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March 13, 2009

Indiana Housing & Community Development Authority
30 S. Meridian Street, Suite 1000

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Attention: Neighborhood Stabilization Program

Re: S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood Stabilization Program Proposal
Dear Sirs:

| am pleased to submit to you the City of New Albany’s Proposal for the S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood
Stabilization Program. Transmitted herewith are the original hard copy of the application and
attachments/supporting information, three (3) additional hard copies of the application, and one (1) CD
of all documents in electronic form.

Attached to this letter is the Resolution of the New Albany Common Council authorizing this submittal.
In addition, prior to this submittal, the City of New Albany held official public hearings on this proposal
and, | must tell you, the citizens of the S. Ellen Jones (SEJ) Neighborhood Target Area are engaged!

The City of New Albany, the non-profit community, other local institutions and other stakeholders have
been investing in SEJ for several years. During this unprecedented economic downturn, particularly for
homeowners and the housing industry of the community, the Neighborhood Stabilization Program can
and will be an important stimulus to our local economy.

If you have any questions regarding this Letter of Intent or the City of New Albany’s forthcoming
Proposal, please contact Mr. Carl E. Malysz, Director of Community Development, or John Rosenbarger,
Public Works Supervisor, at 812/948-5333.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Douglas B. England

Mayor

cc. Ed Clere, State Representative, District 72
Greg Zoeller, Indiana State Attorney General



INDIANA HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
2009 NSP APPLICATION

A APPLICANT:

Legal Name City of New Albany, Indiana

Street Address / P.O. Box Room 316, City-County Building

City New Albany State Indiana Zip 47150 County Floyd
Phone 812/948/5333 Fax 812/948-1596 Mobile 812/725-3659
Contact Person (name and title) Carl E. Malysz, Director of Community Developmen

Contact Person E-Mail Address cmalysz@insightbb.com Federal ID # 35-6001130

B. CHECKONE: [] SUB-RECIPIENT OR [ ADMINISTRATOR (if already properly procured)

Organization Name (as listed with the Indiana Secretary of State)

Street Address / P.O. Box

City State Zip County
Phone Fax Mobile
Contact Person (name and title)
Contact Person E-Mail Address Federal ID #
Acquisition
Rehabilitation
Demolition

|:| Establish Land Bank
Develop previously demolished properties
D. FUNDING SUMMARY:

NSP Funds Other Funds Total Development Cost
3 6,757,091 + $ 4,415,032 = $ 11,172,123

FUNDING OPTIONS

E. Is the applicant willing to accept an award amount less than the NSP request listed above’ Yes [ No
If "yes", please indicate what percentages you would be willing to accept

75% Award = $ 5,067,818.25 50% Award =

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY:

Date Received: Time Received: By:

2009 NSP APPLICATION

Cover Page
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INDIANA HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
2009 NSP APPLICATION
S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood Stabilization Program
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
SEJ is an urban core neighborhood at the “tipping point”. Refer to Map 1. Once the residential heart and
soul of New Albany, the SEJ Neighborhood has suffered from several decades of disinvestment and
declining homeownership in the wake of suburban flight. What has been left behind is a tattered,

predominantly lower-income working class neighborhood.

The City of New Albany wants to make the SEJ a neighborhood of choice.® Its strategic location next to
and east of Downtown, recent major investments in neighborhood infrastructure, its institutions, recent
investments in housing and a quilt-work of stable, market-ready residential enclaves throughout, and its

energetic neighborhood organizations make SEJ a prime candidate as a neighborhood of choice.

The City of New Albany and its non-profit partners will comprehensively address the issues that confront
SEJ. A targeted neighborhood revitalization plan has been developed that comprehensively addresses the
tipping point issues of SEJ—physical, financial, institutional, socio-economic, and housing market—
through the strategic deployment of NSP, HOME, LIHTC and local CDBG dollars.

With respect to NSP funding, the City of New Albany recognizes the purpose of NSP and the statutory
charge of its legislation to address areas with the greatest need. The City thoroughly examined available
HUD indicators of foreclosure, abandonment and vacancy. It is confident that the proposed SEJ NSP
target area is not only the area of the City of New Albany with the greatest need, but it is best positioned

to utilize NSP for a remarkable transition to a neighborhood of choice.

Finally, it is critical to note the “readiness” of the proposed project team to implement this project. While
the NSP is a new and Federally-funded initiative, administratively it is being modeled after the CDBG
program. Both the New Albany Department of Redevelopment and the two principal non-profit partners

possess the skill set and experience necessary to hit the ground running.

! A neighborhood of choice possesses the following traits or measurable characteristics:

Safe, sanitary, decent housing throughout.

Sound urban neighborhood infrastructure—curbs, sidewalks, streets and alleys.

A safe and nurturing environment.

A neighborhood school and other quality of life amenities.

A resident population that mirrors the socio-economic character of the broader community.

A blend of housing opportunities—ownership and rental—that is appealing to the broader market place.

oML E



INDIANA HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
2009 NSP APPLICATION
S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood Stabilization Program

Project Cost Summary

NSP- Acquisition/Rehabilitation/Resale - $4,920,473

The primary use of NSP funding, as per this proposal, is for the purchase, rehabilitation and
redevelopment of existing residential structures within SEJ that have been foreclosed, abandoned, or
vacant. There are currently more than fifty (50) properties in SEJ that meet the NSP statutory definition
of foreclosed, abandoned or vacant. The applicant will abide by the IHCDA Rehabilitation Standard for
NSP properties. While it will not be possible to accomplish LEED certification?, all units will be

rehabilitated to the extent feasible utilizing infrared thermography technology.

The applicant’s disposition policy will prioritize the resale of NSP-assisted properties to Millennial
households at or below the 50% AMI level. In order to meet current bank underwriting standards, deep
NSP subsidies—as much as $50,000 per dwelling—will be necessary to support the homeownership
aspirations of households in the 40-50% AMI income bracket. Subsidies and amounts will be based on
ability to pay and be secured by soft second mortgages or other similar instruments.

NSP- Infill/Redevelopment/Resale - $1,476,618

Occasionally, the SEJ NSP will purchase a property that is unfit for rehabilitation. Such a structure will
be demolished and a new infill dwelling will be constructed in its place. All new construction will meet
the New Construction Standard of IHCDA for the NSP redeveloped properties. All of these units will
meet LEED certification for new single-family detached homes. Much like rehabilitation units, deep

subsidies will be required in order to accommodate households at or below 50% AMI.
NSP- Family Scholar House - $360,000
NSP funding will also be utilized to complete the redevelopment of a 2,000 square foot

addition to the Ritter House® for the purpose of providing a Southern Indiana location for Family Scholar

House, an innovative housing and family-support program for single women with children that are

2 LEED certification can only be accomplished on “gut rehabilitation” of single-family dwellings.
® The Ritter House is the birthplace and boyhood home of New Albany native Cardinal Joseph E. Ritter who, single-
handedly, was responsible for parochial school desegregation in Indianapolis, Indiana and St. Louis, Missouri during



INDIANA HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
2009 NSP APPLICATION
S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood Stabilization Program
pursuing undergraduate degrees in higher education at area colleges and universities. The housing
addition will be designed as “lodge-style” fourplex for small households (mother and one child).
Family Scholar House will also occupy non-profit leaseable space in the Ritter House proper to operate
its SEJ and Southern Indiana headquarters. No NSP funding will be used for this latter purpose. (Refer to
Attachment)

HOME- Homeowner Rehabilitation - $2,986,860

Despite the high vacancy rate of the SEJ target area, there is a large population of single- family
homeowners who reside in SEJ, but occupy housing units that are less than safe, sanitary and decent
housing. Many of these households are lower-income (80% of AMI) and are unable to facilitate housing
rehabilitation on their own. 25% of HOME funding will be targeted to households at or below 50% AMI.

Many of those who are unable to facilitate housing rehabilitation are younger and middle-aged
households that simply cannot afford the cost to rehabilitate and/or work. HOME funding is being
proposed to address these needs. All units will be rehabilitated to meet, minimally, Section 8 Standards—
safe, sanitary and decent. The applicant will abide by the IHCDA Rehabilitation Standard for HOME
properties. While it will not be possible to accomplish LEED certification”, all units will be rehabilitated

to the extent feasible utilizing infrared thermography technology.

Allocations of HOME dollars are being requested over a three year period. Funds will be lent to these
households and flexible terms repayment to meet ability to repay. The average cost of rehabilitation will
be $40,000 per unit, exclusive of general administration. A total of seventy (70) units will be

rehabilitated over thirty-six months.

LIHTC-Scattered Site/Rental - $227,659

Throughout the course of the SEJ NSP, several lots will be acquired through local CDBG-funded
purchase or other means that would be prime candidates for scattered site LIHTC rental units. Successful
rental-to-ownership LIHTC models have been implemented in the Louisville Metro area. A twelve-unit

LIHTC application is proposed.

the early 1950s. His story is chronicled in the biography entitled “Joseph Elmer Ritter, His Life and Times”, by
Msgr. Nicholas A. Schneider.
* LEED certification can only be accomplished on “gut rehabilitation” of single-family dwellings.



INDIANA HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

2009 NSP APPLICATION
S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood Stabilization Program

Project Goal and Objectives

Project Goal: Redevelop the S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood of New Albany into a Neighborhood of

Choice.

Obijective 1:

Obijective 2:

Objective 3:

Objective 4:

Objective 5:

Objective 6:

Obijective 7:

Improve the viable housing stock of SEJ so that all occupied housing meets
minimum standards safety sanitation and decency. Eliminate all dilapidated
housing in the neighborhood.

Rehabilitate the public infrastructure of the neighborhood, including its streets,
sidewalks and alleys.

Mobilize the neighborhood organizations to expand “block watch” coverage
throughout the entire neighborhood.

Develop a neighborhood “Friends of the Park” with the Cardinal Ritter
Birthplace Foundation whose namesake has been bestowed on the SEJ Park.
Develop a fitting memorial to Cardinal Ritter at the Ritter House and Ritter Park
as a project for New Albany’s Bi-Centennial (2013).

Develop a live/learn lodge for four female-headed households enrolled in the
Family Scholar House Program at Ritter House.

Implement a program of concentrated code enforcement throughout SEJ and
target, in particular, derelict rental properties.

Purchase/Redevelop/Resell all NSP eligible properties in SEJ. Target the resale
of redeveloped NSP properties to the Louisville- Metro Millennial households

and other first-time homebuyers.

Comprehensive Plan/Neighborhood Plan Consistency

The SEJ NSP Neighborhood is completely Consistent with the City of New Albany and Unincorporated

Two-Mile Fringe Area Comprehensive Plan Year 2020, September 1999. The relevant Goal for

Residential Neighborhoods, the Policies and responsible Party are identified in an excerpt from the
official Plan in Attachment G. Also, the S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood Plan, June 2001 (Attachment H),

profile the neighborhood and contained a set of Goals and Objectives on pages 13-16. The stated Goals

and the NSP Activity that significantly helps achieve the goals is itemized in the Table labeled “S. Ellen

Jones Neighborhood Plan Goals-NSP Activity Impact” Attachment .



INDIANA HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
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S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood Stabilization Program

Target Populations

There are four target populations that are of primary concern to the SEJ NSP. These include (1) the
current homeowners of SEJ; (2) the current renters; (3) metro-wide millenials; and (4) homeowners

residing in market-preferred enclaves within the neighborhood.

Lower-income Homeowners

The existing lower-income homeowners of the neighborhood represent the largest group to benefit from
the SEJ NSP. Like homeowners everywhere, SEJ lower-income homeowners have experienced
stagnating home values. In addition, this represents a group who least can afford the cost of

rehabilitation. The HOME Program is a means to empower this group to rehabilitate their dwellings.

25% of homeowner rehab assistance will be targeted to households at or below 50% AMI. The

remaining 75% will be targeted to households at or below the 80% AMI level.

Lower-income Renters

Current renters represent a special challenge. Most renters in the neighborhood are fall solidly within the
lower income ranks. In New Albany, Section 8 rental assistance is in very short supply. So most renters

pay a market rate or whatever the market will bear, and some do pay rent that is a cost burden.

The proposed concentrated code enforcement strategy will have an impact on lower income tenants.
Those occupying unsafe rental housing or housing that does not meet the New Albany Housing Code will
be issued a Notice to Vacate (NTV). The City will offer a program of Optional Relocation Benefits to
any household under a NTV. Initially, rental property owners will be responsible to rehabilitate their
rental dwelling units utilizing their own resources. The City will evaluate the necessity to solicit financial

assistance from IHCDA or other sources as the oncentrated code enforcement program progresses.

There are other existing rental housing options in SEJ and other nearby neighborhoods. At the time of
this writing, there were “for rent” signs up at two to three dozen locations throughout the neighborhood.
One of the non-profit partners of the SEJ NSP, the New Directions Housing Corporation, redeveloped the

old Providence Retirement Home (formerly St. Edwards City Hospital) into St. Edward Court, a LIHTC
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development containing 56 units. St. Edward rents its units at the required 50% and 60% AMI rents and

is able to do so without any Section 8 rental assistance, and a few vacancies are available monthly.

Another SEJ non-profit partner, the Housing Partnership, Inc. is adept at LIHTC finance on a scattered
site basis. HPI has facilitated the funding for and implemented successful scattered site housing projects
containing as few as a dozen units. HPI’s model is a 15 year rental plan with an option to purchase the

unit by qualified buyers at the end of the LIHTC term.

100% of the new LIHTC-assisted units and the new Family Scholar House units will be targeted to

households at or below the 50% AMI income bracket.

Metro Area Millennial Households

A significant housing consumer group is now entering the housing. They are the Millennials—those born
between 1976 and 2001. As a housing consumer group, Millenials are entering the housing market in
numbers as massive as their parents’ generation—the Baby Boomers. Millennial households will be the
market segment targeted for the NSP properties.

In a recent market study for the Louisville Metropolitan area of which New Albany is a part, Laurie Volk
noted the size of this market segment and the size of the housing market annually drawn to urban and
first-ring suburban location.”> Annually, this amounts to a regional housing market potential of 24% of
below market rate single-family detached units (1,950) and 27% of market rate single-family detached
units (5,100) each year. Refer to Attachment J.

The applicant will specifically target 50% of NSP-treated dwelling units to occupancy by
households at or below the 50% AMI income bracket. The other 50% of NSP-treated dwelling
units will be target at households between 80-120% AMI.

Because they are drawn to the urban life and appealing central city locations, New Albany appears to be
well positioned to attract some of the metropolitan Millennial housing market (younger singles and

couples). Some of New Albany’s recent efforts to revitalize the Downtown are depicted on Map 1. A

® “A Quantitative and Qualitative Housing Market analysis of Louisville-Jefferson County and the Louisville Metropolitan

Region”, Zimmerman-Volk Associates, Inc., 2005, pages 31, Table 4.
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new YMCA/Aquatic Center complex, the Ohio River Greenway, the Riverfront Amphitheatre, and
investments in restaurants, a BrewPub and a Winery are a few of the quality of life amenities that will

attract new residents to the urban core.

New Albany is also home to two university campuses and very near one college. Indiana University
Southeast is located at Grant Line Road (SR 111) and 1-265 and a campus of Purdue University is located
at the new Purdue Technology Park at Charlestown Road and 1-265. lvy Tech College is located at 1-65
and Highway 311 in Sellersburg. These educational facilities are all located within a five minute drive of
the SEJ NSP target area.

Existing Market-stable Residential Enclaves

Within SEJ are several preferred locations where the housing market has not been scarred by significant
evidence of foreclosure, abandonment or habitual vacancy. Attachment 2 depicts these enclaves within
the SEJ target area. Households in these enclaves are likely to be at or, perhaps, even exceed the 120%
AMI level.

These market-stable enclaves do not need any direct subsidy or assistance to benefit from the NSP. An
occasional property may be purchased and rehabilitated/redeveloped and resold, if it is otherwise NSP
eligible. The priority sales market for such properties will be Millennial households, however. The same
marketing strategy for the sale of NSP-assisted houses throughout SEJ will be employed. Currently there

are no NSP-eligible foreclosed, abandoned or vacant properties in the market-stable enclaves.
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Program Activities

NSP Acquisition/Rehabilitation/Resale

This program activity will be implemented by the applicant through the Housing Partnership, Inc. (HPI),
one of the of the applicant’s prime non-profit partners. Properties will be acquired in conformance with
the requirements of the Uniform Act. HPI will then commission a NSP Project Architect to design each

rehabilitation project in accordance with the NSP Rehabilitation Guidelines.

HPI will solicit rehabilitation construction services from a pre-qualified group of homebuilders and
remodelers. The Homebuilders of Southern Indiana (HBSI) has expressed interest in participating in this
activity (refer to Attachment K). The applicant perceives this element as a significant stimulus to the

local homebuilding industry.

The rehabilitated housing units will then be marketed and sold to first-time homebuyers including
a priority to households at or below 50% AMI. Of the 40 units rehabilitated/resold, at least 20 will
be targeted to households at or below 50% AMI. A detailed marketing strategy will be prepared and
implemented by member realtors through the Southern Indiana Realtors Association (SIRA). SIRA will
develop this strategy consistent with the Louisville Metro Housing Market Study® and a recently
published Homebuyer Marketing Plan for historic neighborhoods in New Albany’. Refer to Attachment
L.

HPI is an expert agency in homeownership pre- and post-counseling. It will provide this service to groom
would-be first-time homebuyers for success in the homeownership ranks. HPI will fund this element of

the activity though standard operating procedures and its normal funding sources.

A package of marketing incentives will be developed and offered to first-time homebuyers choosing to
buy in SEJ. The incentives will include the waiver of the initial membership fee at the Downtown
YMCA, free lifetime membership in the SEJ or Spring Street Neighborhood Associations and other
valuable premiums like discounts at Downtown restaurants and shops. A Downtown SEJ Neighborhood

“Welcome Wagon” will also be developed.

6 -

Ibid.
" “The Neighborhoods of Historic New Albany Indiana, Homebuyer Marketing Plan”, Eileen Flanagan, Community
Development Consulting and Marcia, Needland Fall Creek Consultants, Summer 2008.
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The NSP will be the primary funding source for this activity. Local lenders are reluctant to provide
construction finance for any housing activity at this time. However, two local lenders, Your Community
Bank and MainSource Bank, have expressed willingness to provide mortgage financing for eligible
homebuyers (refer to Attachments M and N). Each commitment also includes carrying up to $1,000,000
each in portfolio loans. At the 40-50% AMI level, each portfolio commitment could fund up to twenty
(20) $50,000 mortgages.

NSP Acquisition/Demolition/Redevelopment

This will be implemented in the same manner as the Acquisition/Rehabilitation/Resale activity, the
primary difference being the demolition and redevelopment (new construction) components. HPI will be

the lead agency. It will implement the activity in conjunction with HBSI and SIRA.

HOME Homeowner Rehabilitation

The applicant’s long-time trusted non-profit partner for the HOME-funded, Homeowner Rehabilitation
activity is the New Directions Housing Corporation (NDHC). NDHC—as well as HPl—is a member of
NeighborWorks America®. NDHC has developed a significant and effective skill set in working with
lower-income residents as both a successful affordable rental housing manager and competent and

sensitive purveyor of resident housing rehabilitation services.

NDHC will directly implement the homeownership rehabilitation program utilizing the techniques, SOPs
and work processes it has successfully developed and implemented for other homeowner rehabilitation
programs in New Albany and elsewhere. NDHC will also utilize the NSP Project Architect to design
rehabilitation projects that result in products preferred for the market place. Homeowners housing

rehabilitation will be implemented over a 36-month period.

NDHC’s homeowner rehabilitation approach stresses customer service. Both the applicant and NDHC
believe that housing rehabilitation can be a stressful, exhausting process to homeowners that are working
men and women or seniors. NDHC cultivates confidence with individual homeowners, and represents
their client’s interest during the entire rehabilitation process—inspection, underwriting, plans and specs,

bidding, construction, and completion.
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The local data indicates that there are approximately 140 lower-income single-family residences that need
to be rehabilitated in SEJ. It is unlikely that all these units will be addressed during this activity’s 36-
month implementation period. For practical purposes, this activity targets the rehabilitation of seventy
(70) units. It is anticipated that the HOME-funded homeowner rehabilitation program will be augmented
with funding through a branch of the Federal Home Loan Bank and the local Horseshoe Foundation of

Floyd County, Indiana.

Scattered Site LIHTC Infill

Vacant properties will be acquired through with a variety of methods through the SEJ NSP, including
requisite funding through the applicant’s local CDBG Program. Several of the acquired properties will be
packaged and made available to a for-profit or non-profit developer for the creation of scattered site
LIHTC rental housing. Infill sites may be acquired anywhere throughout the SEJ target area, including

the market-ready residential enclaves.

HPI will be the lead agency responsible for packaging and underwriting this LIHTC project. The model
to be employed will result in lower-income rental units that will be available for rent for a period of
fifteen years, which is the current term of commitment for LIHTC projects. At the end of the rental term,
these units will first be made available to the household occupying the unit at the conclusion of the
LIHTC rental term for a predetermined disposition price. The management of these LIHTC units will be

provided by the New Albany Housing Authority. All households served will be at or below 50% AMI.

Family Scholar House

The Family Scholar House project will be implemented as a joint venture between the Cardinal Ritter
Birthplace Foundation, Inc. (CRBF) and Family Scholar House, Inc., which is 501©(3) non-profit
corporation. Refer to Attachment J. CRBF has been implementing the rehabilitation of the Ritter House
through grants and other benevolence over a five year period. The restoration project has cost the CRBF
approximately $325,000 to date. Most recently, the Horseshoe Foundation of Floyd County awarded
CRBF, a 501©(3) non-profit, a $200,000 grant to finish the renovation of the main house and place under

roof a 2,000 square foot addition for other charitable purposes.

10
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The 2,000 square foot addition will be completed as a four-unit lodge-style dwelling for four two-person
households—mother and child—enrolled in the Family Scholar House Program. Upon completion of this
project, the New Albany Housing Authority will award of four Section 8 place based certificates to
support tenant housing expenses. Family Scholar House will manage the four-plex and provide

supportive services to its tenants. Family Scholar House households are at or below the 50% AMI.

