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Executive Summary:

Quality affordable housing is critical to the health and wellbeing of Kentucky’s residents. Affordable 
housing expands family budgets to afford more nutritious food, medical care, and utilities.1-3 It can help 
families move from unhealthy environments with mold and lead paint to one that is clean and free of 
contaminants.4,5 It can also have a strong impact on the mental health of residents.6-9 Clean, safe, stable 
housing alleviates depression and anxiety, and can also create stability for a person in recovery with 
substance use disorder (SUD).10 

Research suggests that low-income housing tax credits (LIHTC), a type of program that expands the 
development of affordable housing units, can have a positive impact on a community’s economic 
development.11-14 Direct investments not only influence local taxes and wages, but the embodied cost 
of affordable housing includes a reduction in health care costs resulting from poor housing and care of 
SUD.10,15

This Health Impact Assessment (HIA) reviews HB 86 Kentucky’s proposed Affordable Housing Tax Credit, 
a program intended to increase the number of affordable housing units available to individuals earning 
up to 60% AMI of the area median income (AMI).  With a current shortfall of 75,000 units for low-income 
families seeking housing, the estimated 6,560 additional units from the $12.5 million in tax credits 
allocated each year for five years ($62.5 million) could make a considerable impact.16 It is important 
to recognize, however, that Kentucky’s housing needs are broad. Among households with AMI’s less 
than 50%, (very low-income), housing cost burden continues to be significant and affordable units are 
scarce. Comprehensive housing investments, including affordable housing tax credits, can create positive 
movement towards the alleviation of Kentucky’s housing crisis.
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Key findings:
   Kentucky has a significant shortage of affordable housing.

•  Almost a half-million Kentucky renters are housing cost burdened meaning that they pay over 
one-third of their income on housing. 17 

•  For every 100 households at 50% AMI, there are only 81 units available. For every 100 
households below 30% AMI there are only 54 units available. 18,19 

   Affordable housing affects a family’s economic stability.

•  When families have a high housing cost burden, they cannot afford necessities like food, utilities, 
and medical care.1-3

•  Access to affordable housing can improve spending on other needs like food, maintaining a 
comfortable climate in the home, and filling prescriptions.20

   Affordable housing can reduce exposure to environmental hazards. 

•  Safe, quality affordable housing can reduce exposure to mold, lead paint, and indoor allergens.4,5

•  Well-sited affordable housing can reduce exposure to brownfields, traffic, and other sources of 
air pollution.21,22

   Affordable housing affects mental health.

•  Chronic housing instability and homelessness can cause high levels of stress and anxiety.6-9

•  Children need quality stable housing in order to thrive.23,24

•  Stable housing is required for successful recovery from substance use disorder (SUD).15

   Affordable housing developments can affect the local economy. 

•  Construction of affordable housing units can increase property values and increase economic 
activity in the surrounding neighborhoods.11-14

•  Improved access to affordable housing can reduce embodied costs of care for the unhoused 
as well as those experiencing SUD. Access to housing can lead to a reduction in trips to the 
emergency room as well as a reduction in SUD expenses.25-28
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Expand housing for 
Kentucky residents 
earning up to 60% AMI

Expand housing 
programs for lower 
income families

Address Rehabilitation 
vs. New Construction

Invest in retrofits for 
seniors

Kentucky’s affordable 
housing market for 
individuals earning 
up to 60% AMI is 
insufficient. Tax 
incentives would 
help promote 
construction for 
a critical part of 
Kentucky’s affordable 
housing spectrum.  

Some of the greatest 
gaps in housing 
affordability are for 
families below 30% 
AMI. Additional 
programs and 
subsidies are needed 
to extend the health 
benefits of affordable, 
stable housing to 
our most vulnerable 
Kentuckians. 

Incentivize new 
construction in 
areas where the 
population served by 
LIHTC has the most 
need and incentivize 
rehabilitation in 
areas where existing 
housing supply for 
that population is 
comparably more 
adequate. 

Retrofitting housing 
for seniors can also 
allow residents to 
age in place.

Recommendations

Recommendations to improve the health and wellbeing of Kentuckians through improved 
access to affordable housing include the following: 
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Ongoing research and evaluation of affordable housing programs

Expand data available on LIHTC 
developments.

Continue to research how affordable 
housing investments can be best leveraged.

Publishing data to examine how 
developments address environmental factors 
and evaluating the impacts of including these 
criteria can help ensure that health benefits 
are realized.

Within the research, there is not consensus 
on whether situating LIHTC developments 
in low-income compared to high-income 
neighborhoods may yield the most benefits 
to individuals and communities. There is 
also more information needed on how to 
best increase access to affordable housing 
without creating displacement. 

Improve outreach around 
affordable housing options 
to individuals making less 
than 60% AMI.

Increase communication 
to improve affordability of 
housing.

Increase awareness of 
benefits of affordable 
housing along the 
continuum.

Affordability may continue 
to be a concern once an 
individual has access to 
a LIHTC unit. Increasing 
awareness of additional 
financial support programs 
may help create stability 
for individuals with limited 
incomes. 

Public housing and LIHTC run 
through different funding 
streams and often different 
departments both at state 
and local levels. Increasing 
communication between 
these entities and finding 
ways to improve access and 
information for residents can 
help make the continuum 
of affordable housing more 
seamless. 

Not all residents are aware 
of the need for and benefits 
of affordable housing for 
all residents. Increasing 
community awareness of 
Kentucky’s housing needs 
can help build support for 
additional programs and 
developments.

Increase access to and awareness of affordable housing

Address sound proofing in affordable 
housing units. 

Address access for those with disabilities. 

Some existing affordable housing complexes 
have little soundproofing between units. 
The lack of soundproofing can create stress 
within the home and between neighbors. 

Kentucky has a lack of affordable housing 
units for people with disabilities. Additional 
accessibility concerns include a lack of 
ramps for affordable housing locations, 
and insufficient parking for the number of 
handicapped units in a development.

Design of affordable housing units. 
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Stable, affordable housing is foundational for good health. When 
housing is affordable, residents have the financial resources 
required for other necessities including food, utilities, and 
medical care. Housing that is free of health hazards such as 
mold or pests can also positively impact wellbeing. Kentucky’s 
affordable housing market, however, is insufficient to meet 
the needs of its residents.  Kentucky is currently short 75,000 
affordable housing units and the demand continues to grow with 
consistent increases in housing prices.29 

One measure intended to expand the number of affordable 
housing units is the creation of a state-wide  Low Income Housing 
Tax Credit (LIHTC), a public/private partnership that encourages 
developers and private investors to invest in the construction of 
affordable housing units.

A low-income housing tax credit policy, HB 86, filed for Kentucky’s 
2022 legislative session by Representative Randy Bridges and 
Representative Kim Banta, has a goal of doubling the number of 
affordable housing units across the commonwealth by matching 
existing federal tax credits. While there is a broad spectrum in 
the types of affordable housing (emergency housing, transitional 
housing, long term housing) this bill focuses specifically on the 
creation of more affordable housing units for those with incomes 
up to 60% area median income (AMI). 

Kentucky’s critical shortage of affordable units for working 
families, seniors, veterans, those aging out of foster care, and 
those recovering from substance use disorder (SUD), creates 
barriers to economic stability and can impact the wellbeing 
of both children and adults. With housing challenges at the 
forefront of the pandemic, the Center for Health Equity (CHE) at 
the Louisville Metro Department of Public Health and Wellness 
(LMPHW) determined that a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) 
on a Kentucky affordable housing tax credit was warranted. As 
defined by the CDC:

HIA is a process that helps evaluate the potential health 
effects of a plan, project, or policy before it is built or 
implemented. HIA brings potential positive and negative 
public health impacts and considerations to the decision-
making process for plans, projects, and policies that 
fall outside traditional public health arenas, such as 
transportation and land use. An HIA provides practical 
recommendations to increase positive health effects and 
minimize negative health effects.30

Through the stakeholder-driven process, HIA places health at 
the center of decision-making, working to ensure that it is not 
overlooked by the legislative process.

Introduction: 
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The scoping process of this HIA determined the breadth of research to be covered, the populations 
impacted, and the identification of stakeholders for qualitative research. This process was determined 
by an advisory group representing housing advocates, state housing coordinators, and public health 
practitioners. 

Goals of the health impact assessment, defined by stakeholders, include the following:

Goals

The proposed Kentucky Affordable
Housing Tax Credit Program:

The proposed state LIHTC would equal the current federal LIHTC administered in Kentucky ($12.5 million 
in credits annually for five years), essentially doubling the size of the program. The state LIHTC would 
function in a similar manner to the federal program. Developers apply for credits through the Kentucky 
Housing Corporation, and then can either hold the credit to deduct from their own tax liability or sell the 
credit in exchange for liquid capital to cover costs of construction or rehabilitation. By lowering the cost 
of overhead, the projects are intended to become a solvent investment for developers and at the same 
time, increase the amount of affordable housing for residents. 

The key components of the state LIHTC would mirror the design of the federal LIHTC.31 This includes 
how to determine what is considered affordable, stipulating how long investors can receive the credits, 
and how long units must remain affordable, how landlords and/or property owners must verify their 
information and the affordability of units, and which additional federal housing programs can be 
used in conjunction with the LIHTC.  Allocation plans and community engagement are designed and 
implemented at the state and local level.

Broken Hearted Homes Renter Association

Advisory Group Organizations

Coalition for the Homeless, Louisville

Homeless and Housing Coalition of Kentucky

Kentucky Affordable Housing Coalition

Louisville Urban League

Metropolitan Housing Coalition

Metro United Way

University of Louisville, Department of Urban and Public Affairs

Provide 
information on the 
link between the 
proposed Kentucky 
affordable housing 
tax credit and 
health impacts

Educate policy 
makers on the 
need for affordable 
housing along 
a continuum of 
affordability

Engage community 
stakeholders to 
inform the Health 
Impact Assessment

Increase affordable 
housing for 
Kentuckians

Scoping
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The Kentucky program, like the federal LIHTC program, has several stipulations around affordability. One 
of the requirements for investors or developers to receive the credit is to base unit pricing on the area 
median income (AMI) for which the development is located. This AMI, developed at the census tract 
level, can vary widely across the state, and is currently set to earning up to 60%.32 As AMI can fluctuate 
from year to year, developers must monitor and maintain affordability. Landlords or property owners 
must also accept other federally funded programs and vouchers from programs like Section 8.33 Beyond 
the requirement to set the units at an affordable price after development, there is also a requirement 
for those units to remain affordable for the 30 years.34 By doubling the amount of available housing tax 
credits, Kentucky would see expanded availability of housing for families earning up to 60% AMI.

