 and 3 Programs were designed to permit the conversion of units in assisted housing projects
to homeownership for low income persons. Scattered-site, non-contiguous, single-family
structures that are not part of the Rental Housing Program were eligible under HOPE 3; all other
units and any single-family rental housing units were to be converted under HOPE 1. Atleasttwo
of the initial grantees for HOPE 1 Planning Grants were Indian tribes (the Menominee of
Wisconsin and the Lummi of Washington State); the HOPE 1 interim guidelines, in fact, required
the funding of at least one Indian project. Several IHAs and tribes were initially examining the
feasibility of converting Mutual Help units under HOPE 3, because HOPE funds would enable
homeownership to be achieved within fewer than the up to 25 years formerly required under
Mutual Help. Funding for HOPE initiatives has been virtually eliminated, however, so the HOPE
programs are unlikely to be a factor in the operation of IHA projects in the future.

The BIA’s Production Program: HIP

As noted earlier, the Bureau of Indian Affairs did not act upon the statutory authority
established under the 1921 Snyder Act until it initiated its Housing Improvement Program (HIP)
in 1965. HIP provides grants to very low income homeowners who had no other source of funds
for housing repair or renovation. While housing rehabilitation or enlargement is the major
emphasis of this program, the BIA also permits funds to 'be used for downpayments or new
housing construction in isolated rural areas where no other means exist to meet the housing need
(although in recent years, the BIA has recommended dropping down payment assistance).
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Grant requests are not made through a customary proposal process; instead, Indian
families and tribes determine their priorities, with consideration for family size, income, condition
of present housing, and availability of other federal housing assistance. Indian families must
make application for these grants to the tribe or the nearest BIA office. The HIP grants are
awarded through tribes or through the BIA primarily to individual homeowners. HIP funds can be
awarded as: (1) direct grants to individuals; (2) contracts with Indian tribes; (3) contracts with
private Indian or non-Indian contracting firms; or (4) programs directly administered by the BIA.

The HIP program provides for two types of repairs. In cases where substandard housing
is to be inhabited for an interim period until better housing can be obtained, HIP will provide up
to $2,500 for repairs and additions. A second category of repairs provides up to $20,000 per
dwelling for rehabilitation or enlargement of a deteriorated unit. Repair costs per housing unit
under the HIP program have averaged approximately $10,000.

There are also two forms of assistance for new housing construction. Downpayment
grants are made to prospective homebuyers to help them become eligible for tribal, federal, or
other housing loans. These grants are only made for houses in standard condition, and they
must not exceed: (1) the amount necessary to secure the loan plus the closing costs; (2) 10
percent or the purchase price of the house plus the closing costs; or (3) $5,000, whichever is
less. As a last reson, if an Indian family has absolutely no other source for housing and is not
eligible for HUD, VA, FmHA, or any other federal assistance, the HIP program will finance the
construction of a new house, the grant for which is not to exceed $45,000 (more in Alaska).

The HIP program is available on most Indian reservations. The BIA supervises the
construction process, but it is not required to provide continuing monitoring or services to the
family after construction is completed.

Tenant-Based Assistance

As noted earlier in this chapter, HUD provides tenant-based assistance through the
Section 8 Certificate and Voucher programs which help low-income households rent housing of
their choice in the private housing stock (rather than locating them in projects built or managed
by government). The tenants must select housing in standard condition, and then HUD makes
subsidy payments to the landlord in amounts that make up the difference between the market rent
for the unit and the tenant's contribution to the rent (set not to exceed 30 percent of the
household’s adjusted income). Tenant-based assistance has not been used extensively in Indian
country to date.
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Block Grant Programs

Indian Community Development Block Grant (ICDBG). The Indian CDBG program is
HUD’s principal vehicle for American Indian communities to carry out community and economic
development activities, although it can also be used for housing development. One percent of
the total national CDBG funding is set aside for the Indian CDBG program. Eligible recipients for
ICDBG funding are Federally (not state) recognized tribes.

