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T

he Metropolitan Housing Coalition (MHC) releases its sixth State
of Metropolitan Housing Report, an ongoing report card of the aﬀordable
housing challenges and successes in the Louisville metropolitan region. In it, we
look at nine measures of housing conditions in our region.
The data in this year’s report shows us that:
0 Subsidized housing remains concentrated in areas of our community that are
economically disadvantaged.
0 14.5 percent of all Metro Louisville residents have incomes below the federal poverty
level.
0 The median wage for 37 percent of all wage earners in the Louisville MSA was not
enough to aﬀord a two-bedroom unit at Fair Market Rent.
0 In Louisville Metro there are 15,612 households on a waiting list for either a
subsidized housing unit or housing vouchers.
0 As foreclosure numbers continue to increase, families are spending more on utilities,
food, fuel, and other living expenses that make it more diﬃcult to keep their homes.
0 Approximately 7,600 homeless students were enrolled in the Jeﬀerson County Public
School system last year, 300 more students than the year before, with totals projected
to be considerably higher for the current school year.
0 Federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding continues to decrease,
as it has every year since the ﬁrst State of Metropolitan Housing Report.
Each year the State of Metropolitan Housing Report focuses on a topic that relates to the
aﬀordability of housing in our community. This year the report discusses utilities cost
and energy eﬃciency as an integral component of housing aﬀordability. It examines
how both energy cost and consumption have increased, as well as what policies and
programs need to be in place to address these concerns.

The year in review:
Our nation is faced with challenges to our economy arising from the foreclosure crisis that
MHC began to document in 2004. This has exacerbated the aﬀordable housing crisis for
low-wage workers and people on a ﬁxed income. Signiﬁcant numbers of foreclosures,
the heartbreak of rising numbers of homeless children in our public schools and the
anticipated fallout this winter of dramatically rising heating costs are challenges to our
region. MHC has been at the forefront of collecting meaningful data to understand these
problems and of advocacy and education for policy and program reform.
MHC released a comprehensive study on Louisville’s Foreclosure Crisis, which
included a dissection of all foreclosures ﬁled between January 1 and June 30,
2007, information from Property Valuation and analysis from interviews with
people in foreclosure. This report has been pivotal in designing local programs to
address the growing foreclosure problem. MHC has presented this information
and advocated for reform all around the state. Moving forward, MHC and the Fair
Housing Coalition will be addressing the disproportionate impact of sub-prime
lending on the African-American community in the Louisville Metropolitan
Statistical Area.
MHC hosted seven major events for more than 1,000 community participants,
learning about and testifying for aﬀordable housing issues. Highlights include
more than 400 attending the Annual Meeting in May with keynote speaker Bill
Purcell and the April 11th unveiling of the Historical Marker for memorializing
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Anne and Carl Braden at their home on Virginia Avenue—it was pouring
down rain and still the most well-attended unveiling in Kentucky historical
marker history!
MHC has followed up the 2007 State of Metropolitan Housing Report analysis of
how transportation policy aﬀects aﬀordable housing in the Louisville Metro area by
working with TARC and advocacy groups on funding public transit.
MHC has worked with neighborhood associations and housing developers in
Louisville Metro to identify barriers to and solutions for community revitalization.
MHC also worked with an advisory group with Louisville Planning and Design on
how to encourage the production of aﬀordable housing for workers and those on
ﬁxed incomes.
MHC coordinated over 20 individual and organizational partners in a public
education campaign on the beneﬁts of aﬀordable housing throughout the entire
city through the Yes! In My Back Yard (YIMBY) campaign.
MHC conducted conversations in low-income neighborhoods to qualitatively examine the relationship between health care costs and housing stability, resulting in the
publication, Housing Insecurity: Neighborhood Conversations on Health Care Costs.
MHC partnered with Women In Transition, Kentucky Youth Advocates, and Advocacy
Action Network in organizing and training neighborhood residents to advocate on
health care reform on the state level. As a result, MHC brought health care advocates
and citizens concerned about health care costs together to advocate new health
policies.
Of course, MHC continued our work of facilitating industry meetings for 21 member
organizations under the Non-proﬁt Housing Alliance. MHC made loans to nonproﬁt developers for construction or rehabilitation of aﬀordable housing.
MHC celebrated successes with our partners, such as the passage of the local
Aﬀordable Housing Trust fund legislation by Metro Council and the mortgage lending
reform bill in the Kentucky legislature. Together we can and do make a diﬀerence!
MHC has 180 organizational and 200 individual members. MHC appreciates the
grant awards of the Louisville Metro Government, Louisville Metro Health
and Wellness Department, Kentucky Housing Corporation, Gannett
Foundation, PNC Bank, Catholic Charities, Presbyterian Church (USA),
Republic Bank & Trust, The Making Connections Network, The Louise
Judah Irrevocable Trust and the special support of Janet Dakan. This support
allows us to maintain a strong focus on safe, fair and aﬀordable housing in the region.
MHC emphasizes the Coalition part of our name. Thank you for your continued support of
the work of the Metropolitan Housing Coalition, both ﬁnancially and with your time and
eﬀort. We invite new partners to join us in addressing pressing fair aﬀordable housing
needs in our metro area. Truly, working as a coalition and with the eﬀort of everyone, we
can build a healthier and vibrant community.

Phil Tom
President, MHC Board of Directors
Church and Community Ministry Oﬃce
Presbyterian Church (USA)

Cathy Hinko
Executive Director
Metropolitan Housing Coalition
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Utilities Cost and Housing Aﬀordability

H

ousing is more than just bricks and mortar. A home is also the services it
provides to those who live there. Housing provides shelter, convenience,
comfort, and safety. When a family moves into a home the cost of living
there does not end, nor does the cost remain stable. Property taxes, rents, and
even some mortgages can increase over time. One variable cost that factors
into a home’s aﬀordability is that of utilities. While historically utilities costs
in Kentucky have been relatively low, the past decade has seen a substantial
increase in the cost of energy. The cost of heating and cooling a home, and of
powering an ever-increasing number of household appliances and electronics,
plays an increasingly important role in a home’s aﬀordability. Thus, aﬀordable
housing not only must be aﬀordable in terms of rent or a mortgage payment, but
also in terms of utilities cost for residents.
Low-income families often cannot pay the full cost of their energy bills,
spending three to four times as much on energy as a median income household
(Tannenbaum et al., 1998).
Low-income households spend about 8 percent of their total income on
electricity, and very low-income households (those living at less than half of
the federal poverty level) spend 23 percent. In contrast, the average household
spends only about 2 percent of their income on electricity (Oppenheim, 1998).
According to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD),
utilities cost imposes a disproportionate burden on the poor. For single, elderly
poor and disabled persons living on Supplemental Security Income (SSI), the
average energy burden is 19 percent of SSI, and in some states it is as high as 25
percent of SSI. For Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), the energy
burden is, on average, seven times greater than for families at median income.
AFDC families pay an average of 26 percent of their income toward utilities, while
median income families spent an average of less than 4 percent of their income
on utilities. The average low-income household spends about one in ﬁve of their
dollars on home energy costs every year. Thus, if a middle-class household
making $50,000 a year faced the same home energy burden as a low-income
household they would spend $10,000 a year on utilities (Citizen’s Energy
Corporation, 2002).

Percent of Income Spent on Electricity In The U.S.
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Utility companies, government agencies, and social service agencies provide
numerous programs to try and help families pay their energy bills, including the
Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP), charitable bill payment,
levelized billing, rate discounts, home weatherization, energy usage education, and
debt forgiveness. Despite these eﬀorts, the problem is growing.
The largest of the assistance programs is the federal LIHEAP program. To
qualify for LIHEAP assistance, families must have incomes between 110 percent
and 150 percent of the federal poverty level. The current federal poverty level
is about $21,200 for a family of four. Two-thirds of families that receive LIHEAP
assistance earn less than $8,000 per year. Over 6 million households received
support in ﬁscal year 2006, only 16 percent of the population eligible for assistance.
LIHEAP funding continues to decrease as the need for assistance increases. Because
LIHEAP is funded through federal appropriations, the amount granted to the
program changes from year to year. In addition, each state is given ﬂexibility in
determining eligibility criteria for the program. A state can either choose to set
an income limit within the 110 percent to 150 percent of federal poverty level
guidelines, or up to 60 percent of the state’s median income. Eligibility limits
can also be set above 150 percent of poverty as long as it does not violate the 60
percent of state median income rule (Federal Funds Information for States, 2008).
For FY2008, Kentucky received $27,230,294 in LIHEAP funds to distribute
through local Community Action Agencies. In order to qualify, residents must
make 130 percent or below the federal poverty level, and can receive up to $250
to help pay their heating bills. Approximately 100,000 Kentucky households were
served in 2007 (LIHEAP, 2008).
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In addition to LIHEAP, there are also local sources for bill payment assistance,
as well as assistance with weatherization and home energy audits. Local
organizations providing these services include Metro United Way, Aﬀordable
Energy Corporation, LG&E, Project Warm, Community Winterhelp, Community
Ministries and the Louisville Metro Community Action Partnership (a division of
Louisville Metro Department of Housing and Family Services).

Change in energy cost
When energy costs rise the burden is greatest on low-income families.
Utilities costs are ﬁxed, meaning they do not diﬀer based on a family’s income;
costs rise the same amount for everyone. Since low-income households have less
money, each rise in utilities cost imposes a disproportionate burden on
those families.
Residential electricity prices are projected to increase nationally at a rate of
5 percent in 2008 and 10 percent in 2009 (Energy Information Administration,
2008a). From 2000 to 2007, the U.S. cost of electricity has risen 9.4 percent, while
utility gas cost has risen 36.5 percent in the same period (numbers adjusted for
inﬂation). These increases are occurring at a time when the costs of other basic
necessities such as food and gasoline are skyrocketing. Gasoline prices nationally
have risen 55.6 percent since 2000, and the cost of a loaf of bread has risen 9 percent.
In 2007, the U.S. median family income rose to $61,173, a 1.7 percent increase from
the previous year and in Louisville Metro it was $57,450, an increase of 1.1 percent
over 2006. If we look at this over a period of seven years and adjust for inﬂation,
since the year 2000, the rise in U.S. median family income increased only 2.4 percent
nationally; however median family income in Metro Louisville actually decreased
2 percent – a negative diﬀerence of 4 percent from the national median family
income. These numbers indicate that nationally the rate of increase for energy and
other basic costs is far outpacing any increase in families’income. Locally, energy
and other costs are continuing to increase as family incomes decrease.

Change in U.S. Energy and Consumer Goods Prices Relative
to Income

2000-2007
2000

2007

% change*

Gasoline
(per gallon of regular)

$1.51

$2.80

+55.6%

Utility Gas
(per 100Ccf)

$77.68

$126.55

+36.5%

Electricity
(per 1000kWh)

$46.25

$60.36

+9.4%

Bread
(per loaf)

$0.93

$1.21

+9.0%

Median Family Income

$50,046

$61,173

+2.4%

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2000 U.S. Census, 2007 American Community Survey
*Numbers adjusted for inﬂation
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Economic and Social Beneﬁts
of Investment
Low-Income Energy Efficiency Programs
If all Americans lived in weatherized and energy eﬃcient homes
and had the income to pay their full share of utility bills, all other
ratepayers would save nearly $6 billion in poverty costs. These costs
include fuel assistance, rate assistance, weatherization and energy
eﬃciency costs, and the costs of delinquent utility payments and
service disconnections. There are numerous beneﬁts that can result
from investments in the weatherization and energy eﬃciency of lowincome homes. One mill (one-tenth of one cent) per kilowatt hour
of electricity used, which for a typical residential customer would be
about $1.00 a month, would raise about $3.8 billion for low-income
eﬃciency programs in the U.S. Over time this investment would be
returned seven-fold (Oppenheim and MacGregor, 2007).