Who is impacted by the bill?

Those who are explicitly named in the bill 
as eligible for LIHTC housing include:

While the proposed program targets a 
range of low-income residents, the bill 
will also have a larger community impact, 
including the following:

•  Individuals and families earning up to 
60% AMI (millennials age 25-40 make 
up a significant portion of the working 
population)

•  Seniors

•  Those aging out of foster care

•  Veterans

•  Those with Substance Use Disorder (SUD)

•  Developers and Investors- those buying and 
using the tax credits

•  Construction companies and their 
employees

•  Local community businesses

•  Residents in the neighborhood where 
housing is being built

•  Business owners who need workers

•  Local government

•  State government
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Kentucky residents in need of housing
The National Low-Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC) estimates that in Kentucky there is a significant 
shortfall in the number of affordable units available for low-income (50-60% AMI) households. For 
every 100 families earning up to 60% AMI seeking affordable housing, there are only 81 housing units 
available. 18,19 One in five families at this income can’t find an affordable place to live. 

Along with those earning up to 60% AMI, the housing tax credit would also provide housing options for 
seniors, those aging out of foster care, veterans, and those recovering from SUD. 

According to 2019 American Community 
Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates, there are 
710,138 residents who are 65 years of 
age or older in Kentucky.17 The median 
household income for this population 
is $38,067. Notably, this is only slightly 
above the 60% AMI for Kentucky 
($30,353.40). According to 2019 ACS 5-yr 
estimates accessed through public use 
microdata samples (PUMS), 33.7% of 
Kentucky residents who are 65 years of 
age or older live in households that are 
at 60% AMI or lower.17

Youth exiting the foster care system have 
a strong need for sustainable affordable 
housing. The number of youths aging out 
of Kentucky’s foster care system varies 
from year to year. However, according 
to the US Department of Health and 
Human Services, 706 youth exited to 
emancipation in Kentucky during 2019 
(the latest available data).35 Additional 
data from the U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services, Children’s Bureau 
indicated that between 2016-2018, 
822 youth were receiving support for 
independent living.36 

According to the Housing Assistance 
Council,37 approximately 35,000 Kentucky 
veterans are living in a home with one 
or more major problems. Challenges 
include issues of quality, crowding, and 
cost. Among Kentucky veterans, housing 
affordability remains the greatest 
challenge with 19.5% of Kentucky 
veterans paying more than 30% of their 
income on housing.  

The Substance Abuse and Mental 
Services Administration within the 
US Department of Health and Human 
Services estimates that there were 
280,000 Kentuckians over the age of 12 
with substance use disorder in 2018-
2019. While not every individual will 
need housing, a stable living situation is 
critical for individuals in this population 
to recover.38
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Potential health outcomes related to housing access
The introduction of a new policy can create patterns of change in health (Figure 1). With the 
implementation of an affordable housing tax credit, Kentucky would see an increase in the number 
of units for individuals earning up to 60% AMI. The increase in affordable units from the state LIHTC 
would lead to an increased number of individuals living in affordable housing, which might change the 
neighborhood they live in, and increase the amount of discretionary money available to residents. With 
an increase in discretionary money due to reduced housing costs, a family may have more access to 
nutritious food, health care, or money for essential needs. This can lead to health outcomes such as 
changes in a person’s ability to manage a chronic illness, changes in cardiovascular health because of 
access to more nutritious food, and a change in a person’s immune system.1-3 

Access to affordable housing can also lead to a change in mental health. When a person has good, 
quality, affordable housing, they may experience reductions in stress, anxiety, and depression.6-9  A 
person in recovery with SUD can also benefit from having a safe, stable environment in which to 
recover.10 Changes in housing can also reduce exposure to environmental contaminants such as lead, 
mold, rodents, and poor air quality. This change can improve respiratory health, reduce risk of lead 
poisoning, and can improve mental health.4,5 Finally, a change in neighborhoods can lead to a change 
in transportation and employment. When an individual has access to improved employment and is 
spending less of their income on housing costs, the increase in discretionary money leads to an improved 
quality of life. 

Change in Policy

KY Affordable
Housing Tax Credit

Indicator of Health

Increase in
discretionary

money

Money available 
for nutritious 

food

Money available 
for health care

Money for
utilities

Reduced
exposure

to extreme
temperatures

Change in
cardiovascular

health

Change in
immune
system

Change in
maintenance of
chronic health

concerns

Change in risk to
heat stroke or
hypothermia

Change in 
anxiety

Change in 
depression

Change in
substance use

disorder

Change in
respiratory and
cardiovascular

illness

Change in lead
poisoning

Change in
exposure

to lead paint

Change in 
exposure to indoor

and outdoor air 
quality

Access to
safe and

sanitary housing

Proximity to
Transportation

Proximity to
Jobs

Money for
essential needs

Change in
mental health

Increased Access
to Affordable

Housing

Change in
neighborhoods

Intermediate
Outcome

Intermediate
Outcome Heath outcome

Figure 1: Kentucky Affordable Housing Tax Credit Health Outcomes Chart
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How does the Federal LIHTC Work?
The federal LIHTC has existed since 1987 and for quite some time has been the United States’ largest 
subsidized housing construction and rehabilitation program. The existing research on LIHTC shows that 
it has fulfilled one of its central objectives: to stimulate private sector construction of safe and decent 
rental housing that is affordable for households with moderate incomes.39 Direct construction and 
provision of public housing fell out of favor in the wake of highly publicized problems with high-rise 
public housing projects in the 1980s and 1990s.  Urban historians and policy researchers have attributed 
the difficulties faced by high-rise projects to a complex set of factors, including architectural design 
blunders, inadequate planning for ongoing maintenance funding, and the financial pressures placed on 
developments from sudden and rapid White flight.  Regardless of the realities, though, a simplistic public 
narrative emerged that placed the blame squarely on the shoulders of public housing itself, and on the 
low-income residents it serves.  This narrative has driven American low-income housing policy away from 
direct provision of public housing and toward more indirect mechanisms.40 

In addition to insufficient funding, public housing agencies are faced with a legal obstacle called the 
Faircloth Amendment.  The Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act of 1998 included a provision, 
the Faircloth Amendment, that explicitly prevented public housing authorities from constructing any 
new public housing units.  Each was locked-in to whatever the number of units they managed as of 
1999.41 As federal housing increasingly turned toward a voucher-based approach, LIHTC emerged as one 
of the few sources of funding for new construction of affordable units.  The population served by this 
new construction, though, was quite different.  The 60% of AMI population served by LIHTC occupies 
a different place on the housing need continuum than the population served by public housing, where 
units can be affordable to households with extremely low incomes. New construction of units for that 
population is still quite limited.   

For the 60% of AMI population, though, LIHTC has added to the supply of affordable units.  A peer-
reviewed 2019 study utilized HUD data to estimate that the federal LIHTC contributed to the production 
of 2.62 million rent-capped housing units from 1987 to 2015.39 These units are often of a higher quality 
and enjoy better management by landlords than the comparable market-rate properties that LIHTC 
residents would be able to afford.42 In other words, one of the primary benefits of the program is not 
necessarily affordability, since LIHTC developments are often located in neighborhoods with surplus 
housing supply at price-points that would be affordable for those who earn 60% of area median income 
(i.e., that qualify for LIHTC units).39,43  Instead, the primary benefit for LIHTC households is that, for the 
same rent level, the housing they can afford is of a much better quality.  
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Assessment
Kentucky’s critical shortage of affordable housing units creates barriers to economic stability and can 
impact the wellbeing of both adults and children. Housing that is safe, stable, and free of health hazards 
such as mold or pests can positively impact wellbeing. The quality of the housing is also determined by 
where it is located. Access to good paying jobs, public transportation, and exposure to environmental 
factors such as air pollution and brownfields all play into the success of creating a healthy, quality, 
affordable place to live.

The assessment portion of the HIA addresses research questions developed in the scoping process.  
Methods of assessment included a review of who is impacted by Kentucky’s affordable housing shortage, 
qualitative research which involved interviews with individuals who reside in affordable housing units, 
and a literature review of health impacts related to housing. On an individual level, the literature review 
addresses financial stability, environmental exposures in and around the home, and mental health 
outcomes related to housing. The literature review also looks at community wide impacts on housing 
prices as well as impacts on the local economy when a new facility is constructed.

Results of the assessment process are summarized in the reporting below.

Kentucky’s Affordable Rental Housing Shortage
A significant number of Kentuckians are faced with 
housing costs that place a strain on family budgets. 
Households are considered housing cost burdened 
if they spend 30% or more of their income on 
housing related costs.  Households that spend more 
than 50% of income on housing are considered 
extremely housing cost burdened.44,45 According to 
2019 ACS 5-year estimates from the PUMS,17 four 
out of 10 Kentucky renters live in households that 
are housing cost burdened, and an additional two 
out of 10 are severely housing cost burdened. Black residents, female residents, and seniors face higher 
rates of housing cost burden than their White, male, and middle-aged counterparts. Single-worker 
families also face higher rates of housing cost burden as opposed to families with two workers in the 
household (Figure 2). 

“There is such a housing shortage in this town... 
even with the new housing that they built.  
Prices are very high around here.” 