Emergency Repair Program (Local CDBG Program: $195,000, per year)

In target areas such as SEJ, there are also times when elderly citizens choose not to participate in loan
programs for a variety of personal and emotional reasons. For these persons a CDBG-funded Emergency
Repair Grant Program will be established and implemented specifically for SEJ. Targeted improvements

will be roofs, electrical and HVAC to make the elderly homeowners stay comfortable.

Annual Repair Affair Event (Local CDBG Program: $15,000, per year and Volunteers)

In addition a Repair Affair event will be implemented annually to provide several elderly and disabled
households with volunteer assistance to provide other deferred maintenance activities. NDHC has
successfully implemented Repair Affair in Southern Indiana for fifteen years running. This public service
activity will be funded through the applicant’s annual CDBG Program.

Concentrated Code Enforcement (Local CDBG Program: $55,000, per year)

The City of New Albany’s Department of Code Enforcement will implement a concentrated code
enforcement program in SEJ beginning in April 2009. The residential properties to be targeted are rental
residential, although all properties including homeowner units will be scrutinized. The concentrated code

enforcement program is being funded through the applicant’s local CDBG program.

Optional Relocation Assistance (Local CDBG Program: $100,000)

During the course of the code enforcement inspections, the Department of Code Enforcement will likely
and sadly encounter rental units that are unfit for human habitation. The owner(s) of such property and

the tenants, if such is occupied, will be issued a Notice to Vacate. All tenants displaced by the

concentrated code enforcement activity will be provided Optional Relocation Assistance, as provided

11
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under the Uniform Act, as follows: moving expenses; one month’s security deposit(s) for a safe, sanitary
and decent replacement unit and related utilities; and one month’s rent. This package of benefit will

amount to approximately $1,500-2,000 per dislocated household.

The applicant has canvassed SEJ and notes that at least two dozen vacant units for rent are currently
available in SEJ. Also, a few rental units become available monthly at St. Edward Court, which is
managed by NDHC.

Neighborhood Infrastructure Improvements (Local CDBG Program: $335,000)

Over the past ten years, the applicant and other local institutions have invested considerable financial
resources in the public infrastructure of SEJ including the installation of new sidewalks and street trees;
the development of a neighborhood park; and the redevelopment and expansion of the elementary school.

SEJ is truly an urban walking environment, which is a characteristic of a neighborhood of choice.

Despite these investments, additional infrastructure improvements are required in SEJ. Through its local
CDBG program, the applicant will continue the sidewalk/street tree program. In addition, the applicant
will invest CDBG funding in alley repairs to make them more resident friendly, and to stimulate the
placement of parking off the alleys.

SEJ Block Watch Expansion (Volunteer)

Residents of urban neighborhoods need to band together to create a sense of protection and well-being.
While the incidence of crime in urban core neighborhoods is often grossly over stated, New Albany has
implemented a fairly successful block watch program to foster reassurance between residents and local

law enforcement officials.

A fledgling block watch exists in the SEJ target area. Coverage will be expanded to include the entire
SEJ target area including the market-ready enclaves. New residents to SEJ will be targeted for block
watch duty. Key neighborhood institutions like the Ritter House will be asked to participate, as well. SEJ
School, St Edward Court and the Ritter House operate surveillance cameras on and around their

properties. The institutional lenses will be broadened and extended.
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Finally, working through the SEJ Block Watch and the City of New Albany Street Department, the SEJ
and Spring Street Neighborhood Associations will implement a graffiti eradication program to eliminate

these cryptic demarcations within 24-hours of their discovery.

Friends of Ritter Park (Volunteer)

The Cardinal Ritter Birthplace Foundation has adopted Ritter Park which is adjacent to SEJ School in
response to its rededication in memory of Cardinal Ritter. This program will be expanded and

coordinated with the SEJ and Spring Street Neighborhood Associations, SEJ School, the New Albany
Tree Board and The New Albany-Floyd County Parks and Recreation Department.

13
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Staff Responsibilities

New Albany Department of Redevelopment

The primary staff responsible for the overall implementation and management of the SEJ NSP will be the
New Albany Department of Redevelopment. The Department of Redevelopment also implements public
facility improvements in community development target areas and works with the Department of
Inspections to enforce city codes. It will secure the assistance of the New Albany Police Department and
New Albany Street Department for assistance with the Neighborhood Block Watch and Anti-graffiti

campaigns. It will also procure the services of the SEJ NSP Project Architect.

The Housing Partnership, Inc.

HP1 will be responsible for the direct acquisition, rehabilitation and resale/disposition of all NSP units. It
will provide pre- and post-homeownership counseling. HPI will engage homebuilders and remodelers
who are members of the Home Builders Association of Southern Indiana. HPI will package and
financially underwrite any LIHTC projects implemented in the SEJ NSP target area. HPI is a certified

NeighborWorks America® organization.

New Directions Housing Corporation

NDHC is the non-profit partner that will implement resident services including the HOME-funded
homeowner housing rehabilitation program. NDHC will implement the Emergency Repair Program and
Repair Affair. NDHC will also provide technical assistance and support to the SEJ and Spring Street
Neighborhood Associations. NDHC will work with HPI, the Southern Indiana Board of Realtors, and
private lenders—including Your Community Bank and MainSource Bank—to develop a detailed housing

marketing plan for the SEJ NSP target area. NDHC is also certified by NeighborWorks America®.
Cardinal Ritter Birthplace Foundation and Family Scholar House, Inc.
The Cardinal Ritter Birthplace Foundation, Inc. will complete a 2,000 square foot addition at its 1218 E.

Oak Street site into a lodge-style, four-plex for four (4) small female-headed in the Family Scholar House

Program. The New Albany Housing Authority will provide the development project-based Section 8 .
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Greatest Need Demonstration

The SEJ NSP target area was selected by the applicant for a variety of reasons including its demonstrated

relative need and strategic location.

Demonstrated Relative Need

Both HUD and IHCDA have preliminarily concluded that the City of New Albany is an eligible
community for participation in the Neighborhood Stabilization Program. That is a certainty based on
need indicators compiled on behalf of HUD for the NSP. The same indicators were reviewed by the
applicant to ascertain relative need among the Census Tracts and Block Groups that compose the City of

New Albany.

The SEJ NSP target area is composed of an amalgam of several Census Tract Block Groups: CT 704
(BGs 1, 2, and 3) and CT 705 (BG 2). Need indicators for this target area and the City are depicted in
Attachment O. A review of this attachment indicates the following:

1. All block groups are middle/low/mod-income eligible.

2. All block groups possess a “foreclosure abandonment risk score” of “10”.

3. The percentage of middle/low/mod persons ranges from 72.2 — 83.0%, which is in the upper
quartile of the City.

4. The high cost loan rate percentage ranges from 33.1 — 42.8%., which is the highest in the City.

5. The predicted 18 month underlying problem foreclosure rate ranges from 8.7 —11.1%, which is
the highest in the City.

6. The USPS residential vacancy rate ranges from 11.3 — 12.5%, which is the highest in the City.

Thus, the indicators suggest that the SEJ NSP target area is indeed the area of the City with the

greatest relative need.

This relative need is also born out by the facts on the ground. Examination of available local data and

canvassing of the neighborhoods indicates the following housing metrics of the target area:

1. 893 total housing units.
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445 owner-occupied housing units, predominantly single-family detached.
80 vacant housing units.

2

3

4. 37 housing units foreclosed or bank owned.
5. 38 housing units for sale by realtor or owner.
6

75 vacant infill lots.

The vacant and foreclosed or bank owned properties (117) represent a 13.1% vacancy rate which is

comparable to the USPS vacancy rate for the target area.

The target area housing stock also exhibits factual signs of deterioration as per County Assessor data and
empirical evidence on the ground. Approximately 140 of the single-family home-owner units located in
the target area outside of the market-ready residential enclaves (refer to Map 2 Table), are substandard
and in need of rehabilitation. These housing units are also very likely occupied by low/mod income
households. Low/mod income (80% AMI) homeowners are eligible for HOME housing rehabilitation

assistance.

The rental housing stock of the SEJ NSP represents approximately 50% of the housing stock.
Approximately 100 of these units are located in two recently developed affordable housing developments,
St. Edward Court and Muir Manor on East Spring Street. Discounting these 100 units from the rental
housing stock, there are some 400 rental units scattered about the target area at various locations. The
greatest concentration of rental units is located between East 5™ Street and East 8" Street along
Culbertson Avenue and E. Oak Street

Approximately 40 units in the SEJ NSP target area are judged to be dilapidated. These units are primarily

vacant and they will be removed as necessary through concentrated code enforcement and demolition.

As they are elsewhere, the price existing homes is falling in New Albany and Floyd County. Between
January 2008 and January 2009, average price of homes sold fell from $144,189 to $124,000. This trend
is apparent in the SEJ target area. The current listing price of houses in SEJ ranges from $33,000 to
$175,000. The average price of current listings is $77,000. Housing bargains are available, and this

opportunity will be marketed.
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Strategic Location

Despite these grim housing characteristics, the SEJ NSP is located strategically within the City of New
Albany and the greater Louisville Metropolitan area. Within New Albany, the SEJ NSP target area is
located east of Downtown, which is undergoing a resurgence of its own. During the past few years, some
new major developments have been implemented in Downtown to reassert its status as a as a destination
and a location of quality of life facilities. A 300-space parking garage was built to facilitate the
development of two four-storey bank/office buildings. Phase | of the Ohio River Greenway—a multi-
purpose, multi-modal parkway corridor connecting New Albany Clarksville and Jeffersonville—has been

constructed. A new $20 million YMCA/Aquatic Center complex opened in November 2008.

But the progress in Downtown does not end there. The Riverfront Amphitheatre is being rebuilt this
Spring. Following the opening of several restaurant venues, a Brew-Pub is scheduled to open in March
and a Winery will also open in Spring 2009. Other projects are underway projects or on the drawing
boards, including a $600,000 Riverfront Amphitheatre upgrade and a multi-million dollar riverfront plaza

with public parking, shops and residential apartments and condominiums.

The SEJ NSP target area also possesses a strategic regional location within the urban core and first ring
suburbs of the Louisville Metropolitan region.® Interstate access is available five blocks west of SEJ.
The Interstate provides current and future residents of SEJ immediate access via a five minute car ride—a
little longer by bus—to Downtown Louisville (refer to Map 7). The interstate system also provides SEJ

residents with easy access to employment centers throughout the metropolitan area.

8 A Quantitative and Qualitative Housing Market analysis of Louisville-Jefferson County and the Louisville
Metropolitan Region”.

17



INDIANA HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
2009 NSP APPLICATION
S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood Stabilization Program

Project Outcomes

Prognosis for Success

The prognosis for a successful SEJ NSP and a resurgent urban core neighborhood is predicated on five
factors: the target area’s strategic location to Downtown New Albany and Downtown Louisville; mega
trends expected to occur in the Louisville metropolitan housing market; SEJ’s emerging characteristics as
a neighborhood of choice; the abundance of housing opportunities (value) in the SEJ target area; and a
concerted effort among several non-profit organizations, State, City, Neighborhood Associations banks

and other interests dedicated to its resurgence.

Indicators of NSP Success

A successful SEJ NSP will be measured in several ways. Directly and quantitatively it will be measured
by the completion of specific housing activities. But the qualitative results, embraced in a resurgent SEJ
Neighborhood, will occur as result of the housing and other supportive activities and be measured through

other indicators.

Upon completion of the 18/36 month implementation period, the following housing outcomes will occur:

1. Number of NSP units created/assisted (18 months): 50
2. Number of NSP 50% AMI new homebuyers 30
3. Number of lower-income homeowner units rehabilitated (36 months): 70
4. Number of lower-income households assisted w/emergency repair: 30
5. Number of rental unit inspected/code violations corrected 300
6. Number of LIHTC scattered-site rental units created: 12
7. Number of Family Scholar House units created: 4
8. All other indicators required by IHCDA on Attachment D.

Indicators of SEJ Neighborhood Resurgence

In addition to the tangible outcomes of housing related activities listed above, a resurgent SEJ

Neighborhood will exhibit the following measurable characteristics, for which specific benchmarks will
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be established in consultation with the SEJ and Spring Street Neighborhood Associations upon

notification of NSP award:

© N o g ~ w D Ee

A significant increase in homeownership (a percentage).

A major reduction in overall vacancies (a base percentage).

An influx of millennial homebuyers (a number).

A moderate increase in housing values (a % increase relative to the marketplace).

A reduction in code violations (relative to the start of concentrated code enforcement).
A reduction in vandalism and crime (a percentage).

Elimination of the neighborhood graffiti problem (all incidences).

Elimination of all hazardous or deteriorated sidewalks (all incidences).
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Qualifications of Applicant and Non-Profit Partners

New Albany Department of Redevelopment (Refer to Attachment P)

The New Albany Department of Redevelopment maintains a small but skilled and efficient staff of five
full-time persons including a Director, a Public Works Projects Supervisor, a CDBG Manager and two

other support staff.

This staff possesses a sophisticated working knowledge of the CDBG, HOME and other HUD- and
IHCDA-funded housing and community development type programs. New Albany has been an
Entitlement City for the CDBG Program since 1984. The City has successfully implemented several

HOME awards from IHCDA for homeowner rehabilitation programs.

The current Community Development Director and the Public Works Project Supervisor both have
worked for the Department of Redevelopment since before New Albany became a CDBG Entitlement
City in 1984.° These two individuals are highly skilled in operating in HUD-funded housing
rehabilitation programs and are experts in HUD regulations including but not limited to the Uniform Real
Property Acquisition and Relocation Act and NEPA. In addition, the City operates under a Programmatic
Agreement with the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for its housing rehabilitation

activities.
Housing Partnership, Inc. (Refer to Attachments Q, R and S)

The Housing Partnership, Inc. (HPI) is a full service affordable housing development company offering
homebuyer counseling, mortgage origination and construction of new homes. Its lines of business
include purchase and rehabilitation lending, homeownership promotion, multifamily properties and asset
management, and real estate development. Independent directors from private, nonprofit and public
constituencies oversee policy and operations. HPI became a chartered member of NeighborWorks
America® in 2005 and participates in NeighborWorks America®’s Campaign for Home Ownership,

Multifamily Initiative and Rural Initiative.

° From 2003 to 2008 the current Community Development Director worked for Louisville Metro government as its
Deputy Director of Housing and Community Development. In this position he was responsible for and successfully
implemented Louisville Metro’s $14,000,000 and $4,000,000 annual CDBG and HOME Entitlement Programs.
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Services at the Housing Partnership include community building, financial counseling and education,
foreclosure prevention training, reverse mortgages, and homebuyer education and counseling. HPI also
works to provide quality affordable rental properties utilizing federal, state and local low-income housing
and historic tax credit programs. HPI also offers an Employer Assisted Housing (EAH) program which
benefits employers, employees and the community as a whole. The EAH program supports the
community by increasing the tax base, strengthening community involvement and neighborhood stability,
and spurring the local economy. HPI offers a variety of loan products for purchase or refinance. Loans

depend on income and down-payment assistance grants are available for income-qualified households.

New Directions Housing Corporation (Refer to Attachments T and U.)

New Directions Housing Corporation strengthens civic and volunteer participation to challenge the forces
that undermine neighborhood and family stability. The agency was created in 1969 through ecumenical
efforts centered at Saint William Church, a Roman Catholic congregation located at 13th and Oak streets
in Louisville, Kentucky. The agency was incorporated as a non-profit in April 1971, receiving IRS
501(c)3 status in October 1972. Founders understood the formidable necessity of safe, accessible and
affordable housing as a foundation for the critical connection between safe neighborhoods and strong

families.

Today, New Directions Housing Corporation has expanded regionally to a three-county service area,
encompassing Jefferson County, Kentucky and the Southern Indiana counties of Floyd and Clark. It is
one of Kentucky’s largest private, not-for-profit housing providers, offering integrated services in
regional housing development, housing maintenance, supportive services and neighborhood
empowerment. Lines of business include Real Estate and Housing Development, Asset and Property
Management with over 1,000 units (Multi-Family), Resident Services, Homeowner Loan and
Rehabilitation, Home Ownership Preservation and Community Building and Organizing. New Directions
is a member of the Multifamily and Community Building and Organizing national initiatives, as well as

the Learning Center Consortium.

Family Scholar House, Inc. and Cardinal Ritter Birthplace Foundation (Refer to Attachment V).

New Albany Community Housing (Refer to Attachment W).

Neighborhood Organization (Refer to Attachment X)
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Budget Matrix

Attachment C contains the SEJ NSP overall program budget.
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Detailed Budgets (for each component of the project, including sources and uses)

Program activity budgets are hereto attached as Attachments C-1 through C-5.
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Detailed Timeline and Benchmarks

A detailed timeline (Gant Chart) with milestones is presented in Attachment Z.

Milestones are included for each activity. Milestones were established on a schedule that ensures
obligations by the critical date to achieve timely expenditure of the respective funds. The NSP is the most
critical/time sensitive fund (18 months to obligation). Clearly, the milestones here are acquisition dates
and rehab contract dates. While selling and placement of eligible households are critical to the final
success of the NSP, the acquisition/rehab expenditures represent the critical benchmark for the SEJ-NSP
Program. Some essential activities have already begun and many will be complete or nearly complete

prior to award (environmental, additional staffing, procurement of appraisals, etcetera).

All NSP funds will be obligated in accordance with the IHCDA mandate (August 2010). Refer to
Attachment Y.

Clearly, the timely obligation of the NSP portion of the funds constitutes the biggest challenge. The
critical path includes accessing current owners and negotiating a quick purchase (in accordance with the
URAJ/NSP regulations). The Department of Redevelopment staff and the non-profit partners are
experienced in consummating such purchases. As NeigborWorks organizations, our NDHC and HPI
partners have on-going, established relationships with regional financial institutions and can access
national/international financial institutions as well. The inherent risk is our ability to negotiate a large
volume of purchases quickly. We have defined a fairly broad area of the neighborhood so that we can
have some choice/a margin of error in the number of houses purchased (50 %+/-) of the

vacant/foreclosed/abandoned properties.

The City and our Partners have extensive experience in CDBG, HOME and LIHTC Programs, and
programs are often layered together. The City has participated in the CDBG Program since 1975 and
became an Entitlement City in 1984. The Partners are well-versed in the intricacies of each of these
Programs. The risks here are generally the difficulty in meeting regulatory requirements on a constricted
schedule and in identifying and working through credibility problems with potential households. The City
has a Historic Programmatic Agreement in place, we are well-versed in issues such as lead abatement,
floodplain regulations and the myriad other regulations that can hinder experience teams and derail the

inexperienced. Project delivery and administrative costs reflect the degree of difficulty.
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Attachments

Definitions (IHCDA - not attached)

NSP & CDBG Compared (IHCDA - not attached)

Budget — Overall SEJ NSP and Detailed Activities (C-1 through C-5)
Indicators

Section 42 — Low Income Housing Tax Credits: Scattered Site Rental
Letter of Intent

Excerpt from Comprehensive Plan

I ommooOwp

S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood Plan

S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood Plan Goals
Housing Market Analysis
Letter: Home Builders Association of Southern Indiana
Homebuyer Marketing Plan
. Letter: Your Community Bank
Letter: Main Source Bank
Census Tract NSP Distress Indicators
Resume: Carl E Malysz
Profile: The Housing Partnership, Inc., Agency
Biography: F. Lynn Luallen, HPI President
Resume: Mike Hynes, CPA
Letter: New Directions Housing Corporation
New Directions Housing Corporation Key Staff
Letter: Family Scholar House
. Letter: New Albany Community Housing Development Corporation
Biography: Neighborhood Organizations
NSP Gant Chart
Project Application Check List
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Maps, Map Tables and Photographs

1. SEJ NSP Location: Downtown New Albany

2. SEJ Neighborhood: Owner Occupied

3. SEJ Neighborhood: Vacant Houses

4. SEJ Neighborhood: Bank Owned & Foreclosed
5. SEJ Neighborhood: Houses for Sale

6. SEJ Neighborhood: Vacant Lots

7. SEJ NSP Location: Downtown Louisville, KY
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NSP Sources and Uses

Attachment C-1 NSP Acquisition/Rehabilitate/Resale for HomeBuyer

BUDGET: Please provide, in the appropriate columns, estimates of the total costs you expect to charge to each funding
source broken down by activity type. For example, if you estimate using $50,000 of HOME funds for acquisition, input
$50,000 in the appropriate box under the HOME column in the Acquisition row. Leveraged funds are additional

resources acquired for use on the NSP Project.

COSTS

NSP CDBG*

Development

HOME Fund

Acquisition

1,600,000

Rehabilitation

1,400,000

Demolition

New Construction

Commercial Development
Costs

Program Delivery

680,001

Lead Hazard Testing

Relocation

Home Ownership Counseling

60,000

Development Fee

Replacement Reserves

Operating Reserves

Rent-up reserves

General Administration

927,116

Environmental Review

Transitional Housing
Operating Costs

Tax Credit Reservation
Requests

TOTAL

Leveraged
Funds

Total

1,600,000

1,400,000

W |n|nn

680,001

W |n|n|n

60,000

927,116

233,356

W |n|nluninlinl|n

20,000

4,920,473

*New Albany CDBG Program

UNITS

New Construction

Rehabilitation

Rental HomeBuyer

Rental HomeBuyer

Acquisition

Only Commercial

HOME assisted

Total Units

CDBG assisted

Dev Fund assisted

[=1[=]1[=]

NSP assisted

LIHTC Units

Total

40

40

40

40
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“ttachmant -1 NSP Acquisition/RehabllilalaiResals for - meBuyer
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Atrachment C-2 N3P InfilliRedevelopment/Resale far FlomeBuyar
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Atachment G-3 3P Family Scholar Howuse
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Attachmanl C-4 HOME Owner Rehabilitation

COETS

LR

S iinilinre

Erhalilital nn
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ATTACHMENT T

1. Uevzippment Name Mew Albany Homes

Lection 42 = Low Income Houwsing Tax Credits

Actachiment L

£ Devslopment “yoe [(MC, AR, SA|: NG

3 Appicent Mame (Al Aesanr et Gy of New Aoany

-

Davelopa- (Aract Azsurrek Housing Pardnership Inc.

