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ESTIMATED VOUCHER FUNDING SHORTFALLS IN 2005, 2006 AND 2010

Kentucky

Thistable displays estimates of cutsin housing voucher assistance under the actual 2005 voucher funding level, the
Administration's 2006 budget regquest, and an estimate of the Administration's budget plan for 2010 based on the limited

information available to the public.! (Please see the endnotes for the methods used to devel op these estimates.) The

table below can be read as follows:

“In 2005, [housing agency] will receive [2005 funding shortfall] lessfunding' than it needs to support its
vouchers, causing an estimated [2005 cut in families assisted] | ow-income families to go without housing assistance.""'
Under the Administration’s budget for 2006, the funding gap confronting the agency will drop to[2006 funding
shortfall], allowing it to restore temporarily [2006 number of cut vouchersrestored] of the vouchers that were cut in
2005. But estimates based on available information on the Administration’s budget plans through 2010 show the
shortfall widening to approximately [2010 funding shortfall], eliminating all of the vouchers restored in 2006 and

cutting the number of families assisted by afurther [2010 cut in families assisted below 2005 level].”

2005 Actual Funding

2006 Administration Request

2010 Administration
Budget Plan (Estimated)

Cutin
Families
Current Number Assisted
Number of Cutin of Cut Below
_ Authorized Funding Families Funding Vouchers Funding 2005
Housing Agency Vouchers Shortfall Assisted Shortfall Restored Shortfall Level
Appalachian Foothills HA 780 -$116,404 -29 -$63,738 14 -$770,853 -139
Ashland CDA PHA 616 -$101,160 -24 -$52,127 12 -$630,433 -109
Barbourville Urban Renewal &
Comm. Dev. 198 -$30,591 -8 -$15,821 -$191,335 -35
Bardstown 169 -$21,574 -7 -$10,763 -$130,169 -30
Boone Co. Assisted Housing
Dept. 978 -$187,336 -39 -$96,147 19 -$1,162,802 -172
Bowling Green 509 -$76,732 -21 -$38,280 11 -$462,966 -89
Breckinridge Co. HA 212 -$19,087 -9 -$9,522 4 -$115,164 -37
Campbell Co. Dept. of Housing 635 -$126,298 -26 -$64,051 13 -$774,632 -112
Campbellsville HA 274 -$38,637 -11 -$19,275 6 -$233,116 -48
Covington CDA 1,089 -$229,495 -44 -$116,707 22 -$1,411,460 -192
Cumberland Valley Regional HA 715 -$116,542 -29 -$58,142 15 -$703,169 -125
Cynthiana 175 -$23,918 -7 -$12,259 3 -$148,266 -31
Floyd Co. 326 -$42,602 -12 -$24,026 5 -$290,568 -59
Frankfort sec. 8 voucher 458 -$62,653 -17 -$35,260 7 -$426,432 -82
Georgetown HA 356 -$68,206 -14 -$34,446 7 -$416,590 -63