Beneﬁts of one mill (one tenth of one cent) per kWh
dedicated to low-income eﬃciency in the U.S. (based on
numbers from 2001) each year
Low-income homes served
kWh saved (life of measures)
Participating Customer bill savings
Savings to other ratepayers (arrears, shut-oﬀs)
Saved moving costs
Increased earnings of children
(from staying in school without being homeless)
Avoided ﬁre damage
Saved uninsured medical costs & lost work
Increased property values
Net GDP gain
Net wage & salary gain
Water saved
Total of these savings (life of measures) as multiple of cost 7.0
Families saved from homelessness
Net new jobs
Gallons of water saved
CO2 saved (Tons)
Equivalent to removing cars
Natural gas saved (MCF)

3,500,000
84 Billion
$6.9 Billion
$1.4 Billion
$540 Million
$28 Million
$2.7 Billion
$2.9 Billion
$8.9 Billion
$280 Million
$1.4 Billion
$1.6 Billion
$26.6 Billion
1,100,000
75,303
400 Billion
52 Million
1.3 Million
941 Million

Sources: *All savings are stated on a lifetime basis. Costs and savings were based on studies by the
Oak Ridge National Laboratory and experience in Massachusetts.
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In August of 1998, an LG&E customer paid $38.56
per70 Ccf of natural gas. In August of 2008, they paid
$134.78 for that same amount of natural gas.

Residential Heating Fuel Type by Louisville Metro
Council District

As the cost of utility gas is increasing at nearly three times the rate as
electricity, it is important to note that most homes in Louisville (74 percent)
use gas for heat (U.S. Census, 2000). Only 23.4 percent heat their homes with
electricity and less than 3 percent use another fuel type. With the current rate
of increase in utility gas prices, most Louisville families are dedicating a greater
percentage of their income to heat their homes each winter. LG&E has recently
announced an expected increase in gas bills in the coming months.
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An LG&E bill for natural gas includes three main components: 1) a meter
charge, 2) a distribution charge, and 3) a pass-through cost. The meter charge is a
ﬂat rate and is the same for every gas customer regardless of usage. The distribution
cost charges a certain amount for every 100 cubic feet (Ccf) used by the customer.
The pass-through cost is the cost of purchasing the gas, also called the Gas Supply
Cost (GSC) and is charged per Ccf. The GSC is automatically adjusted quarterly. This
is the actual cost of the gas that LG&E pays, with no mark up or additional charge
to the customer. The GSC cost has risen about 32 percent for this quarter (August
through October, 2008) and is expected to increase during the winter months of
2008 and early 2009. The GSC cost alone accounts for most of the expected increase

in natural gas bills. As of August 1, 2008, the current GSC is 163.725 cents per Ccf,
which will be eﬀective until October 31, 2008. This is a 39.2 percent increase over
the previous GSC cost of 117.652 cents per Ccf, which was eﬀective May 1 through
July 31 (Public Service Commission, 2008). Thus, for every 50Ccf an LG&E customer
uses each billing period, a Louisville area household now spends $23 per month
more on natural gas than they did in July, based on GSC cost increase alone.
The most recent GSC ﬁled with the PSC is 110.867 cents per Ccf, which is
slightly lower than the current GSC cost and, if approved, would go into eﬀect on
November 1, 2008. Although this is a slight decrease, a ﬂuctuation of this type is
normal for this time of year and customers would still spend 19 percent more than
the same time last year for the same amount of natural gas.
The other two components of the utility gas bill are also expected to increase.
The meter charge is expected to increase 60.6 percent (from $8.50 to $13.65) and
the distribution charge is expected to increase 21.2 percent (from $15.47 per Ccf
to $18.75 per Ccf) (Wolfe, 2008). These proposed increases have been ﬁled with
the Public Service Commission and are currently under review. If approved, these
increases can go into eﬀect as early as January 2009. In addition, repair costs from
the September 2008 storm damage will also be passed on to utility customers,
although the exact amount has yet to be determined.

Change in energy consumption
The rising cost of energy is not the only concern. As energy prices continue
to rise, so does energy consumption. Electricity consumption is projected to
increase by about 1.2 percent each year for the next two years, while natural gas
consumption is expected to increase by 3 percent in 2008 and by 1.7 percent in
2009 (Energy Information Administration, 2008). Today households use more
energy to power an increasing number of small electronic devices and appliances,
as well as to heat and cool larger homes. As the condition of Louisville’s aging
housing stock deteriorates, eﬃciency is reduced and energy consumption
increases. Climate change has also had eﬀects on energy consumption. As global
temperatures increase, so will peak demands for electricity. In addition, areas in
the United States that have high temperatures in the warmer months, such as
Louisville, will see an increase in energy usage to cool their homes (U.S. Climate
Change Science Program, 2008).
One way that energy consumption can be lowered is through Demand Side
Management (DSM) programs, funded through grants from LIHEAP. The goal of
DSM programs is to help low-income families lower their utility bills by installing
conservation measures that reduce their energy usage. This is achieved by
lowering energy usage at peak times, which helps to decrease overall peak energy
demand. This results in a reduced need for construction of new power plants, the
cost of which is passed on to energy customers, as well as reducing utility bills for
households that pay more for their energy at peak times. There are currently two
types of DSM programs in Kentucky: conservation programs and percentage of
income programs.
0 Continued on page 6

Utilities Cost and Homelessness
High utilities cost can lead to homelessness. A study conducted in 2001 by
The National Energy Assistance Directors’ Association found that as many as
3.6 million families in 18 states, plus the District of Columbia, were at risk of
having their energy cut oﬀ because of the eﬀects of rapidly-increasing energy
costs (National Energy Assistance Director’s Association, 2005). Some states
do not allow energy to be cut oﬀ during the coldest months of the year, but
others have no regulations in place to protect households in danger. Since
2001, energy costs have continued to rise at an ever-increasing speed, which
has likely resulted in even more families at risk for energy service cut oﬀ.
Termination of energy service can threaten the health, safety, and possibly
the lives of household members. The Energy CENTS Coalition in St. Paul,
Minnesota conducted a study based on St. Paul municipal records on evictions
due to condemnation. The study found that 26 percent of evictions were due
to electric and gas termination and 40 percent of evictions were due to water
cutoﬀs (Copeland, 1997).
Research shows that termination of utility service can lead to families being
forced to ﬁnd other shelter or even become homeless. For example, a study by
Liz Robinson of the Energy Coordinating Agency of Philadelphia and Institute
for Public Policy Studies of Temple University found that, of homes where
utility service was terminated, 32 percent of electric and 24 percent of gas
terminations led to a family leaving their home. In addition, 7.9 percent of
individuals living in emergency shelters cited termination of utilities as the
cause of their homelessness. The study also noted that mitigation of high energy
costs is one of the causes of homelessness that is “most susceptible to remedy”
(Robinson, 1991). Another study of homelessness conducted in Northern
Kentucky had similar ﬁndings, determining that utility shutoﬀs were among the
primary causes of homelessness in their region (Woods, 1990).
There are other costs associated with homelessness that are not often
considered. During the 2007-2008 school year, approximately 7,600 homeless
students were enrolled in the Jeﬀerson County Public School system, 300 more
students than the year before. The numbers are projected to be considerably
higher for the 2008-2009 school year. The number of students qualifying for
subsidized school meals has increased as well. Last school year approximately
58,000 Louisville Metro students were eligible for subsidized meals, with the
number expected to increase to about 62,000 this school year (Dillon, 2008).
Thus, helping families coping with poverty and homelessness can also reduce a
growing ﬁnancial burden on local school systems.
A study conducted by Oppenheim and MacGregor calculated a seven-fold return
on investments in improving energy-eﬃciency in low-income homes. They
caution that even this estimate is conservative because it does not account for
many of the other beneﬁts that are realized from weatherizing low-income
homes, such as health and stability. Such improvements reduce forced mobility
by reducing the amount a family pays to maintain a viable standard of living,
which in turn leaves additional money to spend on rent, mortgage payments,
or household maintenance. In addition, weatherization improvements help to
mitigate substandard living conditions that could lead to health problems and
eventual relocation (Oppenheim and MacGregor, 2007).
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Energy Eﬃciency in Diﬀerent Eras of Homebuilding
Homes today are built much diﬀerently than they were 100 or even 50 years ago. Building technologies, materials, and codes have changed so that newly
constructed homes must be considerably more energy eﬃcient than those built in the early and mid-1900s. To illustrate some of these diﬀerences, three
Louisville neighborhoods are examined that each represent a diﬀerent era of building: Germantown (early 1900s), Okolona (mid-1900s), and Freys Hill (today).

GERMANTOWN
Most of the homes in Germantown
were built in the 1890s in the
shotgun and camelback styles,
housing types common in
Louisville’s older neighborhoods.
This style of house originated in
the Caribbean and was introduced
to New Orleans in the 1800s
(Welch, 2006). Thus, they were
originally designed for a much
warmer climate than Louisville.
They are typically single-story
frame houses, although some were built using brick. Insulation was not
used in the construction of homes built in this time period, and many
homes still have no insulation to this day. Turn-of-the-century homes were
also built with wooden single-pane windows which do little to insulate
the home from outside weather conditions. In addition, most homes of
this era were not constructed to be air tight, and decades of settling can
leave large openings around windows and doors. Most of these homes
were originally ﬁtted with radiator heat or had coal burning ﬁreplaces,
and now often rely on space heaters that are extremely ineﬃcient. All of
these practices considered, most homes built in Germantown and other
similar neighborhoods are very diﬃcult to heat and cool unless they have
been carefully updated with new windows, insulation, and heating/cooling
systems. Because of their size and simple design, shotgun homes are
relatively inexpensive and simple to renovate with energy eﬃciency in mind.

OKOLONA
After World War II, home
construction began to see some
signiﬁcant changes as the
automobile became the primary
mode of transportation for most
Americans. Homes were situated
on larger lots than homes in older
urban neighborhoods, which
allowed for construction of onelevel ranch houses. These houses
were typically made of brick,
had wood windows, and more
appliances than houses built in the early part of the century. Most of the

homes in Okolona ﬁt this pattern and were built in the 1950s. Around
this time some builders began installing insulation in walls and under
roofs, although it was much thinner and less eﬃcient than the insulation
required in homes built today. However, some homes built in this era
had no insulation and still do not to this day. Windows were generally
more eﬃcient than those used in turn-of-the-century construction, but
still did not have the eﬃciency technology of those used today. Floor
heating was common when these homes were built, which is far less
eﬃcient than today’s forced-air systems, and appliances such as stoves
and water heaters were less eﬃcient as well. While some mid-century
homes have been updated over the years, many of these homes still
have the original appliances and heating systems. Homes like the
ones in Okolona are often more air-tight than the shotgun homes of
Germantown, but the codes were not yet in place to insure that windows
and doors were tightly sealed, and cracks often appear as the homes
settle. While homes built in this time period are generally more eﬃcient
than those built in the early part of the century, they still did not have
the technologies and building requirements that exist today.

FREYS HILL
The Freys Hill neighborhood in Louisville’s East End contains homes built
mostly in the 1990s. A uniform building code for the state of Kentucky
was adopted in the 1980s and the energy code has continually increased
its energy eﬃciency requirements since its inception. Homes in Freys
Hill represent building practices that are used in new construction
today. These homes have more insulation, both in the walls and under
the roof (where most inside air loss occurs). Windows now have
specially coated glass and double panes with argon gas to prevent air
loss. Energy eﬃcient appliances and high-eﬃciency furnaces are now
common, and homes are
constructed to be more
air-tight with no gaps to
allow inside air to escape.
When all of these building
practices are considered
together, newer homes
such as the ones built in
Freys Hill use less energy
per square foot than
older homes built in
Germantown and
Okolona.