The ICDBG program is important to tribes because its discretionary nature allows them
flexibility to pursue a variety of activities, even though the total funding is much smaller than for
Rental and Mutual Help Housing. The funds are allocated to regions by a formula which takes
into account the proportion of the Indian population that resides in the region, and its rates of
poverty and overcrowded housing. Within regions, tribes compete for the funds, and are aliowed
to use them for four types of activities: housing, public infrastructure, economic development, and
community facilities.

in 1990, housing projects constituted the largest (32 percent of total funds) activity by
Indian tribes receiving ICDBG funds. Community facilities were next at 26 percent of total funds,
followed by public infrastructure at 23 percent, economic development at 17 percent, and land
acquisition related to all of these activities at 2 percent. Allowable activities in the housing area
are rehabilitation of existing units, new construction, land, and direct assistance to homeowners.

HOME. The HOME Investment Partnership Program was established by the National
Affordable Housing Act (NAHA) of 1990. NAHA required that one percent of HOME
appropriations be set aside for Indian housing. The funds are awarded to Indian tribes under a
competitive application process, administered by the HUD FONAPs. Like CDBG, HOME is
important to tribes in that it is a more flexible, discretionary program than Rental Housing or
Mutual Help. HOME funds may be used for housing rehabilitation (moderate or substantial),
housing acquisition, new construction of rental or homeownership housing, and for tenant-based
assistance. :

There has been considerable interest in the American Indian community in the new HOME
program, although the allocation of funding remains very small compared to HUD’s other indian
housing programs. In 1992, the first year of the program, twenty-nine applications were received
from tribes, of which 17 projects from 15 tribes were funded.

Through NAHA, Congress intended to unify the planning and coordination of many housing
programs and activities that are funded with Federal dollars. To this end, it was required that
localities prepare a Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS). This was instituted
to replace earlier planning requirements with a single local housing strategy, identifying and
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setting priorities among all housing needs. However, the Congress did not explicitly apply the
CHAS requirement to Indian tribes or I[HAs, and HUD determined that the States, in preparing
their own CHAS, have no legal jurisdiction to determine housing needs or strategies for tribes.
Therefore, tribes and [HAs are not presently required to prepare any comprehensive housing plan
or strategy as a basis for HOME funding.

Other special rules apply to Indian HOME funding. Where an Indian Housing Authority
has received no ICDBG funding in the current Fiscal Year, the match requirement under the
HOME Program is waived. And, where a match is required, Indian trust funds and the sales
proceeds of Mutual Help and Turnkey Il programs can be used.

Financing Assistance

Established in 1985, FHA Section 248 allows for the insurance of mortgages for single
family properties on trust lands, but not on allotted trust lands or fee lands. The program,
administered by the Single-family division of HUD’s Federal Housing Administration (FHA) was,
through 1994 at least, seldom used. Problems have included the lack of adequate marketing, the
lack of allowance for insurance of the construction loan, and the fact that the program adheres
to underwriting, mortgage credit, and appraisal standards of the non-Indian single-family mortgage
insurance program which may not be appropriate in some parts of Indian country.

A new program to stimulate mortgage lending in Tribal Areas was enacted under the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1992: the Section 184 Indian Housing Loan
Guarantee Fund. Section 184 is a loan guarantee program rather than a loan insurance program.
It was designed to further broaden public options to facilitate mortgage lending in Indian Country.
Like Section 248, it can be used in support of loans to Indian families or IHAs to construct,
acquire, or rehabilitate one- to four-family dwellings. Loans can be made by lenders who have
been approved by the Secretary of HUD or the Secretary of Agriculture, or who are supervised,
approved by, or regulated by any agency of the Federal government.