  - Male resident, Shelbyville, KY
“ “

Figure 2: 
Demographics of 
Kentucky Renters

Kentucky Renters
Sex

Male
Female

Race
White alone
Black or African American alone
All other races combined

Ethnicity
Hispanic or Latinx
Not Hispanic or Latinx

Age Group
Children (< than 18 year)
Young Adults (18 to 24)
Millennials (work force (25-40))
Other Adults (41 to 64)
Seniors (65+)

Number of Workers in Family
No Workers
1 Worker
2 Workers
3 or more Workers

499,872

222,680
277,192

367,825
89,823
42,224

33,617
466,255

163,977
69,023

144,821
110,178
41,873

83,016
203,587
65,458
9,933

(41.6%)

(38.7%)
(44.3%)

(40.4%)
(46.4%)
(43.8%)

(39.4%)
(41.8%)

(47.7%)
(44.2%)
(35.3%)
(38.1%)
(48.5%)

(15.4%)
(17.6%)
(4.6%)
(2.2%)

Housing Cost Burdened
count (percent)

Severely Housing Cost
Burdened count (percent)

245,178

105,456
139,722

179,420
45,090
20,668

15,970
229,208

85,797
36,252
52,355
52,344
18,430

54,673
96,874
22,006
2,666

(20.4%)

(18.3%)
(22.3%)

(19.7%)
(23.3%)
(21.4%)

(18.7%)
(20.5%)

(24.9%)
(23.2%)
(16.1%)
(18.1%)
(21.3%)

(10.2%)
(8.4%)
(1.6%)
(0.6%)
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Focusing specifically on extremely low-income households (below 30% AMI) in Kentucky, eight out of 10 
are cost-burdened and six in 10 are severely cost burdened (Figure 3).  For those who live in low-income 
households (30 to 50% AMI), over six in 10 are cost burdened and almost two in 10 are severely cost 
burdened.  There is a significant drop in the degree of cost burden faced by the next income category, low-
income households, which is defined as households with 51%-80% AMI.  Of these households, almost three in 
10 are cost-burdened, but less than one in 10 are severely cost-burdened. This demonstrates that the greatest 
gap in affordable housing is for those at or below 30% AMI.18

The Kentucky county with the highest percent of renters who are housing cost burdened is Wolfe County 
where 506 renter households (67%) are housing cost burdened (Figure 4). The county with the lowest percent 
of renter households who are housing cost burdened is Spencer County where 207 renter households (22.6%) 
are housing cost burdened. As seen in Figure 4, for 24 Kentucky counties, 50% or more of renter households 
are considered housing cost burdened. In 88 counties, 40% or more of renter households are considered 
housing cost burdened. In all but three Kentucky counties (118 counties), 30% or more of renter households 
are considered housing cost burdened (Calculation methodology: Appendix 1)

Figure 3: Total Number of Cost-Burdened Renter 
Households by County

Figure 4: Percentages of Cost-Burdened Renter 
Households by County
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Louisville/Jefferson County’s Affordable Rental Housing Shortage 

In 2019, a Housing Needs Assessment for Louisville was conducted by the Louisville Metro Government 
Office of Housing & Community Development and the Louisville Affordable Housing Trust Fund.35   This 
analysis found a significant shortfall in available affordable housing for extremely low and very low-
income residents of the city. The area median income for Louisville was $71,500 in 2018.  As seen in 
Figure 5, of the almost 60,000 households at 30% or less of AMI, three out of four were cost burdened, 
and six out of 10 are severely cost burdened (includes both rental and owner households).  Of the almost 
30,000 households between 30-50% of AMI, approximately a third were cost burdened, and at least one 
in 10 were severely cost-burdened.  The pattern improves for the almost 60,000 households between 50-
80% of AMI. Of these, just over one in 10 were cost burdened and two in 10, severely cost burdened.  

Figure 5: Housing 
Burden Across 
Income in 
Louisville

Impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on rent burden
The COVID-19 pandemic has exacerbated the housing affordability crisis. Many in the low- and middle-income 
service sectors have seen job losses, while skyrocketing construction costs have further impeded filtering and 
any increase in the overall housing stock.  A comprehensive national 2021 study reports that 51% of renter 
households lost employment income due to the pandemic by March 2021.46 In January 2021, one in five 
renters were behind on payments; by the end of March 2021, this had decreased to one in seven renters.46



16

What current programs address housing affordability in Kentucky? 
By size and scope, the largest inflow of housing support funds to the state is from the U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development, which, in partnership with the 122 local public housing agencies 
(also called authorities), administer funding for public housing, Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers, 
and a variety of other smaller programs.  Looking only at the two largest HUD programs, in Kentucky in 
2020, public housing agencies managed 21,632 units of public housing and administered 38,255 Housing 
Choice Vouchers, with an average federal subsidy per occupied unit of just over $500 per month, or 
approximately $320 million in federal subsidies annually.47 

The US Department of Agriculture provides significant funding for housing support in rural areas of 
the state.  They provide a variety of mortgage assistance and rent subsidy programs.  While most of 
their programming is in the form of lowering loan rates for homebuyers and property owners, they 
also operate a rental subsidy program where rent subsidies are provided for low and very low-income 
tenants.49 

The Kentucky Housing Corporation (KHC), the state’s housing finance agency, manages a significant 
amount of housing support.  Just as public housing agencies administer federal funds for public housing 
and vouchers, the Kentucky Housing Corporation administers federal funds for many of its programs.  
Some of the major programs administered by KHC include the Federal LIHTC, federal tax-exempt bond 
financing, HOME Investment Partnerships, the National and Kentucky Affordable Housing Trust Funds, 
several homeownership assistance programs, and homelessness-focused programs.50  In addition, KHC 
acts on behalf of the state to administer the Housing Choice Vouchers. A selection of KHC’s programs 
and their 2019 expenditures can be seen in Figure 6.  

Local governments in Kentucky also administer programs related to housing support, though some 
of these are more directly related to housing than others.  Many of these programs, like the others 
previously discussed, are local applications of federal funding streams, like the Community Development 
Block Grant and HOME Investment Partnerships.  Louisville Metro Government also funds several 
programs out of its own revenue, such as the Louisville Affordable Housing Trust Fund, the Louisville 
CARES program, and the Community Land Trust.51

With much of the state’s housing support going directly to rent support, rehabilitation, or homeownership 
assistance, the proposed LIHTC, would represent a significant increase in funding for new subsidized unit 
construction relative to existing levels.  

It is also critical to consider the impact of a state LIHTC program in the context of projected losses of 
affordable units in the upcoming years. Since each affordable housing unit supported by LIHTC funding is 
only required to remain affordable over a span of 30 years, Kentucky is at risk of losing affordable housing 
stock if those that are set to expire are not replaced with new units or preserved as affordable housing 
for longer terms. According to the National Housing Preservation Database (NHPD), 7,653 federally 
assisted housing units with affordability restrictions are projected to expire in Kentucky within the next 
10 years. Within the next five years, 61% of publicly assisted rental homes in Kentucky that are projected 
to expire are LIHTC supported homes. Creating a state funded LIHTC program can provide additional 
support to our affordable housing stock and help prevent a net loss of housing for years to come.52

Figure 6: 2019 Kentucky Housing Corporation Program Expenditures

Program
Federal LIHTC
Tax Exempt Bonds (tax credits)
Tax Exempt Bonds (equity)
(KY) Affordable Housing Trust Funds
HOME
Down Payment Assistance

2019 Expenditure (in millions)
$12.5
$2.8
$30.7
$5.6
$7.8
$26
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Qualitative Research Summary
Interviews with residents living in affordable housing revealed a range of themes regarding the impact 
of affordable housing on their lives. Residents sought healthy, accessible, affordable, and safe places to 
live. They described their experiences and challenges with the application process, management of units, 
space, access to jobs, and issues around walkability. Residents sought affordable housing to leave behind 
a moldy home, to move from homelessness to stability, and to find a unit that accommodated their 
physical needs.  

Residents described their previous housing situations.

Access to affordable housing units had a positive impact on residents’ lives. Residents felt their homes 
were comfortable, healthy, safe places to live.

“My favorite part is that it’s local... It Is closer 
to my children’s school, grocery stores, 
entertainment. Yes, those are the main things. 
That’s the best part about it.” 

 - Female resident, Covington, KY

“The apartments are new. They haven’t been 
here... I don’t know how long they’ve actually 
been here, but the neighborhood is nice. I like it.” 

  - Female resident, Louisville, KY

“This was a new facility designed from the 
ground up to be a senior living community, 
wider, open spaces, greens, commons, and 
so forth. So the design was with people 
of my age bracket, 55 and older in mind. 
Closer to shopping and everything else. 
And a quiet community where it was laid 
out with everything in mind. It was income 
based, which helps me because I’m on 
social security disability.” 

           - Male resident, Shelbyville, KY

“Before, I’d also been living in a senior living community...
However, [the current residence] was newer. Built to newer 
standards [for handicap accessibility]. I am handicapped. I’m 
a below-the-knee left side amputee. I needed something a 
little larger, a little better setup than the last place as it stood. 
I needed better quality parking and [better] outlay of the 
building. I was fortunate to get in there at the time ...There was 
very much a great shortage in town of even handicap accessible 
apartments.” 

 - Male resident, Shelbyville, KY

“I was going through a divorce, lost the house. 
Me and my kids were homeless. We had to 
stay with my cousin in a one bedroom for six 
months, almost a year, before we found this 
place. And it was really hard because, if you 
don’t have credit or a job or all of those things, 
it’s hard to get into a place.” 

 - Female resident, Louisville, KY

“...In my previous home, 
first, I had no issue 
at all. Then, slowly, 
the house started 
deteriorating and 
had rodents, insects, 
mold... It is numerous 
the things that I can 
actually name about 
that house. I feel as if 
that house just needs to 
be totally demolished, 
because it’s not safe for 
no other family to move 
in there.” 

    -  Female resident,  
       Covington, KY
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All the residents reported feeling safe in their neighborhoods. One resident reported a community 
feeling. 

All interviewees shared that finding a new place to live was difficult, and the need for more affordable 
housing units was apparent. Waiting lists for housing were long, and the application process was 
complex. 

The design of housing units had a major impact on the comfort of residents. Residents described 
experiences of living in an affordable housing unit. 

“When I drive my van, 
everybody just waves at each 
other... I mean, it’s just a nice 
little lovely community.” 

         - Male resident,
           Shelbyville, KY. 

“I like the fact that I can actually jog in the 
neighborhood. That’s the best part for me 
because I do. It’s quiet for the most part.” 

 - Female resident, Louisville KY

“I had made application after application...
Shelbyville housing authority [said] it might be 
six months up to 18 months... And at that time 
I didn’t have my prosthetics. So I’m hopping 
around from my van on my walker, going into 
these places. [At one location], they had a 
handicap sign for you to park, but when you 
tried to get in the door, when you’re trying to 
jump a wheelchair up a six-inch incline or a 
step, it’s like, oh, okay, how are you supposed to 
do that? 

“I think I probably put out $250 just in credit 
checks, $50 here, $40 there, $55 here and so 
forth like that. But most were telling me, well, 
we’ll just put you on the list. We’ll just put you 
on the list. We’ll just put you on the list. 

 - Male resident, Shelbyville, KY

“I like the apartment. It’s brand new. That’s the thing that I like most about it. Like 
I said, I just don’t like [that] it’s getting crowded; the parking [is limited]. 