5. Gene-al Jariner b HPLA0d MEP Fre e

G.  App icisnt control Cue siteds]?_10rouy® SEJ MSH Projed

7. Gireds] droperly fenedy T ES

A Towal tarcaal crsdIE amncen?: H_." T, 233

9. urit Informateon

Her.ts charged

LHA | 23K | 4HH 43K

Ictal Units

30% Al Units
a0H AR | Lnits

S04 At Lhimts

12

12

GG AL Linits

roarket Rate Umits

Tata Llwits

12

17

1t. tskmrated lazal Develop~art Cost, 51,782,802

11. anjicipated Spurce ol Fonds: Listed Delow

Source of Fonds

Cate of Apalication

Date of Cerr et nent

Armcunt of Funds

11, Syndicatarflnvesior: Wrsnown SRS Fme.

Enuity Invesin et 81,307 Bd2
Firsl Margans 540,834
HOMe cr COBG oG 026

Tomal Araaund uf Td s 51,792 9027
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Anazhmenl ¥

=/ City of New Albany, Indiana

DOUGLAS B, ENGLAND
Mayor

Jaowary 7, 2009

Tndiana Honsing & Community Davelopment Authority
30 3. Meridian Sireet, Burte 1000

Indiznapnlis, IN 46204

Attenlinn: Neighborhood Stabilization Program

Re: NSP Lettar of Intent to Apply for City of Mew Albany
Dhear Sirs:

Pleasze be advizsed that on ar about March 13, 2009, (e City of Mew Albany
intands to sybmit 2 proposal for funding through Lhe frdizn Neighborhood

Stabilization Progrm,

Tn accordance with the goidelines set farth in the Roquest for Proposals, attached 1s
lhe required Letter of Intend Infbrmation Sheet (Allechmend F).

If you have any questions regarding (his Letier of Intent or the City of Now
Albany's fortheoming Proposal, please contact Mr, Carl E. Malysz, Director of
Commnnpity Development, ai 812/948-3333.

Thank you.

Diouglas B. Enpland
Mayor

BEorolesure

City-Cuunly Building « 371 Hawss Square - Rowtn 316 - MNew Albany, Indiara 471503586
- Jolephone: {313) 9445333 + Fax (12} 946-1336 - waw, G ol N ewAlba ny. com
m ayor @i lyuinewalbany.com
{512} 9485333 [Vokoe) or tndiuna Stalewide Relay - 1-800-7435-3333 (Heading Impaired)



Artachment T

Attachment F: Lecdler of Intent
mformatlon Sheet

Applicant Mame and Address:
City of tew Albany, Indina

Applicant Contact Parson Natrne, Phane and Enail:
Cad E, Malysg, Directar of Communizy Davelopment, £12/349-5333, cmalyszi@cibyofnevsalbany.com

Lead Agency Name and Addrass: [The laad agancy does not need o be the applicant].
Now Alhany Redevelo pment Commisslon, toom 325 Clry-County Bullging, New Albany, I 47150

Esiimated Ameunt of Reguest:
510,000,000 NSP Funcs

Project Deseripyon, Including Estimated Timeline:

The Chy of New Albary Is propasing the chahilizationrevitalizatios of twa NSP Tacget Aregs, the SE
Malghbarhord and the Griffin Street Melghbarhaod. The SE) Meighborhood bsa traditlonal urban core
nelehborhood lomted east of an adjaemnt to Dawnbown New Albaoy. Ower several decades, the 38
Nelghborhood has experlenced resldentfal dsmvestment Recent pubiic sactor expenditures have been
made to develop & nefghborhoed park, renovate and expand an clemapiary school, and rebulld
neighborhood sidewsalks. These public secior improvements have Improved the appeal of SEl as a residenthal
neighborhood. s now tine to imglemert a comprehensive strotegy that addressas housing conditions
ineluding concentrated code enforcernient, the purchase and redevelopment of vatant and foradoeed
homes, and the rehzbllitation of owner-aecupled residences. The Gilfin Street Meighborhood ks loostad to
the northwest of Dewn town Hew Alany. This nelphbarhood posseses a high contentration of minarlty
housshalds and 2 variety of housing 1ssues—vacant properies, foredosures, and an impropesly locrted,
overly dense publc bouslig project, Vane Court contalng 47 unlts of baracks-style publlc housing [ocated
amlclst & neighEarhogd of single-family detached housing The adjacent Chrystal Cour comples contains 23
units. Amang othee Inltlatives, the Gty of New Albany [nteods to to create settered-site replacement
houslng frem the wacant, forclosed housing steck and eventually redevelop the Yance Court 2nd Chrystal
Court complexes. The W52 elements of cach H3P Target Arem PMlai wil be Implemented withi 1B months of

the peant oward.

For each category Below, identify and pravide contact Inkermation for membars of the Cevelopmont
Teamn. The Development Team 15 respensibla fer the daily fmplementation of Lhe proposcd CHAF prafect.

Non-Frafit Entities:
MNew Directlons Heusing Corporation

1004 £, Liberty St

Entty Mame 1.oudswille, WY 40204-1029
Bnd Address:
Cantact I G l[essner, mumn._._u.qm Dleester

Pliene and EO2-719-7199, JoeS @ nche.org



Mor-Profit Eretitles:

Entity Name
and Address:
Contact
Phone an4d

Far-Profit Entyties:
EntlTy Name

znd Addrecs:
Contact

PaEson:

Fhana and
Emall:

Gemerml Contraciorn
Enlity Name

and Address:
Contact

Person:

FPhane and

Emall:

Legal:

Emtity fame
and address:

ConTact
Phone and

Tha Howsing Partnership, .
333 Guthrie Srean, Suita 404
Lowiswlibe, Ky A020E

Mike Hynes, Ererrtive Vice Preshlent
502-E14-2710, mirynest@housingpannershlpnc.org

LIMIH WA AT TElS TIME

LIMKMOWM AT THI5 TIME

City of New Albany

fteam 316 Coy-County Bullding
Wewr Albacy, (M 47150

shanr Gibsan, City Attomey
912/08-5323, xglbsond@ctyalnewalbary,com

Fiduciary Agent: {Rexpansibiz for receiving and dispersing CNRCH

Entity Mame
and Address:
Contect

£maell:

Oty of Mew Alsiy, Indlena
Aoam 316 Cty-Caunty Bullding
Kew Albany, [N AT150
Kay Garry, City Controller
EI2/94E8-533%, kgarry@roityo fewalbany.com

Please attach this infermetion Sheet with your Letter of Inteqt.

Adrnehmane



Allochoe=nt 3

excerpt: Ity Of New Albany and Unincorparated Two-Mile Fringe Area

Comprehensive Plan Year 2020, September 1299

Gnoal B-2: Develop andfor Redevelop Residential Meighborhoods wWhich Provide Cuality of LHe
Environments for All Residents

Falicy

Respansible Party

= Etterh new ressdentiat developrreatinto
idenLlilieble neigberhood wrirs.

Ciby Plan Commizsion

#  Fanavate and/or conare the escablished
resldential neighborheods ol Mew alsany,

# CMNCcourage a veriety and mix at nousing
types oac densitles sc a% o provide
choices fo- 2l customers.

Radeyalopmant Commission
ity 2lan Cemmissicn
Goard o fonlrg Appea s
Hs1eric 2reservaklor: Corr missiar
Clity Plan Comumlssiomn
Recevelapme nt Commission
Hoatd af foning Appeals
Eousing &uthar-ily

s Promate affardable hows'ng Parnughans
the Planning Area.

City Plan Comrmissian
Aedewvaloamen: Commission
Soard of Zonlng Appeals
Fair Housimg Carnmizsion

+ Provide al neighborhaods with adequate
putlic Facilities and services.

Board of Pubtlic Warks and Safaty
Redevrlcprient Commissian
Clty Plar Comrunission

a1 Encorepe zhe retention and rehzbilitation
af Risraric hoasing and neighborhaads.

=  [psLre Enat residertia aroperties are
p-opeoy mantained.

Histarlc Preservation Commission
Fodevelep~ent Camimlssian
City P an Commissian
~ Baard al Zoning Appesls

Bullding Commisslaner

v Develep ats mplement 2 systematic
rartsl ispection program.

Building Commisslaner
Aedavelopment Commission

& Aszist prospective first-t'me hamreboyers
ion Lhe Cily Whreugh duwn payvinent
asaistance, home inspect’ an assistance,
ard other teals Lhal may av avwileble,

& Assist neighbarknad arganizatens 'n
ceveloping and imalernentisg
reichborhood-based gplans.

#  Fravide for co _._._.._.__..__.__m____ hazed oolicing i~
wergeted inves ¢ by poagkharhonds.

Redevelgpment Cammilssion

Redeuelaopment Commission
City Plan Commnss cn
3oard af Works and Public Safetiy
Hruzing Acthority
Police Drepartment
City 2lan Comrnassion
Ruddutchoprm @k Commiszian :
Housing &utha-ily '
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S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood Plan

Prepared for:
New Albany Redevelopment Commission

Submitted by:
THE CORRADINO GROUP
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E. m_ en Jonas eighkorhecd Plan - Final Bopers
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Altachmcyr H

%. Ellun Janes Maghbarkeod Plen - Final Repo:t

1. Infroduction

The iMew sliory Redevelopmenl Cormissior s conducling n series of neichberkood pfanning
studics throug iz ot the fiby. This repor peesems he 3. Elle- Jones Meighboriood Flan.

The reighhoshezd plon:

®  Provdeso 20 peartira frame foriaeewing she neighbort sed inch.ding gaals ond ohijessives;

& Wil beodopted into the corprehensive plar tooser oz the ellicial developmentguileline ta
e used by tne PCABZAS Iy Coundii;

B Irchodes dela ond mops thel will be refererced For Tature neighborhood projects;

B Preseats o Yproec ook thet stentiies projects o ve wndenoken as port o° the poan.

~na planning process wis conducted jonidy wilh the 5. Ellen Jores Meighborioad Assuciahion. The
pracass ‘nchuded three public meetings and nwodescent of the proje:! oo asullart in - ghbarhaad
| wtiees.

The projoct conscharl for the noighbormesd plan was The Carradlira Sroup, o olenmng end
sugineesing consultng irm el s worked edensivo y in Maw Albany, inclading repazalion of the
‘magibiity stucly thal was done for the 5. Ellen Jores Sk onl Park.

= R ) ..__u.lu.-.. =r i at, e - o, L T i A
Tha 5 Elea James S-macl ik e comalzled i b sunmer ord ol of 20000 11 ebateals © vkizle aimene of cemmitity icarenenl o peg'ek In
Fie nnighbian ~uaid.




CORRADING

Artachmen: H

5. Ellan Jone:

2. Neighborhood Profile

1his section presens a arofi B af exisfing canditions in the 5. Zl'en Jones Meighberhead. Tne study

crea for the _.&.E___u..r.._._s.__u_u_n_ [Figure 2-1] is

cre Mok Sireelan ke ootk Yinceanes
Sireet an the cost, 5% Aliest snothe Wasi,
ond 8" Sraei an the narth. | shoald be
rrtac 1ot the neighborhoad assoioti:n
penernly consicers itsali fo regresenl o
gl g+ area with B Sreci on tbe wesl,
Sing oo the south, cnd Beaer on Ioe

raell

The arca know- today os the *5. Fllen
levmaz MWeighborhood™ comarises soie ol
the Srat addibors so tho otigina! piol wf
Mew Alkary, includimg a-ecs thet havwe
aecr dovelepe:l lor miare thon 140 vears.
The ramainder has coen urbenized tar
mare thoe 125 yecrs. In Ihess mang
pecrs of cevelopmenl, "ew - F ang
requiremen:s existad 1-ot rolate G loae
nzes a- ceveleament standurds rr
burlding -aigulntians, whick cre raiotivaly
recent, dating ‘n 1ne poskYarld YWar 1l
era. Thiz patern ol devel s mene resulted
in iond uzes and developreent pullera
that do ne- ncclly Fit inle standnzed
catagorizodions fou-g .0 zuning ar
build ng codes i use toony.

Cavelopment did [mllaw predicroble
potarns leusly ocobed necr il nes,
end husinzss lacoted qeor keanly-
truvolen sresls, aad “ald-imers" wil

mssentnlly the school disifict boundery “he boundaries

Figure 2.1
Meighbarhaod Sedy Areg
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remember *he camer stores “hal doied dhe neighborhoed. Seme wses, howewer, sprang up whers
today -hey create o nuisance to the neglisorhaod.

This ple. rehilresses these issues witk o series of yuols and objedives 1act wil bwld on tha bes
ke ts of Hiee 5. Flen danes reighaachood and oy wsuling o projec bonk 1o cooote neighbarhaad
IMprove ety anel uchlress naighbortoad _u:u_u_u_:u
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CORRADIMO

Alachment H

5. Ellan Jones Meighbohoed Pon - Sinak m.m.._.....n_.ﬂ_|

21 Study Area Boundary

4z dizcussed anave, e naighbortood sluily area booncary is smeller Than b gl district
Vese iy, which previces the siucy crea dor she plon. IHwas nated in ne firs poodie mssling thot an
aiginnl goal of -he neighberksod asssoohs wns 1o reprezani Ine enfire onco ropresentes Ly the
wrnael district.  Daspita the school gistics Loueddary, the nar> ond wes boundar es of 1he
neic bormoad ore not clearly debned,  mimonly hecouse of geography - 198 Fardew cametery anc
Mew £ beny Tounty Civb, As Iis oron it inglemented, © Cicely ellect will be ensuing that cl.
rezidents ool the neighbarhaad are oware of oppartunitizs and rescurces in the aeigh o ood.

2.2 Populotion Characteristics

The 5. Hlen Sones Meizsbharhood hos a saoulasian o appraximarely 5,000 [Tebla2-1). Tne esinales
presorted in thes seelion ore bosed on 1990 census dafa, which is ke enly doka availokle ot e
neighbarhacd lewsl. Besed on proijecions that caist [z e elly anc county, sora miror char:pes
[ onconrent bant, these dala are considsred 1o e acld. 2000 da-a ere expacted to oe ovilible

s

i eurly sumpnee F001. Aa opéaled Table 2-7 waill be uleached a: on addendum o this palear:.

Akavt 14 percent <l the nopulation, or 700 prop e, ore eldeily, while a.mest o quorer are andsr
ace B, In compariszn 1o corpuiable salsics tor he Diky ab Mew Albuang | 5% elce-ly ond 15%
unelenge 18), #e overall populotian o the re'ghhorhood is younge-.

fbout 25 porceal ef the poagululion alreads schoo . The sc~oals in The neichbormaad include
prvale eementary 5t Mon's Cobolc Scoool ond 50 Zle- Jores Elerentary. Mew Albary Hlirgh
Scano s duesled on Vircernes Straet. There are ower 200 collegesunivers ly shoclunts in the study
arca.

In lerws <l inemme, 170 hawseheld and per copitc
incor-e one slighily leswer than chose ior Mew Al
ord Floyd Counly [$23,933 was the city's media-
housenotd ncor-z aed 328 690 wos the county's
medion hauvssheld inceme)].

23 Lond Use and Zoring

231 Lundl:e

The larc use in the naigabmbood is primorly residentiol  There ore olso commeron | iadostrial,
schaal, raigous ond puik oses,

The rost obiaus nonresidanticl lard use in e reickbormood s the %, EHlen Jures Schaa ard Park.
<ither nrnresicentio. nies tha: are sicnificant ave *he churches in the neighborood and the New
.n_.__”_n_.._.__. ._H.“..._._:___.__. LT

232 Bxistinglond Use

FHgure 2-2 presenbs e exisl ng land use i the 5. Cllen Jases veighboriood. 1he pradomiran end
Jse is sngle-aTily housiayg ko there is also c sizeoble jperarce of moti-family hawsing, ¥ncanqes
Shest it dhe predaminart rela Focnme oo sreet i -he nemhl oo,

Pasc 3




CORRADEING

5. Fllea lorne

Tallz2.1

Autachment 11

<. Ellen Jeres Neighharhead Yenmagsuplic Chorcerisics

Tapulalian
1930 2000

[
Age # __h : i o
Undar 1% 1,1&° 242
19ty &4 Years 2,975 4240
&3 ond Cilder &Y 1a7 :
“ilal } 4,793 1004 i

Saarcn: 1900 Corzs of Hoos 17 ond Foagulolize, Lrws-Dalieed Scas Frogroom

Sthoal Enmllmenl

T840 20070

# % | %
Pre-Primecny . 24 4.5 )
K, ﬂ._..._ﬂqm_ arten - 1 Al £52 1.0 .

“al legaAdnavarsity 281 2.5 i )
Tubal 1.052 tao.gd
hpgroas THRE) Cgngus al Dansing 2rd Mepoatan, idzer Jelinec Areas PFiogiam
Househalds
1L 2000

[ypo e * Yo _
Torsily | lausahclds 23 i _
Ty | ossamolds 1,75e
Aveslilu i azed kL] o
[Talc | 4,795 ._

Zaurce: " F70 Ceasus al Hausing and Popolaron, dyardl

[

* Ta be vapplicd when wraiialle
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5. Clem Jones B

Arichmeny H

ey

Tuble 2-1 Mxank nued)
§. [flen Janes Neigh borhood Ceinugraphic Choradecisris

Income Charnelerstics

15750 2000

Meorio _.wum.._...u._m.u.n._._UE It me al1¥9.151

lecian Farmily Incomea 327,409
Em.u:n_ Income 510,054
Sowcw; 1990 Cunsos ol NMowsing ennt Pl chon,
L'ser-Diel ned Arecs Magran

Yoning ClossHicoliors
Classificatan % cf Lo
Bes deriia: a2
Commerd al -I - B
.r_._____. sl 24
m_,_.u.._n_m_._ Yaoce - 19
Talal |
Saurze: CHical a0 Kap Lo e iy al Hes
Albony ond Uningaigz e TvesSiln Fomge feee
InalEng Unils

Type # I
Tkl Lnils 2250 1004
{owner- Do pied LGB0 | &80
Erntal Llnits 1,.F0 22.0
ecyped o 2,201 7.
Vocont L 1.1
Sing le-1 il L3051 580 |
bl -Ferily a5 42.4d

Scence: 1950 Census al Hausing and Popudcg oo, Laee-ledived

Aueri Meanan

* To he wipplied when ovoilable.
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CORRADING

Sttaclizent 11

5. Cllen Jares tueishoarioos Plon - Fincl Repoa-t

Ibreze B o sigrifiscal earnmiicial presarea olarg ‘Wiseamnes Wvzel ond ole ct 6is bwton o 2% ord .

Fhe neig-horioad s e miaaf single-lamily ond multi-forri y housing, with abeot 57 percend of the
lard crea zoned oy esidentio Jrefer t2 Tabla 2-1]. Much of the ruli-lamily heos'ng is sifuated n
singgle-loomsily stopclares sbat have bean divided. There cre several apartment Buildings.

lhooe is commercial agliety on Vincennes Siraat frome 2w Waldieen's o tzshe Dalla- Gensrol Sore
jos: nodh of Mew Allbany Bligh Schnsl ane the concantration of burinesses alang Srani Line Rood.
Thereis clse o small satui feo e merial comp ax otthe ntersactian at ™ 5 und Elm ond coneencmations
of afices, churches, and relafed public uses an Sprirg Srreet such as the M. Locille Reisz Conlinuing
Education { ueility o0 Spring Siveet.

A signifieant portion o~ the stody orea s desclicealred ke ndustrial use (26 pe-cent o’ Ine negLaorhond
i ganed indugiricl). A major pomien ef 17is is lhe Sobinseon-Mugant, Inc. complez an B" s'reel,

Ibe ermuirfer o0 the shudy areo is cedicaled to 3. Eller Junes Schaol anc Park, and the fusla-ic
Fa reiew Cemelery, The Mew Aloany Country Club barders
[he rortbern Lowgnedary of the stody orea.

343 foning

F'oure 2-3 prasents zoning az | exisls luday in e 3. Elzn
lonea neighborhzod. Tho ex'sting zwuing in dhe
neig hborhoad is:

m Rk | Res dentin Meighborheood

m kY by Besidertiol

B f3 M al-family Wdeclinrn Drancity)
m R4 dulli-Farmily (H gl Desnshe)

m R-03 daulti-bamily CFice

m i Ia _imilen Loca, Busitess

B -In tocel Bueiness

s [ Caenera Jusness

A |-1o _.m_w._..__ lrelsteinl

1 O581fF) Open Sooce Moee poin

-
g
i

o
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A-tachmen! H

5. Zller lones Meighborhood Par - Fool Sepor:

As showr er ihe maop, mucl of the
neighlorhoed is zored R-4. This soning
permils (leveln arner bof muli-Family o ing
i7 e neighharhood. Muck of the alker
zarig T the neighnartood is spechic to
particular blecks or uses. There is a Lnigua
sone category, KR 1, chol hos peen
egioblishad for e Crdor Hoog /W atherina
Flace block. This was esloblitke:] n
respanze te the neighborhocd's voneemn
nbonl wacant lars cnd redeveloaraerl, This
zoniry caotegory stipulates That any
develapmenl he consistan: with eosling
densitky and uesthrtics

4 ._.n._.p..
Bk

o u.rr.u.

W...H. e

A C5% roilrend ling travels thecugh the  Tre 1ith See oimod toke o esre, i, ant niiie moemm. Al

neghticrshond an 15% Street e presence ramidm ks evaleedink 2 tésluie ndinduetial, commmerchl, and residelcl e,

ol the il carvider clorg ™ 5% Skest hos
resulle) in the lazasion ot sevoral manaberbaring-lypa busitesses ulnng 15" Sreat. The preseace of
lhe rail ¢ oreidor ant the roise arc ol daloy coused by the srams is a significant scusce of concam

ir the naighhorhood o5 expressed duting public aeelings.

ke exisling lund wae cnd zoning nas rezulled i o neighborhoad wifa smoll koyses, small loks, end
nurrercus mu H-famedy temicerces. Thiz hos created o soenorio whers there are meony low-incaTe
prople correntrated in the orea, and resulls in aropetics boing e ecled.