Finally, the Farmers Home Administration (FmHA), of the Department of Agriculture® has
provided direct loans for very low-income families in Tribal Areas for many years. Its Section 502
program offers loans to families to build or purchase single family homes. Interest rates may be
reduced to as low as 1 percent, and low-cost approaches (including self-help), have been
emphasized. To receive a loan, applicants must meet income restrictions and must have been
turned down at least twice in applying for the same loan from a private financial institution. Under

* The Farmers Home Administration has been recently renamed the Rural Housing and Community Development
Service; it is still located within the U. S. Department of Agriculture.
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Section 504, it offers loans and grants for home repair and rehabilitation (grants, ranging up to
$5,000, have been given mainly to the elderly--loans may range up to $20,000).

Recent Changes in Indian Housing Programs

In response to continuing implementation and program effectiveness problems with the
Indian housing programs, HUD has implemented changes since the Indian Housing Act of 1988
to ameliorate perceived problems in its programs. Some of the major program changes made
by HUD in recent years include:

Establishing Indian set-asides in some national programs (e.g. Emergency Shelter
Grant program);

Increasing funding levels for modernization and rehabilitation of existing Indian
housing units;

Consolidating and streamlining of regulations for various Indian programs into one
rule; revision of the rule to reduce and simplify the number of regulatory
requirements, and provide more flexibility in the administration of the Indian
housing programs;

Establishing a new Notice of Funding Availability for various programs to
streamline the previously fragmented application and administration process;

Preparing completely new program handbooks for the first time in the history of the
Indian housing programs;

Starting to address the issue of "culturally relevant" design and construction; and

Emphasizing the applicability of the new HOME program to Indian communities,
particularly because of its flexible rules in allowing varying uses of funds. HUD
also has urged, at the Headquarters level, the use of McKinney Act funds and
other programs which could be used to a much greater extent than they have been
to date.
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PROGRAM FUNDING

Data on the levels at which these Federal Indian housing assistance programs were
budgeted from Fiscal Years (FY) 1992 through 1994 are presented in Table 4.1 (actually,
complete data could be obtained only for FY 1993--only partial information is available for the
other years).

To obtain a completely accurate account of the flow of funds in any year, it would have
been preferable to obtain data on Outlays in all categories. Unfortunately, such data were not
available and, where so, the amounts of Budget Authority provided have been inserted instead.
Strictly speaking, these two categories should not be combined. Outlays represent funds actually
spent (or to be spent) in the year cited, whereas Budget Authority is an amount authorized now,
that may be intended for expenditure over a period of several years. It is possible, for exampile,
for large amounts of Budget Authority to be provided for a program in one year, and very little
added over the next few years, while outlays remain constant. In these programs, however, such
"lumpy" allocations of Budget Authority were not made during these years, so the figures on the
table represent a reasonably consistent approximation of the flow of funds.

Clearly, the most important finding is that the two HUD production programs dominate all
Federal housing assistance to Tribal Areas. Together, they were budgeted at a level of
$516 million in FY1993, representing 88 percent of the total for all programs. Within the allocation
for these programs, amounts provided for production (figures for new construction plus related
amendments) account for 55 percent of the total, modernization funding accounts for another 30
percent, and the remaining 15 percent were allocated for operating subsidies and smaller
supporting programs.

In comparison, the amounts provided for all remaining programs are quite small:
$24.8 million for other production programs (BIA’'s HIP program and HUD'’s provision of
emergency shelter facilities--4.3 percent of the total); $15.5 million for tenant-based assistance
(2.6 percent); and $28.8 million for block grant programs (4.9 percent). Although some funding
has been set aside to cover possible losses in the financing assistance programs, none was
expended during these years.