My house was safe. I could always park in front of my house. But the main thing 
that I like about here is that I don›t have to cut grass and I don›t have to worry 
about fixing anything... And so I›m glad that I don›t have to do those things 
anymore and I can focus on other things.” 

  - Female resident, Louisville, KY

 “... it was really 
hard. I cannot deny 
it. It was hard. 
That’s why I was 
stuck in there for so 
long. It took over 
a year to find new 
housing.” 

   - Female resident,
     Covington, KY
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One resident reported improved health after moving, having fewer seizures, and no longer having 
respiratory issues. The move, however, did not reduce her stress. 

The locations of affordable housing were mostly positive as residents were close to entertainment, 
grocery stores, and schools. Walkability was also a positive improvement with their new locations. 
Quality job availability, however, was lacking in these areas. One resident reported, 

Overall, the interviews indicated that affordable housing had positive impacts on residents. Residents 
were grateful to have an environment that was clean, friendly, safe, and met the needs of their families. 
Challenges included a short supply of affordable housing and a lengthy application process. The design of 
a unit appeared to have a significant impact on the wellbeing of residents. While residents in multifamily 
housing felt crowded and that noise was an issue, the resident in the senior housing duplex felt he had 
sufficient space. Addressing design issues such as more soundproofed walls, more open space, and 
sufficient parking could improve comfort and quality of life in affordable housing construction. 

“It’s due to the fact that there’s multiple families living 
here...the children and the residents, they will dirty 
up the hallways. The parking lot will be constantly 
dirty. As for certain times and hours, their children run 
back and forth and are loud, thumping above me and 
everything.” 

 - Female resident, Covington, KY. 

“The only jobs available in my neighborhood are restaurant and 
hotel jobs. [We need jobs in] healthcare, warehouse, high-end 
restaurants, possibility of working in daycares.” 

  - Female resident, Covington, KY
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Literature Review
Impacts of economic stability on individuals and families
Many Kentuckians cannot afford adequate housing.  Seventy percent of the commonwealth’s extremely 
low-income families pay more than half of their total income towards rent.53 Families facing financial 
instability often make hard financial choices that can lead to negative health outcomes. Prioritization of 
rent limits funds for healthy food, healthcare, and basic necessities.1 Children facing housing instability 
with less access to healthy foods may experience lower engagement in school, poorer health, and 
emotional wellbeing.1-3 

Limited budgets can lead to energy insecurity. Choosing between utilities or food, rent, and medicine 
can either lead to unhealthy temperatures in the home, or insufficient food and medication. During 
the pandemic, disconnections increased across many households regardless of income level.54 Energy 
insecurity is seen more often in families that have children, have lower income, have a limited education, 
have a Black head of household, and are often renters.54

The pandemic has been difficult for low-income families and people of color. Poorer neighborhoods have 
seen higher rates of evictions as those who lost employment missed payments.55 In 2021, almost twice 
the number of households with children were behind on paying their rent compared to households 
without children.56 Often these extremely low-income families are Black and Latinx families, as well 
as families with older adults.57 On average, these families are more likely to experience substandard 
housing than their White counterparts.58 Figure 7 shows the share of occupied rental units in relation to 
income level. Those identified as extremely low income are more likely to occupy moderately to severely 
inadequate housing compared to those of higher income.

The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) lists economic stability as a key social determinant of health, 
meaning that there is a connection between the amount of financial resources available to a household 
and their overall health outcomes.59,60 When households are financially secure and are not struggling 
to make housing payments, they have greater control and freedom in how they choose to spend, save, 
borrow, and plan for current and future investments in their health. 1,61 This financial security can look 
like increased funds for higher quality, nutrient dense food, and access to healthcare services. For 
example, those who have more discretionary and higher incomes typically purchase more fruits and 
vegetables that can often be more costly than less nutritious items, compared to those who have fewer 
financial resources.20 In terms of healthcare services, low-income households are more likely to report 
issues with making health-related payments, struggle to afford prescriptions, and delay healthcare 
needs.62 Increasing a family’s discretionary income through affordable housing can improve their ability 
to invest in their health and improve their overall life outcomes.  
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Environmental conditions inside the home and across the community
Safe, clean, quality housing is a key determinant of health. Environmental exposures, both indoor and 
outdoor, can lead to a range of poor health outcomes. Indoor environmental exposures include mold, 
lead paint or pipes, insects or rodents, unsafe wiring, and extreme hot or cold temperatures. Outside 
the home there is potential for exposure to high levels of traffic, high levels of noise, and exposure to 
brownfield sites or other industrial sources of pollution. Newly constructed affordable housing units 
must meet standard criteria to reduce environmental hazards. Increasing the number of healthy housing 
units would potentially help reduce the number of individuals living in unhealthy environments. 

Inside the Home:

While the overall quality of U.S. housing stock has steadily improved over the last 10 years, the 
inadequacies that do exist are three times more likely to be present in rental housing compared to 
owner-occupied housing.63 Issues include overcrowding, exposed wiring, heating, and air issues lasting 
longer than six hours, presence of pests such as rats or roaches, toilet breakdowns, and shared plumbing 
facilities. Notably the American Housing Survey conducted by the US Census Bureau does not account 
for other health-related issues such as gaps in roofing or foundations, or the presence of mold.  This 
suggests there is an underreporting of housing inadequacies by the Census.63

Individuals with poor housing quality are at greater 
risk of indoor environmental exposures.64 Older 
homes in the United States are more likely to have 
moisture, mold, and sources of lead (such as paint 
or pipes) present, all of which can cause numerous 
negative health effects.4,5 The presence of mold has 
been found to exacerbate respiratory health problems 
such as asthma, infections, and bronchitis.65 Mold and 
moisture also contribute to more hospitalizations, 
insurance claims, and mortality.66 Lower-income 
households are, on average, more likely to have 
problems with mold, which poses equity concerns.67

Exposure to lead via paint or lead pipes can cause 
developmental delays in children. Studies have shown that elevated blood lead levels are more common 
among children with lower family incomes, non-Hispanic Black children, children living in older housing, 
and children living in neighborhoods with shortages of jobs and affordable housing.68,69 

“...In my previous home, first, I had no 
issue at all. Then, slowly, the house started 
deteriorating and had rodents, insects, 
mold... It is numerous the things that I 
can actually name about that house. I feel 
as if that house just needs to be totally 
demolished, because it’s not safe for no 
other family to move in there.” 

    - Female resident, Covington, KY

“

“
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Issues around quality and maintenance are complex. Resources for upgrades may be scarce, particularly 
in lower-income neighborhoods. Owners may have trouble finding a lender to get the necessary 
improvement funds or are unwilling to raise rents to generate enough revenue in fear of pricing out their 
tenants. Renters may also be hesitant to report inadequate conditions for concern they will be evicted 
from one of the few places they can afford.70

Those with lower incomes may also be more likely to experience extreme high and low temperatures. 
Extreme temperatures, especially heat, have a profound impact on health. Heat islands are urban areas 
which experience higher temperatures than surrounding areas and can have adverse health implications 
including respiratory difficulties, heat cramps, heat exhaustion, and heat stroke.71 Excessive temperatures 
are also deadly, especially among the elderly.21,72 Non-White and non-English speaking populations, 
including those living in affordable housing, experience higher in-home temperatures than others due to 
insufficient air conditioning or ventilation.73 Lower-income populations are more likely to live in homes 
that are more difficult to heat and are more likely to struggle to pay their energy bills.74 In Louisville, the 
urban heat island effect is most prominent in the West and South ends of town, which tend to be lower 
income, higher renter areas.75

Poor housing quality and design can affect an individual’s overall health through noise disturbances. 
Loud and persistent noise disturbances can range in severity from general annoyance to long term 
health outcomes such as cardiovascular disease.76 Noise can specifically affect individuals in their homes 
through disturbances of sleep. When these disturbances are consistent, they can negatively affect 
quality of sleep which can impair overall mood, reduce cognitive awareness and ability, and increase 
drowsiness during hours that individuals are awake.77 Noise disturbances at night are also related to 
cardiovascular disease through long-term outcomes due to acute effects on the autonomic nervous and 
endocrine systems during repeated arousals while sleeping.78 This research, considered comprehensively, 
demonstrates the importance of ensuring that housing is affordable and of sufficient quality to prevent 
negative health outcomes.



Outside the Home:

Where housing is located also has several implications for health. Current research demonstrates that 
low income and people of color are more likely to live near harmful environmental exposures. Exposure 
to traffic, brownfields, factories, and power plants all have associated health risks.21 Traffic exposure 
increases asthma risks among children, especially near schools and homes.22 Higher levels of noise can 
contribute to lack of sleep, elevated annoyance and stress levels, noise induced hearing impairment, 
and impaired cognitive performance.22 High levels of traffic exposure have also been linked to higher 
coronary calcification,79 which is linked to major adverse cardiovascular events.80 Many studies have 
also shown that non-white, lower socioeconomic status individuals, are far more likely to be exposed to 
elevated levels of traffic.79,81

Typically, those in need of affordable housing are more likely to live near abandoned buildings, 
brownfields, or production facilities that produce air and water pollutants.21 Defined by the EPA as “a 
property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which may be complicated by the presence or 
potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or containment,” brownfields can contain a 
wide range of contaminants including volatile organic compounds (VOC), petroleum hydrocarbons, lead, 
asbestos, PCBs, creosote, cadmium, chromium, and arsenic.82 Brownfield exposures have been linked 
to lowered immune response,83 heart disease, lung, and stomach cancer.84 These dangerous sites are 
typically concentrated in marginalized communities due to disinvestment, neighborhood segregation, 
housing discrimination, and other facets of historic racism.85 The research also shows that individuals 
and families of color, as well as those with lower incomes, are disproportionately impacted by housing 
related environmental health concerns.86

Mapping Environmental Data:
Those in need of affordable housing are likely to face barriers to experiencing a healthy natural and built 
environment. Pollution and exposure to high levels of traffic volume pose significant health implications. 
Below are a few maps that describe the environmental barriers faced by those in need of affordable 
housing throughout Kentucky. As a note, the darker the shade of green, the more concentrated the 
environmental hazard (lighter colors mean less of an environmental impact). The larger the orange circle, 
the denser the affordable housing units are in that area. 