Information obtained through personal communications with staﬀ members of Louisville Metro Codes and Regulations
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Louisville DSM conservation programs currently receive about $2
million annually from LIHEAP, which are regulated by the Public Service
Commission. These programs are operated by Community Action Agencies
and community-based non-proﬁts throughout Kentucky. One example of a
conservation program is a partnership between Community Action Kentucky
and Kentucky Power that provides ongoing assistance to low-income customers
during the peak cold and hot months of the year, when energy demand and
utility bills are highest. The primary local conservation program is Project
Warm, who partners with both LG&E and Louisville Metro government.
Percentage of income programs (PIP) address the concern that low-income
households pay a much greater percentage of their income to cover heating costs
than middle-income households. PIP tries to limit the percentage of income spent
by low-income households on heating by providing bill payment assistance. Since
heating costs can be costly for these households, many fall behind in their utility
payments, building up large arrears, and ultimately result in termination of service.
The debt in these cases is passed on to other utility customers (KY Community
Action Partnership, 2008). The Aﬀordable Energy Corporation operates a yearround PIP assistance program in the LG&E service area called ASAP, partnering
with POWER, Metro Human Needs Alliance, and LG&E
Household energy consumption increases dramatically when homes are less
energy eﬃcient. The lowest-income residents typically live in older homes which
are less energy eﬃcient than newer homes.
The U.S. Department of Energy provides weatherization assistance to
households up to 150 percent of poverty level. These households spend 16 percent
of their income (about $1,700) on energy every year compared to 5 percent for
median income households (U.S. Department of Energy, 2007).

In the Southern and Midwestern United States, homes
built before 1970 are 20 percent to 25 percent less
energy eﬃcient than homes built since 1990 (Joint
Center for Housing Studies, 2007).
Older homes are less eﬃcient primarily because it was not cost eﬀective to
build homes with insulation in the early to mid-1900s because energy was so
inexpensive at that time. Homes built in the ﬁrst half of the century often had no
insulation, and homes built in the 1950s and 1960s often had wall insulation but
no roof insulation. When energy prices began to rise dramatically in the 1970s,
insulation became a building code requirement for all new homes and major home
renovations. The codes were also changed to require homes to be “air-tight,” a
building standard that has recently been shown to have adverse eﬀects such as
trapping moisture that can lead to mold and health problems related to allergens.
Updated codes have begun to change to provide more venting in new homes to
prevent these problems.

Age of Homes in Louisville Metro
200,000
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150,000
Number of Homes

0 Continued from page 4
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50,000
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Sources: 2000 U.S. Census
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Most of the homes in Louisville, about 240,000, were built before the 1980s
when insulation became a requirement in the local building code. About 75,000
of these were built before 1950 and may still have original windows, lighting,
and older appliances that are far less eﬃcient than those available today. While
most turn-of-the-century homes are smaller than homes built today, meaning
less square footage to heat and cool, many still have no wall or attic insulation.
Most also have original large single-pane windows that are not air-tight. In
addition, many of Louisville’s historic homes are shotgun-style homes in which
every room in the house has an exterior wall, making it more diﬃcult to heat
and cool the home. Many older homes also have older appliances and lighting
that are less eﬃcient than new ENERGY STAR rated appliances and compact
ﬂuorescent light bulbs.
Another type of housing that often serves as an alternative for low- to
moderate-income households is the mobile home. According to the Kentucky
Manufactured Housing Institute, the annual median household income for
purchasers of mobile homes is $26,900 (Kentucky Manufactured Housing
Institute, 2008). In the Louisville MSA, 5.1 percent of all homes are mobile
homes, and the number jumps to 10.9 percent when Jeﬀerson County is
excluded. Building standards for mobile homes are set and regulated by
HUD through the 1976 Federal Manufactured Home Construction and Safety
Standards Acts, or “HUD Code.” These standards were updated in 1994 to require
higher insulation levels and double-pane windows to improve energy eﬃciency,
but even the U.S. Department of Energy (2008a) states that more stringent
requirements need to be in place on this type of housing.
Improving energy eﬃciency for the whole community can provide clear
and tangible ﬁnancial beneﬁts. ENERGY STAR qualiﬁed homes provide $200
to $400 in annual savings compared to conventional homes, not including
additional savings on home maintenance. A Habitat for Humanity program in
Ohio created 150 ENERGY STAR certiﬁed homes which generated an average
annual savings of $460 (Center for Public Management, 2005). Improving the
0 Continued on page 7
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Environmental Impact of
Energy Consumption
Reducing energy consumption by improving energy eﬃciency
helps protect the environment. Reducing energy use also
reduces carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions and other forms of air
pollution such as methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O) (U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, 2008a). These emissions
contribute to climate change, as well as aﬀecting both the
health of our environment and our families. Carbon dioxide is
the primary greenhouse gas that contributes to global climate
change. Most CO2 emissions result from the burning of fossil
fuels such as oil, coal, and gas. Residential homes in the U.S.
emit 1.2 billion metro tons of CO2 each year. Almost all of
these emissions are energy-related carbon dioxide, over 70
percent of which are produced by power plants that provide
electricity to homes. Home energy emissions continue to grow,
increasing 1.4 percent annually since 1990 (Energy Information
Administration, 2008b).
Electricity production has a strong environmental impact
through the production of greenhouse gases that contribute
to climate change. In 2004, 40 percent of all greenhouse gas
emissions were from the production of electricity. Thirtyﬁve percent of this total was from electricity produced for
residential, higher than the percentage for either industrial
or commercial use. Thus, residential electricity consumption
represents about 15 percent of all greenhouse gas emissions in
the U.S. (Low-Impact Living, 2008).
Depending on where in the country you live, you may be
creating more or less greenhouse gases when you consume
electricity. In states where coal is the primary fuel used to
generate electricity, residents contribute more pollution
per kWh than states that use alternative forms of electricity
production. In 2000, Kentucky produced 2.23 lbs. of CO2 per
kWh of electricity used (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
2008b). This means the average household in Kentucky emits
about 10 tons of CO2 per year, which is the same as driving a car
that gets 20 mpg nearly around the world. States that produce
electricity using other forms of production such as nuclear or
hydroelectric power produce on average 0.3 lbs. of CO2 per kWh,
less than 15 percent of states that use coal as their primary
means of energy production (Low-Impact Living, 2008).
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energy eﬃciency of existing multi-family buildings can result in an energy savings
of 25 percent to 40 percent. This includes improvements such as boiler upgrades,
ceiling insulation, caulking, sealing, and storm windows, which would cost
about $2,500 per unit. The savings would pay back the costs in 5-10 years. For
single-family homes with similar improvements, $3,000 spent on energy eﬃcient
features can result in average savings of about 30 percent. A full-scale retroﬁt of
a single-family home would cost roughly $50,000 and would improve energy
eﬃciency by about 50 percent (Wilson and Wendt, 2007).
There are also social and economic beneﬁts to improving the energy
eﬃciency of homes. The U.S. Department of Energy estimates that every $1 million
invested in home weatherization programs creates 52 low-income community
jobs (U.S. Department of Energy, 2006). Money saved through lowering energy
consumption can be used for other necessities which provides economic stimulus
and improves the ﬁnancial well-being of families that might otherwise need public
assistance for food, clothing, etc. In addition, lower energy consumption puts less
strain on the natural environment and non-renewable sources of energy.

Public Sector
The majority of aﬀordable housing in the U.S. is provided through rental subsidies
in the form of Section 8 program vouchers. In addition to rental assistance, Section
8 also provides an allowance for utilities that varies depending on the fuel source
and the type of housing. The goal of Section 8 is to combine a rental subsidy with
a utility allowance to reduce the cost of shelter for program participants to 30
percent of their income. In order for landlords to participate in Section 8 they must
adhere to a limit set on how much they can charge in rent. This amount, plus the
utility allowance, may not exceed Fair Market Rent (a shelter cost standard set
annually by HUD).
Local public housing authorities are responsible for calculating a utility
allowance so that the sum of the Section 8 renter’s uncovered utility bill plus rent
will not exceed 30 percent of that renter’s income. However, when subsidies
are calculated in this way problems arise. Since the combination of rent and
utilities cost is typically calculated to equal 30 percent of the renter’s income (the
maximum allowed), for every dollar increase in the utility allowance the amount
in rent a Section 8 landlord is allowed to charge must decrease in order to stay at or
below Fair Market Rent. Although it is assumed that the utility allowance will be
equal to the actual utility bill, this is not always the case. Thus, this methodology
provides an incentive for the local housing authority to keep utility allowances
artiﬁcially low so an increased portion of the Fair Market Rent can be provided to
participating landlords.
If the Fair Market Rent ceiling is not adequate to provide both rent and actual
utilities cost, it is more likely the utility allowance will be lowered to keep rental
prices high to draw in more local properties to the Section 8 program. The result
of this problem is that tenants receiving Section 8 vouchers may not have utility

allowances that are adequate to cover their actual utilities cost. This inability to
pay often leads to ongoing arrears and eventual disconnection of utility service,
which can also lead to dismissal from the Section 8 program. In order to address
this problem, HUD must examine more closely the actual utility bills for Section 8
residents and increase Fair Market Rents as necessary (Colton and Sheehan, 1994).
The Louisville Metro Housing Authority (LMHA) calculates the utility
allowance for local families that receive housing assistance. These utility
allowances are calculated annually using a formula derived from a study
conducted in the 1980s on typical household energy usage. Each year the
formula is updated to reﬂect changes in local utility rates, including electricity,
gas, water, and sewer costs. Although there has been discussion of updating
this formula to reﬂect changes in energy consumption since the time of the
initial energy study, it has not yet been changed. The utility allowance formula
takes into account the type of housing unit (apartment, single-family home,
townhouse, mobile home), number of bedrooms, how the unit is heated (electric,
natural gas, fuel oil, or bottled gas), type of stove and water heater (electric or
gas), and if the unit is air-conditioned. For example, a typical utility allowance
for a two-bedroom apartment averaged over 12 months is $93 per month, which
includes $44 for gas heat, $6 for an electric stove, $22 for other electric use, $5 for
air-conditioning, and $16 for a gas water heater (Heimann, 2008).
New construction and some home remodels are regulated by the Kentucky
Residential Code, which adheres to the model code published by the International
Code Council (ICC). This code is updated every 3 years, and was most recently
updated in October 2007. The most recent update has more stringent
requirements for new home construction in terms of energy eﬃciency, but for
existing homes only minimum standards were required to meet codes, such as
windows and doors being tightly sealed. Small changes to existing homes are not
regulated by these codes (Schreck, 2008).

LG&E Utility Bills: Then and Now
LG&E Electricity Cost 1998 VS. 2008 (Per 1000kWh)
August 1998
Rate

Cost

Rate

Cost

Customer Charge

$3.29

$3.29

$5.00

$5.00

kWh (ﬁrst 600 hrs.)

$0.06237 $37.42

$0.06404

$64.04

kWh (adtl. 400 hrs.)