24  Neighborkood Problems

Ay with any alder, inner chy neghlor
Fowai, Ihere cre prablemrs resu ting Trom
densily, alder introstructure, and relotsd

CONMAERCIAL

issues The esistirg land vse ond wanieg oy Ny S i

Sas resuled o a neighaarhasd witk srall ety \ R _—._..__m___m.__._.._q_wuﬂ.ﬂurwﬂ .
souses, srrall lake and numeraas molh- ey : m_.mm...m_.”_m_u...
icmily residendes. This hos crected o £ce- X . .
morig where thers nre mory low income
n_m.n,_u”m concenleshed in the HITE+ ribsan
_m.m _u:n__.n._.n_m. poop'e moyng i oand out A sl gorion o ke re'ghuchad ._rm.___e__ T _.-_ﬁ__.:_m e oam b an
aithe neighaa-head, and neclecad prop- _=__ui part 4l an urhe 1 oeighborkazd.

aiTias,

In Crotaper 2009, The Mayor mel with membars of she neighburhood to seview congeras in the
aea. In cdditien, as por a**he _u_nf__.n_c_h.,dﬁ.,— of this picn, o series o public meetings was held.
The brsic concams were cansiant Frougiol:

a  Pluisuig= praperies
- __._n.u.._.__“._n._;r.n bucinscens
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Allachie? T?
5 Cienlonzs Bleweeee . L.

Trngh i olleys

Trnffic an Flrmoond 3prng Sraets

« Chldren and Families in constanl fransiian

o Crmiral odvily

s | onke togs

= Low rerl, lowemainkeannee, rachi-lumily Liouging
= 15" Street rail ne roise oo solety

2.5 S. Ellen Jones in 2020

In 20 years the 4. Ellen Jures ne:gliporhood will loek rmgc s i dees taday it developrient continwes
as it dacs now.  With very litle vacanl land in 1he rerglibe:heed, theze may be sfight changes in
nopulatizn and very likaly a higher population of soricrs. Thers will be some *gensteibication,” with
cacaole fizing up older houses but thora plse will bo mone arsklem booses oz ibe ovarall sloek of
husing ages.

The racent developmant of . Ellen Jonas School Park, tha corrent wwmodehng ol the schoel sl (he
develomnent of Mew Alhany’s fowntawn, arid piojeds soch as the devaelopment or essisied-living
heusing and af 13 and Sping ar S, Cdwands Cout [Providence Eelirement Homeah opatments will
all ozrelit the neighborhoed. Thara ore other pastive uelwities shitwl! enhance the nerghbarhoad.
lndiono Universiiy Saotheast [IL5) has inifalad o commuon'ty service program gn whicl it will work

with il:e 5. Ellan Zanz2s Meighbarkooo Assaciation. Zevasal or*he aren churches bove pned 1oy ether

e ereeee youck: prograesmiag and aclkeities. 5, Ellen lones Elementary Schoal ond the park ceniinue
t= be a cotalyst for community imarevement. Fenally, the city has been veny proacive inowarking witn
neighketoods 10 improve.

PAcE 12



Adwzhment H

5. Fllen Jones Maighhorheod Plar - _uw_.r._ Repot

3. Alternative Development Scenarios

CORRADING

Tnhle %-1 oresents hwo scanarics for
duvelnprwant envisianec for the
ne grbwchaad. The first scencrio,
Traditorol Uraon Meighnedaad, o
mix ol eewerliol, commsercial, rekail,

and even industia’ actividy, The guanl
.u._ M Tracibiorneg” _,.,__"_.H._..u_ _,;._ﬂm..m_..__..u_..u_._s_uhn_
5 bo provide epooiumly e o mic of
acfivifics in on oren, wiik approphote
apparunities for rescen’s 1o gother,
wa.k, recraole, aic.

ke seecad meamolive foouses an
reduoing the comme il 26l imdustnl Theiedisorol wbon reghaerbocd sonepl ind e weidsalien ol apprapiale
oresance in the neghirerhood sl neighbartoad

fcasing mare on resid=nl ol ooty

The benefis of this scaqono are phusi-g o leed ases that are nat considered campatible wih
neichborheod and inccasing lower deowily resident'al epperunites. This oilernoiive focuses on

creaticg @ mare "suauraan” feel ‘o the neglishacdl.

£in Decerber &, 2008, o neeting wos held wth the 5. Sllen 1ones Naighbornoed Associntion ot
their wighlh annoal Chili Suaper. The aliermatives defived i Toblz 3-1 were presented and diseus e
a* leng'h. &5 o resll of -he meefing, the clear incication from ke aeigharhaad wes to porsue
Alcnatve 1 - The Iraditio-al Uibon heighbarhecoe. The falowing <onmymeant sumirarizes sha spiri:
of fic neighberkaad; “This neighborhaad has tha potantiol b e mues ke the *Cliflan” area of
Lauisville ... somz -deas .. Loel ng one ar ~wo er mora deli coffee shops and slaes . mare grean
spaces wilh olantings . sppertonities far cus veuth threegh ke schaals and eawrches L clean vp
the alleys, hove olley becubleatins corteets . nove soma sirest gvents N

Based on 4 inpat recesed in1he maeings with the neighborhaad, the- is o Leer visian residenss
wigald like so ochieve, e visor iewalves arcuna having o safe, cleon, pedest-ion e e ely enviconment
thet encourcges indivdua’ suslamambly ord naportunities ta the yauh in the nesghleabood. “he
Toilerweing section pravides a sl of coals ond oaojectives thal are delined to achiove ot visicn

PaGE 11
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o Adlachmenl
5. Hlan Jones Mo e

Tohle 3-1

Altgrmglivn Develepment Seenorias

dllarnotiva 1. Traditlono! Urbon Heighborhand Alernative 2. Rasideatial Nelghbarhood

-y

Focus sing le-bemily reside-liul in care. 1. Focus o= ceveloping additicnal
duenlinl wiwer. pessibla.

o [ncrease heme ownarship
: m \Where peusible, acguire loca
nanceztferming land use a~d
cunver! lhem o resinendial.

B As noncaciording uses fronsitian,
phose auvl nan-rezicenl ol

®  =esl-icl okili toosp'it houses inio

a hnse oM majsti -
uparlments N aisting commarcial el

industrial in anighborbood cna cenvan
racns Agli-family residential ond i=hn regidential.
cpprooniate commercial slonsg rovel

. . 3. lmcrease home cwneisinp ganl o 7
corridars, Spring end YWincennes. " -

pRfiEnl.
tduintnis nnd snkence crisling rerail

. -l .
eclave an Flm nt 1 E% Ejreof d. Reinkfarce Wsteore dis-dcrs and

encaurage rasidental usa.
apecific preject appartu-itie s

m  Cirocaryfcoféfgarden shop, e,
u Emm.m__.__.l._.u_._._u_.u...._ conln- saimililg
B [ay Cerein 3. Ellen jones arec

B 15" Sireel corridor upgrada

B Zsablsh commun'ty developmand
corpuralicn

B Targel sa=cilic oropediss kar
e ribihan cod 1erale to aligib'e
propery owners.

B Fcrgll sk Iy el m_..._u_ far hampgwnarors
 £0 percenl

m  Eeinforca ~ictoric diskricts and '
cncouraga camaonlib'e resilertiol
end LomMEerCic Uses.

Pase 12
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Atacloient R

% Flfen lores Meighborhcoo f.on - Firol Bezat

4. Goals and Objedtives

Thie rection presenis o sal af gocls and objactives ‘o guide

Haslavelaamre-t af lhe 5. Ellen lones Meighbork ood owsr ) S

tha neast 30 yeers. These geas ond ab’ectives are besed e I — T .

rnt inpot vev'ced by evembers of $ae 5. Ellen lenes ’ o

Meigh b heod Assoanhon at thres pubic meetings. Mary hauses In the noigkboahaad hawe Eion pubdmided
inke  DEormAnte.

Gool 1: Incrense Percent of Owner-Occupied Residents

The & Cllen jores Neighborheod Assaciatizn recegnizes the reed 1o niereose stebilby in 1ne
neighiarlicus] vl 1 ves *he ne'ghbsrs with responsiailily ‘or the area’s fotore,

Objertives

® |rcreose parceat of owner-ocospied Basing uails foominimom of &7 porcont,

m Werk with local barks. The Mew Albany-Tewe Connty Commuanity Fousing Cevelopment
Organizchion, civy and others te promote home-ewneslig progams i seighborbood.

B |dendify poleelol il property ol develap i os affordab e single-Jamily harmes.

| _H_m..._m__uu C pregrom with loeal uriversiies whers _m_q.._._."._:_..“_q__-_m“_ studenis are er colrage ke invest
in 0 horme eaily in thair careers ... in the 5. B len Junes Meighbarhoed.

Goal 2: Improve Existing Renial Housing in the Neighberhood

The 5. Elen lones Eﬂ_m_._._x.".__._cn._n_ Augociation Lnderstancs
that a vital, dwerse reighacrocy el offer a miz o”
housing ivpes and <osls. -e Y, Ellen Janes Weichbokood
Masaciotion believes That renlol housiag snanlis he safe,
saLnd, and sorilcry.

Chjecves

B [rhoce existog Loleling cedes.

B Frowide loncllorgs aceess o esoaries fur rented
hevusny rehasbiation. .

W Educale tenants and landiascs about rghis and Fuopertins io disrepeir defioct fiom the Imbge 1ad gHradinansc
respaas. bilities. of tke nelghborhood

S tr 2 IO =

Goal 3: Eliminote Eyssere Froperties

Tre 5. Ellan Jongs Meighberhaod Aszez"at'on works io clirinote blighl Fram the neighbarhood in
erder to crecte an oHioctve, p easaat, ond saka place bo live, wors, end oy,

m
i}
i
o

v R




CORRADIND

Atichrngt

5. Elen lores Meighoe iood Plen - =nal Repeat

(hjertives

m Creole o property review commites to periodicoly suneey e nengbloraocd Toe olviows
delerizrating prooarty.

m ‘Wock wiln Building Commissionsr be idortify © sel of procedures Ton dealing willi praiy em
nrcperies 1a include, bl nal ac I'mited 1o, rechililation assis'once proyrors

® ‘Work with looas agencies ard organizasions for access to resourcesffunds Tor mojor ang
=i or reho o liketion suck oz Rapoic Adloir .

B Tcmol sh srudures oniy when they ore eocuamica lv arlzcsible fo mainkzin or prezent ar

imT.ediole threat Iz healls ano sa*oiy.

Goni 4: Mointoin and Improve Infrostructure

lhe 5. Ellen Imoss Meighbarhond Associotion
recognizes the iswvesrmoet ol boll pol: ic ared pivenr
suclors i the neigatborheond and the noelitg aned
condifion of Ihe inl-ostrochr is opresenralboe ol e
qualiry a* the reighbsibood.

Ohjeives

Contiowe to implemenl the citys sidewalk
mazier plon as adooted in 1791,
Fariodicolly Lpdote the exisling siduwalk
irrentery maintained by tha city using "klocs’ ]
_n_u_..n.__.l._m_._m. | ﬂ_q..u.__.m_u_u mq.__“.ﬂ_:._.._n__mn__._ on m___.__.u...._..__.__r o _"__._m__ﬂ_._un in Ha _._nmm_.__u_nq_._u.u.m are i cbtLislant wlth 1he
conditions cn © regular basis 52 p'walem  plopning ool

creas can ba identidied ond brought 1o 1he
city’s arenticn.
Estanlish a pedestricn-fricrcly ‘ntersecl on nnoipwemenl pagqam of mojor inlersoclions

ircluding crossing striazs, oevers, lar dscopiog, el beeches such cs now axists on Vinzennes

Sireet.

Toke acticn ‘o s.ow cown “rafiz oq Elm ond Speiey Svees including agtenfely sotuming
naighbarhoed srraels to g lwe-way sys'cm.

Irplement o cLrb-ord-quitar improvament procram. aone o pavement monogement sysiem
fer naighborhas:l sireels.

Implement @ meal auans allay maiafearsce arogram with city end neighborl o resausces

Gonl 5: Increase Neighborheod-Bosed Communily Resources

A civerte papLlatisn requires o verrery of resources ta maoke i vitol: The 3. Cllen Jones Meighborhaed
Ansaciatinn helieves thogse resources should 28 gvailable in -he ~esighborhooae.

Objeetivas

Create a sotellitz reighbarhoed sorrice eonter farnsirg on dey care and sonizr achvilies
Create addiional meichbarhopa-based commersing aetivitins in aoproprote areas in lne
ir-erier of Ihe neighbarhcod. These could ircluda catas/restauranls, gneden sheps,
neigh ik ood gracery, ice creem slere, ond ¢k bepical neighborhccd Eusie vss wterprses.
Encournse wses a? highsr irtensity an YWnoonres el Lpiringg Aleaels,

Phoza ot noncormforming wses as apoadunily perreis,

FacsE 14




CORRADHND

) Allesinnent o
5. Eller sores .

e —

B Epeournge heme occupations thet have lifle or na ‘mpact 2n a shuor ar viginily (e, a
medizal franscriptionizt warking out ot the hoyg 5.

m [iscourage uwses in the interior of the _._ﬂE___._ﬁ;“...mn.._n._ Hial v hoors inconsistent with
ressicl e liol yzes.

B Poild spon the memendcos iesources ovoiloble throvgh the schoals ond churchas i the
neighharhned | reemte recrealienal, sducotioral, and socicl oppananilies for the
nsigg hbos hood™s youlh asd be sure oll reridens are cware of fhese recourgas.

Goal 6: Develop Tronsportation Reseurces

Tke 5. Zllen Jones Maighborhood Aszociation supparts he manililty of its residests sd the neod 1o
assist residarte with o varieh of honsporokic oplions,
{1bjesttves

N Zsloblsk a neignborbeed van semvice 19of eon Link wich TARC,

®  Camplete fne urben bisycle/pedesinion rolwark 1o -k the 5. Elien Jones Meighborkood
w'th Anm Prelen Commuonity Pors.

Goal 7: Implement Neinhhorhood Redevelopment Standards that Canserve and
Protect the Existing Troditional Urban Neighborhood

The 5. Cllen Jores Menyhbo:lieod Assecintion believes thot the neighberhocd kos the oppodunity to
bccine ¢ urigue urbon orec that preserts opdions tor mony poap'e.

(rhiectives

B Lacowsrage ond uses thal soniarm to the staied geals ard aSjedives.
B FEslnalish devalcpmen: stordords that provide reasonasle rec evelopment e ppotenity withou
overbuilding individual sitez and blarks.

Goa| B: {opitaiize an Historic Character of Neighberhood

The 5. Tilen lones Meighbrhe ] Assooctica understand's that preservation of its hislenc resocrces
i essentiol o momlamnieg ere eabencing tha neighborkood s sensa of place.

H__u_mn__._mm

®  Mominale lecol dismcts fo Motosnl Regeter of Fistoric Foces and seek Tity Council
designation cs iocel hisioric st

B Use the historc distict cesinrclion o olrezl granls ond T2e neighbo:Roaod ehabiliolion,

“Write ﬁ_mmmm_._ m_:___._m__._._ma {evr new censirucion unad rehobi M.

& [dertify and implemeant r.T.__u_n_:n. [areseects __.ﬂ... eip et __“.._1_.—."_.. in[ormnhon m__m__._n_ _u..n.__ il eipdonce
the historic churches 4l *he neigborhoos

Gonl ¥: Develop Aesthetic Improvements

The 5. Ellzn lenes Meighborhood A=sociation recognizes Ao success of the 3. Zlen Jones park seis
2 rlandard lor quakity that should be o aenchmark for future pub.ic are privoted developmend
projeris,

Pas=z 15
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= Ellan Jorms Attochment H

Ohjerlves

o Adopturben desn guiceleos for pubbe strests oo placas shotinclude lendscaping, hgklicg
and sirect lumituie.

B Crooic a sense of ploce ou! of the 5. Eller Junea Meighborhood by strengihening eniries
{arcugn a signage an waylndirg grocram.

® [sioblis~ wribrm municipel sign standard bor ploceme-t a+d dasign.

®  |dentify cppetunities for pocket porks.

B Maointain and enhance 1ae orbon fores

E [rovide o preperly enhoncement pregram | impreve houzas ond businessez in the
neighborhoed.

m  Aleys stold be vsac for sarvice delvery oy puklic ard prvae whilities to keep wires ancd

related in‘rasirudure off ihe stree?s.

Paze 16
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Adackment H

4. Ellan Jona: Meiglhbohood 2lan - Fno Begat

5. Future Land Use

The lwiure e~ wse p'an is shawe ia Figure 5-1. The futura lag
Jsa pan s bosed oo the coneept el developisg n > raditional Urkar,
Meighmorhood, which wes idenlibed = ke reighborhood
warkshaps as ke preferrad develoomest allerrwiwe,. Tobile 5.1

aresarts ~ha key chaorocteristics af o Troditineal Urbiore
reighborf.oad.

The vizio- projected in Figura 5-1 colls for convertic g rmoe of Hhe
T.uiti-family hous'ng 2 sirgla-tomily. The cmphoesis for this achity
shocld be in the saathern kalf of tre study orea Woulberdsan b
Marksr Sieget  Prajecis to help achieve thic vizion are preserten
n Chagme &

& secend companent f the a.an colls for developmenl of
aeighbia-heod 12s0urce centers and bus ness acivihes. Folential
rocal ens are idemtified in Figore 5-1. Theze locotors bove beer.
:ent’fie:] basect oA inplt in poaolic meelings a: gereral |locohons
-hint many n& suilablz for development. For example, the 3. Zl'en
Jezrws [leswelny Schoal aren would be desrablz for © coy carc
ord/or neighbo-liood service ce-ter becouse of the presence of
-h= school, park, ard erea churches such as St John's Presbpleron Choeen, 31 barg's Cotholic
Chuszh, aned Cential £a'stion. Charch.

Lt R e Ll L]
LA R AR L A L LE R ] |

H [ TR
DR TRETLLTLTELLLT B ]
Tew sob B o+odm

v -hird component of 152 plan is cove'oprment of o ee’olibot ood circulotor servica, Tne anly pukliz
transparotion in the neighbarthood is TARD service on Spring Skeet. The hich densilv af 1he
reighborhoad ‘more thon 3,000 por squore mi n] fuggests thot o 1rensporction systiem woulc be
wall used. A service thet coeld be used by senicrs cnd waoth o access shopping, recreatiar, a1d
related activities 7as been darflied oz desirckle. &g put of 11e Meignborheed Tenter program
being imp emented oy ¥e Ciky of o tronspotal on progeom hog bese gleotified]. Tke 2. Ellen lenes

Maichoerhood detinitaly aeed to Ee inkad 1o 1-is or o simaloe e spaoriotion system.

Cremiing a “rica visval/aes'totic” expericnce and goed wolkng ervirsiment is very iniparlant anc
ia nn area Aot tha neighborhoael associatian asd city can address without purchasing properly.
...—.__u —_._,.r._ T m. _u__n__ i _.n_.._u_".._n_.__. U WEry .._._..._.___.nﬂ_r.__ﬂ ".__wmm_.__,u__.___._..:..._ﬁ._._ but sidewalks need la be maintained. Ir
cddibiur, a pedusiton linkzge frem the neighbethoud naith 1o Sem Paden Cemmunity Park dlans
Crent Lioe Boad s1ould be developed.

|‘F’AEE 17
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5. fllzn dones Meighborhecd Plon - Fingl Kepeort

CORRADIND

Table 5-1
Truditional Urboy Haigh bothud

1. Focus single forily sesidrnkion i3 rore.

B |ncreose hame scwnersh p.

H A _.__".._...__“.Eq._—_"._:._._____.u._ vses lronsitiaan, t____".._.__u 10l ric-rEsiC entic
®m  Reswict ability rogplic leas sy into opartmants,

2. Forus mulii-lamily restdential a1 oppropricts commercizl aionc trave:
corridars, dpring anc Vincennes.

2. ta‘migin ond enhance extsting relail enclava ar, Ook ol 15% Sireel.
4. Specilic project oppordunities:

B Crocery;

Meighbkorhood centen
[Py cone in 4. Elen Jones aren;
[ 49" Aliesl <cnriclor _._.n__.u._.._..:._ﬂ.“

Melcdiich ooy e opanen corparation;

Targe: spezific preper’es jar acquisition ond resaie o sligikle
ARONETY e,

m  Ectablizh targat goa. for homeawnars 1o 60 perceet; amd

_ ®m Eeinlarce hislzric districle and eacorreoe compatible residendial

I cnd connrngigia. nses.

Mg ding Tonr Peighborkesd - Posed Cirgasization, Indicnaaclis usuoica Tenler, 2%,

Pasz 12
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Armelaerm 4

=, [len Jones E.m_m__._rn.ﬂ._“_n.n.n_ Plan - “inal fapoa

6. Implementation

6.1  Adeption us Element of Comprehensive Plon

Thes ['rs* st ie: 1m0 ‘mplermencation of itis neighbarkood plur. shewtd he submitiol of the plan bz -he
Mezw Ay Sily Cruneil, Mew Alaory Plan Cemerission, and b ARD i edvpfion ns a cormponent
of the corprenensive Hon.

87 Establish Acceptoble Densities

A% apnlicatizns lor devclopment ore presentes 1o
shz Plon S.ommess on, it is recammonced tha the
mimnpgrn g siges uned ¢densiiies a: defined ir The
Mzw Albony £omny Culde ke ewiveined. The
~aichbarhood densityy [3,838 persons per sgacre
wilg) is ot n leval et could Rot be sigrificontly

nereused witaget sirein'ng insrastrociure
rESOLICAE.