In Jefferson County most of the environmental pollutants and hazards are focused in historically Black 
areas, mainly the West End and the neighborhood of Newburg. The historic and ongoing impacts of 
segregation, housing discrimination, and community disinvestment are evident in the following maps. 
Figures 8 and 9 map where LIHTC projects have been built in Jefferson County since the program’s 
inception23 and compare it with data from the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) EJ Screen, 
an environmental justice tool to map potential risks and hazards across the nation. Most projects are 
concentrated in the West End of Louisville, where residents are more exposed to environmental hazards. 

Figure 8: Map 
of the number 
of LIHTC units 
constructed 
across Jefferson 
County relative to 
PM2.5 in the air



State-wide, levels of particulate matter (PM 2.5) in the air are noticeably concentrated in urban areas 
such as Louisville and Lexington, as well as the eastern portion of the state. PM 2.5 is a mixture of solid 
and liquid particles, mainly dirt, dust, and soot, which can cause adverse health effects. The second 
map highlights the percentage of housing built before 1960, which indicates the potential for lead in the 
home, via lead paint or lead pipes. Figures 10, and 11 map the state environmental hazards. Generally, 
the entire state has relatively old housing stock. However, the trend is most noticeable in eastern 
portions of the state. 

These trends can be seen in other counties as well. Figures 12 through 16 highlight three Eastern 
Kentucky counties: Bell, Knott, and Wolfe. The most northern and most southern portions of Bell County 
have the highest level of environmental hazards.   Knott County’s eastern portion experiences higher 
levels of environmental hazards, while the southern portion of Wolfe County features the highest 
level of environmental hazards. These areas also contain a high number of LIHTC housing. (Mapping 
methodology, Appendix 3) 

Ensuring that environmental exposures are considered in the placement of new affordable housing units 
is critical.  Shifting historic trends may help improve the long-term health outcomes of residents utilizing 
affordable housing. 

Figure 9: Map 
of the number 
of LIHTC units 
constructed 
across Jefferson 
County relative to 
the placement of 
pre-1960 housing  

Figure 10: 
Number of LIHTC 
housing units 
relative to PM2.5 
levels across 
Kentucky



Figure 11: 
Number of LIHTC 
units relative to 
the number of 
pre-1960 housing 
units across 
Kentucky

Figure 12: 
Number of 
affordable 
housing units 
in Bell County, 
Kentucky relative 
to the placement 
of Pre-1960 
Housing 

Figure 13: Number 
of affordable 
housing units in 
Wolfe County, 
Kentucky relative 
to the placement 
of Pre-1960 
Housing



Figure 14: Number 
of affordable 
housing units in 
Knott County, 
Kentucky relative 
to the placement of 
Pre-1960 Housing

Figure 15: Number 
of Affordable 
Housing units in 
Wolfe County, 
Kentucky relative 
to pm2.5 levels in 
the air

Figure 16: Number 
of Affordable 
Housing units 
in Knott County, 
Kentucky relative 
to pm2.5 levels in 
the air



27

Housing and Mental Health Impacts
Housing is fundamental to quality of life. When housing becomes unstable due to expenses, physical 
conditions, or security, it can severely impact mental health. These negative mental health outcomes 
can be experienced through many pathways, including housing instability, affordability of current 
housing arrangements, physical conditions of a dwelling, and neighborhood characteristics of a housing’s 
location. 

Homelessness

When a community experiences a lack of housing 
affordability options, individuals within that 
community are more at risk of losing their home. 
Those who are already homeless have less opportunity 
to exit homelessness through affordable options. While 
LIHTC may not be a direct and immediate solution to 
homelessness, it can increase the volume of affordable 
housing stock in an area, expanding options for those with higher incomes, and positively affect a 
continuum of affordability options in a community that may lack them. 

Studies show that the strongest links between poor mental health and housing disadvantage has been 
found for individuals experiencing chronic homelessness. For children experiencing homelessness, 
studies find that they are more vulnerable to poor mental health, academic and developmental delays, 
poor cognitive health outcomes, and depression than children who live in stable housing conditions.23 
Research studying homeless adults have also found high levels of morbidity in physical and mental 
health, including increased hospitalization rates and chronic illness.87 Much of these long-term mental 
health outcomes are realized through trauma individuals experience in the streets and in shelters that 
exacerbate the psychological distress of facing housing insecurity.88

 Me and my kids were homeless. Had to 
stay with my cousin in a one bedroom for 
six months, almost a year, before we found 
this place. And it was really hard because, if 
you don’t have credit or job or all of those 
things, it’s hard to get into a place. 

 - Female resident, Louisville, KY

“

“
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Chronic Instability 
Although there is a strong link between highly adverse mental health outcomes for those who 
experience chronic homelessness, there is also substantial evidence in the literature that connects 
poor mental health to chronic housing instability in general. Residential stability has been defined as “a 
residents’ capacity to willingly remain in their homes free from harassment or dispossession.”67 In this 
sense, the opposite is true for those facing instability. Chronic housing instability may include patterns 
of frequent moving due to affordability and safety issues, couch surfing, or falling behind on rent or 
mortgages that put one at risk of eviction or foreclosure. There are many instances in the literature 
linking housing instability to increased stress levels and depression and demonstrates that individuals 
who are experiencing chronic housing instability report twice as high rates of depression and anxiety 
and often delay visits to the doctor due to costs compared those who are living in stable housing 
conditions.6,7,88,90

Housing insecurity also affects families 
differently depending on income level. A 
study analyzing the mental health effects 
of being housing cost-burdened (paying 
more than 30% of annual income on 
housing expenses), found that there was 
a decrease in mental health scores for 
those who were low-to-moderate income 
while those in high income households 
did not have a significant association with 
lower mental health scores.91  A possible 
explanation of this is the link between 
mental health and the experience of being 
burdened by housing costs. Studies show 
that low-to-moderate income households 
who meet the threshold of being housing 
cost-burdened experience a negative 
impact on their mental health. In contrast, 
higher income households spending 
the same proportion of their income on 
housing do not feel the economic strain on 
their essential needs as much, resulting in 
a much lower impact on mental health. 

While there is a general trend linking 
poor mental health outcomes to housing 
instability, the effects vary for specific 
populations. A systematic review of 
residential mobility during childhood 
found that there is an association between 
the frequency of moving to a new home 
with elevated levels of behavioral and 
emotional issues, as well as drug use, 
adolescent depression, and reduction in 

health care visits throughout the course of their life.92 A longitudinal survey analyzing the health and 
wellness outcomes of new parents and their children found that mothers who experienced eviction 
experienced greater stress and struggled to fulfill parenting responsibilities, were more likely to suffer 
from depression, and were more likely to report poor health for themselves and their children.93

Poor housing quality

An individual with substandard housing conditions may also experience poor mental health outcomes. 
When a home is not properly insulated or an individual cannot afford to adequately heat and cool their 
home, they may experience thermal discomfort and suffer from higher levels of stress, depression, and 
anxiety.8,9 Poor housing conditions that affect an individual’s physical health can increase the likelihood 
of adverse psychological effects due to increased stress on the body from active illnesses or worries of 
future illness.
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Stability

Housing instability impacts individual health by increasing risk of poor mental health outcomes and 
access to health services. Conversely, studies measuring health outcomes for those who live in stable 
living conditions tell a different story. Studies have specifically analyzed mental health outcomes 
for individuals who have housing stability through long-term tenure in a dwelling. In these studies 
researchers find a connection between longer tenures in a dwelling and reduced levels of depression 
among adult seniors and less behavioral concerns among teenage youth such as aggression and 
anxiety.94,95 Another study measuring the effects of long-term housing subsidies, which reduces risk 
of chronic housing instability by providing vouchers to pay for housing costs, found that the subsidies 
reduced psychological distress in adults and reduced behavioral issues, school absenteeism, and 
difficulties with sleeping for children.96 

In addition to housing stability reducing cases of mental illness and distress, living in safe and stable 
housing has also been linked to a healthier relationship to the healthcare system and receiving mental 
health assistance. A recent study analyzed the effects that receiving housing assistance had for adults 
who qualified for US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and found that current 
assistance recipients were more likely to have health insurance and less likely to have medical needs 
that were unmet compared to future recipients who applied for assistance but did not yet receive 
any.97 In a similar assessment, a systematic review of formerly homeless adults experienced a reduction 
in the number of days hospitalized after receiving positive housing interventions that strengthened 
their housing stability.98 The combined highlighted studies show that housing stability can expand an 
individual’s financial capacity to receive the healthcare they need to manage their mental health and 
general medical conditions. 

Child Well-Being and Housing

While there is a large body of research that shows a connection between poor health and housing 
instability for the population in general, it is critical to also consider these specific effects on children’s 
well-being and development. Researchers have found a relationship between children’s cognitive 
development and housing affordability, with results that show that when families experience a housing 
cost burden close to 30% of their household income, they are able to invest more expenditures into 
cognitive enrichment for their child.99 Children are also at higher risk for negative physical effects of 
inadequate housing; health outcomes related to inadequate housing such as asthma and lead exposure 
are significant contributors to childhood morbidities, especially in low-income families or households 
of color.100 In addition to cognitive and physical affects, there is evidence that children experiencing 
housing instability may suffer from negative health outcomes into adolescence. A longitudinal study 
as recent as 2021 found that children experiencing housing insecurity at age 5 were more likely to 
experience depression at age 15 and were more likely to self-report behavior that exhibited adolescence 
delinquency.24
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Assessing the Affordable Rental Housing Shortage
As discussed previously, housing needs are significant across the entire income spectrum. The National 
Low-Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC) estimates that in Kentucky there is a significant shortfall in 
the number of affordable units available for extremely low-income (30% AMI) and very low-income 
(31%-50% AMI) households.18,19 As demonstrated in Figure 17, For every 100 extremely low-income 
households, there are only 54 affordable units available, a shortage that is estimated at 77,701 total 
units in 2021. For very low-income households there are only 81 units available out of every 100 needed.  
Approximately 11% (192,000) of Kentucky’s households fall between 30% and 50% of the state’s median 
income. At 80% AMI, there are more units available than households (107 for every 100 households), 
and at the area median wage, there are also more units available than households (108 for every 100). 