$0.06411 $25.64

No block rate No block rate

FAC

-$0.00133 -$1.33

$0.00355

$3.55

DSM

$0.00290 $2.90

$0.00260

$2.60

Trimble County Credit

-$0.00039 -$0.39

NA

NA

ECR

1.0593% $0.72

1.02%

$0.77

Merger Surcredit

NA

NA

-1.499%

-$1.14

Home Energy Assistance

NA

NA

$0.10

$0.10

TOTAL

$68.25

$74.92

FAC – Pass-through of fuel costs
DSM – Promotes conservation programs
Trimble County Credit – Refund of cost to build Trimble County power plant
ECR – Pass-through of environmental compliance costs
Merger Surcredit – Savings achieved from merger of LG&E and KU
Home Energy Assistance – Fund to assist residential customers pay their bills

LG&E UTILITY GAS COST 1998 VS. 2008 (per 70Ccf)

Incentives
The Home Energy Eﬃciency Improvement Tax Credits provide federal tax
incentives for improving the energy eﬃciency of homes. Improvements such as
energy eﬃcient windows, insulation, doors, roofs, heating/cooling equipment,
and some solar improvements are eligible for tax credits. However, tax credits are
only available for improvements to new homes; improvements to existing homes
are no longer eligible as of December 31, 2007. The current tax credits for new
homes will expire on December 31, 2008. In addition, the improvements must
be installed in or on the taxpayer’s principal residence, so improvements to rental
properties are not eligible (U.S. Department of Energy, 2008b).
Kentucky recently passed legislation to allow for a state income tax credit
starting in 2009 for residents who install certain types of energy eﬃciency
features in their homes. The tax credits range from $100 to $1,000 and the
features must be added to their principal residence. Eligible upgrades include
0 Continued on page 9

August 2008

August 1998

August 2008

Rate

Cost

Rate

Cost

Customer Charge

$4.48

$4.48

$8.50

$8.50

Distribution Cost

$0.11099

$7.77

$0.15470

$10.83

Gas Supply Cost (GSC)

$0.35602

$24.92

$1.63725

$114.61

DSM

$0.01990

$1.39

$0.01069

$0.75

Home Energy Assistance

NA

NA

$0.10

$0.10

TOTAL

$38.56

$134.78

DSM – Promotes conservation programs
Value Delivery Surcredit – Savings achieved from best practices
Home Energy Assistance – Fund to assist residential customers pay their bills
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Conclusion and Recommendations

insulation, windows, storm doors, HVAC, lighting, as well as construction of a new
ENERGY STAR home for use as their principal residence. A state income tax credit
of up to $500 is also available for renewable energy features that use solar, wind,
and geothermal power (DSIRE, 2008).
Some utility companies in the Louisville Metropolitan Statistical Area also
oﬀer incentives. Duke Energy, which serves some Southern Indiana counties, oﬀers
rebates to builders who install ENERGY STAR heat pumps, air conditioning units,
and geothermal heat pumps. Rural Electric Membership Cooperatives in Clark and
Harrison Counties in Southern Indiana, and Shelby County in Kentucky, also oﬀer
rebates for installation of eﬃcient heating and cooling systems.
Some incentives do currently exist for developers to include energy eﬃcient
features in their projects. Organizations that provide funding for the construction
of aﬀordable housing often have energy eﬃciency standards that developers must
adhere to. These standards are typically represented as a point system where
developers get points for each energy eﬃcient feature in their design, with a
greater number of points increasing their chance of getting project funding. The
Green Initiative is a nationwide initiative introduced by HUD to encourage owners
and purchasers of aﬀordable, multi-family properties to rehabilitate and operate
their properties with a focus on sustainability, energy eﬃciency, recycling, and
indoor air quality (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2008).
The primary target of the program is Section 8 housing and is one of the few
energy eﬃciency programs focused on rehabilitation rather than new construction.
There are currently no incentives in place targeting landlords for improving
the energy eﬃciency of their rental properties. Since tenants typically pay their
own utility bills, it is unlikely that landlords would invest time and money into
improving their housing, as they would not reap the beneﬁts of these investments.
Since many low-income families are renters there is currently little hope for
lowering their utility cost through energy eﬃcient upgrades.
Other cities and states have put programs in place to encourage more energy
eﬃcient building. Portland, Oregon has established a Green Investment Fund that
awards grants up to $425,000 for green building projects that exceed the Oregon
Energy Code by 50 percent. Illinois provides grants through the Energy Eﬃcient
Aﬀordable Housing Construction program to Illinois-based non-proﬁt housing
developers to include energy eﬃcient features in their developments. The grants are
available for both rehabilitation and new construction of aﬀordable housing units.
Since its implementation in 1988, the program has had an average energy savings
of between 50 percent and 75 percent. For homes constructed in Cincinnati that
meet certain energy eﬃciency requirements, 10 to 15 year complete property tax
abatement is available. Other incentives oﬀered by cities and states include sales
tax exemptions on energy eﬃcient products, loan programs to help homeowners
purchase energy eﬃcient equipment, and rebate programs for renewable energy
upgrades (DSIRE, 2008).

When homes are more energy eﬃcient and utility costs are less of a burden
everyone beneﬁts. When a family reduces the amount spent each month on
utilities there is more money left over for spending in other areas of the economy.
More money is left for food, clothing, education, savings, and healthcare. Many
family members take second or even third jobs to pay for the rising cost of housing.
Spending less time at work means lower stress, better health, and stronger
communities. One of the leading causes of homelessness is the inability to pay
utility bills (Robinson, 1991). As foreclosure rates continue at a record pace, more
and more families face losing their homes. Reducing utilities costs increases the
likelihood that a family can pay their mortgage and keep their home.
As the cost of energy continues to rise, low-income families are facing an
even greater diﬃculty in paying already high utility bills. By reducing energy
consumption the amount of energy needed to heat and cool a home decreases.
Education programs must be expanded to teach consumers about prudent
energy use, energy eﬃciency, and eﬀective budgeting. Weatherization and
eﬃciency programs must also be expanded to help low-income households
lower their energy consumption by making their homes more energy eﬃcient.
Finally, funding must be increased for energy aﬀordability programs that provide
direct assistance in paying energy bills, including utility-sponsored energy
assistance programs, for those who need immediate relief.
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MHC recommendations:
0 More funds should be allocated for Demand Side Management (DSM), Home Energy
Assistance (HEA), and weatherization programs and initiatives. Together these
initiatives target both the consumption and cost of utilities for low-income families.
0 Utility companies should work closely with families facing high utility bills and
arrears to insure that utility shutoﬀs are kept to a minimum.
0 Louisville Metro Housing Authority should update their energy usage study that
is used in the calculation of utility allowances for families that receive housing
assistance. The updated study should also take into account the age of the
home, as this is an important factor in energy eﬃciency and consumption.
0 Funding should be readily available at the local and state levels for the
rehabilitation of older homes to increase their energy eﬃciency. This funding can
take the form of grants, low-interest loans, or tax-incentives.
0 Incentives should be put into place at the local and state levels for landlords to
rehabilitate their rental units and homes to be more energy eﬃcient.
0 Building codes should ensure that all new construction and rehabilitation of
homes are energy eﬃcient. Locally we can be proactive and strive to be ahead of
the curve in terms of the energy eﬃciency of homes in the Louisville area.
0 Home sellers should provide records of utility costs to potential buyers so that
they may better judge the aﬀordability of utilities for that home.

Measure 1

CONCENTRATION OF SUBSIDIZED HOUSING

T

ypically subsidized housing is concentrated primarily in areas with
low-income populations, low property values, and little new economic
development. This is particularly true for Louisville Metro (see map
Subsidized Housing in Louisville Metro 2008). While all council districts in
Louisville Metro have at least some Section 8 housing (either voucher or sitebased), most of these housing units are located within seven districts. Districts
1-6 and 15 contain 66 percent of all Section 8 housing in Louisville Metro and
Districts 7 and 16 have the lowest percentage of total Section 8 housing units.
Both the concentration of these units in these seven districts and the scarcity
within council Districts 7 and 16 have remained unchanged since the ﬁrst MHC
report was released in 2003. More than half (55 percent) of the Section 8 sitebased housing is located in Districts 4 and 6.
Also unchanged since 2003 is the concentration of public housing, with
87 percent of all public housing located in Districts 4, 6, and 15. Over half of all
public housing in Louisville Metro is located in District 4 (52 percent). Ten out of
the 26 districts have no public housing. Taken as a whole, these concentrations
indicate that subsidized housing in Louisville Metro is consistently and
disproportionately located in Districts 4, 6, and 15.
MHC advocates for the desegregation of subsidized housing as
lopment.
pment
a strategy for economic development.

Subsidized Housing
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Measure 2

HOUSING SEGREGATION BY GENDER,
RACE/ETHNICITY, AND INCOME

I

n 2007, 14.5 percent of Jeﬀerson County residents had incomes below the
federal poverty level. This is slightly lower than in 2006, when 15 percent
lived in poverty. In the Louisville MSA, which includes the surrounding
Kentucky and Indiana counties, the 2007 poverty numbers are lower at 13.2
percent, virtually unchanged from 13.3 percent in 2006 (U.S. Census, American
Community Survey, 2006, 2007).
The 2000 Census is the most current data source for Jeﬀerson County
poverty levels broken down by districts. Based on this data, there are ﬁve districts
in Jeﬀerson County where the percentage of people living below the federal
poverty level is at least 25 percent. District 4 has the highest percentage of
people living in poverty at 46.9 percent, followed by District 6 at 31.7 percent.
Districts 1, 5, and 15 have poverty levels that range from 25 percent to 29
percent. The council districts with the highest percentage of people living in
poverty are also the districts with the highest percentage of Section 8 rental
units (see Measure 1). This illustrates that current housing policies are locating
subsidized housing in the poorest areas of the city, further concentrating poverty
rather than dispersing it throughout the city.
Because utilities are a ﬁxed cost, they impose a disproportionate burden on
the poor. Low-income families often spend three to four times as much on energy
as a median income household (Tannenbaum, et. al., 1992). Low-income families
spend about 8 percent of their total income on electricity, and very low-income
households (those living at less than half of the federal poverty level) spend 23
percent. In contrast, the average household spends only about 2 percent of their
income on electricity (Oppenheim, 1998). Since older housing is typically less
energy eﬃcient than newer housing, owners and renters of older homes pay more
per square foot to heat and cool their homes (Joint Center for Housing Studies of
Harvard University, 2007). In Louisville Metro the council districts with the highest
percentage (at least 55 percent) of homes built before 1940 are Districts 4, 5, 6
and District 8. Two of these districts, 4 and 6, also have the highest percentage of
people living in poverty. The other highest poverty council districts, 1, 5, and 15,
also have high percentages of older homes (33.4 percent, 67.3 percent, and 42.1
percent, respectively). Thus, those families who have the lowest incomes are often
living in older homes that cost more to heat and cool.

Gender
In Jeﬀerson County, 10 percent of families had incomes in the past 12
months that were below poverty level (U.S. Census, American Community Survey,
2007). Two-thirds of these families are headed by women with no husband
present. In the recent report The Dividing Line: Women and Housing Patterns in
Louisville, MHC found that 40 percent of single mothers in Jeﬀerson County are
concentrated in ﬁve council districts: 1, 2, 4, 5, and 15 (Metropolitan Housing
Coalition, 2007).

Race/Ethnicity
The 2007 median household income for Black or African-American
households in Jeﬀerson County was $25,935 as compared to the overall 2007
median household income of $43,262 (U.S. Census, American Community Survey,
2007). This disparity in incomes was relatively unchanged from the previous year.
However, the median household income for Hispanic or Latino households in
Jeﬀerson County dropped from $40,737 in 2006 to $36,273 in 2007.
MHC advocates for aﬀordable housing policies that promote
integration and diversity of housing types, price-points, and
people throughout all metro council districts, as well as the
entire Louisville MSA.

Age of Homes by Louisville
Metro Council District
(Year Built as Percent of Total)
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Measure 2

HOUSING SEGREGATION BY GENDER,
RACE/ETHNICITY, AND INCOME

African-American Population, Louisville Metro (2000)
In Louisville Metro, African-American
children are twice as likely to live in
poverty as other children.
7
7
7
7
7

Under 5%
5 to 9.9%
10 to 19.9%
20 to 49.9%
50% and above

Source: 2000 U.S. Census

Poverty in the Louisville MSA (1999)
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Less than 4%
4.0% to 7.9%
8.0% to 11.9%
12.0% to 23.9%
24% and above
Source: 2000 U.S. Census
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Measure 3

RENTERS WITH EXCESSIVE COST BURDEN

T

he 2008 Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom rental unit located
within the Louisville MSA is $663 per month, an increase of $79 from 2007
and a 32 percent increase over 2000. This increase occurred when HUD
updated their data source from the 2000 Census to the most current American
Community Survey (ACS). The 2006 ACS data was used in conjunction with
regional Consumer Price Index (CPI) data to calculate an accurate rent estimate
for FY2008. By deﬁnition, FMR represents the point at which 40 percent of a
region’s standard-quality rental housing units are deemed aﬀordable for families
and households, even though these units may not be available.
To aﬀord a two-bedroom unit at FMR, a family or household would need
an annual income of $26,520 ($12.75 per hour at 40 hours per week for one
year). The median hourly wage for 37 percent of all wage earners in the Louisville
MSA is less than $12.75 per hour, placing a heavy burden on many families and
households in the region to ﬁnd the means to pay their rent. Not only is ﬁnding a
job with decent wages diﬃcult, but keeping an existing job is also a challenge for
many in the region. In June 2008, the unemployment rate for the Louisville MSA
was reported to be 6.4 percent, up from 4.9 percent the previous year.