2005 Actual Funding

2006 Administration Request

2010 Administration
Budget Plan (Estimated)

Cutin
Families
Current Number Assisted
Number of Cutin of Cut Below
Authorized Funding Families Funding Vouchers Funding 2005
Housing Agency Vouchers Shortfall Assisted Shortfall Restored Shortfall Level
Glasgow Community
Development 338 -$36,156 -14 -$18,038 7 -$218,150 -59
Greensburg HA 118 -$12,613 -5 -$6,629 -$80,178 -21
Harrodsburg 160 -$12,372 -7 -$6,172 -$74,647 -28
Henderson 649 -$98,793 -26 -$49,790 13 -$602,162 -114
Hopkinsville 484 -$61,966 -20 -$30,914 10 -$373,874 -85
KY Housing Corp. 4,802 -$737,678 -190 -$379,681 95 -$4,591,887 -847
Lake Cumberland Housing
Agency, Inc. 514 -$54,249 -20 -$28,332 10 -$342,649 -91
Laurel Co. Fiscal Court 330 -$44,484 -13 -$22,193 -$268,399 -58
Lawrence Co. sec. 8 voucher 130 -$17,218 -5 -$8,823 -$106,712 -23
Lebanon HA 72 -$8,683 -3 -$4,332 -$52,391 -13
Lexington-Fayette Urban Co. HA 2,017 -$441,833 -81 -$223,191 41 -$2,699,283 -354
Louisville Metro HA 8,838 | -$1,942,958 -356 -$982,991 181 | -$11,888,358 -1,552
Madisonville sec. 8 voucher 253 -$30,318 -10 -$15,348 5 -$185,615 -44
Mayfield 245 -$29,010 -10 -$14,472 5 -$175,030 -43
Maysville 108 -$12,020 -4 -$6,259 2 -$75,691 -19
Newport 432 -$81,514 -18 -$40,666 9 -$491,819 -76
Owensboro 289 -$45,834 -12 -$22,866 6 -$276,538 -51
Paducah sec. 8 voucher 473 -$65,275 -18 -$34,332 9 -$415,208 -84
Paintsville 87 -$12,021 -3 -$6,090 2 -$73,658 -15
Paris-Bourbon Co. CDA 472 -$78,245 -19 -$39,368 10 -$476,122 -83
Pike County HA 568 -$56,134 -17 -$38,895 5 -$470,395 -106
Pikeville 341 -$48,473 -14 -$24,182 -$292,461 -60
Pineville/Bell Co. CDA 401 -$52,133 -15 -$27,665 -$334,577 -71
Prestonburg sec. 8 voucher 144 -$20,063 -6 -$10,009 -$121,048 -25
Richmond sec. 8 housing 623 -$94,541 -25 -$47,165 13 -$570,419 -109
Somerset 245 -$27,294 -10 -$13,616 5 -$164,679 -43
Springfield sec. 8 voucher 69 -$7,780 -3 -$3,997 -$48,339 -12
Urban Renewal & CDA 297 -$38,280 -12 -$19,785 -$239,286 -52
Williamsburg CDA 553 -$71,982 -22 -$37,399 11 -$452,306 -98
Kentucky 31,542 | -$5,501,155 -1,253 -$2,813,764 628 | -$34,029,833 -5,557

" The Administration has releasad its planned 2010 funding level for a“housing assistance” category that includes the voucher

program, public housing and several other programs taken together, but has not released a funding level for the voucher program

separately. We have estimated the 2010 voucher funding level by assuming that the Administration plans to cut all housing assistance
programs proportionately. It is possible that the Administration actually intends to impose larger cuts in voucher assistance than we
estimate and smaller cutsin other programs, or vice versa. See Appendix, “ The Basis for the Estimate that the Budget Would Support

370,000 Fewer Vouchersin 2010,” http://www.cbpp.ora/2-18-05hous-app.htm.




i We assume that the amount of funding needed to support an agency’s vouchers in 2005 is equal to the agency’ s average voucher cost
in May -July 2004 plus the applicable HUD inflation adjustment, multiplied by the sum of the number of the agency’s vouchersin use
in M ay-July 2004 and the number of new vouchers requiring funding that were issued to families |osing public housing or other types
of federal housing assistance. In 2006 and 2010 we assumed the agencies would need funding for approximately the same number of
vouchers as in 2005, but that the average cost of these vouchers would rise based on anational average CBO voucher cost inflation
estimate.

i All figures in the table assume that agencies will respond to funding shortfalls by reducing the number of families assisted.
Agencies also have some limited flexibility to reduce the level of assistance provided per family, for example by shifting rental
burdens onto needy households or reducing the maximum amount of rent avoucher can cover (and therefore limiting the ability of
voucher households to live outside high-poverty neighborhoods in areas that may be safer and with better schools and more job
opportunities). If agencies took these measures, the reduction in the number of families assisted could be somewhat smaller.