101-103 

(Methodology of calculation: Appendix 2)

A 2020 report from the Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University104 suggests that, in 
recent decades, the United States has seen a steady rise in demand for rental housing, outpacing the 
growth in supply.  Assessments of the causes of these trends vary, but some of the leading explanations 
identified by researchers include a decline in homeownership rates, working class and middle-class wage 
stagnation, and the prevalence of exclusive single-family home zoning in metropolitan areas, which 
tends to simultaneously price-out households from the homeownership market while also reducing the 
supply of new rental housing.105  Some of the factors that have hindered homeownership are increased 
strictures on mortgage access after the 2008 housing market collapse, and a dramatic increase in 
average home prices and the cost of new home construction.104 Another factor is that, as home values 
soar, there is more incentive to sell a house rather than rent it, further decreasing the number of units 
in the rental housing stock.104 These and other trends have simultaneously increased the proportion of 
the population that rents, while limiting the ability of the private sector to meet that increased demand.  
As a result, rents have increased, and renter households have found it more and more difficult to find 
quality housing that meets the standard definition of affordability and cost burden (having housing make 
up less than one third of household income).104 In other words, renters are paying more and getting less. 
These challenges become even more acute at the lower end of the income scale, where housing cost 
burdens have reached a level that many have labeled a crisis.  Meanwhile, public assistance, in the form 
of housing subsidies of various kinds for lower income households, has remained relatively stagnant.   

Figure 17: 
Affordable 
Housing 
Shortfalls and 
Surpluses at 
Major Income 
Thresholds
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One of the key dynamics of the current affordable housing crisis is that as more middle and even upper 
income households have remained in the rental market with limited growth in the housing stock, a 
process that housing economists call “filtering” has been impeded.  Filtering refers to the phenomenon 
that, as households grow in size or income, they often choose to look for housing that is bigger and/or 
higher quality, including for some, moving into brand new homes or apartments.  It also encompasses 
the idea that, as housing ages, it tends to decline in price relative to prevailing market rates, making it 
more affordable for more households over time.106-108 With filtering, as new housing units are added to 
the stock, higher-income households move into those new units, freeing up their previous dwelling for 
a different household, for whom that unit represents a step-up in quality.  Filtering is relevant to the 
current affordability crisis because, as new home construction and homeownership rates slow and more 
households with higher incomes remain in the rental market, the filtering process stagnates.   Demand 
for rental housing goes up, and increased pressures of housing cost cascade down the income ladder, 
with middle-income renters now more likely to be cost burdened and the lowest-income households 
facing the greatest challenges.  

Impacts of Housing Tax Credits on the Local Community 
Affordable, quality housing is key for individual and 
community health. Changes to neighborhood housing 
markets, however, can impact existing residents. 
Research suggests that the introduction of Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) can affect local housing 
prices, though the impact varies in different markets. 

Research by the University of Minnesota Center for 
Urban and Regional Affairs found that rents on existing 

housing within 300 meters of new construction projects increased an average of 6.6% in lower-tier 
submarkets but decreased by 3.2% in higher tier sub-markets.109 A working paper by the W.E. Upjohn 
Institute, observed similar patterns with rents decreasing by 5-7% within 150 meters of new construction 
of large apartment buildings in low-income census tracts.110 The authors conclude that new construction 
follows rather than causes neighborhood change, as developers seek to maximize profit by investing 
where growth is already happening.  Even if rent prices are increasing overall, they would have increased 
more without the downward price pressure provided by the new construction.

 It was tough, and we saved up our money 
to get in here. Thank God we were able to 
do that. 

 - Female resident, Louisville, KY

“ “
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Different dynamics are recorded in a paper that observed a period of increased construction in Brooklyn, 
New York from 2006-2008, when developers rushed to initiate construction prior to a planned property 
tax increase. The study found that a building’s total rent (the sum of all tenants’ rent) saw an average 
increase of 2.3% per new unit constructed within 150 meters, along with finding an increase in amenities 
and a greater number of higher-income White residents.111 Together, these findings would lend support 
to the idea that in areas with a competitive market and lots of new construction (for example, Brooklyn), 
additional construction may lead to local rent increases by attracting more affluent residents to the area.   

The literature appears to offer contradictory conclusions on the impact of new rental construction on 
surrounding rents, but it is possible to glean some patterns in the research. First, it is methodologically 
difficult to isolate the causation from the correlation when it comes to the relationship between new 
construction and surrounding rents; even if they appear to be related, it is not necessarily the case that 
new housing construction causes the change in rents.  It may instead be that neighborhood change 
induces construction, as the UpJohn Institute paper suggests, or it may be that they are simultaneously 
influenced by outside factors. Second, whether the impacts are positive or negative, they appear to be 
fairly small; estimates range from a 7% decrease to a 6.6% increase.  It is not clear that changes of this 
size would translate to material changes in residents’ health and well-being, but even small changes 
are likely to matter more for economically vulnerable households.  This question of rent savings and 
affordability is important to consider in the context of health equity as people who are better able to 
afford their shelter are better able to make the investments that keep themselves and their families 
healthy. 
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The different market dynamics of new 
construction are also important to consider 
in the context of affordable tax credits. There 
is not current consensus on best practice of 
where to focus investment of affordable housing 
developments. Some research points to benefits 
for low-income individuals who are able to move 
into high-income neighborhoods, which might 
increase overall access to improved quality of 
resources.112 However, these neighborhoods 
may not have strong infrastructure like public 
transit that families rely on, or resources may 
be more cost prohibitive.113 Additionally, higher 
costs of property and potential pushback from 
neighbors who want to prevent affordable 
housing from being built can prevent these 
projects from moving forward in higher income 
areas.114 

A preference for locating affordable housing 
in low-income neighborhoods might consider 
the ability for individuals to maintain social 
connections in existing neighborhoods, or that 
additional development could increase further 
investment into a historically under-invested 
neighborhood.115,116 However, this could impact 
displacement of existing residents who are 
not able to receive the benefits of the new 
development. 

Regardless of these theories, one important 
component of the federal LIHTC program is 
incentivizing to build projects in “qualified 
census tracts” and “difficult development areas.” 
This has incentivized developers to build in 
higher poverty areas, skewing the distribution 
of these projects to low-income areas.117 A 2019 
empirical analysis compared HUD LIHTC data 
to a “distress index” for each census tract that 

combined “cumulative percentage of poverty, adults without a high school education, population on 
public assistance, female-headed families, and unemployment.”39 Of all LIHTC units between 1987-2015, 
a combined 68% were in either “High” or “Very High” distress tracts. The same study found that while 
predominantly White tracts made up about 44% of all tracts, only about 21% of all LIHTC units were in 
these tracts.39 

Narrowing the scope to Kentucky and Louisville Metro, similar patterns can be identified. We conducted 
a spatial analysis of LIHTC projects and units put in service in Kentucky and Jefferson County from 2010 
to 2019 using 2019 ACS 5-year estimates and the HUD National LIHTC database. We found that LIHTC 
projects and units from these years tend to be concentrated in census tracts that have median household 
incomes that are 30 to 60 percent of their county’s median income. There are less LIHTC projects in 
census tracts that have median household incomes at 30% of county median household income or 
less and in census tracts with median household incomes that are 60% or more of the county’s median 
household income. Of the 23 total LIHTC projects put into service from 2010-2019 in Jefferson County, 
14 of these projects were sited in census tracts with household median incomes between 30%-60% of 
Louisville-Jefferson County’s median household income. These LIHTC projects combined created a total 
of 697 units, with 494 designated as low-income units. Compare this to the remaining nine projects sited 
in tracts at 60% of county median household income and above. These areas added only 459 total units 
with 393 of those units designated as low-income. 
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Figure 18: Analysis of LIHTC Units put into Service between 2010-2019 in Kentucky

Income
category

30% and below 
(county median 
household 
income) tracts

4 3,296 1 (.25) 30 (.009) 30 (.009)

30% to 60% 
(county median 
household 
income) tracts

93 112,060 39 (.419) 1,648 (.015) 1,874 (.017)

60% to 100% 
(county median 
household 
income) tracts

458 724,067 112 (.244) 4,240 (.006) 4,628 (.006)

549 895,191Above (county 
median household 
income) tracts

50 (.091) 1,641 (.002) 1,812 (.002)

Analysis completed using 2019 ACS 5-year estimates for median household income for Kentucky 
counties and census tracts and the HUD National LIHTC Database. We filtered for projects and units 
that were put into service from 2010 to 2019. Projects were not included in analysis if they were put in 
service before this point or if they had missing values. 

Number of
census tracts

Number of
households

Number of 
projects (project 
per census tract)

Number of low-
income units 
(low-income units 
per household

Number of total 
units (total units 
per household)

Figure 19: LIHTC units put in service between 2010-2019 in Kentucky relative to Median Household Income (by census tract)
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Figure 20: Analysis of LIHTC Units Put in Service 2010-2019 in Jefferson County

Income
category

30% and below 
(county median 
household 
income) tracts

3 2,670 0 0 0

30% to 60% 
(county median 
household 
income) tracts

36 42,399 14 (.389) 494 (.012) 697 (.016)

60% to 100% 
(county median 
household 
income) tracts

57 95,415 5 (.088) 278 (.003) 339(.003)

94 172,195Above (county 
median household 
income) tracts

4 (.042) 115 (.001) 115 (.001)

Analysis completed using 2019 ACS 5-year estimates for median household income for Kentucky 
counties and census tracts and the  HUD National LIHTC Database.118 We filtered for projects and units 
that were put into service from 2010 to 2019. Projects were not included in analysis if they were put in 
service before this point or if they had missing values.   

Number of
census tracts

Number of
households

Number of 
projects (project 
per census tract)

Number of low-
income units 
(low-income units 
per household

Number of total 
units (total units 
per household)

Figure 21: LIHTC Units Put in Service 2010-2019 in Jefferson County118
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Differences in Neighborhood Site 
Selection

To understand the economic impact 
of LIHTC unit development on 
surrounding areas, one must focus 
first on the impacts seen in lower-
income, higher-poverty areas.  
Studies reviewing the economic 
impacts of new LIHTC units on a 
nearby neighborhood’s economic 
and demographic compositions in 
higher-poverty areas have found some 
consistencies.