A little over one-third of all households in the Louisville MSA are renters.
Louisville Metro Districts 4 and 6 have the highest concentration of renteroccupied housing units (74.1 percent and 72.3 percent, respectively) as well
as the highest poverty rates of all 26 council districts. Less than 20 percent of
occupied housing units in Districts 14, 16, 19, and 20 are rental, and poverty
rates for these same districts are each less than 4 percent.
As the cost of consumer goods has risen at a steady pace, median wages
for many wage earners have not kept up, and in some cases they have even
dropped. The tables below illustrate sales occupations with median wages
below $12.75, as well as rent burden and the change in median wages from
2000 to 2007.
MHC advocates that local governments within the Louisville MSA
work closely with housing agencies and advocates to set numeric
goals for the development of more low- to moderate-income rental
housing units throughout the region.

Louisville MSA Occupational Groups
2007 Median Hourly Wages Less Than $12.75/Hour
Number of Workers as a
FMR as a percent of 2000 Median 2007 Median Change in Median
Percentage of All Wage Earners monthly wages
Wage*
Wage
Wage 2000-2007

2000

2008

2000

2008

Healthcare Support Occupations 2.2%

2.7%

34%

33%

$11.79

$11.90

1.0%

Food Preparation & Serving
Related Occupations

8.3%

8.6%

46%

53%

$8.59

$7.58

-11.7%

Building and Grounds Cleaning
and Maintenance Occupations

2.8%

3.0%

40%

39%

$10.01

$10.10

0.9%

Personal Care and Service
Occupations

2.0%

2.0%

40%

45%

$9.87

$8.92

-9.7%

Sales and Related Occupations

10.1%

10.4%

36%

35%

$11.09

$11.35

2.3%

Farming, Fishing, and Forestry
Occupations

0.1%

0.1%

37%

38%

$10.90

$10.48

-3.8%

Transportation and Material
Moving Occupations

9.4%

10.5%

31%

32%

$12.99

$12.63

-2.8%

Percentage of Total Wage Earners 34.9%

37.3%

*2000 wages adjusted for inﬂation
Source: Bureau Labor Statistics, HUD
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PRODUCTION AND REHABILITATION OF
AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Measure 4

T

he number of families receiving housing assistance – whether public
housing, the Housing Choice Voucher Program (HCVP) which formerly
was referred to as tenant-based Section 8, or site-based Section 8 – was
relatively unchanged from 2007. When comparing the 2008 numbers to the
2002 totals that were reported in the 2003 State of Metropolitan Housing
Report (Metropolitan Housing Coalition, 2003), there has only been a slight
increase in the total number of families served by local public housing
agencies and HCVP. This is accompanied by a slight dip in the number of sitebased housing units available to families in need.
There is a striking imbalance between the stagnation of federal housing
subsidies and an increasing number of households needing assistance.
In Louisville Metro alone there are 15,612 households waiting for either
a subsidized housing unit or housing vouchers (Louisville Metro Housing
Authority, 2008). As costs for basic necessities such as utilities, food, and
transportation are steadily increasing, households are left with fewer options
for safe and aﬀordable housing.
MHC recommends using existing resources and ﬁnding future revenue
sources to rehabilitate existing lower-rent housing units to become
more energy eﬃcient, thereby making them truly aﬀordable.

Numbers of Subsidized Rental Housing Units, Louisville MSA,
Years 2002 and 2008
10,495
10,886

Total Section 8 Vouchers
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6,726
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Total Site Based
0

2,000

4,000

6,000
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8,000

10,000

■ 2008
12,000
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HOMEOWNERSHIP RATE, AFFORDABILITY,
AND FORECLOSURES

Measures 5-7

I

n past MHC State of Metropolitan Housing reports there have been
separate measures for Measure 5 – Homeownership Rate, Measure 6
–Homeownership Affordability, and Measure 7 – Foreclosures. In this
year’s report we believe that these three measures of housing conditions cannot
be considered separately, but rather must be considered together in order to
understand the current state of housing. Thus, we have combined them into a
single topic of discussion.

Homeownership Rate
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the homeownership rate for the Louisville
MSA counties was 67.2 percent in 2007. This is a slight increase over the 2006
ﬁgure of 66.4 percent and the 2005 ﬁgure of 62.9 percent (U.S. Census, 2007).
The U.S. Census Bureau updates homeownership rates every 10 years with
regards to location, gender, and race/ethnicity, thus the most recent information
on homeownership rates for these speciﬁc groups is from the 2000 U.S. Census.
Homeownership rates in Louisville Metro vary depending on location.
According to the 2000 U.S. Census, four council districts (Districts 14, 16, 19, and
20) have homeownership rates of at least 80 percent. By comparison, in Districts
3 and 6 only about a quarter of the homes are owner-occupied (25.9 percent
and 27.7 percent, respectively). In Districts 2 and 15 the homeownership rate is
about 50 percent (48.9 percent and 51.5 percent, respectively).
Married couples own the majority of homes in the Louisville MSA (62.6
percent). For the remainder of homeowners who are single heads of household,
24.2 percent are female and 13.1 percent are male. Narrowing the sample to
family households, male householders with no wife present represent only 2.3
percent of all owner-occupied homes in the MSA, and the homeownership rate
for female single head of household with no husband present is 12.7 percent
(U.S. Census, 2000).
A little over three-fourths (78.9 percent) of the population in Jeﬀerson

County that is 18-years and older is classiﬁed as white and not Hispanic or Latino.
This group represents 86.8 percent of all owner-occupied households. Black/
African-Americans 18-years and older represent 17 percent of the county’s total
population while accounting for only 11 percent of all owner-occupied housing
units, a smaller proportion than those who are white and not Hispanic or Latino.
The 1.6 percent of the population 18-years and older who are Hispanic or Latino
represent only 0.3 percent of the total number of homes that are owner-occupied
in Jeﬀerson County (U.S. Census, 2000).
Outside of Jeﬀerson County, the population 18-years and older in other
counties in the Louisville MSA is 93.5 percent white and not Hispanic or Latino,
3.8 percent black/African-American, and 1.4 percent Hispanic or Latino.
Homeownership rates for these groups are 96.4 percent, 2.1 percent, and 0.2
percent, respectively (U.S. Census, 2000).
When considering homeownership in terms of race, minorities are at
much higher risk of receiving a poorly-underwritten high-cost home loan. In
addition, racial diﬀerences in lending increase as income levels increase. In the
Louisville MSA, low and moderate-income (LMI) African-Americans are almost
twice as likely to have sub-prime mortgages (51.4 percent) as LMI whites (27.1
percent). Shockingly, when considering middle and upper-income AfricanAmericans compared to whites, the discrepancy is even more pronounced. For
MUI African-Americans in the Louisville MSA, 41.6 percent of mortgages are
sub-prime compared to 17.5 percent for MUI whites (National Community
Reinvestment Coalition, 2008). High-cost loans are intended to compensate for
additional risk to lenders when the borrower has credit imperfections. However,
even when controlling for creditworthiness and other housing market factors,
minorities receive a disproportionately large amount of high-cost loans. This
results in a loss of home equity because of higher payments made to lenders,
as well as exposure to imprudent types of loans that are more likely to result in
default and foreclosure.

Homeownership Rate Louisville MSA
2000 U.S. Census
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Measures 5-7

HOMEOWNERSHIP RATE, AFFORDABILITY,
AND FORECLOSURES

Homeownership Aﬀordability
The First-Time Home Buyer Aﬀordability Index is a tool used to track the
aﬀordability of homes for ﬁrst-time home buyers. An index score of 100 indicates
that a family with an annual income that is at 70 percent of the area median
income should be able to aﬀord a starter home priced 85 percent lower than the
median price for all houses sold within that area. As the index score increases
in value, the opportunity for homeownership also increases. The Aﬀordability
Index score for 2007 was 124, a substantial improvement over the score of 116
for 2006. In 2007, the median family income was $57, 527 and the median sales
price for a home was $137,400; thus, a family living in the Louisville MSA would
need an annual income of at least $40,629 to aﬀord a starter home priced at
$116,790.
The Aﬀordability Index score for 2007 increased due to several factors. One
contributing factor was a slight decrease in the 2007 median sale price for a
single-family home in the Louisville MSA when compared to the previous year
(-3 percent after adjusting for inﬂation). Another factor was a dip in the average
annual eﬀective rate on conventional home mortgages. It is also important to
note that the index does not include a number of relevant variables such as credit
requirements, down payment requirements, and the types of mortgage products
available. All of these variables play an important role in determining whether or
not a family can qualify to purchase a home.
Though ﬁrst-time homeownership in the metropolitan region is still
considered aﬀordable, maintaining ownership can be a challenge when facing
increases in utility, transportation, and food costs. In particular, utility cost is an

First Time Homebuyers Aﬀordability Index
140

Foreclosures
In 2007, the U.S. saw a total of 2,203,295 foreclosure ﬁlings on 1,285,873
properties. This represents an increase of 75 percent over ﬁlings in 2006, and a 150
percent increase over 2005. Over 1 percent of all U.S. households were in some stage
of foreclosure during 2007, up from 0.6 percent of households in 2006. Kentucky
ﬁlings totaled 8,793 on 5,105 properties, with a foreclosure rate of 0.3 percent. Even
though Kentucky’s foreclosure rate is lower than the U.S. rate, this represents an
increase of 24 percent over 2006 and 75 percent over 2005. For 2007, Kentucky was
ranked 35th in the nation in terms of rate of foreclosure (RealtyTrac, 2008).
Within the Louisville MSA there were a total of 4,321 foreclosures ordered
in Kentucky and 1,337 ﬁled in Southern Indiana.* In the Kentucky counties, this
is an increase of 29 percent over 2006, with Spencer, Meade, and Bullitt each
seeing increases of more than 50 percent. Jeﬀerson County saw a 14 percent
increase in foreclosures ordered over 2006. In Southern Indiana counties the
rate of foreclosures ﬁled only increased by 1 percent over 2006, but Washington
County saw an increase of 12 percent over 2006. Both Floyd and Harrison
Counties saw decreases in the number of foreclosures ﬁled in 2007.
Since MHC ﬁrst published the State of Metropolitan Housing Report in
2003, there has been a 183 percent increase in the number of foreclosures
ordered in Kentucky counties within the Louisville MSA and a 60 percent
0 Continued on page 17

■ Aﬀordability Index

Mortgage Interest Rate

8.3%
7.2%

120
100

101

9%
8%

6.9%
116

80

integral component of homeownership aﬀordability. Rising utility costs may
oﬀset any savings gained from lower home sale prices for potential homebuyers.

123

123

110

116
6.6%

6.1%
82

5.9%

124
7%

6.5%

5.9%

6%
5%
4%

60

3%
40
2%
20

1%

0

0%
2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007
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the order to sell a property that is delinquent on a loan
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Measures 5-7

HOMEOWNERSHIP RATE, AFFORDABILITY,
AND FORECLOSURES

0 Continued from page 16
increase in the number of ﬁlings in the Southern Indiana counties. In Kentucky,
Bullitt County has seen the largest increase at 333 percent, followed by Spencer
County at 153 percent and Jeﬀerson County at 145 percent. In Southern Indiana,
Washington County saw the largest increase in ﬁlings at 82 percent, followed by
Clark County at 78 percent.