The gaisting zening ir the neighbarhasd sheuold
ae rew.evwed 1o determins whather some araos cor
ae rezonsd ‘or lower dansitres thar 24,

8.3  Incorporation of the Neighborhood Association

A ke quaston ker cry seighhork ood nrsericfion is whether 'oincorporole As o sading pa'm, the
5. Elen lanes Maighborhood Asseiotion has o salid kistary and membership. incaraorafing tha
sinrnzction woud provide a sirudure for e wsseioticn’s eneraticns and croave o leyul exity *has
wipn 1| allevw ke organizafion to app'y for gronds, porchase proaery, and oot os a developer The
repoil “3ruing Your Melghborhood-Based Crganizalion A Monoal for Maighbarhand
Deverloprnenl” aresenls extensive infarmaotion ar. inezroora ng o eeigiko-heoc aszeciation.

64 Project Bank

There are avorely of shart- ar d leng-term araneets thar should be conside -ed ns port of neighberhesd
developreat, Teese wil range ‘rom fixing a sidowalk o deve aping nnd eftreding a re'gluerhan-d
markel.  This preject bank wauldl serve o5 -he neighbarhsod's "Ta Oo” lisk and be reviewed ard
dpcoted pedizseically.

Inklz A-1 prosenis the “praect Bank” suggeshon ‘or 1he reighhoakond.

Pace 2t
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Atackmenl [T

TABLE 641

5. Ellen tones Heichbarhood Plan Project Rank
(This Preject Bank will be eantinueusly updated throueh the MeishBorhood Association)

Froject ] Reiponsible Enticy ! Cost Funding ear
MarkcL-rake | lousion MARC 5100, GO0 CCBG M
Fomestead Program [FY20:21) |

Levernga Funds, Servicas, L=JMA YL T ] Frvate _ 200 +
and/ or thaleials for :
FEomastead Praogram ‘ |
5. Ellen lones Park Farks Department 5,000 CLBG | 2001 + _
Recreakion Program | N (Fracaty i i

Alter:Seheol MHA-I'C Schioe! 550,000 Grants | 24001 +
Fnrck=ent Program Comeoration, Parks '
Deparkment, 5= 13A,
Ot e
felert Site and Program Mew Allany T 512,500 cous | 2400
for Meightsnrhoodd Ca- [FY 1)
Salellite Co-Lecation Cenber Location Center “
Oeylapm ot Carp, o
Develop satelite MEw Albany S300,000 CIEG (3ecticn 1903 il Fr
Co Location Center Meiehbarhood Cao- festmated] Laar: Procrami, _
Lacatlon fenter ¢ “ faranks,
Development Corp. | ! Frivatec
Ircar porake SEIMA 5500 CCAG 2aM

Melghborhcod Assaciation L (1IR3 Tes}

Stroct & Alley Cleaning SEIMA _q 51,500 EIMA, MM+

Beau tfication Proaram . Private ]
Muisianice Properly Prodranm SEIMA -- ) o 2001 «~
Signaue J Gatoway Prograrn SEIMA T T T ETaome Grants 2002
TUS Merighilear hood IS, SCIWA, Others | - HUT Program 2007 +

Impravement Partnership ; lnon-CORLEC]

Enhance Public Transit EJMA, TARC, Dl -- -- L0
Sidewalk Improvement HARL, I3, Likhers G156, [k CHEG, Oty Capiral | 2001 +
Prugcamn . Imaroycment
: Prearam,
. ; Privato
Shreet S Pedestrian MARLC © 581,000 COBG 1007
Improvement Study
Rezoning Stuxdy HacCPL -- -- 1002
East 157 atreet CITY, InDOT, C5K, | - - icaz
rall Road Mitigatlon 3ZIMA, Cthers : .
ReS0diroe A 1€ eay Progra SEJMA, SEJSchool, | 5500 SEIMA, Tlwers | 001 +
"RART Churches, Orhers
Cumunily Policing HATD -- - 2001 + |
drnend SE1° MA-FC School Coro., - - 2002
School Dictrict Bonndarises P )
" "Heigfkarnood Block, Macky SFIMA B Frirnd: L5100 GF.IMA 2001 1
Oevelop Grantline #pad # East CITY, inDOT, FHW, 9.2 million | CITY, InCOT, FHWA 2004
£" Streel Connector fwilh
FPecestrian and Ride
Srrenities)

FPace 21
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Altachiaent H

5. Flen lones Nogswormead rion - Fingl Rzpe

Future Redeveloprent
_"_m nel _E:E

Proiect Fesponsible Entipy Funding fear
) Jespnate GFJ as HARC, CITY = - 200z
"Melarberhond Rertalization
SEralesy Araa™
Create Heallhy Meighbarhond SEIMS, FCFD - .- 2002
Initiatlve
Rorninate Histosic Distrrts o MAHPC, HARL, CITY, 520,004 C:rents 2007 + 7
Heighbarhoad 14 Naticonal LETHA
Roegister of Mistoric Places |
InZrease and Dwvarsily SEJNA 21,400 SEIMZ, nai |
Merbership io the
Heighborhoad Associatfor _
Acquire Yacant, Propertices M -FC CRDC, SEJNS, »Ia,an0 Grants 2001 ¢+
Dilapicate< Properties for CITY, MAAC Frivate

sz Enunnnm _F.__._u m_m mam_.__u_._m_n_.m En :n___ Cost u“:_..n_m_..n Tear
I lermingd)
[ _

AABAEVLATIONS
SEJMA: 5. Ellen Jures Meighbarhond As2ociakion
MARC; Mew Albary Redevelepnient Commisslan
WACPC, News Alzany City Plan Commlsssnn
MAHPL: M AlEany Hislorc Pregeryasian Commisson
HAPD: Moew albany Police Depasument
MA-FC CHIMD; Hew Albany  Flovd County Camimunily Housing Jevelopment Oroanization
FCED: Floyd Courty Health Departren:
[L5: Irdiare niversity Suutheast
InDGT: Indiana Department of Transportation
CaX: C5X Transportation Canpany
TAALC: Transit Aulhority of River Ciry
FHWA; Federal Highway Administraton
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5. Ellen Jones Neighborhood Plan Goals-MSP Activity Impact

Goal
™o,

Goal

1

‘ncrease fercent of Owner Dccupled
qesidents

MNSP Activity Irapack

MEP acquisitcn-rebabssell, AQWE and LIHTE

Improve Existing Rental Acusing in the
Mrighbo-hoad

I-|lrmjnate Lyesore Praooertiss

mlaintain ard Improve Intrestruciore

Ingrease Meighborhood-Eased Communily
Fesources

Code Zniorcement, Cptional Relacation

muF ehab, demalition, HOME

CI3RG sldewralks, strestscape, ather
infrastructure

Fikter HoUsn

Desweloo Tramsaortatton Aesaarces

C0AG sidewsalks f streetzcape

Implemen:. Melghborhoog Sedeve’ cpment
Ltandards that Congerve and Frotect the
Exist’ng Traéitional Jrban Meighborhaad

MSPR rehahb, HORME

Capila lew on _.:ﬂnuln Character at the
Meighborhood

Jevelop gesthetc Improvernents
'Fepecially streetscaare, pocket parses, etc..|

N57 rehak, HORAE

UG Funded infrastructure
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A (Juanttatve and Qualitabive
Housing Market Analysis

LIF

Lonigvillef JeHemson Coanly
anel
The Lomizviile Meteapaiilan Region

Uecernkes, 006G

Un tehalf of the
LOUSY ILLE-TEFEFRRSM o imry METRDG CGOVERNMENT
BMETAO ZLOUSING AL OO RITY DEVETGRPMENT

Canduocel by
FUINERNLAN W O ASSOCLATLES, IMC.
5 Easl Maic. Streek
Clinten, Mew Jerzcy 0REDZ

cod
THE AL_GEIER SOl sy

2.4 Seuth A% Streel, Suilc 200
Louisville, Kentusxy <0202




Arrghznene !

PART [IKE: TASGET MANYET AMALYSIE Tagn 20

A Quandmcive and Qualmadve Housing Market Analyis
Louirvilielfefnior Courn aud The Lovivils Mamo Segron
Diccember, 2iKlY

Lhaaam Amc FusT-Ries SURURBAM LoZ AT

Urlan and Mmse-rangg subusla e Socations, 3o rhiz arody, sebers o che area Ipog withrn the
Waecsan Dreewaw (1 2], which ancompasss mon of Logisille, Shivdy, 7=el 350 Machows,
This aeca éncledes Downiawn Louiswille, the bighosedenigicg, nbresd-use cznmal Lasines
distrian, o varieny al urhan ..__...r.m....__.._n_q.nn.q:.._h thn.E.._n_m_..__“_n the Doworawn, ad sewerzl loowsr

dursioy subuzrbian nrightariaods naeed e toe alge of dism.

Ax determind Lee this asalyss, wp s 19,500 ynunger singles and couples, taditional zml neo-
traditional Guniliss, and empry eesrers and redress sepresenc che potential earke [or onew s
eristing howsing units within whan snd firec-ring suburhan lomdans cach yoar vver ihe nes Fve
vewrs. The liousing peeferences of theae dmee area howscholds. zooording ¢ toraee {eental ar

Bacsale) and bnwadd financial wpachiv—zaan be arrayed a5 ollows {ree Table 3):

Acnual Porendal Macket for New and Existing Howsingr Ulnits
UABAN AMD FIRST-UING SUULRBAN LOCAT IONE
Ciry of Lowineilleffeflarsmm Coiniy, Keutuely

Tl BALEN. OF PERCEML

Flinagindc; TYIE HORGELID] 5SS JF TOTAL
Mulo-family far-come (2MAT) 4,371 1,30,
boCri-famifly Tar-eme [mzrkce-mict) 1,15k T+, 55
tdelu-fmaly far-mle &l moges) 2,394 12.5%
mm____m....-.-TEm_..__. armarhied Frirszls _".n..._ _u._.__H_.E__ L4 T 4%,
Sizgle-lainly detachal (ML 1,950 10.1%
Sinpv-Famiiv dersched (madkecmreT) . 4 A
Taral L] 190004

= BefB: B M- Rare

.w m_..._.n_ﬂ_._.n.. rawe mu. _-__-..-l__.__.._.". HE u.__n._...n_u_._.m.. g1} bbb e wtith ines: ook ner ez Tnan Bl
perrnn ol the Aren Medizn Fancile Tnoame (B4R, in 2005, ol 295,200 G o Gl
el Jaut, ac e less dian Beoween $32,500 Sone-pecson daaschaldl and §67,430 (eaphre
(L1 .__r__._u_ﬂ_:.__."_.“.

YSCURCE ZimmennantYelk Aenciare, Tue, W00,

SRR AL OLE ARSOCLATLES, INC.
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TART CIME; TARGET MARKEL ANALYSIY Pape X5

A Quanomrive and Crealiacive 1lowsing Mako) Aralysiz

Loairviafefrrma Creng aud The fosiurlie Momn Rograr
Dhcember, 2005

Ths rable indicates char juse over 56 porecot wf e inark for now and odsong. howsing unis
in wrbar and fise-ring subeatran leestiony preefees soome form of awnecship housteg, while just
under £4 percent of che macker preleis, ar can only alfard, ool dwelling unis, Juse 35,5
aercznt of che urban and firsr-eing sulweclan marker peclog sople -Fmily deached anits, witk
(3.3 percenc rzpresenonp the mackes fon sinple-family womehed (townhowsfrowhbouses) o

mudri-farsly i

Thes= nombers cndicace che _._H—:___ ol ibe patpogial pareer Tor srew and exisang housing wnics

within ucban and fiest-sing svburkan locarinns over dhw nexs five years, noe prajecilons of

hewging vew] en Luwsebeld chanpe. These are die hooseliolds chat are likely o mave within ar
w0 Liis arca i apprepriace buing opiong are or were o ge made avaikable

FUAIRILMA A 20O ASECL LA TS, [NC.
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Tabir

Potendal Housing Market
Flansehalds With The Paotential Te ¥entf Pomhase New Aod Uxisting, Hemsing Lnils
1 Lirman Ancd Firsl-Thng Suinrelsn dres Fees Ysar Oeer The MNest Five Yo s
{The Azca Within The Walstsam Freeway—1-204]
Ciny anf Lowsmilief fefrrson Copmeg, #rmturiy

Ciny of Lon soiliedTeferson Covndyy Adimoens Cown sy Oul of Skare LErbar Conortizs; AT Ctier LIS Cowritivs
Llrerr A rovs

Tuslal Terget Mackel Howsakalds
Wil Pebenlizl To Rond f Puschase ¥ ilhio
nr,..T._.. of | sl JrHersor _..J._u.._"_._.__"u__.__ F_".:_.__ﬂru__. a7, 3711

Folential Housing Markel—{trhan and First-Ring Suburban |.ocations

b [T T e BNl
...... Fuelivet . ..o .. N 1 v L
Helow: LFeivw
ferc!-Raer® Aderkr? Roin® .u.___._ﬂ.uahﬂ .._._._.__hh:__wﬂ Mok R MarLet- Brped
Apls, Apig, Arls Al Ltz [RE LN Talal
Tatal Howaelhuda: 4300 1,15 43RG L4220 1 BE L 14 IR.300
1 Percewr e o) L% 123% R 10.1% 26,37 1050.0%

" Market mie is defined s atfordable to households with incomes above 35 percend of
2l Leneizwille AMPEL [Area Median _...._._....__m__u__. Inramis), which is 558,700 for o family
ol [our in 2003,

ML Kefrernee Apprendzx One, Tahles 1 Sreugph 14,

EOOICE: Claailas, lne.:
Zimmemman Yol Associales, Inc.
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[AE. QML TARCE I RAARKITT AMALYE1S Fape L4

A Chanrramve and Qualinive Housmg Maken Amalysiz
Fautwalleffeffernn Cransy aaid The Loudurlie Memy Regia:
December, 2005

— TANGET MaRsLEs PO DREAR AND FIRST-URG SUBURBAN LOCATIONE—

My cdetermingd by iy apalysis. the poteoiad marker for pow and carsting loosiog uinie n
erlaar steacl ._.“.n...._...lq._“...q_ srabuwdan lvmtors o be characoerrred _u_..._.. m.n.u..nﬂ..__ beszeseliralil Tppe =

lallows [ame Talle 4

Poteatial Hoosing Market by Houschold and Hait Types
[Tupar AN FIRS-BLING Susurbam OOV NS
Caty of Lozesnilleffrffersan Cowmey, Kemenchy

R (1) B | By T L SNELE-FAoILY oL

oL TESTALL L. ee e FLi-Rall ... ..o L,

PERCERT BAME" MMAREETT .. ALL IRABGES .. BRI BIAMKETT
CIF1OTaLl AanThs ATTE ADTH ATT. [3T.7. LET.

[UUSEHOLD TYTE
Empry-Mestos & Reciees 1R 104 16% 3355 o 4404 IR
Taditwnal &

Moan-Tiaclitioear Faenlie 315k E Rt 18, LY el ErL B
Yowereer Siogley & Coeples {14 A ' A" _pforq _dang M
Taal  100% 100'k L 13 bt 16135k LoD -0ans

T BMA: Below dMatko-Bace

t Masker @ is lofioe] a5 afazlable 19 honseholds wi-h incames na ess rhae BR
srreezie of the Ara tdedian Pamily (noome (addF1], in 2003, of £58,.200 for a Family
af Faoar, o e les thenn Tapoeee 333 800 (ope-person howschohl) 2d 363,350 [uel-
geczan huuasehald].

Mk Foucnerman® il fosizaigs, A 200G

r Eﬁ_gu:m_d they represear 3% peroent a¥ die oz coungy-wide housing marker, yeunger
sinples and couples comprise up 41 percent of the marke Tar hoosiog nnies o wban
and fizsr-ring suburhan lazations. As cacocinned ahave, youage: howsehalds wed o
gravicie 1o high-actvicy acphborhoods, and che wrlem and fime-sing subucoae area
conesint: Downrown Loussville, with the hiphest concencracion of culiral and
encesainment acivines i the connty, 25 well 32 Bardstown Road aod other comparalsle
urban noighborbegads.  Again, i the preference far downoown and urban housing

demonszrated by che leading edpe of the Millennizls s represencative of the eari:c

LAM EEM AN OLK A550C1A TS, [NC.
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CuL ONE: TAREGET MAREEY SAMALYES Cane 0N

._M__..__.:.rn.._.._.__..n aad D.:;:_"....__m...._.r Hunsinaer ddarke ._..._._._u_..._.w_.J_u“
Leuie:2pifeffran Cocedy apd The Lopervile Aetro Begion
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agnsm@tivn, the marker pawenoal from chis spmene & kkely to heeneac aven minee

signiticant over the nexe decade.

= The srgr Senilics (ee wrbao and ficst-ring subucban locations are family  howseholds
with a preference for urban neiphborhoods. BMose of the aduls in dhese bouschelds were
rased eo o noara dowolewn ac mised-usy adghiboilaaad wiwl bave cejected die stngle-
use: snhirkzz gubdivgivn alermeive; mot will aleeady bave made apprepriare scheal
zeenanmordatinoes—public, charter, parechial ve private. Traditoaal and non-
teaditiaotl Sarnily Tererechalols represeac 31 peroen ot the meedeoc tor mew aned CHIETINE
Jwrusiig wiity in weban and first-ring subucban locadons, belaw their 34 peocenc share nf

- counby-wide markee

= Finpry nesees and ceticevs represene 28 peccent of the macker for hoosing unie in uban

and Brse-ring suburhan locasions, a somewhar saller peaccstage than aeic 31 occene
shazt of the eonngewide market  However, in ciy afier city across the counecy, new
custslrustion i downtowns and urban meighborkoeds has become increasingly ztcracive
m empry-nest howsslobds, who aec un_...__":_.m lerdr [owner emainmeenance in ._..__u_.__h_.._._m. and

m..“m.m.n..n CAIcCr o ek n“_ﬁ._._n.mﬂ__?:l_c..._i acTivities,

TN AL AN RSO LATIS, LM,
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Tabsle 4

Potenhial Housing Market By Tlnusehoid Type
Elrmzucholels Wil The Pealeaalzel Te m_.:"_._.____.....E_u_Emm Mo And mﬂ_m_z._.._.m_ I_u:m_:m iz
Io Lisaan Aol _..._..u_.nu._rr.__u._ Subiwben Areas Eoch Yeor Over The Mext Five Years
(The Acea Within The Walcrson Freeway-- L 2&58)
Fﬂ?ﬁdmﬁhmﬂ——h___m%dna Cremiby, Kemhurey

e MRy L. o Seayde-lumify . ... ...
Far Bemr . R . 2. |
Briow Helow-
Merkel-Ho 2™ Adereel-Fade”  AMimge AR Sdirked-Feie™  Murdel-fader
|_r._..|.__| At .._.___.._..__... Apln. Artacfed Drebrzlird Pefeciiul
Ml vl Howselinlds: 19,300 4. 300 4, I35 2360 1,420 1,550 3, 0o
Euapaly Beslers
% Retirece e 1% R i rlELoN LEL M
“I'raditinnal &
Non-Tradifona Families 5[5 327 SR 1% 2540 327 2k
Younger
Hiogles & Couples 43% LR Ly a7 o O 245, B
Hlp 1% 100K LN 10¥5 1005 1005

* Markel rate is dabined as alfordabla 1o louwsehilds with incnsaies @ hesae G0 peeoent of
U Louizyille AhIF [A2ca Medion Family Tneomwed, whicts i 355,00 fera family
of four ic. 25,

MOTE: Relerance Appendix One. Tablas I theovah 14

SOURCE: Claitas, ne.:
Zicmaranan) Valk Sezarialas, Toe.
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A Ouanticatve and Croalitaive Howsing darkee Analyss
Lorervilfeffelormn Cowrrp apgd Fhe Lomimits Merma Rraiar
Dlecoinbicr, 2005

—teialkE ] CarrUEE WTTHIN URBAN arly Frng1-FING SUDUREAM 100 ATIO NS —

Based un el same capnare races iz fur thie Ciry of Louisvillef)eflemon Counry as a whole—an
annaal caprure for aew sonstruction of beoween Fve and 10 precend of the potential
macloec—urhan and fiest-ring suburban lacarions eould suppar berweon 966 amd 1,930 new

wnics per year, a5 follows:

Annnal Caprore of Market Potenuial
LTetHAN AND HIRST. RING SUNURBEAN LOCATIONS
City of Lowdmilieffeffevean Caney, Kemncky
MLRLUER C1F CAPTLRIE MWL R QO
HOrs:e s '1YM'E [-TDSIEHOLIS RaTl MNER UMTS
ezl Welri-Fanuly 4,301 S - 1L 133430

Thelowe minrkas]
_“__.-__u_..n__"_m.lL._.u__.ﬁ:_h. _ﬂu._uﬂ_._.u,._&_hﬂu_

Neaeal Aulg- ﬂ:.._um_._.. 1,150 5 - L IcH. 415
[iman ke mace)

{oFsfapartmencs, imacholder)

‘oz Hal= Al ra-Fanwily I3EN 5 - L0ta 137 - X34
Gill mnpes]

liofrst s o anen, ndefca-op coaneishigd

I'nr-Bale Sipele-Family Azaached 1,420 - 1Nt Y- 142
[4ll ranzus)
[covw nhouses wlisusos,
Feessiawplesrond orminiun wwncrshin)

Bar-fale Siagic-Family Derachad [,115m1 L 15 - 195
[beluw nuarkzeed
il howses, five simple wwiziship)

sur-bate m:._..w_n.__"_..__:“_.. et zzleed 400 - U PN M)

[rrarlzar rors}
(uraan hoases, Fre-gitnpale ownczship)

Tatal 19,500 945 1,730 ni

Saunck Antmeinan'Yalk Asedues, Joc 20,

Given thar the wrban and Srst-cing sulwuclan ama i lagely bl our, ic s lkely g the five

precest capture ceoe for new wonstruction & more apdicble chan che 30 procon eaprane race,

Zirand LIns A0 OLK A GRS A TES. L,
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A Quancianve and Quakfitadve Hoosing Marker Analpsts
Enecfoidleffnffrpor oy and Fhe Leniwille Mrire Negron
Diee=n-her, 2005

However, a five peziant aptuse af che paceniial macet would mean rhe comsiodion af 4,330
new dwelliog wnics within wihan and Frt-ring suburhan locations over five years, a
considerably higher number of newly-constructed dwelling units thaa is cureencly heing

produced.