Altogether, the Federal government budgeted for a flow of $585 miillion in Indian housing
assistance in FY 1993. This is the equivalent of only 2.3 percent of the total $25.2 billion HUD
budget for outlays in 1993 (the total amount of Budget Authority provided for HUD in that year
was $26.5 billion).
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Table 4.1
FEDERAL FUNDS BUDGETED FOR INDIAN HOUSING ASSISTANCE, 1992-94
oL Budget ($ millions)
or Percent
BA FY1992 FY1993 FY1994 FY1993
PRODUCTION PROGRAMS
HUD Low Rent and M.H.
New Constr. BA 24112 257.32 263.61 43.9
Amendments BA 38.00 25.60 22.00 4.4
Modernization BA 112.94 155.60 166.94 26.6
Subtotal Capital BA 392.06 438.52 452.54 749
Operating Subsidy oL 67.85 70.82 NA 121
Other
Drug Elimination oL 474 5.26 NA 0.9
Youth Sports oL NA 112 254 0.2
Res.Mgmt./Ch.Care oL NA 0.53 NA 0.1
Subtotal oL NA 77.74 NA 13.3
Total NA 516.26 NA 88.2
HUD Emerg. Shelter oL 0.00 1.59 NA 0.3
BIA HIP Program BA 23.71 23.51 NA 4.0
Total Production NA 541.36 NA 925
TENANT BASED ASSISTANCE
HUD Section 8 BA NA 15.46 17.70 2.6
BLOCK GRANTS
Indian CDBG* BA 25.76 16.00 17.60 2.7
HOME BA 15.00 12.75 12.75 2.2
Total BA 40.76 28.75 30.35 4.9
FINANCING ASSISTANCE
Sec. 248, 184 oL 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0
TOTAL HOUSING NA 585.57 NA 100.0
SOURCE: Data provided by HUD Office of Native American Programs
NOTES: OL = Qutlays; BA = Budget Authority (see text for interpretation); NA = not availabie
* Assumes 40 percent of total budget authority for housing.

APPROACH TO ASSESSMENT

The major challenge presented by this component of the study is to provide a
comprehensive and reliable account of how existing Federal programs, primarily HUD programs,
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are working in Indian communities. A number of reports are available that present an historical
perspective on the development of Indian housing programs and the barriers which have
prevented them from providing adequate housing to American Indians and Alaskan Natives.
What has been missing, however, is an objective and quantitative assessment of how Federal
Indian housing programs are working at this point in time.

As discussed in Chapter 1, this study has relied on a variety of interrelated sources of
information to respond to this assignment. The main assessment questions to be addressed, and
the methods and data sources used to address them are discussed below.

Assessing HUD Production Programs

Given their dominance in the funding stream, it has been appropriate to focus the work
of this assessment on HUD’s Rental and Mutual Help programs. For these programs, the key
questions fall in three areas: (1) outcomes and impacts; (2) process and efficiency; and (3)
institutional effectiveness. However, we also examine with respect to each of these: (4) diversity
in findings across tribal areas; and (5) possible causes of diversity and change.

Outcomes and Impacts. How much housing has been produced in relation to the need
and what are the recent trends in production levels? What are the physical conditions and
characteristics of that housing produced and how is it assessed by its occupants? Who are the
beneficiaries--is the housing being provided to the right types of households in accord with
congressional intent? Are program resources being distributed equitably across Tribal Areas?

Responding to these questions generally entailed a straightforward analysis of statistical
data files. Data on volume of program production over time, by types and locations, are found
in HUD’s MIRS information and characteristics of the beneficiaries are found in its MTCS system.
Relationships of production to need required comparisons of data from these sources to Census
files covering housing problem measures (see Chapter 3), location by location. Information on
the quality of HUD housing and occupant perceptions of that housing, however, are not
systematically recorded by HUD. For answers here, we relied on our sample household surveys.
With regard to most of these topics, we also compare quantitative data on results to perceptions
held by tribal, IHA, and HUD officials, as recorded in telephone and on-site interviews.

Process and Efficiency. There are two main processes to be considered corresponding
to the two main responsibilities entailed in implementing housing programs: (1) the development
of new housing; and (2) the operation, maintenance, and modernization of housing already built.
On both scores, the first task was to analyze costs per unit of output, and related measures (such
as the length of the development process). Data costs and other financial measures, as well as
timing, are provided in HUD’s MIRS system. On-site and telephone interviews, however, were
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the primary source of information to explain current processes in each area and to provide a basis
for assessing them. With regard to development, for example, what are the factors that constrain
IHA efforts to reduce both costs and timing? To what extent are current approaches and results
influenced by HUD rules and administrative styles, tribal values and customs, IHA creativity and
capacity, and special circumstances in Tribal Areas that limit housing development in ways not
typical in housing markets elsewhere?