A 2016 study in Cleveland noted 
that LIHTC units in low-income 
neighborhoods had a positive effect on 
area housing prices.11 A 2019 Chicago 
study also recorded increases in home 
values between 17.6% and 36.8% in 
lower-income areas, depending on the 
number of LIHTC projects constructed 
in a single area.119  Another 2020 study 
on the Chicago area found that area 
home values within a quarter mile of 
newly built LIHTC units increased by an 
average of 10.6% above the expected 
value absent the development, 
regardless of income area. These 
spillover effects saw a greater impact primarily in lower-income neighborhoods.12

The effect on lower-income neighborhoods may, however, be more complex than simply increasing 
nearby home values. Evidence suggests that other local market factors can play a more significant role 
in housing prices. In the 2016 study referenced above, analysis did not observe similar increases in 
home values in Charlotte, NC as seen in Cleveland, OH. With two very different levels of housing market 
activity, the research suggests that the addition of LIHTC units benefits surrounding areas in more 
stagnant markets, but less so in more active markets.11 A 2019 study in Cleveland, OH also disaggregated 
the price effects on nearby housing LIHTC projects by projects that had 5 or more and those with 
less than 5.119 This showed the higher concentration of LIHTC-designated units within a project has a 
statistically significant effect on nearby price increases in lower-income areas, but a lower concentration 
has statistically significant increases in areas with higher-income.119 

De-concentration or Displacement?

Along with impacts on housing prices, LIHTC can play a role in de-concentration of poverty, but also 
gentrification and displacement. While research shows LITHC developments can create positive effects 
on nearby home values, it has also demonstrated a need for strategies to prevent displacement in order 
for lower-income households to benefit from the de-concentration of poverty.12 A 2020 study of the 
LIHTC program used an index of factors including housing prices, resident demographics, educational 
attainment, and income to measure levels of gentrification of an area. The index measured highest 
among moderate LIHTC investments. Their analysis showed that, though it is not the only contributing 
factor, LIHTC investments did contribute to gentrification of an area.120

One consideration regarding the location of LIHTC units is that if units are placed in an area where there 
are fewer interested buyers and/or surplus housing stock, the new units may not actually reduce rent 
compared to the prevailing market rate.43 Moreover, as the projects age and the buildings depreciate and 
deteriorate, the difference between the subsidized rent level and the prevailing market rate rent level 
declines.43 That is, it becomes more likely that a resident of a subsidized LIHTC unit could find a market-
rate unit of comparable quality and cost.  This could mean the degree of benefit might start out fairly 
small and decline over the life of the project.  
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The other issue that arises from siting projects in lower-demand neighborhoods is that LIHTC residents 
are less likely to gain the benefits that come from living in “high opportunity” neighborhoods.  For some 
time, federal housing policy has explicitly promoted “poverty de-concentration” as a goal.121 The idea 
is that living in more affluent neighborhoods allows residents to access amenities and benefits that are 
not as accessible in less affluent neighborhoods.  While the empirical evidence on the strength of these 
“neighborhood effects” is quite mixed, policymakers have nevertheless adopted it as a central objective 
in subsidized housing policy.  Historically, LIHTC developments have tended to be located in lower-
income neighborhoods, which does not deconcentrate poverty or increase access to amenities that can 
be found in higher income neighborhoods.122-124

Another important factor to consider with poverty de-concentration is a household’s willingness 
to relocate into an area that does not align with their income level. One study observed that low-
income households may seek out neighborhoods with LIHTC units because they can be an attractive 
destination.125 However, if the goal is to create more mixed income neighborhoods, it should be 
acknowledged that higher income families are less likely to move to neighborhoods with new LIHTC 
projects.125 LIHTC developments may be useful for increasing nearby home values but are not necessarily 
effective at creating mixed-income neighborhoods.

Potential Economic and Fiscal Impacts of Tax Credits
There are at least two broad approaches to assessing whether a particular public policy investment 
yields positive net benefits.  Benefit-cost analysis attempts to identify and quantify the value of all 
the costs and benefits that flow from a policy decision, including difficult-to-quantify changes, such as 
reductions in ambient stress levels.  Another approach, sometimes called “economic impact analysis,” 
simply attempts to follow the flows of financial transfers that a policy initiates and to quantify their 
impact on the economy in the form of job creation, economic growth, and tax receipts.  Typically, 
these economic impact studies make use of a concept called a “multiplier,” where a dollar spent on the 
program is multiplied by a set factor to estimate the total impact on economic growth.  The two analytic 
approaches are quite different, but both can provide insight into the proposed Kentucky LIHTC.  
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Economic Impact Assessments

Economic Impact Assessments on LIHTC 
units have observed both negative 
and positive financial impacts on local 
economies.  A model created by the 
National Association of Home Builders’ 
(NAHB) Housing Policy Department 
in 2010 using data from across the 
country estimates that the impact of 
100 units of multifamily housing using 
a LIHTC creates a total local income of 
$5,317,500. Disaggregated, this is about 
$1,450,500 in local business owner 
income and $3,866,700 in wages. This 
is estimated to bring about $501,800 
in local taxes and supports roughly 80 
local jobs.13 This estimate is just for the 
process of developing, constructing, 
and selling the units, but accounts for 
other services needed to complete this 
including sales of parts and equipment, 
transportation, and other professional 
services such as architecture and 
engineering. A second similar study, 
also done by NAHB in 2015, looked at 
multi-family construction as a whole. 
This study showed a total local income 
of $7,403,000, with business owner 
income at $2,750,000, local wages at 
$4,652,000, and local tax revenue at 
$1,699,000. This calculation estimates 
that 90 local jobs would be supported.14 

Two other economic impact analyses 
of housing tax credit programs 
conducted in Arizona and Kentucky 
reach optimistic projections.  One is an 
economic impact analysis of Arizona’s 
Federal LIHTC and its Housing Trust 
Fund program (a program that is often 
combined with LIHTCs).126 That study 
estimates that over 27 years (1987 
to 2014) these two programs have 
generated $610.5 million in extra tax 
receipts for the state of Arizona from 
construction and operation of the 

program and increased spending by subsidized households.  Most directly relevant for purposes of this 
report is an analysis by the same firm of Kentucky’s proposed state LIHTC.16 Utilizing a methodology 
like that in their Arizona study, the study estimated that the $120.5 million ($12.5 mil/year x 10 years) 
spent on the state LIHTC would yield tax receipts of almost $800 million over a 34-year time horizon, a 
significant net benefit.

One economic impact study on state and federal LIHTC on Missouri’s economy showed a net loss from 
tax credit projects.127 In this study, researchers suggested that the economic growth generated by the 
construction and operation of the projects was not enough to outweigh the cost of foregone state tax 
receipts. While federal credits buffered the projects, this set of researchers observed a $624 million loss 
over the course of 20 years.  Economic impact assessments such as these do not, however, consider the 
embodied costs of improved health through better quality housing.  Such methods, as discussed in the 
benefit-cost approach, provide a more comprehensive perspective on the impact of affordable housing 
on the economy.
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Benefit-Cost Approach

A benefit-cost approach is a more complex methodology for reviewing LIHTC projects and would 
include a larger focus on the health benefits of improved housing stock. Instead of simply following 
the cash transfers and estimating their direct economic impact, a benefit-cost perspective attempts to 
also estimate the size and value of the program’s impact on recipient and community outcomes.25,128 
Such analyses are limited in number due to their complexity. However, two studies were reviewed for 
this report.  One study argues that utilizing a benefit-cost framework for housing subsidies, though 
difficult methodologically, would almost certainly find a net positive result for society given the size of 
the problems that stem from housing cost burden. The report itself, however, does not conduct such 
an analysis.25 One rigorous, peer reviewed study of the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program in 
Wisconsin utilized a benefit-cost framework and found the first year of program participation yields 
an estimated mean net social benefit of $1,869.00 per recipient, but the size of the estimate is quite 
sensitive to assumptions.129 This study does not attempt accounting for long-term costs and benefits that 
might result from the program.  

Decent, affordable, and stable housing has been linked to numerous positive outcomes for individuals, 
households, and communities.  As previously detailed, areas of improvement include physical health, 
mental health, child development, improved educational achievement and attainment, avoidance of 
periods of homelessness, and reduced likelihood of involvement in the criminal justice system.26,130-134 At 
the community level, many of these individual and household outcomes are also likely to have a positive 
impact on commerce and economic development.26,130-134 When an individual’s housing needs are met, 
public outlays for care of the unhoused, health care, and violence are reduced.  

A number of studies have estimated the economic and fiscal costs of social problems exacerbated by 
unaffordable housing.  Some estimates of the costs stemming from experiences of homelessness put 
the social cost at $35,000-$150,000 per unhoused person per year.  One 2016 study of Indianapolis, 
IN estimated the annual cost of addressing homelessness in that city alone at almost $74 million in 
2016.26 Substance use disorder, a condition alleviated by housing, also has a high cost to society. The U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services estimated that, in 1999, alcohol and drug abuse cost society 
$343 billion.135-137 
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Stable and safe housing is thought to improve 
educational outcomes for children. Greater 
educational attainment ultimately yields 
higher economic returns for the individual and 
society.27,138   Estimates of the size of the return 
to education vary, but one estimate by two 
prominent education economists puts the lifetime 
tax loss of the 1.4 million annual high school 
dropouts in the U.S. at $180 billion per cohort.139   

One mediating variable between housing cost 
burdens and many of these outcomes is lead 
exposure, a particularly costly environmental 
hazard related to housing.  One study estimates 
that lowering blood lead content to safe levels 
for every child in the United States would yield 
a net social benefit of over $1 trillion per cohort 
of children over the course of their lifetimes.28 
Clearly, the myriad of challenges created by 
unaffordable housing generates a significant cost 
to society. 

Critiques of LIHTC 

One critique of LIHTC programs is that while it does serve a population that needs housing, it does not 
target the populations whose housing needs are most acute.  LIHTC subsidized units are meant to be 
affordable for a population earning up to 60% of area median income, but the most acute shortage is 
for housing that is affordable to very low-income households.140 It should be noted, however, that it is 
possible for housing voucher recipients to utilize their vouchers in LIHTC properties.  

A second critique is that, in the absence of the tax credit program, research suggests many housing 
units may still have been built. In theory, some of the land and capital that is utilized by LIHTC projects 
would otherwise have been used for unsubsidized private housing development. Estimates of the degree 
to which this happens vary and are likely dependent on many factors including the current real estate 
market, available land, number of developers, and more. LIHTC projects do add to the overall housing 
stock, but it may not be as simple as a direct addition of the total number of LIHTC units constructed.39,43 

A third critique is that investments in housing choice vouchers may be a more cost-effective way to 
relieve housing cost burdens for recipients.  Some critics argue that the bulk of the LIHTC subsidy is 
absorbed to the benefit of the developers rather than the subsidized households.102 With Housing Choice 
Vouchers, a much higher proportion of the expenditure would go toward relieving housing cost burden 
for residents.  