Conclusion
When considered together, these measures indicate a housing market
where prices and interest rates on mortgages have dropped, which makes homes
more aﬀordable and has resulted in a slight increase in the homeownership rate.
However, foreclosure rates continue to dramatically increase. Thus, although
it is easier for more families to purchase a home, it is becoming increasingly

diﬃcult for those families to aﬀord to keep their homes. Imprudent mortgage
lending practices, combined with rising energy, fuel, and food costs (see Utilities
Cost and Housing Aﬀordability) have made it diﬃcult for families to maintain
homeownership, even when it may be somewhat easier to obtain homeownership.
MHC advocates the expansion of Individual Development Account
(IDA) programs, a matched savings plan to help lower-income
families make down payments, build equity, and engage in ﬁnancial
literacy. MHC also advocates for foreclosure intervention in the
form of ﬁnancial assistance to help families keep their homes and
reﬁnance into prudent mortgage products. MHC also advocates
for fair lending practices that improve the inequity of mortgage
products between racial groups.

Numbers of Foreclosures Ordered in Kentucky Counties in the Louisville MSA
County

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

% Change from
2006 to 2007

Bullitt

104

171

N/A

250*

300

450

50%

333%

Jeﬀerson

1,262

2,161

2,610

2,508

2,710

3,089

14%

145%

Oldham

71

89

105

112

127

140

10%

97%

Henry/Trimble

N/A

N/A

116

81

108

120

11%

3%

Nelson

N/A

N/A

125

125

156

178

14%

42%

Shelby

N/A

80

83

86

101

134

33%

68%

Spencer

N/A

N/A

N/A

30**

46

76

65%

153%

Meade

90

72

92

102

89

134

51%

49%

Total

1,527

2,573

3,131

3,014

3,337

4,321

29%

183%

% Change from
2002 to 2007

N/A – data not available
*estimate
**reﬂects 2nd half of year only

Numbers of Foreclosures Filed in Indiana Counties in the Louisville MSA
County

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

% Change from
2006 to 2007

Clark

369

385

429

455

621

655

5%

78%

Floyd

253

212

323

304

379

341

-10%

35%

Harrison

112

141

117

152

159

155

-3%

38%

Washington

102

123

119

90

166

186

12%

82%

Total

836

861

988

1001

1,325

1,337

1%

60%
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Measure 8

HOMELESSNESS

I

n 2007, a total of 12,550 persons were served by homeless service providers
in the greater Louisville area, which includes Southern Indiana (Coalition
for the Homeless, 2007). This total number includes persons served by
homeless shelters, transitional housing, and permanent supportive housing. The
total number of persons served has dropped about 9 percent since 2006, with a
decrease in both Louisville Metro and Southern Indiana. This is in contrast to last
year, which also saw a decrease in persons served in Louisville Metro but saw
an increase in the number served in Southern Indiana. It is important to note
that these ﬁgures only take into account the number of homeless persons and
families who either chose to seek shelter from local agencies or had access to a
shelter. Thus, these ﬁgures should be considered a conservative estimate of the
number of homeless individuals in need of services in the Louisville MSA.
During the 2007-2008 school year, approximately 7,600 homeless students
were enrolled in the Jeﬀerson County Public School system, 300 more students
than the year before. The numbers are projected to be considerably higher for
the 2008-2009 school year (Dillon, 2008).
Homeless shelters in the Louisville Metro area, both transitional and
emergency, conduct an annual survey to determine who receives their services
and why. In January of 2008, a total of 2,401 people were surveyed. Of these
respondents, 22 percent are chronically homeless and 11 percent are military

veterans. In addition, 51 percent were in emergency shelters, 43 percent were in
transitional housing, and 6 percent had no shelter.
Haven House Services reported that foreclosures have had a “huge impact”
on homelessness and agencies across Indiana are reporting increased homeless
populations. Furthermore the agency said that that although the capacity of
their shelter is 65 persons, since November of 2007 Haven House has served an
average of at least 90 people per night and at times has had to use an adjacent
church for additional shelter.
As the price of gas and electricity rises, homeless service providers are
spending an increasing percentage of their operating budgets on utilities. Based
on information gathered from ﬁve Louisville-based homeless shelters, 2 to 9
percent (with an average of 4.8 percent) of their total operating budgets were
spent on utilities in 2007. As utility costs continue to rise so will the amount of
resources dedicated to paying those utility bills, which leaves less funding for
other programs and initiatives targeting the homeless.
MHC advocates for an increase in the number of available homeless
prevention programs (such as bill payment assistance) to prevent
families from losing their homes, whether from foreclosures, utility
costs, loss of family member, or loss of employment.

Top Reasons for Becoming Homeless (Multiple Answers)
Louisville Coalition for the Homeless, January 2008
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Source: Coalition for the Homeless, 2008 Louisville Point-in-time Survey
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Measure 9

CDBG FUNDS

T

he Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) program has been
administered by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) since 1974. It has provided over $120 billion to state and local
governments to target community development initiatives, including
rehabilitation of aﬀordable housing, improvement of public facilities, job growth
and economic development. Funds are distributed based on a community’s
population, poverty, age of its housing stock, and the extent of overcrowded
housing. Louisville’s funding is targeted to improve local communities by helping
to rebuild neighborhoods and their aﬀordable housing stock.
In 2007 Louisville Metro received $12,172,624 in CDBG funds, a slight
decrease not only from the previous year, but for every year since 2002. The city’s
2008 allocation of CDBG funds further decreased to $11,728,024, a 4 percent drop
from 2007. Federal allocations from HUD have decreased 24 percent since 2002,
yet from 2000 to 2007 there was a 4.4 percent increase in the number of families
in Jeﬀerson County with incomes below poverty level. In 2007 most of the local
CDBG funds were spent on housing rehabilitation and construction (23.6 percent),
followed by administrative and planning services (22.3 percent) and public

$1,000,000
$950,000

improvements (19 percent). The only other community within the Louisville
MSA that receives CDBG funds is New Albany, IN. The city received $750,350 in
CDBG funding for 2007, a slight increase over 2006. However, New Albany’s 2008
allocations decreased to $720,294, marking a 22 percent decrease since 2002.
Louisville Metro also receives funding from HUD’s HOME Investment
Partnerships Program. In 2007 Louisville Metro received $3,748,775 in HOME
funds exclusively for the production of aﬀordable housing for low-income
families. This is slightly less than the allocation for 2006, and Louisville’s funding
decreased again to $3,630,385 in 2008. From 2002 to 2008 Louisville’s HOME
funding has decreased 20 percent.
With CDBG and other federal funding continuing to decrease,
MHC advocates for the dedication of more local resources to
neighborhood and community development, aﬀordable housing
construction and rehabilitation, a dedicated funding source for a
local Aﬀordable Housing Trust Fund, and the provision of safe and
energy eﬃcient housing for low-income families in our community.

Federal CDBG Allocations, 2002–2008
New Albany, IN

CDBG Expenditures, 2007
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Federal CDBG Allocations, 2002–2008
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Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)

Appendix
Measure 1: Concentration of Subsidized Housing

DATA SOURCES
pg. 10

Statistics on subsidized housing by council district were obtained by geocoding
administrative data by street address and then capturing the data for the
districts. Subsidized housing data were provided by the Louisville Metro Housing
Authority, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, the
Kentucky Housing Corporation, and the Indiana Housing Finance Authority.
The population data (used as the basis for assessing the geographic
distribution of subsidized units) are drawn from the 2000 census Summary
File 1. Within Jeﬀerson County, census block group data were aggregated to
obtain statistics for the districts. Where a district boundary split a block group,
the data were partitioned by overlaying a land use map on a map of the LOJIC
master address ﬁle. Residential addresses were then captured for each “split”
and census data were allocated to the “splits” based on their share of residential
addresses in the entire block group.
Measure 2: Housing Segregation by Gender, Race/Ethnicity,
and Income

pg. 11

The poverty, race, and age of housing data are drawn from the 2000 Census
Summary File 3. The household income data is from the 2006 and 2007
American Community Survey. Census block group data were aggregated to
obtain statistics for the districts. Where a district boundary split a block group, a
land use map was overlaid on a map of the LOJIC master address ﬁle. Residential
addresses were then captured for each “split” and census data that were
allocated to the “splits” based on their share of residential addresses in the entire
block group. A comparison was made for the number of persons in poverty with
the number of persons for whom poverty level was determined (rather than the
total population) in each geographic area.
Measure 3: Renters with Excessive Cost Burdens

pg. 13

Annual income data were obtained from the Bureau of Labor Statistics
Occupational Employment Survey and dollars were adjusted for inﬂation using
the Bureau’s inﬂation calculator. Median gross rent data was gathered from the
U.S. Census and American Community Surveys.
Measure 4: Production and Rehabilitation of Aﬀordable Housing pg. 14
Subsidy data were obtained from the Indiana Housing Finance Authority,
Kentucky Housing Corporation, Louisville Metro Housing Authority, New Albany
Housing Authority, Jeﬀersonville Housing Authority, Charlestown Housing
Authority, Sellersburg Housing Authority, and the Indiana and Kentucky oﬃces
of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). Section 8
and public housing numbers refer to units allocated by HUD; LIHTC numbers
refer to units in service.

Measure 5: Homeownership Rate

pg. 15

Owner and renter occupant status data are obtained from the 2000 Census
Summary File 3 and the U.S. Census Bureau’s Annual Statistics on Housing
Vacancies and Homeownership. The deﬁnition of the Louisville Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA) changed between 2000 and 2007; however, we report
2000 data for the same counties as those included in the 2003 deﬁnition of the
Louisville MSA.
Measure 6: Aﬀordability of Homeownership

pg. 15

House price data for the Louisville region are obtained from the National Association of Realtors and median family income data are from the 2007 American
Community Survey. For 2001-2007, the ﬁrst-time home buyers aﬀordability
index for the Louisville MSA was calculated based on the following assumptions: median purchase prices for ﬁrst-time home buyers are about 15% lower
than the median for all houses sold; ﬁrst-time home buyers make a 10% down
payment; consequently they must pay for mortgage insurance, which increases
the cost of ﬁnancing; and ﬁrst-time home-buyer incomes are about 30% lower
than median household incomes.
Measure 7: Foreclosures

pg. 15

Court records regarding foreclosure data are maintained diﬀerently in the two
jurisdictions of the Louisville MSA. Therefore, for all Kentucky counties in the
Louisville MSA, we have deﬁned the rate to be the number of actual foreclosures
(or orders of sale) as a percentage of the number of owner-occupied homes
with mortgages. The foreclosure rates for Indiana counties in the MSA reﬂect the
number of foreclosures ﬁled as a percentage of the number of owner-occupied
homes with mortgages for all Indiana counties in the MSA. The number of
foreclosures was obtained from the relevant court clerks in each county.
Measure 8: Homelessness

pg. 18

Shelter usage data were provided by the Coalition for the Homeless for the
Kentucky counties and Haven House for the Indiana Counties. The data may
include some duplication of individuals. The demographic data for individuals
using homeless shelters were provided by the Coalition for the Homeless,
based on a survey (The 2008 Louisville Point-in-time Survey) conducted by the
Coalition for the Homeless of persons living in Louisville area shelters.
Measure 9: CDBG Funds

pg. 19

Data were obtained from Louisville Metro Housing and Community
Development and the New Albany Economic and Redevelopment Department.
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Appendix

DEFINITIONS

Aﬀordable Housing – As deﬁned by HUD, housing is aﬀordable when a
low-income family pays no more than 30 percent of its income for housing and
utilities combined.

improve housing sites; demolish dilapidated housing to make way for HOMEassisted development; and pay relocation expenses. HOME funds can also
support tenant-based rental assistance for up to two years.

CDBG – The Community Development Block Grant program (CDBG) is a
federal program aimed at creating prosperous communities by providing funds
to improve housing, the living environment, and economic opportunities,
principally for persons with low and moderate incomes. The CDBG program
was established in 1974. At least 70 percent of the CDBG funds received by a
jurisdiction must be spent to beneﬁt people with low and moderate incomes.
The remaining 30 percent can be used to aid in the prevention or elimination of
slums and blight—often used by local government oﬃcials to justify downtown
beautiﬁcation—or to meet an urgent need such as earthquake, ﬂood, or
hurricane relief. Both Louisville Metro and the City of New Albany are entitlement
cities eligible for CDBG funds.