Institutional Effectiveness. This analysis occurs at two levels. Firstis the performance
of the Federal agencies involved. Review here is necessarily softer and more judgmental than
the quantitative assessments noted above. It is based on both published accounts by, and
interviews with, relevant officials and observers on events that have occurred, rules and
procedures being followed (and how they have changed), and operating styles.

The second level is performance by institutions in the Tribal Areas themselves (for the
most part, tribal governments and IHAs). HUD management information systems provided explicit
and implicit indicators of comparative IHA performance on a number of grounds. In addition,
surveys asked for facts related to performance (e.g., mechanisms of IHA-tribal relationship,
turnover in IHA Directors, descriptions of key procedures) as well as perceptions about
performance and key factors affecting it.

Diversity and its Determinants. Given the broad diversity in social, economic, and
housing conditions among Tribal Areas found in Part | of this report, it should come as no surprise
that we also find considerable diversity in program outcomes and performance. We examine the
range of results across Tribal Areas, section by section in the assessment. Surveys asked both
local and national respondents for their views on why such differences occur, but more formal
means of analysis were also employed (ranging from examination of cross-tabulations to
regression analysis).

Assessment of Other Programs

To assess other types of Federal housing assistance in Indian country (BIA’'s HIP program,
tenant-based assistance, block grants, and financing assistance), essentially the same framework
for inquiry is appropriate. Similarly comprehensive data sources for these programs do not exist,
butin all cases, data from program offices and other published accounts permit tabulation of basic
levels of activity and some measures of performance. Surveys conducted for this study also
asked tribal, IHA, and Federal officials what they knew about the performance of these other
programs in their Areas, what they thought about their usefulness, what barriers they saw to
applying them more effectively, and how such barriers might be overcome.
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Perspective Related to the Timing of this Assessment

HUD's Indian housing programs have evolved, through a sometimes painful process, from
their start in the 1960s as a stepchild of public housing to a more (although not completely)
independent status today. Much of the progress toward autonomy has occurred recently and
rapidly. Many important changes (including the reorganization of HUD’s Office of Native
American Programs (ONAP), the consolidation of Indian financing programs and the Indian
Community Development Block Grant program into ONAP, and a further significant reduction in
program regulations) have occurred just during the past two years while this assessment has
been underway.

This assessment emphasizes an account of conditions as they existed just before this
latest round of reforms was devised. As far as possible, however, we explain how those
conditions relate to the (generally more onerous) program environment of the past, and how they
may relate to what the new reforms will provide.
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Chapter 5

HUD’S PRIMARY PRODUCTION PROGRAMS:
RENTAL AND MUTUAL HELP

Since program inception in the early 1960s, Federal housing assistance has had a
significant impact on the provision of housing in Tribal Areas. Chapters 5 and 6 provide
information on the performance of these programs, following the framework just outlined at the
end of Chapter 4.

The two major HUD production programs, Rental and Mutual Help, are assessed in this
chapter. Data, and interpretation are offered concerning outcomes and impacts (the size and
characteristics of the assisted housing stock and the characteristics of beneficiaries), process and
efficiency (with respect to development and stock operation and maintenance), and institutional
performance (both at the Federal and local levels).

Chapter 6 assesses the other forms of Federal housing assistance being provided in
Indian country (the HIP program, tenant-based assistance, block grant programs, and financing
programs), reviews innovative housing initiatives undertaken by several tribes, and offers
conclusions conceming the performance of Federal housing assistance in AIAN Tribal Areas
overall.