Will the Proposed Kentucky LIHTC Improve Housing Cost Burdens in Kentucky?
The Federal LIHTC has been an active program in Kentucky since 1989. From 1989 to 2019, 847 
developments used the credits, adding 27,961 rent-capped units to Kentucky’s housing stock.  The 
number of units added per year varies, but from 2015 to 2018, the average was about 800 units per 
year.  Kentucky’s proposed LIHTC program would essentially double the size of the tax credit housing 
expenditure in Kentucky; this likely means the number of units constructed every year would also 
double.

Kentucky’s population of households at 50-60% of AMI do face a challenge in finding safe and decent 
affordable housing in the private rental market.  The precise level of that need is unknown, but earning 
up to 60% AMI, there is a shortage of 19 affordable units per 100 households.  It is likely that the 
addition of 800 units annually over time would go a long way toward filling the affordability gap for this 
segment of the population. This may also decrease the number of residents in this income bracket that 
take up housing that others with lower incomes might otherwise be able to access. However, those 
that fall below 60% of AMI will continue to have housing barriers. In order to meet the broader housing 
needs of the state, other programs with particular emphasis on lower income families will be required. 
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Recommendations 

The main objective of the Kentucky Affordable Housing Tax Credit is to increase the number of 
affordable housing units available to individuals at home earning up to 60% AMI.  While this objective 
would address a range of health outcomes that result from improved quality housing, it is important to 
address how the bill would be implemented including how units are designed, located and maintained. 
Additionally, this research highlights the need for further discussion and investment in housing 
affordability across the entire continuum of housing needs in Kentucky.

An analysis of the research along with feedback from affordable housing stakeholders led to the 
development of the following recommendations. Recommendations are not mandates, but instead, 
measures highlighted to improve the health of Kentucky’s residents in need of safe, quality affordable 
housing. 

Address sound proofing in affordable 
housing units. 

Address access for those with disabilities.

Some existing affordable housing complexes 
have little soundproofing between units. 
The lack of soundproofing can create stress 
within the home and between neighbors. 

Kentucky has a lack of affordable housing 
units for people with disabilities. Additional 
accessibility concerns include a lack of 
ramps for affordable housing locations, 
and insufficient parking for the number of 
handicapped units in a development.

Design of affordable housing units. 

Investments in Kentucky’s Affordable Housing Market

Expand housing for 
Kentucky residents 
earning up to 60% AMI

Expand housing 
programs for lower 
income families

Address Rehabilitation 
vs. New Construction

Invest in retrofits for 
seniors

Kentucky’s affordable 
housing market for 
individuals earning 
up to 60% AMI is 
insufficient. Tax 
incentives would 
help promote 
construction for 
a critical part of 
Kentucky’s affordable 
housing spectrum.  

Some of the greatest 
gaps in housing 
affordability are for 
families below 30% 
AMI. Additional 
programs and 
subsidies are needed 
to extend the health 
benefits of affordable, 
stable housing to 
our most vulnerable 
Kentuckians. 

Incentivize new 
construction in 
areas where the 
population served by 
LIHTC has the most 
need and incentivize 
rehabilitation in 
areas where existing 
housing supply for 
that population is 
comparably more 
adequate. 

Retrofitting housing 
for seniors can also 
allow residents to 
age in place.
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Ongoing research and evaluation of affordable housing programs

Expand data available on LIHTC 
developments.

Continue to research how affordable 
housing investments can be best leveraged.

Publishing data to examine how 
developments address environmental factors 
and evaluating the impacts of including these 
criteria can help ensure that health benefits 
are realized.

Within the research, there is not consensus 
on whether situating LIHTC developments 
in low-income compared to high-income 
neighborhoods may yield the most benefits 
to individuals and communities. There is 
also more information needed on how to 
best increase access to affordable housing 
without creating displacement. 

Improve outreach around 
affordable housing options 
to individuals making less 
than 60% AMI.

Increase communication 
to improve affordability of 
housing.

Increase awareness of 
benefits of affordable 
housing along the 
continuum.

Affordability may continue 
to be a concern once an 
individual has access to 
a LIHTC unit. Increasing 
awareness of additional 
financial support programs 
may help create stability 
for individuals with limited 
incomes. 

Public housing and LIHTC run 
through different funding 
streams and often different 
departments both at state 
and local levels. Increasing 
communication between 
these entities and finding 
ways to improve access and 
information for residents can 
help make the continuum 
of affordable housing more 
seamless. 

Not all residents are aware 
of the need for and benefits 
of affordable housing for 
all residents. Increasing 
community awareness of 
Kentucky’s housing needs 
can help build support for 
additional programs and 
developments.

Increase access to and awareness of affordable housing
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Discussion
Quality affordable housing plays a critical role in the wellbeing of Kentucky’s residents. Affordable 
housing (where housing costs do not exceed 30% of monthly income) allows families and residents 
to have enough money to access basic needs including food, medical care, and education.1-3 Families 
may move from unhealthy environments with mold and lead paint to one that is clean and free of 
contaminants.4,5 Stable housing factors into an individual’s mental health and creates stability for a 
person in recovery with substance use disorder.6-9 Safe, healthy, housing is also critically important for a 
child’s wellbeing and development.24

Research suggests that LIHTC investments can have a positive impact on a community’s economic 
development.11-14 Employment of construction workers and their related income taxes increased financial 
activity in the surrounding area.  Some questions arise around whether lost tax revenue is made up by 
other forms of economic activity. Such studies do not, however, address the financial benefits that result 
from a healthier community. Indeed, communities can spend significant funds meeting the needs of 
those who are unhoused as well as caring for those with substance use disorder who do not have a place 
to live.10,15 

The placement of affordable housing continues to require discussion and reflection.  In terms of 
environmental quality, many LIHTC housing units have been constructed in areas where land was 
cheaper, but levels of air pollution and exposure to brown fields are higher.  At the same time, the 
question remains whether new housing should be constructed in these same communities where 
low-income individuals have connection, or if they should be constructed in areas with increased levels 
of economic activity, resources, and reduced exposure to environmental pollutants. Kentucky’s LIHTC 
program currently incentivizes new developments that reduce environmental exposures and increase 
connection to transportation and other neighborhood amenities, which may improve the location and 
associated health impacts of future developments.

Investments in housing for Kentucky’s residents earning up to 60% AMI play an important role in 
reducing the commonwealth’s housing crisis. With a current shortfall of 75,000 units for every family 
seeking housing, the estimated 6,560 additional units from the $62.5 million ($12.5 million times 5 
years) in tax credits can make an impact.16 It is important to recognize, however, that Kentucky’s housing 
needs are broad. Among households with AMI’s less than 50%, (very low-income), housing cost burden 
continues to be significant and affordable units are scarce.  

Measures to reduce housing disparities also include investments in renovation of existing units. Families 
often hope to stay in their own homes or neighborhoods and investments in renovations can help 
seniors age in place. Increased inspections of existing affordable housing units also ensure that units 
remain healthy for those already housed.

Building investments into 
Kentucky’s affordable housing 
market is a critical step towards 
improving the health and well-
being of the commonwealth’s 
residents. Comprehensive 
housing investments, including 
affordable housing tax credits, 
create positive movement 
towards the alleviation of 
Kentucky’s housing crisis. 
Investments in LIHTC have 
played a role in getting families 
out of unhealthy, unstable 
environments into safe, secure, 
accessible housing.  New 
investments will continue to 
expand housing opportunities 
and lay the foundation for a 
healthier Kentucky. 
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Appendix

1. Data description / Methodology 

2019 American Community Survey Data (ACS) 5-year estimates (downloadable tables: B25070 and 
B25061) AND 2019 ACS Public Use Microdata Sample 5-year estimates were used to find demographic 
information about people who are housing cost burdened (a parallel measure of housing insecurity) in 
Kentucky.

Data was used to calculate shares of households in Kentucky counties who are housing cost burdened 
(30% or more of housing income on renter costs) and severely housing cost burdened (50% or more of 
housing income on renter costs).

2. Methodology of calculations

The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) “A Picture of Subsidized Households” data 
set was used to find the number of public housing and Housing Choice Voucher units in Kentucky and by 
the Housing Authority of Louisville. The most recent data available were used for the analysis.  Selecting 
Kentucky using HUD’s query tool and selecting the public housing and Section 8 programs, the level 
of annual federal subsidy was calculated using the following formula: average monthly subsidy, times 
number of units managed, times percent of units occupied, times 12 (months).  The same process was 
then used for the Housing Authority of Louisville.47  

The Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS) allowed us to categorize census tracts across the 
state using each tracts median household income as a percentage of the statewide median household 
income, $50,589.102 Tracts were separated by Below 30% state median household income, 30%-60% 
state median household income, 60%-100% state median household income, and above states median 
household income. Similar categorization was used to categorize census tracts within Jefferson County as 
a percentage of Jefferson County’s median household income, $56,586.118

HUD’s LIHTC data query tool allowed us to generate data on Kentucky’s recent LIHTC developments.101 
Analysis of LIHTC project siting by household median income used only HUD LIHTC data for projects 
put into service going back to 2010. This was done to ensure LIHTC project siting was being consistently 
compared across identically divided census tracts. 2019 5-year ACS estimates were used to compare 
income across census tracts. HUD LIHTC data was used to compare concentration of units to the 
Environmental Justice screen. We used data from all years of LIHTC program from 1987 to present. 

3. Map selection methodology

Counties were chosen based on their percentage of cost burden of renter households. All counties in the 
state were put into a list split into even thirds (40 counties in each list, based on percentage of renter 
households which are cost burdened), and the top county from each third was chosen (in addition to 
Jefferson County). 

These environmental maps were drawn from data from the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) 
EJ Screen, an environmental justice tool to map potential risks and hazards across the nation. The data 
was uploaded into the Louisville/Jefferson County Information Consortium (LOJIC), Louisville Metro’s 
Geographic Information Service (GIS) system. Data was then extracted to highlight Jefferson County 
and the state at large. The legend for each map can contain negative numbers. These are raw numbers 
converted from percentiles. A negative number occurs if it is below the U.S. National Average. A positive 
*number occurs if it is above the U.S. National Average. The orange circles highlight low-income housing 
tax credit (LIHTC) projects in Jefferson County. The larger the circle, the more units at that location. LIHTC 
data was obtained from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) data center.
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