Householder – As deﬁned by the U.S. Census Bureau, a householder is “the
person, or one of the people, in whose name the home is owned, being bought, or
rented.” If that person is not present, than any household member, age 15 and
over, is considered the householder for census purposes.

Emergency Shelter – Emergency shelter is basic, overnight accommodation
provided for persons and families. The shelter is generally for one night only, and
provides a cot for sleeping and perhaps a meal. Shelters typically provide service
referrals to clients.
Family Household (Family) – For statistical purposes, a family consists
of a householder and one or more people living in the same household who is
related by birth, marriage, or adoption. Each person living in the same house
that is related is considered to be part of the same family. If there is a person (or
persons) living in a family household that is not related to the householder, that
person (or persons) is not included in the family household census tabulations.
Gross Rent – Gross rent, as deﬁned by the U.S. Census Bureau, is “… the sum
of contract rent, utilities (electricity, gas, and water), and fuels, (oil, coal, kerosene,
wood, etc.) [and] as a percentage of household income, is a computed ratio of
monthly gross rent to monthly household income.” Excluded in these totals are
units for which no cash rent is paid and units occupied by households that report
no income or net loss.

HUD – The United States Department of Housing and Urban Development
is the cabinet-level department of federal government whose mission is to
ensure “a decent, safe, and sanitary home and suitable living environment for
every American.” HUD allocates federal funds for housing to states and local
governments and public housing authorities.
Low Income - HUD deﬁnes low income as those families whose annual
incomes do not exceed 80 percent of metropolitan area median family income.
This ﬁgure is adjusted for the size of the family. In 2006, 80 percent of median
income for a family with children in Louisville Metro was $44,263.
Low Income Housing Tax Credit - Created by the Tax Reform Act of 1986,
the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) has assisted in the production of
more than one million aﬀordable homes for low-income renters, by providing
investors in eligible aﬀordable housing developments with a dollar-fordollar reduction in their federal tax liability. Developers, including nonproﬁt
community-based organizations, typically do not have suﬃcient tax liability to
use the tax credits, so they sell the credits to corporations. Corporations purchase
98 percent of all housing credits, as tax code rules eﬀectively prevent individuals
from investing. Developers then use the cash they receive from the corporations
to ﬁnance the aﬀordable housing. The Credit accounts for most new aﬀordable
apartment production and drives up to 40 percent of all multifamily apartment
development. There is some overlap between LIHTC and Section 8. For this
reason, LIHTC units are presented separately from units subsidized by the other
programs.

HOME Program – The largest federal block grant to state and local
governments, the HOME Program is designed exclusively to create aﬀordable
housing for low-income households. Fifteen percent of HOME funds must
be used for projects sponsored, owned, or developed by Community Housing
Development Organizations (CHDOs). Participating jurisdictions may allocate
more funds for CHDOs, but 15 percent is the minimum amount.

Median Income – Median income is the midpoint of the income distribution;
50 percent of families are above the median and 50 percent are below the
median.

Participating jurisdictions may use HOME funds to provide home purchase
or rehabilitation ﬁnancing assistance to eligible homeowners and new
homebuyers; build or rehabilitate housing for rent or ownership; acquire or

Poverty Threshold – The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
deﬁnes the poverty threshold and, except for adjustments for household
composition, it is the same across the 48 contiguous states. The original poverty
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Moderate Income – HUD deﬁnes those of moderate income as having
income greater than 80 percent up to 120 percent of area median income.

Appendix
thresholds were developed in the early 1960s and they have been revised
annually by the Consumer Price Index since then. Poverty thresholds are
signiﬁcantly lower than the low-income thresholds deﬁned by HUD.
Public Housing - The public housing program is the nation’s oldest eﬀort to
provide decent and aﬀordable housing for families, elderly persons, and people
with disabilities who have very low incomes. Public housing was created in
the 1937 Housing Act, and is owned and operated by public housing agencies
(PHAs) that are charted by the states in which they operate and governed by
locally appointed or elected Boards of Commissioners.
Section 8 – Also called Housing Choice Vouchers, Section 8 is federal tenantbased rental assistance. It works two ways. One is by providing certiﬁcates and

DEFINITIONS
vouchers, each with diﬀerent rental payment formulas. Housing vouchers are
one of the major federal programs intended to bridge the gap between the cost
of housing and the incomes of low wage earners and people on limited ﬁxed
incomes. The Housing Choice Voucher program provides ﬂexibility and options
by issuing vouchers to eligible households to help them pay the rent on privately
owned units. Project-based Section 8 provides a housing subsidy directly to the
leasing agent of buildings that are designated as Section 8 properties.
Subsidized Housing – The term subsidized housing refers to houses and
multi-family dwellings (generally apartments) that receive some federal
funding either in their construction, or in the form of assistance to families
renting the units.

p

www.metropolitanhousing.org 22

Appendix
0 The Center for Public Management, Maxine Goodman Levin College of Urban
Aﬀairs, Cleveland State University (2005, May). Estimating the Value of First
Energy Investment: Habitat for Humanity.
0 Citizen’s Energy Corporation.(2002).The Cold Facts: The First Annual Report of
the Eﬀect of Home Energy Costs on Low-Income Americans, 2001-2002.
0 Colton, R.D., Sheehan, M.F. (1994, October). The Role of Utility Costs in Setting
Fair Market Rents for Section 8 Housing, The Legal Services Client Coalition.

REFERENCES
0 Federal Funds Information for States. (2008). Median Incomes for 2007,
Issue Brief 08-45.
0 Heimann, R., Louisville Metropolitan Housing Authority. (2008). Personal
communication.
0 Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University.(2007). Foundations
for Future Growth in the Remodeling Industry.

0 Copeland, G. (1997). From Heatless to Homeless, Energy CENTS Coalition, St.
Paul, MN.

0 Kentucky Community Action Partnership.(2008). http://
www.communityactionky.org/WhatWeDo/EnergyAssistance/
DemandSideManagement/tabid/337/Default.aspx, retrieved May 14, 2008.

0 Dillon, S. (2008, August 31). Hard Times Hitting Students and Schools, New York
Times.

0 Kentucky Manufactured Housing Institute. (2008),
http://www.kmhi.org/facts.htm, retrieved August 29, 2008.

0 DSIRE. (2008). http://www.dsireusa.org/library/includes/topic.cfm?TopicCat
egoryID=2&CurrentPageID=6&EE=1&RE=1, retrieved August 6, 2008.

0 LIHEAP Clearinghouse. (2008). http://www.liheap.ncat.org/proﬁles/
Kentucky.htm, retrieved August 29, 2008.

0 Energy Information Administration. (2008a). U.S. Department of Energy,
http://www.eia.doe.gov/steo, retrieved August 13, 2008.

0 Louisville Metropolitan Housing Authority.(2008). FY2009 Moving to Work
Annual Plan.

0 Energy Information Administration. (2008b). Energy in Brief,
http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/energy_in_brief/greenhouse_gas.cfm, retrieved
September 9, 2008.

0 Low-Impact Living. (2008). http://www.lowimpactliving.com/pages/yourimpacts/electricity1, retrieved September 9, 2008.

23 State of Metropolitan Housing 2008
p

Appendix
0 Metropolitan Housing Coalition.(2007).The Dividing Line: Women and
Housing Patterns in Louisville.
0 National Community Reinvestment Coalition. (2008, July). Income is No
Shield Against Racial Diﬀerences in Lending II: A Comparison of High-Cost
Lending in America’s Metropolitan and Rural Areas.
0 National Energy Assistance Director’s Association. (2005, Spetember).
2005 National Energy Assistance Survey, http://www.neada.org/
communications/surveys/survey2005.pdf, retrieved on August 6, 2008.

REFERENCES
0 U.S. Department of Energy. (2007). Weatherization Works! http://apps1.
eere.energy.gov/weatherization/pdfs/30639.pdf, retrieved on September 23,
2008.
0 U.S. Department of Energy (2006, August). Weatherization Assistance
Program: Improving the Economies for Low-Income Communities.
0 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2008). http://www.
hud.gov/oﬃces/hsg/omhar/paes/greenini.cfm, retrieved August 6, 2008.

0 Oppenheim, J. (1998). The Utilities, Access to Utility Service, National
Consumer Law Center, 1998 Supplement, pp. 30-31.

0 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. (2008) http://yosemite.epa.gov/oar/
globalwarming.nsf/content/ActionsEnergyEﬃciency.html, retrieved
September 9, 2008.

0 Oppenheim, J. and MacGregor, T. (2007). The Economics of Poverty: How
Investments to Eliminate Poverty Beneﬁt all Americans. Journal of Energy
Assistance, Vol. 1, (2).

0 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. (2008) http://yosemite.epa.gov/oar/
globalwarming.nsf/UniqueKeyLookup/RAMR6MBLNN/$Fie/06Trends.pdf,
retrieved September 9, 2008.

0 Public Service Commission (2008). Order 072308, http://psc.ky.gov/
pscscf/2008%20cases/2008-00246/PSC_Order_072308.pdf, retrieved
August 18, 2008.

0 Welch, R. (2006). Shotgun House Floor Plan: The Revival of a Traditional
Southern Housing Style, http://www.articlesbase.com/advertising-articles/
shotgun-house-ﬂoor-plan-the-revival-of-a-traditional-southern-housingstyle-47711.html, retrieved August 29, 2008.

0 RealtyTrac. (2008). U.S. foreclosure activity increases 75 percent in 2007.
http://www.realtytrac.com/ContentManagement/pressrelease.aspx?Channel
ID=9&ItemID=3988&accnt=64847, retrieved on June 6, 2008.
0 Robinson, L. (1991). An Examination of the Relationship between
Utility Terminations, Housing Abandonments and Homelessness, Energy
Coordinating Agency of Philadelphia, pp. 1,2.
0 Schreck, B., Louisville Metro Codes.(2008). Personal communication.

0 Wilson, A. and Wendt, A. (2007, July). The Challenge of Existing Homes:
Retroﬁtting for Dramatic Energy Savings, Environmental Building News.
0 Wolfe, B. (2008, July 29). LG&E Rate Increase a Little More Modest. CourierJournal.
0 Woods, W.K. et al. (1990). Homelessness and Low-Cost Housing in Northern
Kentucky, Northern Kentucky Coalition for the Homeless and Applied
Information Resources, p. 2.

0 Tannenbaum, et. al. (1998). Low-Income Energy Services in a Competitive
Environment, Energy Center of Wisconsin.
0 U.S. Climate Change Science Program. (2007, October). Eﬀects of Climate
Change on Energy Production and Use in the United States: Synthesis and
Assessment Product 4.5, Report to US Congress.
0 U.S. Department of Energy. (2008a). Energy Eﬃciency and Renewable
Energy, Manufactured Home HUD Code Requirements, http://apps1.eere.
energy.gov/consumer/your_home/designing_remodeling/index.cfm/
mytopic=10220, retrieved August 29, 2008.
0 U.S. Department of Energy. (2008b). http://www.doe.gov/taxbreaks.htm,
retrieved June 10, 2008.

p

www.metropolitanhousing.org 24

Annual Meeting Sponsors
Keynote Speaker
Sponsorship

Table Sponsorship

0 Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis,
Louisville Branch

0 Beacon Properties

Keystone
Sponsorship

0 Baja Works Development Corp.
0 John & Natalie Bajandas
0 Carpenters Local 64
0 Catholic Charities

0 Fifth Third Bank

0 Coalition for the Homeless

0 PNC Bank

0 Citizens Union Bank

Groundbreaking
Sponsorship

0 Commonwealth Bank & Trust

0 BB&T
0 Kentucky Housing Corporation
0 National City Bank

0 Community Action of Southern
Indiana
0 Fairness Campaign
0 Habitat for Humanity of Metro
Louisville

0 Housing and Homeless
Coalition of Kentucky
0 Housing Partnership, Inc.
0 Jewish Family Vocational Services
0 Keller Williams

0 Norton Healthcare
0 Republic Bank & Trust Corporation
0 River City Housing
0 Stites & Harbison
0 TARC

0 Louisville Community
Development Bank

0 Volunteers of America

0 LDG Development, LLC

0 Zion Community
Development Corp.

0 Louisville Metro Housing Authority

0 Oracle Design Group

0 Louisville Real Estate
Development Company
0 Making Connections
0 New Directions Housing Corporation

Braden Home Historical Marker Donors
0 Emily Bingham

0 Chester Hartman

0 Garrett Adams

0 Joy Portugal

0 Bob Sachs

0 Julian Bond

0 Joe Gliessner

0 Hilary Chiz

0 Carla Wallace

0 Al McSurely

0 Nancy Gall-Clayton

0 Meme & Keith Runyon

0 Suzy Post

0 Frances Ansley

0 Phil Tom

0 Jan Phillips

0 James R. Gaunt

0 Mark Isaacs

0 MK Communications

0 Sam Watkins, Jr.

0 Lawrence Tribe

0 Muriel Handmaker

0 Burton Steck

0 Anne Marie Regan & Doug Magee

0 Susan Jhirad

0 Steven Bourassa

0 T. Morgan Ward, Jr.

0 Judy Fritz

Gifts Honoring the Anniversary of
Soni & Brad Castleberry
0 Mary Bryan

0 Soni & Brad Castleberry

0 Frank Schwartz

0 Kendra Castleberry

0 William & Helen Deines

0 Dona O’Sullivan

25 State of Metropolitan Housing 2008
p

We gratefully acknowledge

JANET
DAKAN
as the sponsors of the 2008
State of the Metropolitan
Housing Report.