Form of Data Presentation

Data for the assessment in this chapter have been assembled in a unified manner from
several of the sources described in Chapter 1 (particularly, the HUD MIRS and MTCS information
systems, but also the IHA telephone surveys and Census files). In most tables here, the unit of
observation is IHA and its own service area, rather than Tribal Areas, which were the basis for
much of the analysis in earlier chapters (in many cases IHA service areas include more than one
Tribal Area--see the listing in Annex A at the end of this report).
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For many of the topics addressed, we begin by examining simple cross tabulations,
showing variations in IHA measures in relation to a standard set of variables that might be
generally expected to influence outcomes. Where this approach raises questions of interest, we
then examine variations more systematically using regression techniques.

The standard variables are: (1) level of IHA administrative performance (as measured by
HUD’s Administrative Capability Assessment, or ACA, rating system); (2) IHA size (as measured
by the number of housing units it manages); (3) income levels in the IHA service area;*®
(4) region (as defined earlier in this report); and (5) IHA and market type.

HUD’s ACA ratings (scale from 1 to 100) are composites, built up from a sizeable number
of pre-specified indicators of various aspects of performance (generally objective and verifiable).
While this system has imperfection (e.g., probably gives too much emphasis to administrative
compliance, compared to end results), review in this study suggests that the system is well-
specified and employs reasonable quality control procedures to promote reliability for these
purposes. (More information is given on ACAs later in this chapter).

IHA size is measured by the number of housing units in management (largest IHA
manages 6,314 units and the smallest IHA has only eleven units in management--newly formed
IHAs without completed units are not included). Area income is derived from census data: IHAs
have been grouped in quartiles based on the percentage of all households in their service areas
that have low-incomes (i.e., below 80 percent of the local median).

It is important to point out that these first three variables are not correlated with each
other; e.g., ACA ratings do not vary depending on whether IHAs are large or small or whether
their service areas are comparatively rich or poor; the large IHAs are no more likely to be found
in higher income service areas than lower income service areas.*®

The "IHA and Market Type" categorization is a variation of the market typologies described
in Chapters 2 and 3, with an additional component describing different types of housing

With respect to the first three of these variables, individual IHA scores were ranked and averages are presented
by quartile.

%The Pearson correlation coefficient between the ACA rating and the area income variable is only 0.26. For the
other relationships it is even lower: 0.07 between IHA size and the ACA rating; 0.06 between |HA size and area
income. ,

¥0On the tables here, as in Chapter 2: "Near Urban" means within 50 miles of an urban area with a 1990 population
of 50,000 or more; "l.arge” means having an AIAN population of 400 or more; "Op." refers to open, where the Tribal
Area population contains at least as many non-Indians as Indians; "H!" refers to higher-income and “LI" to lower-income,
where the dividing line is where half of all AIAN households have incomes below 80 percent of the local median. All
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authorities. An IHA that serves more than one Tribal Area has been designated as an "umbrella
IHA" (these include all of the Alaska IHAs and eleven others in other states).

THE ASSISTED HOUSING STOCK AND ITS BENEFICIARIES

This section opens with a brief review of the magnitude of HUD-assisted housing in Tribal
Areas, and how it developed over time. It then addresses key questions in the assessment. How
equitably has this housing been distributed in relation to need? What are the characteristics of
assisted housing units and how do these relate to the needs and perceptions of the occupants?
Are the types of households being served by these programs those for which assistance was
intended?

Program Size and the Production Record Over Time

Under HUD’s two major Indian housing programs, almost 100,000 housing units had either
been completed, or were in various stages of the production pipeline, at the end of 1993 (Table
5.1). A total of 84,300 had been completed and, of these, 75,400 were still under IHA
management (the remaining 8,900 being Mutual Help units for which owners had met their
obligations under the Mutual Help agreement and the units had been conveyed to the families).
Of the 14,300 units still in the production pipeline, 20 percent were in construction and the others
in earlier stages of planning and preparation.

About one third of all units in management were in Rental projects. Almost all of the rest
were Mutual Help units (the exception being 2,300 units that were built under the since-terminated
Turnkey lll program).