MUE: boc coplanacien ol caprure rve [oCewing che sectinn s Aaanml Capoere of Masker Doenal
Far <hie Cire uf Lowseille! jeferson Cowely.

PIMMEZMAMTTOIK ASSUOHIN 1ES, LW,
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HOME. Edmﬁbmmﬂm ASSOCIATION
O SOUTHERN INDIANA
160 Greentres Courl
Clarksville, Indiana 47129
Phornc (8175 280 1600
Trum (F72% 2871- 500

RLIE 2GS RET TR TSR 2w

[&F= & Ellen Jones Neishbochioud Stabilization Progrem

Tyear Carl;
[ am writing to confinn the iaerest of HBASI to pacticipale in U 2bova-relfarzneed program.

At Yoo are aware, the housing inslustne in Southern Indiana is cxpericncing a very depresased
gzonamy. Flonstng srarts hava crasied o there lowest lovel indecades, HBAST 13 sccing (s
membership rolls shrink for buildecs and assoviales (mertgape originalocs, realters, supplicres, o
etora),

Your proposial to puechase wwl rerole] fareclosed peopedics appears to be 3 good means 1o
rejuvenste £ portion of die howsing industry 2 his perilows time. 1 wlecsland hal your aop-
prafit parloers will solici qualifi=d boflders from ovr membership o submit propesals for
individual remode] projects. We alao understand that gualificetions inelwds previons sieccess bl
eapenence remodeliog homes and a biiiders leense in Bew AJbany,
Please keep me informed of youwr peopress in this inportant local slimulus project.
Sineerely,

\. i .

vl _EUK 7 I nqmm.%.ﬁ

Divarn Mol ean
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10.

11.

12

ATTACHMENT E:
Section 42 — Low Income Housing Tax Credits

Development Name: New Albany Homes

Development Type (NC, AR, SR): NC

Applicant Name (Attach Resume): City of New Albany

Developer (Attach Resume); Housing Partnership, Inc.

General Partner(s): HPI and NSP Project

Applicant controls the site(s)? Through SEJ NSP Project

Site(s) properly zoned? Y€S

Total annual credit amount: $173,233

Unit Information

Rents charged 1BR | 2BR | 3BR | 4BR | Total Units
30% AMI Units
40% AMI Units
50% AMI Units 12 12
60% AMI Units

Market Rate Units
Total Units 12 12

Estimated Total Development Cost: $1,792,902

Anticipated Source of Funds: Listed below

Source of Funds Date of Application Date of Commitment Amount of Funds

Equity Investment $1,307,642
First Mortgage $430,834
HOME or CDBG $54,426

. Syndicator/Investor: Unknown at this time.
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INTRODUCTION

This study was undertaken to analyze the historical, current and potential residential market in
Louisville/Jefferson County and the Louisville Metropolitan Region, the bi-state area that
includes, in addition to Jefferson County, Oldham, Bullitt, Shelby, Henry, Trimble, Meade,
Nelson, and Spencer Counties in Kentucky, and Clark, Floyd, Harrison, and Washington
Counties in Indiana. The goal of the study is to forecast housing demand through supply-
demand analysis, and to evaluate the potential of selected traditional neighborhoods to

capture emerging markets through target market analysis.

The supply-demand analysis includes documentation of past housing activity and
demographic changes, the current context, and demographic and housing demand projections.
The target market analysis includes the determination of the depth and breadth of the
potential market for urban and first-ring suburban, second-ring suburban, and third-ring
suburban dwelling units in Louisville/Jefferson County and the identification of target markets

and housing types, both new construction and existing dwelling units, that are best matched to
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the neighborhood study areas of Portland; Phoenix Hill/Smoketown/Shelby Park; Oakdale;
and the Cane Run Road area. These analyses establish the target mix of housing types that
should be provided to accommodate the forecast increase in population, households and

housing units over the next several years.

As outlined above, the target mix of housing has been defined for three types of locations on
the urban-to-rural continuum: urban and first-ring suburban; second-ring suburban, and third-
ring suburban. The urban-to-rural continuum is a useful description of the natural and the built
environment through several types of settlement patterns, ranging from Downtown
Louisville—the urban core—where the highest building densities are typically found, to

farmland or preserved land where there are very few, if any, structures.

In Louisville/Jefferson County, these are delineated as follows: the urban and first-ring
suburban area corresponds to the area lying within the Waterson Freeway (I-264), which
encompasses most of Louisville, Shively, and St. Matthews; the second-ring suburban area
corresponds to the area lying between the Waterson Freeway and the Gene Snyder Freeway (I-
265), which encompasses the rest of Louisville, Shively and St. Matthews, and includes
Jeffersontown and Anchorage; and the third-ring suburban area corresponds to the area lying

beyond the Gene Snyder Freeway to the Jefferson County line.

The extent and characteristics of the potential market for new and existing housing units in
Louisville/Jefferson County and the three types of development locations were identified
using Zimmerman/Volk Associates’ proprietary target market methodology.  This
methodology was developed in response to the challenges that are inherent in the application of
supply/demand analysis to urban development and redevelopment. Supply/demand analysis
ignores the potential impact of newly-introduced housing supply on settlement patterns, which
can be substantial when that supply is specifically targeted to match the housing preferences

and economic capabilities of the draw area households.

ZIMMERMAN/VOLK ASSOCIATES, INC.
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To augment supply/demand analysis—which, as noted above, is based on supply-side
dynamics and baseline demographic projections—target market analysis determines the depth
and breadth of the potential market derived from the housing preferences and socio-economic
characteristics of households in the defined draw areas. Because it considers not only basic
demographic characteristics, such as income qualification and age, but also less-frequently
analyzed attributes such as mobility rates, lifestyle patterns and household compatibility
issues, the target market methodology is particularly effective in defining a realistic housing
potential for urban development and redevelopment, especially in locations where there has

been no comparable residential development.

In brief, using the target market methodology, Zimmerman/Volk Associates determined the
following for the City of Louisville/Jefferson County; the urban and first-first suburban
location, the second-ring suburban location and the third-ring suburban location; and the four
Study Areas of Smoketown/Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park, Portland, Oakdale and the Cane Run
Road area:
*  Where the potential renters and buyers for new and existing housing units (the
draw areas);
* How many are likely to move if appropriate housing units were to be made
available (depth and breadth of the market);
*  What their housing preferences are in aggregate (rental or ownership, multi-
family or single-family);
e  Who currently lives in the draw areas and what they are like (the target
markets); and
* How many new dwelling units, both income-qualified and market-rate, can be

leased or sold over the next five years (market capture).

The target market methodology is described in detail in the METHODOLOGY section at the
end of this study.

ZIMMERMAN/VOLK ASSOCIATES, INC.
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CONCLUSIONS

The target market analysis has determined that the introduction of new housing units
positioned to match the financial capabilities, housing preferences and life stages of existing
and emerging potential markets in Louisville/Jefferson County will have a significant impact.
New well-positioned housing—particularly housing types not currently found in those
neighborhoods—can revitalize urban and first-ring suburban neighborhoods, and diversify
second- and third-ring suburban neighborhoods. In addition, the city/county would be likely
to capture a larger share of the regional market, thereby increasing household growth beyond

current expectations.

e In 2000, there were a total of 287,012 households living in Louisville/Jefferson
County, an increase of 8.8 percent, or approximately 2,316 households per year,

since the 1990 Census.

* In 2004, Louisville/Jefferson County was estimated to contain between 293,050
households (Claritas, Inc.) and 296,840 households (ESRI), estimated average

increases of between 1,208 and 1,966 households per year, respectively.

* By 2009, the number of households in Louisville/Jefferson County is projected to
rise to between 300,990 (Claritas, Inc.) and 308,510 households (ESRI), projected

average increases of between 1,588 and 2,334 households per year, respectively.

* However, the introduction of properly-positioned new housing could make both
forecasts too conservative. Based on a five to 10 percent capture of
Louisville/Jefferson County’s annual market potential of 47,370 households, this
analysis projects that the city/county could sustain an average increase of between
2,370 and 4,737 new dwelling units per year over five years to accommodate those

households that prefer new construction.

ZIMMERMAN/VOLK ASSOCIATES, INC.



PART ONE: TARGET MARKET ANALYSIS Page 5

A Quantitative and Qualitative Housing Market Analysis
Louisville/[efferson County and The Louisville Metro Region
December, 2005

From the market perspective, considerable demand will emerge in Louisville/Jefferson
County over the next several years for new housing within more compact forms of
development, e.g—urban and suburban infill, and new traditional neighborhoods. As
determined by the target market methodology, the share of the annual housing market
potential for new and existing housing units within each of the three locations (urban and first-
ring suburban; second-ring suburban; and third-ring suburban) over the next five years is as

follows:

Annual Housing Market Potential by Location
For New and Existing Housing Units
Over the Next Five Years
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

LOCATION SHARE
Urban and 1** Ring Suburban— 41%
2" Ring Suburban— 31%
3 Ring Suburban— 28%

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

Because urban and first-ring suburban neighborhoods are largely built out, a larger proportion
of the market potential must be accommodated in existing dwelling units than is the case in
second- and third-ring locations. Conversely, in the third-ring suburban area, a larger
proportion of market potential can be captured by new construction, given the considerably

smaller number of existing dwelling units and the greater availability of developable land.

Therefore, based on a five percent capture of the potential market for urban and first-ring
suburban locations, a 7.5 percent capture of the potential market for second-ring suburban
locations, and a 10 percent capture of the potential market for third-ring suburban locations,

the share of the annual housing market potential for new construction only would be as follows:
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Market Capture by Location
New Housing Units Over the Next Five Years
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

LOCATION SHARE
Urban and 1* Ring Suburban— 28%
2" Ring Suburban— 32%
3 Ring Suburban— 40%

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

Clearly, the impact of land availability, as well as infrastructure, zoning regulations, building
incentives, and financing structures, can have a significant impact on where new housing
development is located and what type of housing is built. However, as this study
demonstrates, new housing supply, when targeted to the appropriate markets, can exert a

significant influence on where households settle, as well as how many will move to, or remain

within Louisville/Jefferson County.

Two problems—housing affordability and obsolete housing stock—are particularly relevant
to Louisville/Jefferson County’s urban and first-ring suburban neighborhoods. Housing
affordability in a given area is typically correlated with the area median family income
(AMFI) of a family of four, which in Louisville/Jefferson County is $58,200. The
qualifications for affordability generally cover households at or below 80 percent of the AMFI,
depending on household size, and range from at or below $32,600 for a one-person houschold

to at or below $61,450 for an eight-person household.

In 2004, the estimated median household income—the dollar value at which half of all
households have incomes above and half below—in Louisville/Jefferson County was $43,200
and the estimated average household size was 2.25 persons per household. At that household
size, the income limits to qualify for affordable housing would range between $37,250 (two-
person household) and $41,900 (three-person household), or approximately $38,400. It can be

inferred from these calculations that more than 40 percent of all households currently living in
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Louisville/Jefferson County could qualify for affordable housing, available through some form

of subsidy or financial assistance.

According to a commonly-used calculation, a household can afford a dwelling unit priced at
two-and-a-half to three times annual income. Based on that rule of thumb, a household with the
median annual income of $43,200 could afford a dwelling unit priced between $109,000 and
$129,000. On that basis, up to half of the existing housing in the city/county would be
affordable, as the estimated median housing value in 2004 was $127,300 (half of the ownership

dwelling units were valued above and half below that number).

A sample of residential listings on Realtor.com revealed that, on a single day, there were
more than 5,850 existing houses for sale in Louisville/Jefferson County. One-third of those
listings were houses with asking prices under $100,000; most were located in older
neighborhoods, and there were a disproportionate number, all priced under $50,000, that were
“shotgun” houses. Although these houses could be considered “affordable,” they are hard to
sell, even when they are in good condition, because, by and large, these houses do not match
market preferences. Typically, these houses are more than 50 years old, contain less than 1,000

square feet, have small kitchen and baths, and few closets.

As a result, a sizeable segment of the city/county’s housing stock could be considered obsolete

from the perspective of the potential housing market.

Therefore, two factors in the Study Areas present challenges to future housing initiatives: ) the

age of most of the housing units within the Study Areas and ) their physical form.

The majority of the housing stock in the Study Areas was built before World War II. The age
of the housing stock runs counter to the continued national obsession with the new; in this case,
the desire to purchase newly-constructed housing units that have never been lived in, rather than
“used” houses that represent “somebody else’s problems.” Although, according to the

National Association of Home Builders, the percentage of Americans who renovate rather than

ZIMMERMAN/VOLK ASSOCIATES, INC.



PART ONE: TARGET MARKET ANALYSIS Page 8

A Quantitative and Qualitative Housing Market Analysis
Louisville/[efferson County and The Louisville Metro Region
December, 2005

move has risen approximately 30 percent from ten years ago, the actual number that undertake

major renovations is quite small compared to the number of those that move to new housing.

The second challenge is the concentration of existing housing types in public housing or
“worker” housing, including the number of plain, unadorned “shotguns, ” capes, and small ranch
houses. This is a problem common to many of America’s older cities, contributing to their

lagging average housing values.

Unlike neighborhoods undergoing classic “gentrification” which must rely solely on in-
migrating households to broaden income ranges and household types, the Study Areas—each
of which still retains a core middle-class—can be revitalized drawing on two complementary

strategies:

* Stabilizing the neighborhood by retaining a significantly higher percentage of existing
households as they move through tenure and life stage transitions, i.e.—from renter to

owner, from single to married, from childless to full-nest; and

* Revitalizing the neighborhood by capturing a fair share of the full spectrum of
households moving within and to urban and first-ring or second-ring suburban locations

in Louisville/Jefferson County.

Both of these strategies require sufficient land and support for new housing construction.
However, as more households choose to remain within the Study Areas through various
initiatives to be undertaken by Louisville/Jefferson County, the resident profile will become
more heavily weighted toward middle-class households and the homeownership rate will
increase, stabilizing the neighborhood. These newly-stabilized neighborhoods will attract
those households that had previously moved out, some reluctantly. When it becomes apparent
that the neighborhood is stabilizing and retaining middle-class households, in-migrating

households will also be more likely to choose to move there than at present.
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CITY OF LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY MARKET POTENTIAL

American households, perhaps more than any other nation’s, have historically demonstrated
extraordinary mobility. Last year, depending on region, between 14 and 16 percent of
American households moved from one dwelling unit to another. Household mobility is higher
in urban areas; a higher percentage of renters move than owners; and a higher percentage of

younger households move than older households.

Analysis of City of Louisville/Jefferson County migration and mobility patterns from 1998
through 2002—the latest data available from the Internal Revenue Service—shows that the
city/county continues to experience net migration losses to other counties in the region, and net
migration gains from outside the region. (See Appendix One, Table 1 for Louisville/]efferson
County migration data and Supplemental Migration Tables 1 through 12 for migration data for

each of the counties within the Louisville Metropolitan Region.)

At the beginning of the study period, in 1998, more than 13,100 households moved out of
Louisville/Jefferson County, compared to the 12,715 households that moved into the
city/county that year, for a net loss of approximately 400 households. By 2002, the number of
households moving out of Louisville/Jefferson County had dropped to 12,445; the number
moving in also fell slightly to 12,490, which resulted in a slight net gain of just under 50
households. Between 25 and 30 percent of the city/county’s in-migration is from other
counties in the region, although collectively, the majority of in-migration is from urban areas

throughout the United States.

However, even though net migration provides insights into a city or county’s historical ability
to attract or retain households compared to other locations, it is those households likely to

move into an area (gross in-migration) that represent that area’s external market potential.

ZIMMERMAN/VOLK ASSOCIATES, INC.



PART ONE: TARGET MARKET ANALYSIS Page 10

A Quantitative and Qualitative Housing Market Analysis
Louisville/[efferson County and The Louisville Metro Region
December, 2005

Where will the potential market for new and existing housing units in the City of
Louisville/Jefferson County move from?

Based on the migration analysis, the draw areas for the City of Louisville/Jefferson County

have been delineated as follows:

e The primary (internal) draw area, covering households currently living within the
Louisville city limits, as well as those currently living in the balance of Jefferson
County. Between 11 and 15 percent of the households living in Louisville/Jefferson

County move to another residence within the city/county each year.

* The local draw area, covering households with the potential to move to the City of
Louisville/Jefferson County from the adjacent counties of Bullitt and Oldham in
Kentucky, and Clark County, Indiana. Households moving from these three counties

comprise just under 20 percent of total Louisville/Jefferson County in-migration.

e The urban draw area, covering households with the potential to move to the City of
Louisville/Jefferson County from Cook County, Illinois (Chicago), Hamilton County,
Ohio (Cincinnati), Davidson County, Tennessee (Nashville), and Marion County,
Indiana (Indianapolis). Households moving from these four counties comprise

approximately five percent of total Louisville/Jefferson County in-migration.

* The national draw area, covering households with the potential to move to the City of
Louisville/Jefferson County from all other U.S. counties. Approximately 9,500
households move into the City of Louisville/Jefferson County from elsewhere in the
United States each year; a small additional number are households moving from

outside the United States.
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As derived from migration and mobility analysis, the draw area distribution of the potential
housing market (those households with the potential to move within or to the City of

Louisville/Jefferson County) would be as follows:

Potential Housing Market by Draw Area
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

Louisville/Jefferson (Primary Draw Area): 72.4 percent

Bullitt, Oldham & Clark (Local Draw Area): 6.6 percent

Chicago, Cincinnati, Nashville & Indianapolis (Urban Draw Area: 1.5 percent
Balance of US (National Draw Area): 19.5 percent

Total: 100.0 percent
SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.
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How many households are likely to move within or to the City of Louisville/Jefferson County and
what are their housing preferences?

As determined by the target market methodology, then—which accounts for household
mobility within Louisville/Jefferson County as well as mobility patterns for households
currently living in all other cities and counties—in the year 2005, nearly 47,400 younger
singles and couples, family-oriented households and empty nesters and retirees represent the
potential market for new and existing housing units within the city/county. The housing
preferences of these draw area households—according to tenure (rental or for-sale) and broad

financial capacity—can be arrayed as follows (see Table 1):

Potential Housing Market
New and Existing Dwelling Units
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

NUMBER OF PERCENT

HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS OF TOTAL
Multi-family for-rent (BMR*) 9,120 19.3%
Multi-family for-rent (market-ratet) 9,090 19.2%
Multi-family for-sale (all ranges) 5,420 11.4%
Single-family attached for-sale (all ranges) 3,470 7.4%
Single-family detached (BMR*) 5,470 11.5%
Single-family detached (market-ratet) 14,800 31.2%
Total 47,370 100.0%

* BMR: Below Market-Rate.

T Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes no less than 80
percent of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), in 2005, of $58,200 for a family
of four, or no less than between $32,600 (one-person household) and $61,450 (eight-
person household).

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.
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Table 1

Potential Market For New And Existing Housing Units
Distribution Of The Potential Market Based On Housing Preferences And Income Levels
Of Draw Area Households With The Potential To Move Within/To The City/ County In 2005
City of Lousuville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

City of Louisville/Jefferson County; Adjacent Counties; Out of State Urban Counties; All Other US Counties
Draw Areas

Total Target Market Households
With Potential To Rent/Purchase Within
City of Lousville/Jefferson County, Kentucky 47,370

Potential Housing Market

......... Multi-Family . . ....... vevevo....Single-Family ..........
...... For-Rent . ... .. ceviiiiiiieeeo o For-Sale
Below Below
Market-Rate*  Market-Rate* AllRanges AllRanges Market-Rate*  Market-Rate*
Apts. Apts. Apts. Attached Detached Detached Total
Total Households: 9,120 9,090 5,420 3,470 5,470 14,800 47,370
{Percent):  19.3% 19.2% 11.4% 7.4% 11.5% 31.2% 100.0%

* Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes above 80 percent of
the Louisville AMFI (Area Median Family Income), which is $58,200 for a family
of four in 2005.

NOTE: Reference Appendix One, Tables 1 through 10.

SOURCE: Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.
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Up to 61.5 percent of the market prefers some form of ownership housing. Of the remaining
38.5 percent that comprise the market for rental dwelling units, some are renters by choice;
many, however, would prefer to own but cannot afford the type of housing they want in
neighborhoods where they would consider living. Nearly 43 percent of the market prefers
single-family detached units, whereas the remaining 57 percent represent the market for single-

family attached (townhouses/rowhouses) or multi-family units.

These numbers represent the market potential for new and existing housing units within the
City of Louisville/Jefferson County from households currently moving within and to the

county, and should not be confused with projections of housing need or household change.

The general housing types covered in this analysis include the following (reference BUILDING

AND UNIT TYPES below):

e  Multi-family for-rent (along with multi-family for-sale, the highest-density housing
type; multiple rental apartments located within buildings ranging from mansion
apartment buildings to mid- and/or high-rise apartment buildings);

e  Multi-family for-sale (along with multi-family for-rent, the highest-density housing
type; multiple for-sale apartments located within buildings ranging from mansion
apartment buildings to mid- and/or high-rise apartment buildings);

* Single-family attached (a medium-density housing type; duplexes, rowhouses or one-,
two- or three-story townhouses); and

* Single-family detached houses (ranging from the highest-density single-family housing
type, such as cottages and bungalows, typically developed on small lots, to the lowest-
density single-family housing type, typically developed on large lots; sold as fee

simple).