Board of Directors
Board President
Phil Tom
Presbyterian Church (USA)
Board Vice President
Richard A. Vance
Stites & Harbison

METROPOLITAN HOUSING COALITION

Christie McCravy
The Housing Partnership, Inc.
Lydia Prichard
Center for Women and Families
Morgan Ransdell
Kentucky Commission on Human Rights

Board Treasurer
Barbara Banaszynski
Volunteers of America

John Rosenbarger
New Albany Redevelopment Commission

David L. Armstrong
Kentucky Public Service Commission

Tammy Thomas
Citizens Union Bank

John Bajandas
SHED Design Group

Barbara Sinai
Architect and Community Activist

Dr. Steven Bourassa
University of Louisville,
School of Urban and Public Aﬀairs

Susan Stokes
HMR Associates, Inc.

Barbara Carter
Spalding University, School of Social Work
Gabe Fritz
YouthBuild Louisville
Kenny Lanham, Jr.
Lanham and Associates

Staﬀ
E ecutive Dir
Executive
Director
cto
CCathy
hy Hinko
ink
Non- roﬁt H
Non-proﬁ
Housing
usi g AAlliance
lia ce (NHA)
NH )
PProgram
og am Dir
Director
cto
DDoug
ug Mag
Mageee
D ve opmen Dir
Development
Director
ctor & Special
pe ial
PProjects
oje ts Coordinator
oordin tor
PPhoenix
oen x LiLindsey-Hall
dse -Ha
Admi ist ati e AAssistant
Administrative
sis ant
TTheresa
ere Bo
Boydd

Carmen Tisdale
Metro Housing Resource Center
Deborah Williams
National City Bank
Marita Willis
PNC Bank

Acknowledgements
This report is a product of the Center for Environmental Policy and Management
(CEPM) at the University of Louisville. The report was co-authored by John Vick, M.S.,
and Carol Norton, AICP. The Metropolitan Housing Coalition would also like to thank Eric
Schneider at the Kentucky State Data Center at the University of Louisville for map production.
Photography by Tom Fougerousse

Graphic Design by Rob Gorstein

Printing by Matly Digital Solutions

p

www.metropolitanhousing.org 26

MHC Individual Members
Sponsoring Members
Janet Dakan
Susan Hinko & Carl Batlin
Bob & Felice Sachs
Sustaining Members
John & Natalie Bajandas
Emily Bingham & Stephen Reily
David & Johanna Bos
Cathy Hinko
Morgan Ransdell
Jane Walsh
Anchoring Members
David Armstrong
Melissa & Tim Barry
Mary Bryan
John Bugbee
Barbara Carter
Mike Davis & Heidi Solarz-Kutz
Kevin Dunlap
Alan Engel
Lynn & Crit Luallen
Lydia Prichard
Deborah Rattle
Susan Stokes
Phil Tom
Rick Vance
Carla Wallace
Supporting Members
Ann Allen
Barbara & Thomas Banaszynski
Stacy Deck
George & Jean Edwards
Gordon & Joyce Garner
Bob German
Joe Graﬃs
Maria G. & John Hampton
Joseph B. Helm, Sr.
Lauren Heberle & Jonathan Lowe
Forrest S. Kuhn

Supporting Members (continued)
Nicholas Lutz
Krista Mills
Kathleen O’Neil
Lisa Osanka
Dona O’Sullivan
Robin Penick
Anne Marie Regan &
Doug Magee
Siddy Rosenberg
Ellen Rosenbloom
Susan Rostov
Diane & Roger Shott
Barbara & John Sinai
Sue Speed
Ken Hagan &
Angela Stallings Hagan
Tammy Thomas
Carmen Tisdale
Augusta Wallace Lyons
Ellen Weiss
Assisting Members
Garrett Adams
Philip J. Amshoﬀ
Steven Bourassa
Theresa Boyd
Nick Braden
Beverly Bromley
Janie Burks
Soni & Brad Castleberry
Khalilah Collins
Miriam Corcoran
David Coyte
Cassandra Culin
Sarah Lynn Cunningham
Matthieu Dalle
Dolores Delahanty
Gary Drehmel
Tyler Farleigh
Tom Fitzgerald

27 State of Metropolitan Housing 2008
p

Assisting Members (continued)
Dan Forbis
Jack Francis
Sarah Frederick
Lucy Freibert
William Friedlander
Harriette Friedlander
Ellen Friedman
Gabe Fritz
Nancy Gall-Clayton
Jessica George
Joe & Van Gliessner
Alane Goldstein
Jim & Virginia Gregory
Dennis & Susan Hall
Muriel Handmaker
David Harshaw & Valerie Salley
James Haswell
Fred Hicks
Geoﬀrey Hobin
Jane Hope
Erica Horton
David Howard
Carolyn Hutto
Karen Kartholl
Lauren Kehr
Kathy Kremer
Kenny Lanham, Jr.
Nancy Leach
Phoenix Lindsey-Hall
Pauline Lynn
Andrew Magee
Jessie Magee
Lisa Markowitz
Mary Mayrose
Christie McCravy
Mark McKinley
Ron McKulick
Beverly & Gerald Moore
Mary Margaret & Edward Mulvihill

Assisting Members (continued)
Kendell Nash & Scott Blair
Owen Nash-Blair
Carolyn Neustadt
Rep. Darryl Owens
Phyllis Passaﬁume
Virginia Peck
Angela Perry
Jan Phillips
Mary Porter
Ben Post
Suzy Post
Wendy Randall
Stephanie Reese
Nancy Reinhart
Pat & Phil Reinhart
Beth & Dan Rose
John & Susan Rosenbarger
Fanny Rose Rosenbaum
Adam Ruiz
Bill & Rose Schreck
Amy Shir
David Simcox
Terry & Nancy Singer
Joe & Karen Stevenson
Ike Thacker
Judy & Bob Tiell
Jack Trawick
Bill & Alice Walsh
Pat & Leigh Walsh
Edna Walsh Solomon
T. Morgan Ward, Jr.
Sally & Al Wax
Rep. Jim Wayne
John Wilborn
Deborah Williams
Marita Willis
Virginia Woodward
Councilwoman Mary Woolridge
Barry Zalph

MHC Organizational Members
Institutional Members
BB&T
Catholic Charities
Chase Bank
Church of the Epiphany
Commonwealth Bank & Trust
Fifth Third Bank
IN/KY Regional Council of Carpenters:
Local 64
Kentucky Housing Corportation
Louisville Metro Health and Wellness
Department
Louisville Metro Housing Authority
National City Bank
New Directions Housing Corporation
PNC Bank
Presbyterian Church (USA)
Republic Bank & Trust Corporation
Stites & Harbison
TARC
The Louise Judah Irrevocable Trust
US Bank
Volunteers of America
Sponsoring Members
Baja Works Development Corporation
Center for Women & Families
First Capital Bank of Kentucky
Home of the Innocents
Jewish Community Federation
Kentucky Habitat for Humanity
LDG Development, LLC
Louisville Metro Housing & Family
Sevices Department
Mindel, Scott & Associates, Inc.
Norton Healthcare
River City Housing
Sisters of Charity of Nazareth
South Central Conference of Lutherans
Your Community Bank

Supporting Members
Beacon Properties
Borders & Borders
Canaan Community Development
Corporation
Center For Accessible Living
Center for Neighborhoods
Center for Nonproﬁt Excellence
Community Action of Southern Indiana
Day Spring, Inc.
Downtown Development Corporation
Dreams With Wings, Inc.
Family & Children First
Family Scholar House
Habitat for Humanity of Metro
Louisville
Highland Presbyterian Church
Home Builders Association of Louisville
Homeless & Housing Coalition of
Kentucky
Housing Partnership, Inc.
Hughes Architecture, Inc.
Jeﬀerson County Teachers Association
Legacy Homes
Louisville Metro Deptment of
Neighborhoods
Louisville Metro Human Relations
Commission
Louisville Real Estate Development
Corporation
Louisville Urban League
New Albany- Floyd County CHDO
New Albany Housing Authority
New Albany Redevelopment
Commission
Seven Counties Services
SOCAYR Property Management, Inc.
St. Boniface Church
St. John Center, Inc.
The Coalition for the Homeless

Supporting Members (Continued)
University of Louisville, School of
Public Health
University of Louisville, School of
Urban & Public Aﬀairs
Union Labor Housing
Vision Homes LLC
Wellspring
Sustaining Members
AARP Kentucky State Oﬃce
Allgeier Company
Architectural Investments
Cedar Lake Residences, Inc.
Choices, Inc.
Citizens Union Bank
Dare to Care Food Bank
Fairness Campaign
Fitzio, Inc.
Housing Associates
Kentucky Equal Justice Center
Kentucky Refugee Ministries
Kentucky State AFL-CIO
Legal Aid Society
Louisville Community Development
Bank
Metro United Way
Multi-County Clients Council
New Zion Community Development
Foundation
Partners Mortgage, Inc.
Riverﬁelds, Inc.
Rodman Agency
Sheet Metal Workers Local #110
Shelby Park Neighborhood Association
Society of St. Vincent De Paul
St. Matthews Area Ministries
Thomas Jeﬀerson Unitarian Church
Women 4 Women
YouthBuild Louisville

Neighborhood Members
ACLU of Kentucky
Americana Community Center
AU Associates
CART
Covenant Housing
Elderserve, Inc.
Greater Louisville Central Labor Union
GuardiaCare
Harbor House
IN/KY Regional Council of Carpenters:
Mill Cabinet Local 2501
Jewish Community Center
Jewish Family Vocational Services
Kentucky Resources Council
KIPDA Area Agency on Aging
KY Commission on Human Rights
Lanham and Associates
Louisville Central Community Center
Louisville Central Development
Corporation
Louisville Metro Community Action
Partnership
National Council of Jewish Women
NexStep To Independence
NWNA, LLC
PCOG’s “We Can” Community
Development Corporation
Peck, Shaﬀer & Williams
Phoenix Hill Neighborhood
Association
Project Warm
St. Williams Church
United Crescent Hill Ministries
Wesley House Community Services
Women in Transition
Zion Community Development
Corporation

p

www.metropolitanhousing.org 28

NON-PROFIT ORG.
US POSTAGE

PAID
LOUISVILLE, KY
PERMIT #1878

Metropolitan Housing Coalition
P.O. Box 4533
Louisville, KY 40204
(502)584-6858
www.metropolitanhousing.org

MISSION
The Metropolitan Housing Coalition exists to bring together this community’s private and public resources to provide equitable,
accessible housing opportunities for all people though advocacy, public education and support for affordable housing providers.
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