As shown on the bottom panel of Table 5.1, only 5 percent of the completed units in these
programs were in place by the end of the 1960s, another 39 percent were added in the 1970s,
and the largest production decade was the 1980s, with 46 percent.

Patterns differed somewhat for the two programs. In the 1960s, when they both began,
there were a number of sizeable Rental developments, but momentum had begun to swing to
Mutual Help toward the end of that decade. Mutual Help has generally been the most actively
used and this was evidenced by its dominance in the production statistics of the 1970s (an

IHA service areas not classified as Near Urban on this table are labeled as "Remote” (the Navajo reservation is broken
out separately in many of these tables because its inclusion in that category could give a misleading impression of
typical conditions).
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Table 5.1
HUD PROGRAMS COMPLETED UNITS AND PRODUCTION PIPELINE
Mutual
Total Rental Help/Other
IHA HOUSING UNITS (000)
In Management 75.4 27.2 48.2
Paid Off 8.9 - 8.9
In Development
Pre-construction 11.5 4.0 7.5
In construction 2.8 1.1 1.7
Subtotal 14.3 5.1 9.2
Total 98.6 32.3 66.3
% BY COMPLETION DATE
1963-69 5.0 9.0 3.0
1970-79 39.0 36.0 42.0
1980-89 46.0 49.0 44.0
1990-93 9.0 7.0 11.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Source: ONAP, 1994

average of 2,400 units completed annually, compared to only about 1,000 in the Rental program).
The dominance of Mutual Help is explained partially by the strong preference for homeownership
in Indian country. However, many were clearly enticed by the low (near 15 percent) monthly
payment requirement compared to the Rental program.

The emphasis changed somewhat during the 1980s. With rapidly escalating utility costs
in the preceding few years, it became even harder for low-income Indian households to be able
to afford the costs of ownership. There were pressures to shift to more Rental units where, unlike
Mutual Help, utility and maintenance costs are heavily subsidized by HUD. In the first four years
of the 1990s, however, the emphasis has shifted back again with annual completion rates of
about 1,500 units for Mutual Help and 500 for the Rental program.

The overall pattern of production since 1980 deserves comment. Amounts budgeted for
these programs peaked in the late 1970s and early 1980s. Funding was then sharply cut back
during the rest of that decade, but has increased again in the early 1990s. The composition of
the budget, however, has also changed markedly. In the 1980-82 period, funds for new
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construction were dominant (operating subsidies and modermization funds amounted to only 11
percent of the total). By the 1991-93 period, operating subsidies and modernization accounted
for 39 percent.

This pattem is shown in Figure 5.1 (expressed in constant 1993 dollars). The average
total budgeted per year over 1980-82 was $464 million. The level dropped to about half of that
rate over 1984-86, but the average has since gone up again, reaching about the same level in
the early 1990s that had been achieved in at the start of the preceding decade. The share of the
total provided for new construction, however, has not rebounded to the same extent. The new
construction average for 1984-86 was only 43 percent of what it had been over 1980-82; the
comparable 1991-93 average was 68 percent of that level.

This explains why program completion rates have declined in absolute terms. Output had
peaked in the early 1980s (1980-84 average of 3,800 units completed per year). Production
levels have since declined: to 3,000 per year over 1985-89, and 2,000 over 1990-93. It should
be noted, however, that enough units are now in the later stages of planning and construction that
completion rates should pick up somewhat over the next few years.

O Operating Subsidy
B Modemization
Bl New construction 465

Constant 1993 $ (millions)

1980-82 1984-86 1991-93

FIGURE 5.1 Federal Budgets for Rental and Mutual Help Programs, 1980-1993
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Table 5.2 shows how the timing of production varied for IHAs according to the different
categories introduced at the beginning of this chapter. On this table, groupings by performance
rating, IHA size, and area income do not show marked variations. However, differences by region
are more pronounced. Older IHAs in Oklahoma and the Plains regions had well over half of their
units produced by the end of the 1970s. Other regions with newer IHAs produced a larger share
o