The optimum mix of these housing types within the county should be based on the housing
preferences and income levels of those households that are moving within the county as well as

those households moving into the county from the above-described draw areas.
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Who is the potential market?
—MARKET POTENTIAL BY HOUSEHOLD AND UNIT TYPES—

The market for new and existing housing units in the City of Louisville/Jefferson County can

be characterized by household and housing type as follows (see also Table 2):

Potential Housing Market by Household and Unit Types
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

....... MULTI-FAMILY ...... ......SINGLE-FAMILY ......
...RENTAL... .. ... ....... FORSAIE ..............
PERCENT BMR* MARKET T ..ALL RANGES. . BMR* MARKET f
HOUSEHOLD TYPE OF TOTAL APTS APTS APTS ATT. DET. DET.
Empty-Nesters & Retirees 31% 25% 20% 39% 29% 38% 38%
Traditional &
Non-Traditional Families 34% 32% 31% 22% 36% 39% 39%
Younger Singles & Couples __35% _43% _49% _39% _35% _23% _23%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* BMR: Below Market-Rate.

+t Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes no less than 80
percent of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), in 2005, of $58,200 for a family
of four, or no less than between $32,600 (one-person household) and $61,450 (eight-
person household).

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

e The largest general market segment is composed of younger, mostly childless
households (younger singles and couples). The target groups in this general
segment are those that typically choose to live in neighborhoods that contain a

diverse mix of people, housing types, and uses.

Many of these younger households choose to live in a downtown or urban location for
the availability of a variety of activities, cultural opportunities, restaurants and clubs

and, for some, the potential to walk to work.
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Table 2

Potential Housing Market By Household Type
Distribution Of The Potential Market Based On Housing Preferences And Income Levels
Of Draw Area Households With The Potential To Move Within/To The City/ County In 2005
City of Lousville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

....... Multi-Family . ... . .. vovevo....Single-Family . .........
..... For-Rent . .. .. ceiiiiiieneee s For-Sale ool
Below Below
Market-Rate* Market-Rate*  AllRanges AllRanges ~ Market-Rate* Market-Rate*
Total Apts. Apts. Apts. Attached Detached Detached
Number of Households: 47,370 9,120 9,090 5,420 3,470 5,470 14,800
Empty Nesters
& Retirees 31% 25% 20% 39% 29% 38% 38%
Traditional &
Non-Traditional Families 34% 32% 31% 22% 36% 39% 39%
Younger
Singles & Couples 35% 43% 49% 39% 35% 23% 23%
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes above 80 percent of
the Louisville AMFI (Area Median Family Income), which is $58,200 for a family
of four in 2005.

NOTE: Reference Appendix One, Tables 1 through 10.

SOURCE: Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.
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Depending on housing type, younger singles and couples currently represent between 23
percent (detached houses) and 49 percent (market-rate multi-family for-rent) of the
market for new and existing housing units in the city/county. However, over the next
decade, the “Millennials,” also known as “Generation Y’—those persons born between
1977 and 1996 and the second largest generation after the Baby Boomers—are likely
to have a greater impact on housing distribution, both in location and type. If the
preference for urban housing demonstrated by the leading edge of the Millennials is
representative of the entire generation, the market potential for urban housing from this

segment is likely to increase significantly over the next decade or longer.

* The next largest general market segment is composed of family-oriented
households (traditional and non-traditional families). Non-traditional families,
which during the 1990s became an increasingly larger proportion of all U.S.
households, encompass a wide range of family households, from a single parent
with one or more children, an adult caring for younger siblings, a grandparent
with custody of grandchildren, to an unrelated same-sex couple with children.
Traditional families consist of a married man and woman with an average of two
or more children. These can also include “blended” families, in which each parent

was previously married and has children from the prior marriage.

Households with school-age children have historically been among the first to leave a
city when one or all of three significant neighborhood elements—good schools, safe
and secure streets, and sufficient green space—are perceived to be at risk. Historically,
this outward movement of family households has accounted for the majority of new
construction, typically single-family detached houses, in previously undeveloped areas
of a region. The Baby Boom Generation—the population cohort born between 1946
and 1964 and the largest generation in American today—entered the full-nest life stage
from the late 1970s to the early 1990s, significantly increasing the demand for

detached single-family houses.
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In the 1980s, the “traditional family household” (married couple with one or more
children) comprised more than 60 percent of all American households. As of the 2000
Census, that market segment had fallen to less than 25 percent of all American
households, and the subset of the one wage-earner traditional family fell to less than 15
percent of all American households. This significant transformation reflects both the
aging of the Baby Boomers as well as the increasing diversity of households with

children, as described above.

Depending on housing type, family-oriented households (both traditional and non-
traditional families) comprise between 22 percent (multi-family for-sale) and 39
percent (single family detached houses) of the market for new and existing housing

units in the City of Louisville/Jefferson County.

* The smallest market segment is composed of older households (empty nesters and
retirees). A significant number of these households have grown children who
have recently moved away; another large percentage are retirees, with incomes

from pensions, savings and investments, and social security.

Many of these households are currently living in older single-family detached houses in
the county’s subdivisions and traditional neighborhoods; typically, their neighborhoods
offer few, if any, appropriate housing options for empty-nesters or retirees. These
older households are quite dissimilar in their attitudes from either younger or family-
oriented households. They have different expectations, and among them, for many, is
the perceived ease and convenience of single-level living, meaning a master suite on the
same floor as the main living areas, and few stairs in the unit. The high maintenance
and capital costs associated with old and often obsolete housing stock is an
underestimated contributing factor in household out-migration; when the only new

housing is located outside an urban area, that is where households will move.
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Over the next decade or longer, this group of households should comprise a
significantly larger proportion of the market as increasing numbers of the Baby Boom
generation enter the empty-nest life stage. (In 2005, the oldest Baby Boomers are

celebrating their 59" birthdays.)

Depending on housing type, empty nesters and retirees comprise between 20 percent
(market-rate rental multi-family) and 38 percent (single-family detached for-sale) of

the market for new and existing housing units in the county.

The household groups that represent the market for new and existing housing units in the City

of Louisville/Jefferson County, their median household incomes and median home values, are

as follows:
Target Market Household Groups
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky
HOUSEHOLD MEDIAN MEDIAN HOME
TYPE INCOME VALUE (IF OWNED)

EMPTY NESTERS & RETIREES

Metropolitan Cities

Urban Establishment $83,300 $294,400
Cosmopolitan Couples $65,700 $256,000
Multi-Ethnic Empty Nesters $53,300 $194,800
Downtown Retirees $24,000 $112,700
Multi-Ethnic Seniors $20,500 $115,300
Small Cities/Satellite Cities
Cosmopolitan Elite $66,100 $193,600
Middle-Class Move-Downs $44,200 $144,400
Blue-Collar Retirees $33,900 $90,400
Hometown Retirees $23,600 $76,000
Second City Seniors $20,300 $74,800
Metropolitan Suburbs
Old Money $190,500 $358,900
Suburban Establishment $71,400 $197,700
Affluent Empty Nesters $71,100 $194,600
Mainstream Retirees $55,400 $124,600
Middle-American Retirees $42,900 $113,100
Suburban Retirees $31,100 $102,400
Suburban Seniors $27,600 $101,200

continued on following page . . .
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. . . continued from preceding page

HOUSEHOLD MEDIAN MEDIAN HOME
TYPE INCOME VALUE (IF OWNED)

EMPTY NESTERS & RETIREES (continued)

Town & Country/Exurbs

Small-Town Establishment $71,500 $183,300
New Empty Nesters $61,300 $160,600
RV Retirees $47,400 $143,100
Heartland Empty Nesters $34,900 $151,200
Small-Town Seniors $34,500 $114,600
Back Country Seniors $27,200 $105,800
Rural Seniors $26,600 $79,300
Struggling Retirees $26,000 $67,600

TRADITIONAL & NON-TRADITIONAL FAMILIES

Metropolitan Cities

Full-Nest Urbanites $74,300 $327,000
Multi-Cultural Families $49,300 $192,800
In-Town Families $26,700 $95,200
Urban Public Housing $20,600 $83,400
Small Cities/Satellite Cities
Unibox Transferees $71,300 $199,400
Multi-Ethnic Families $44.300 $126,800
Single Parent Families $26,800 $90,900
Metropolitan Suburbs
The Social Register $169,200 $302,300
The Entrepreneurs $98,600 $276,100
Nouveau Money $92,600 $266,900
Late-Nest Suburbanites $64,300 $195,700
Full-Nest Suburbanites $63,400 $192,700
Blue-Collar Button-Downs $44,400 $142,900
Struggling Suburbanites $30,700 $118,000
Town & Country/Exurbs
Ex-Urban Elite $90,600 $262,700
Full-Nest Exurbanites $64,700 $191,900
New-Town Families $49,000 $145,800
Small-Town Families $48,200 $105,900
Blue-Collar Families $46,100 $95,900
Kids v’ Us $34,900 $126,600
Rustic Families $34,300 $102,800
Rural Public Housing $24,100 $75,100

continued on following page . . .
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. . . continued from preceding page

HOUSEHOLD MEDIAN MEDIAN HOME
TYPE INCOME VALUE (IF OWNED)

YOUNGER SINGLES & COUPLES

Metropolitan Cities

e-Types $81,700 $334,900
New Bohemians $54,800 $228,300
Urban Achievers $43,700 $169,200
Small Cities/Satellite Cities
The VIPs $62,600 $171,900
Twentysomethings $46,600 $135,200
Small-City Singles $39,900 $127,800
Blue-Collar Singles $26,600 $86,500
Multi-Ethnic Singles $21,400 $93,100
Metropolitan Suburbs
Fast-Track Professionals $65,200 $172,800
Upscale Suburban Couples $58,600 $151,900
Suburban Achievers $45,400 $136,600
No-Nest Suburbanites $44,700 $127,600
Suburban Strivers $28,600 $116,000
Town & Country/Exurbs
Ex-Urban Power Couples $73,700 $240,700
Cross-Training Couples $50,300 $128,900
Exurban Suburbanites $37,500 $113,200
Country Couples $34,800 $119,700
Rural Singles $29,200 $73,700
Rural Strivers $28,700 $72,300

NOTE: The names and descriptions of the market groups summarize each group’s tendencies—as
determined through geo-demographic cluster analysis—rather than their absolute composition.
Hence, every group could contain “anomalous” households, such as empty-nester households within a
“full-nest” category.

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.
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How many new dwelling units, both income-qualified and market-rate,
can be leased or sold over the next five years?

After more than a decade’s experience in various cities across the country, and in the context of
the target market methodology, Zimmerman/Volk Associates has determined that, for the
City of Louisville/Jefferson County as a whole, an annual capture for new construction of
between five and 10 percent of the potential market, depending on housing type, is achievable.
Based on those capture rates, the City of Louisville/Jefferson County could support between

2,370 and 4,737 new units per year, as follows:

Annual Capture of Market Potential
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

NUMBER OF CAPTURE NUMBER OF
HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS RATE NEW UNITS

Rental Multi-Family 9,120 5-10% 456-912
(below market)
(lofts/apartments, leaseholder)

Rental Multi-Family 9,090 5-10% 455 -909
(market rate)
(lofts/apartments, leaseholder)

For-Sale Multi-Family 5,420 5-10% 271 -542
(all ranges)
(lofts/apartments, condo/co-op ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Attached 3,470 5-10% 174 - 347
(all ranges)
(townhouses/rowhouses,
fee-simple/condominium ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Detached 5,470 5-10% 274 - 547
(below market)
(urban houses, fee-simple ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Detached 14,800 5-10% 740 — 1,480
(market rate)
(urban houses, fee-simple ownership)

Total 47,370 2,370 — 4,737 units

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.
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Over five years, a five percent capture of the potential market would mean the construction of
11,850 new dwelling units within the city/county to accommodate those households. This is
consonant with the ESRI five-year forecast of 11,670 additional households in
Louisville/Jefferson County, but considerably higher than the Claritas five-year forecast of

7,935 new households.

A 10 percent capture would mean the construction of 22,500 new dwelling units within the
city/county over five years, considerably more than implied by either the Claritas or the ESRI
forecasts, demonstrating the substantial impact that the introduction of well-positioned new
housing can have both to revitalize urban and first-ring suburban neighborhoods and to diversify
second- and third-ring suburban neighborhoods. Although the 10 percent capture rate could
potentially be achieved through pure market forces, City/County support would be

instrumental in assuring that the full impact of the market potential is realized.

NOTE: Target market capture rates are a unique and highly-refined measure of feasibility. Target
market capture rates are not equivalent to—and should not be confused with—penetration rates or traffic
conversion rates.

The target market capture rate is derived by dividing the annual forecast absorption—in aggregate and
by housing type—Dby the number of houscholds that have the potential to purchase or rent new housing
within a specified area in a given year. The target market capture rate is a measure developed over
nearly two decades of empirical, site-specific analysis that establishes the feasible percentages that can
reasonably be applied to the potential market for each housing type.

The penetration rate is derived by dividing the zoa/ number of dwelling units planned for a property
by the total number of draw area households, sometimes qualified by income. The penetration rate is
largely an academic measure that establishes the percentage of households from within a defined area
that must move to a housing project to achieve 100 percent occupancy.

The traffic conversion rate is derived by dividing the roza/ number of buyers or renters by the roral
number of prospects that have visited a site. The traffic conversion rate is a measure of the effectiveness
of sales and leasing efforts.

Because the prospective market for a location is more precisely defined, target market capture rates are
higher than the more grossly-derived penetration rates. However, the resulting higher capture rates are
well within the range of prudent feasibility.
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MARKET POTENTIAL BY LOCATION

The market for more compact forms of housing, particularly within urban neighborhoods, is
now being fueled by the convergence of the two largest generations in the history of America:
the 82 million Baby Boomers born between 1946 and 1964, and the 78 million Millennials,
who were born from 1977 to 1996.

Boomer households have been moving from the full-nest to the empty-nest life stage at an
accelerating pace that will peak sometime in the next decade and continue beyond 2020.
Since the first Boomer turned 50 in 1996, empty-nesters have had a substantial impact on
urban, particularly downtown housing. After fueling the dramatic diffusion of the population
into ever-lower-density exurbs for nearly three decades, Boomers, particularly affluent

Boomers, are rediscovering the merits and pleasures of urban living.

Meanwhile, Millennials are just leaving the nest. The Millennials are the first generation to
have been largely raised in the post-'70s world of the cul-de-sac as neighborhood, the mall as
village center, and the driver’s license as the sole means of mobility. As has been the case with
predecessor generations, significant numbers of Millennials are heading for the city. They are
not just moving to New York, Chicago, San Francisco and the other large American cities;
often priced out of these larger cities, Millennials are discovering second, third and fourth tier

urban centers.

The convergence of two generations of this size—each reaching a point when urban and more
compact forms of housing matches their life stage—is unprecedented. This year, there are
about 40 million Americans between the ages of 20 and 29, forecast to grow to 44 million by
2015. In that same year, the population aged 50 to 59 will have also reached 44 million, from
36 million today. The synchronization of these two demographic waves means that in 10 years

there will be an additional 12 million potential urban housing consumers.
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From the market perspective, in Louisville/Jefferson County over the next several years,
considerable demand exists and will emerge for new housing within more compact forms of
development. This analysis identifies those households with a preference for living in compact
urban neighborhoods as well as those segments of the county’s potential market that have

preferences for lower-density suburban neighborhoods.

As determined by the target market methodology, the share of the annual housing market
potential for new and existing housing units within each of the three locations over the next five

years is as follows:

Annual Housing Market Potential by Location
For New and Existing Housing Units
Over the Next Five Years
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

LOCATION SHARE
Urban and 1* Ring Suburban— 41%
2" Ring Suburban— 31%
3 Ring Suburban— 28%

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

Because urban and first-ring suburban neighborhoods are largely built out, a larger proportion
of the market potential must be accommodated in existing dwelling units than is the case in
second- and third-ring locations. Conversely, in the third-ring suburban area, a larger
proportion of market potential can be captured by new construction, given the considerably

smaller number of existing dwelling units and the greater availability of developable land.
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URBAN AND FIRST-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS

Urban and first-ring suburban locations, in this study, refers to the area lying within the
Waterson Freeway (I-264), which encompasses most of Louisville, Shively, and St. Matthews.
This area includes Downtown Louisville, the highest-density, mixed-use central business
district, a variety of urban neighborhoods surrounding the Downtown, and several lower-
density suburban neighborhoods located at the edges of this area.

As determined by this analysis, up to 19,300 younger singles and couples, traditional and non-
traditional families, and empty nesters and retirees represent the potential market for new and
existing housing units within urban and first-ring suburban locations each year over the next five
years. The housing preferences of these draw area households—according to tenure (rental or

for-sale) and broad financial capacity—can be arrayed as follows (see Table 3):

Annual Potential Market for New and Existing Housing Units
URBAN AND FIRST-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

NUMBER OF PERCENT

HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS OF TOTAL
Multi-family for-rent (BMR*) 4,300 22.3%
Multi-family for-rent (market-ratet) 4,150 21.5%
Multi-family for-sale (all ranges) 2,380 12.3%
Single-family attached for-sale (all ranges) 1,420 7.4%
Single-family detached (BMRY) 1,950 10.1%
Single-family detached (market-rate*) 5,100 _26.4%
Total 19,300 100.0%

* BMR: Below Market-Rate.

+t Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes no less than 80
percent of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), in 2005, of $58,200 for a family
of four, or no less than between $32,600 (one-person household) and $61,450 (eight-
person household).

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.
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This table indicates that just over 56 percent of the market for new and existing housing units
in urban and first-ring suburban locations prefers some form of ownership housing, while just
under 44 percent of the market prefers, or can only afford, rental dwelling units. Just 36.5
percent of the urban and first-ring suburban market prefers single-family detached units, with
63.5 percent representing the market for single-family attached (townhouses/rowhouses) or

multi-family units.

These numbers indicate the depth of the potential market for new and existing housing units
within urban and first-ring suburban locations over the next five years, not projections of

housing need or household change. These are the households that are likely to move within or

to this area if appropriate housing options are or were to be made available.
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Table 3

Potential Housing Market
Households With The Potential To Rent/Purchase New And Existing Housing Units
In Urban And First-Ring Suburban Areas Each Year Over The Next Five Years
(The Area Within The Waterson Freeway--1-264)
City of Lousuville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

City of Louisville/Jefferson County; Adjacent Counties; Out of State Urban Counties; All Other US Counties
Draw Areas

Total Target Market Households
With Potential To Rent/Purchase Within
City of Lousville/Jefferson County, Kentucky 47,370

Potential Housing Market--Urban and First-Ring Suburban Locations

......... Multi-Family . . ....... vevevo....Single-Family ..........
...... For-Rent . ... .. ceviiiiiiieeeo o For-Sale
Below Below
Market-Rate*  Market-Rate* AllRanges AllRanges Market-Rate*  Market-Rate*
Apts. Apts. Apts. Attached Detached Detached Total
Total Households: 4,300 4,150 2,380 1,420 1,950 5,100 19,300
{Percent):  22.3% 21.5% 12.3% 7.4% 10.1% 26.4% 100.0%

* Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes above 80 percent of
the Louisville AMFI (Area Median Family Income), which is $58,200 for a family
of four in 2005.

NOTE: Reference Appendix One, Tables 1 through 14.

SOURCE: Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.
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—TARGET MARKETS FOR URBAN AND FIRST-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS—

As determined by this analysis, the potential market for new and existing housing units in

urban and first-ring suburban locations can be characterized by general household type as

follows (see Table 4):

Potential Housing Market by Household and Unit Types
URBAN AND FIRST-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

........ MULTI-FAMILY ....... ......SINGLE-FAMILY ......

...RENTAL... ... .. ...... FOR-SALE.............

PERCENT BMR* MARKETT ..ALL RANGES.. BMR* MARKET
OF TOTAL APTS APTS APTS ATT. DET. DET.

HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Empty-Nesters & Retirees ~ 28% 21% 16% 32% 29% 44% 36%
Traditional &

Non-Traditional Families 31% 32% 30% 21% 27% 32% 37%
Younger Singles & Couples _41% _47% _54% _47% _44% _24% 27%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* BMR: Below Market-Rate.

+t Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes no less than 80
percent of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), in 2005, of $58,200 for a family
of four, or no less than between $32,600 (one-person household) and $61,450 (eight-
person household).

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

e Although they represent 35 percent of the total county-wide housing market, younger
singles and couples comprise up to 41 percent of the market for housing units in urban
and first-ring suburban locations. As mentioned above, younger households tend to
gravitate to high-activity neighborhoods, and the urban and first-ring suburban area
contains Downtown Louisville, with the highest concentration of cultural and
entertainment activities in the county, as well as Bardstown Road and other comparable
urban neighborhoods. Again, if the preference for downtown and urban housing

demonstrated by the leading edge of the Millennials is representative of the entire
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generation, the market potential from this segment is likely to become even more

significant over the next decade.

e The target families for urban and first-ring suburban locations are family households
with a preference for urban neighborhoods. Most of the adults in these households were
raised in or near a downtown or mixed-use neighborhood and have rejected the single-
use suburban subdivision alternative; most will already have made appropriate school
accommodations—public, charter, parochial or private.  Traditional and non-
traditional family households represent 31 percent of the market for new and existing
housing units in urban and first-ring suburban locations, below their 34 percent share of

the county-wide market.

*  Empty nesters and retirees represent 28 percent of the market for housing units in urban
and first-ring suburban locations, a somewhat smaller percentage than their 31 percent
share of the county-wide market. However, in city after city across the country, new
construction in downtowns and urban neighborhoods has become increasingly attractive
to empty-nest households, who are seeking both lower maintenance in housing and

higher concentrations of neighborhood activities.
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Table 4

Potential Housing Market By Household Type
Households With The Potential To Rent/Purchase New And Existing Housing Units
In Urban And First-Ring Suburban Areas Each Year Over The Next Five Years
(The Area Within The Waterson Freeway--1-264)
City of Lousuville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

....... Multi-Family . ... . .. vevevo.... Single-Family . .........
..... For-Rent . .. .. i For-Sale ool
Below Below
Market-Rate* Market-Rate*  AllRanges AllRanges ~ Market-Rate* Market-Rate*
Total Apts. Apts. Apts. Attached Detached Detached
Number of Households: 19,300 4,300 4,150 2,380 1,420 1,950 5,100
Empty Nesters
& Retirees 28% 21% 16% 32% 29% 44% 36%
Traditional &
Non-Traditional Families 31% 32% 30% 21% 27% 32% 37%
Younger
Singles & Couples 41% 47% 54% 47% 44% 24% 27%
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes above 80 percent of
the Louisville AMFI (Area Median Family Income), which is $58,200 for a family
of four in 2005.

NOTE: Reference Appendix One, Tables 1 through 14.

SOURCE: Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.
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—MARKET CAPTURE WITHIN URBAN AND FIRST-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS—

Based on the same capture rates as for the City of Louisville/Jefferson County as a whole—an
annual capture for new construction of between five and 10 percent of the potential
market—urban and first-ring suburban locations could support between 966 and 1,930 new

units per year, as follows:

Annual Capture of Market Potential
URBAN AND FIRST-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

NUMBER OF CAPTURE NUMBER OF
HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS RATE NEW UNITS

Rental Multi-Family 4,300 5-10% 215 - 430
(below market)
(lofts/apartments, leaseholder)

Rental Multi-Family 4,150 5-10% 208 - 415
(market rate)
(lofts/apartments, leaseholder)

For-Sale Multi-Family 2,380 5-10% 119 - 238
(all ranges)

(lofts/apartments, condo/co-op ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Attached 1,420 5-10% 71-142
(all ranges)
(townhouses/rowhouses,
fee-simple/condominium ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Detached 1,950 5-10% 98 - 195
(below market)
(urban houses, fee-simple ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Detached 5,100 5-10% 255510
(market rate)
(urban houses, fee-simple ownership)

Total 19,300 966 — 1,930 units

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

Given that the urban and first-ring suburban area is largely built out, it is likely that the five

percent capture rate for new construction is more applicable than the 10 percent capture rate.
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However, a five percent capture of the potential market would mean the construction of 4,830
new dwelling units within urban and first-ring suburban locations over five years, a
considerably higher number of newly-constructed dwelling units than is currently being

produced.

NOTE: See explanation of capture rates following the section on Annual Capture of Market Potential
for the City of Louisville/Jefferson County.
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SECOND-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS

Second-ring suburban locations, in this study, refers to the area lying between the Waterson
Freeway (I-264) and the Gene Snyder Freeway (I-265), which encompasses the rest of Louisville,
Shively and St. Matthews, and includes Jeffersontown and Anchorage. This area includes
Louisville International Airport, several industrial and business parks, as well as lower-density
suburban neighborhoods, and agricultural or undeveloped land.

As determined by the target market methodology, each year over the next five years nearly
14,600 younger singles and couples, empty nesters and retirees, and traditional and non-
traditional families represent the potential market for new and existing housing units located
within second-ring suburban locations. The housing preferences of the households that represent
the market for second-ring suburban locations—according to tenure (rental or for-sale) and

broad financial capacity—can be arrayed as follows (see Table 5):

Annual Potential Market for New and Existing Housing Units
SECOND-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

NUMBER OF PERCENT

HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS OF TOTAL
Multi-family for-rent (BMR*) 2,610 17.8%
Multi-family for-rent (market-ratet) 2,870 19.7%
Multi-family for-sale (all ranges) 1,730 11.9%
Single-family attached for-sale (all ranges) 1,000 6.9%
Single-family detached (BMR*) 1,700 11.7%
Single-family detached (market-ratet) _4,680 _32.0%
Total 14,590 100.0%

* BMR: Below Market-Rate.

+t Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes no less than 80
percent of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), in 2005, of $58,200 for a family
of four, or no less than between $32,600 (one-person household) and $61,450 (eight-
person household).

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.
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Of the market for new and existing housing units in second-ring suburban locations, 62.5
percent prefers some form of ownership housing, and 37.5 percent of the market prefers, or can
only afford, rental dwelling units. Up to 44 percent of this market prefers single-family
detached units, and more than 56 percent represent the market for single-family attached

(townhouses/rowhouses) or multi-family units.

Again, these numbers indicate the depth of the potential market for new and existing housing

units within second-ring locations over the next five years, not projections of housing need or
household change. These are the households that are likely to move within or to this area if

appropriate housing options are or were to be made available.
appropriate housing options
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Table 5

Potential Market For New And Existing Housing Units
Households With The Potential To Rent/ Purchase New And Existing Housing Units
In Second-Ring Suburban Areas Each Year Over The Next Five Years
(The Area Between The Waterson Freeway--1-264 And The Gene Snyder Freeway--1-265)
City of Lousuville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

City of Louisville/Jefferson County; Adjacent Counties; Out of State Urban Counties; All Other US Counties
Draw Areas

Total Target Market Households
With Potential To Rent/Purchase Within
City of Lousville/Jefferson County, Kentucky 47,370

Potential Housing Market

......... Multi-Family . . ....... covevo....Single-Family . .........
...... For-Rent . ... .. ceviiiiiiieee o For-Sale
Below Below
Market-Rate*  Market-Rate* AllRanges AllRanges Market-Rate*  Market-Rate*
Apts. Apts. Apts. Attached Detached Detached Total
Total Households: 2,610 2,870 1,730 1,000 1,700 4,680 14,590
{Percent}):  17.8% 19.7% 11.9% 6.9% 11.7% 32.0% 100.0%

* Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes above 80 percent of
the Louisville AMFI (Area Median Family Income), which is $58,200 for a family
of four in 2005.

NOTE: Reference Appendix One, Tables 1 through 10, 15A through 18.

SOURCE: Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.
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—TARGET MARKETS FOR SECOND-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS—

As determined by this analysis, the potential market for new and existing market-rate housing

units in second-ring suburban locations can be characterized by general household type as

follows (see Table 6):

Potential Housing Market by Household and Unit Types
SECOND-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

........ MULTI-FAMILY ....... ......SINGLE-FAMILY ......

...RENTAL... ... .. ...... FOR-SALE.............

PERCENT BMR* MARKETT ..ALL RANGES.. BMR* MARKET
OF TOTAL APTS APTS APTS ATT. DET. DET.

HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Empty-Nesters & Retirees 29% 22% 18% 27% 26% 39% 36%
Traditional &

Non-Traditional Families 28% 19% 22% 16% 21% 26% 42%
Younger Singles & Couples _43% _59% _60% _57% _53% _35% 22%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  100% 100%

* BMR: Below Market-Rate.

+t Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes no less than 80
percent of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), in 2005, of $58,200 for a family
of four, or no less than between $32,600 (one-person household) and $61,450 (eight-
person household).

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

e The largest general market segment, representing up to 43 percent of the total market
for new and existing units in second-ring suburban locations, is younger singles and
couples. Many second-ring suburban towns and neighborhoods also contain the mix of
uses, ranging from neighborhood-serving retail to restaurants, cafes, bookstores, and

theaters, that attract younger singles and couples.

* Empty nesters and retirees represent a smaller percentage of the market for new and
existing housing units in second-ring suburban locations (29 percent) than county-wide

(31 percent), in large part because, typically, these households have lived in their urban
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neighborhoods for many years and are reluctant to leave, even when their lifestyles are
no longer consonant with their housing. Depending on housing type, empty nesters and
retirees make up between 18 percent (market-rate multi-family for-rent) and 39
percent (below market-rate single-family detached houses) of the market for housing

units in second-ring suburban locations.

* A mix of traditional and non-traditional family households comprise another 28
percent of the market for new and existing housing units in second-ring suburban
locations. Typically, schools in second-ring suburban neighborhoods are perceived to
be superior to urban schools, attracting families from urban neighborhoods as well as
those moving into the region from less urbanized parts of the country. Depending on
housing type, family-oriented households comprise between 16 percent (multi-family
for-sale) and 42 percent (market-rate single-family detached houses) of the market for

housing units in second-ring suburban locations.
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Table 6

Potential Housing Market By Household Type
Households With The Potential To Rent/ Purchase New And Existing Housing Units
In Second-Ring Suburban Areas Each Year Over The Next Five Years
(The Area Between The Waterson Freeway--1-264 And The Gene Snyder Freeway--1-265)
City of Lousuville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

....... Multi-Family . . ... .. voveve.... Single-Family . .........
..... For-Rent . .. .. i For-Sale oo
Below Below
Market-Rate* Market-Rate*  AllRanges AllRanges ~ Market-Rate* Market-Rate*
Total Apts. Apts. Apts. Attached Detached Detached
Number of Households: 14,590 2,610 2,870 1,730 1,000 1,700 4,680
Empty Nesters
& Retirees 29% 22% 18% 27% 26% 39% 36%
Traditional &
Non-Traditional Families 28% 19% 22% 16% 21% 26% 42%
Younger
Singles & Couples 43% 59% 60% 57% 53% 35% 22%
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes above 80 percent of
the Louisville AMFI (Area Median Family Income), which is $58,200 for a family
of four in 2005.

NOTE: Reference Appendix One, Tables 1 through 10, 15A through 18.

SOURCE: Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.
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—MARKET CAPTURE WITHIN SECOND-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS—

Again, based on the same capture rates as for the City of Louisville/Jefferson County as a
whole—an annual capture for new construction of between five and 10 percent of the potential
market—second-ring suburban locations could support between 731 and 1,460 new units per

year, as follows:

Annual Capture of Market Potential
SECOND-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

NUMBER OF CAPTURE NUMBER OF
HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS RATE NEW UNITS

Rental Multi-Family 2,610 5-10% 131 - 261
(below market)
(lofts/apartments, leaseholder)

Rental Multi-Family 2,870 5-10% 144 - 287
(market rate)
(lofts/apartments, leaseholder)

For-Sale Multi-Family 1,730 5-10% 87-173
(all ranges)

(lofts/apartments, condo/co-op ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Attached 1,000 5-10% 50 - 100
(all ranges)
(townhouses/rowhouses,
fee-simple/condominium ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Detached 1,700 5-10% 85-170
(below market)
(urban houses, fee-simple ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Detached 4,680 5-10% 234 — 468
(market rate)
(urban houses, fee-simple ownership)

Total 14,590 731 — 1,460 units

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

Given that there is still developable land remaining in the second-ring suburban area, the 10

percent capture rate for new construction is equally as applicable as the five percent capture
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rate. Zoning regulations will have the greatest impact on the number and type of new housing
that can be built over five years; however, from the market perspective, and based on the five to
10 percent market capture, between 3,655 and 7,300 new dwelling units could be constructed
within second-ring suburban locations over five years.

NOTE: See explanation of capture rates following the section on Annual Capture of Market Potential
for the City of Louisville/Jefferson County.
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THIRD-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS

Third-ring suburban locations, in this study, refers to the area lying beyond the Gene Snyder
Freeway to the Jefferson County line, encompassing single-family subdivisions, parks,
farmland, and undeveloped land.

As determined by the target market methodology, over the next five years, nearly 13,500
traditional and non-traditional families, empty nesters and retirees, and younger singles and
couples represent the potential market for new and existing housing units within third-ring
suburban locations each year. The housing preferences of the households that represent the
market for third-ring suburban locations—according to tenure (rental or for-sale) and broad

financial capacity—can be arrayed as follows (see Table 7):

Annual Potential Market for New and Existing Housing Units
THIRD-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

NUMBER OF PERCENT

HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS OF TOTAL
Multi-family for-rent (BMR*) 1,980 14.7%
Multi-family for-rent (market-ratet) 2,130 15.8%
Multi-family for-sale (all ranges) 1,230 9.1%
Single-family attached for-sale (all ranges) 780 5.8%
Single-family detached (BMR*) 1,840 13.6%
Single-family detached (market-ratet) 5,520 _41.0%
Total 13,480 100.0%

* BMR: Below Market-Rate.

T Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes no less than 80
percent of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), in 2005, of $58,200 for a family
of four, or no less than between $32,600 (one-person household) and $61,450 (eight-
person household).

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.
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This table indicates that nearly 70 percent of the market for new and existing housing units in
third-ring suburban areas prefers some form of ownership housing, while the remaining 30.5
percent of the market prefers, or can only afford, rental dwelling units. Nearly 55 percent of
this market prefers single-family detached units, whereas 45 percent represent the market for

single-family attached (townhouses/rowhouses) or multi-family units.

Again, these numbers indicate the depth of the potential market for new and existing housing

units within third-ring suburban locations over the next five years, not projections of housing

need or household change. These are the households that are likely to move within or to this

area if appropriate housing options are or were to be made available.
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Table 7

Potential Market For New And Existing Housing Units
Households With The Potential To Rent/ Purchase New And Existing Housing Units
In Third-Ring Suburban Areas Each Year Over The Next Five Years
(The Area Between The Gene Snyder Freeway--I-265 And The Jefferson County Line)
City of Lousuville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

City of Louisville/Jefferson County; Adjacent Counties; Out of State Urban Counties; All Other US Counties
Draw Areas

Total Target Market Households
With Potential To Rent/Purchase Within
City of Lousville/Jefferson County, Kentucky 47,370

Potential Housing Market

......... Multi-Family . . ....... covevo....Single-Family . .........
...... For-Rent . ... .. ceviiiiiiieee o For-Sale
Below Below
Market-Rate*  Market-Rate* AllRanges AllRanges Market-Rate*  Market-Rate*
Apts. Apts. Apts. Attached Detached Detached Total
Total Households: 1,980 2,130 1,230 780 1,840 5,520 13,480
{Percent}:  14.7% 15.8% 9.1% 5.8% 13.6% 41.0% 100.0%

* Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes above 80 percent of
the Louisville AMFI (Area Median Family Income), which is $58,200 for a family
of four in 2005.

NOTE: Reference Appendix One, Tables 1 through 10, 19A through 22.

SOURCE: Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.
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—TARGET MARKETS FOR THIRD-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS—

As determined by this analysis, the potential market for new and existing housing units in

third-ring suburban locations can be characterized by general household type as follows (see

Table 8):

Potential Housing Market by Household and Unit Types
THIRD-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

vevee... MULTI-FAMILY ....... ...... SINGLE-FAMILY ......

...RENTAL... ... .. ...... FOR-SALE.............

PERCENT BMR* MARKETT ..ALL RANGES.. BMR* MARKET
OF TOTAL APTS APTS APTS ATT. DET. DET.

HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Empty-Nesters & Retirees 31% 28% 25% 37% 32% 40% 29%
Traditional &

Non-Traditional Families 45% 30% 35% 29% 37% 45% 59%
Younger Singles & Couples _24% 42% 40% _34% 31% 15% 12%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  100% 100%

* BMR: Below Market-Rate.

+t Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes no less than 80
percent of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), in 2005, of $58,200 for a family
of four, or no less than between $32,600 (one-person household) and $61,450 (eight-
person household).

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

e Traditional family-oriented households comprise the largest market segment for new
and existing housing units in third-ring suburban locations. As in the second-ring
suburban areas, newly-constructed schools attract families from more urban
neighborhoods, as well as households willing to accept longer commutes for lower-cost
units typically on larger lots. Depending on housing type, family-oriented households
comprise between 29 percent (multi-family for-sale) and 59 percent (market-rate

single-family detached) of the market for housing units in third-ring suburban areas.
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* Empty nesters and retirees are the second largest market segment for new and existing
housing units in third-ring suburban areas. Like the empty-nester/retiree market for
second-ring suburban neighborhoods, these older households prefer new construction, as
well as the lower densities of these locations compared to urban and first-ring suburban
neighborhoods. A significant number of Baby Boomers are also moving to second-
and third-ring suburban areas, particularly when appropriately-designed, newly-

constructed dwelling units are available in compact neighborhoods.

* The smallest general market segment for new and existing units in third-ring suburban
areas is younger singles and couples, at just 24 percent of the total market. In large
part, this is due to the small number and limited variety of retail and entertainment
uses typically found in third-ring suburban locations. However, if new development
could achieve sufficient densities to enable a greater variety of retail and
entertainment, younger singles and couples could represent a somewhat larger share of

the market.
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Table 8

Potential Housing Market By Household Type
Households With The Potential To Rent/ Purchase New And Existing Housing Units
In Third-Ring Suburban Areas Each Year Over The Next Five Years
(The Area Between The Gene Snyder Freeway--I-265 And The Jefferson County Line)
City of Lousuville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

....... Multi-Family . . ... .. voveve.... Single-Family . .........
..... For-Rent . .. .. i For-Sale oo
Below Below
Market-Rate* Market-Rate*  AllRanges AllRanges ~ Market-Rate* Market-Rate*
Total Apts. Apts. Apts. Attached Detached Detached
Number of Households: 13,480 1,980 2,130 1,230 780 1,840 5,520
Empty Nesters
& Retirees 31% 28% 25% 37% 32% 40% 29%
Traditional &
Non-Traditional Families 45% 30% 35% 29% 37% 45% 59%
Younger
Singles & Couples 24% 42% 40% 34% 31% 15% 12%
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes above 80 percent of
the Louisville AMFI (Area Median Family Income), which is $58,200 for a family
of four in 2005.

NOTE: Reference Appendix One, Tables 1 through 10, 19A through 22.

SOURCE: Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.
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—MARKET CAPTURE WITHIN THIRD-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS—

Again, based on the same capture rates as for the City of Louisville/Jefferson County as a
whole—an annual capture for new construction of between five and 10 percent of the potential
market—third-ring suburban locations could support between 675 and 1,348 new units per

year, as follows:

Annual Capture of Market Potential
THIRD-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

NUMBER OF CAPTURE NUMBER OF
HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS RATE NEW UNITS

Rental Multi-Family 1,980 5-10% 99-198
(below market)
(lofts/apartments, leaseholder)

Rental Multi-Family 2,130 5-10% 107 - 213
(market rate)
(lofts/apartments, leaseholder)

For-Sale Multi-Family 1,230 5-10% 62-123
(all ranges)

(lofts/apartments, condo/co-op ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Attached 780 5-10% 39-78
(all ranges)
(townhouses/rowhouses,
fee-simple/condominium ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Detached 1,840 5-10% 92-184
(below market)
(urban houses, fee-simple ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Detached 5,520 5-10% 276 — 552
(market rate)
(urban houses, fee-simple ownership)

Total 13,480 675 — 1,348 units

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

The third-ring suburban area has the largest amount of undeveloped land; the 10 percent capture

rate for new construction is therefore more likely in this area than the five percent capture rate.
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Again, zoning regulations will have the greatest impact on the number and type of new housing
that can be built in this area over five years; however, from the market perspective, and based
on the five to 10 percent market capture, a range of between 3,375 and 6,740 new dwelling
units could be constructed within third-ring suburban locations over five years.

NOTE: See explanation of capture rates following the section on Annual Capture of Market Potential
for the City of Louisville/Jefferson County.
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SMOKETOWN/PHOENIX HILL/SHELBY PARK STUDY AREA

The Smoketown/Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park Study Area, in this analysis, refers to the area
lying within Census Tracts 59.00, 62.00, 65.00, and 81.00 and is situated within the Urban and
First-Ring Suburban area. This Study Area is approximately bounded by Interstate 64 to the
north, the railroad tracks to the east, Bergman Street to the south, and Interstate 65 to the west.

The Smoketown/Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park Study Area covers approximately 1.4 square
miles; more than 38.6 percent of the land area is occupied by residential uses. The Study Area
encompasses a wide variety of commercial uses, ranging from the restaurants and art galleries
along Market Street east of Downtown to the Medical District, where several hospitals and
research facilities are located, making the District one of the most important employment
locations in the city. Industrial uses, representing nearly 16 percent of the land uses, are, for the

most part, located along the railroad tracks in the eastern and southern portions of the Study

Area.

Most of the Study Area’s multi-family residential is concentrated in the Clarksdale, Dosker
Manor and Shelby Park developments, along with several housing projects financed with low-
income housing tax credits, as well as the mixed-income Phoenix Place apartment community
located east of Clarksdale. Clarksdale is to be redeveloped under the federal HOPE VI
program, and demolition has already begun. Most of the single-family detached housing is
located in the southern half of the Study Area. The architectural character and physical
condition of the houses varies significantly from block to block; in addition, vacant lots are
abundant throughout the Study Area, representing both a negative influence on the area as well
as an untapped opportunity for redevelopment. Vacant and/or undeveloped land comprises

approximately 12.3 percent of the land uses in the Study Area.
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—DEMOGRAPHICS—

According to estimates and projections by the United States Bureau of the Census and
Claritas, Inc., the Smoketown/Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park Study Area is projected to gain 20
households between 2004 and 2009. (See Table 9.) The number of households in the lower-
income brackets (annual incomes below $25,000 per year) is projected to fall by 170
households over the five years; conversely, the number of households earning more than $75,000
a year is projected to increase by 80 houscholds by 2009. (See Appendix Four, Table 1.)
Median household income for the Study Area is projected to rise modestly from $17,300 in
2004 to just $19,200 in 2009, or 11.0 percent. (See Table 10.) In 2004, the Study Area
median income was $25,900 below the 2004 Louisville/Jefferson County median income of

$43,200.

The size and composition of households in the Study Area are projected to continue the
changes that took place in the 1990s, with increases in the number and percentage of non-family
households and one-person households. (See again Table 9 and Appendix Four, Table 2.)
Non-family households comprised approximately 51.9 percent of all households in the Study
Area in 2004; by 2009 that percentage is projected to rise to 52.6 percent, with a 2.5 percent
increase in the number of single-person, non-family households. The only category of family
households projected to gain households by 2009 is the two-person household, rising by less

than one-half of one percent.

The ownership housing stock in the Study Area is projected to increase by just 1.4 percent
between 2004 and 2009, with 25 more ownership housing units in 2009 than in 2004. (See
Table 11 and Appendix Four, Table 3.) In addition, owner-occupied housing units as a share
of all housing units is projected to rise from 25.9 percent in 2004 to 26.1 percent in 2009.
Median housing value is projected to increase by just 1.4 percent over the five years, from
$78,800 to $79,900, substantially below the 2004 Louisville/Jefferson County median of
$127,300. (See also Table 12.)
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Table 9

Projected Household Change

Selected Study Areas
Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky
2004 - 2009
Projected
Estimates Projections ... Change 2004 - 2009 . . . .
Study Area ... 2004 ... ...2009. .. Number Percent
Louisville/
Jefferson County
(All Households) 293,050 300,985 7,935 2.7%
Family Households Only: 185,595 189,050 3,455 1.9%
Percent Family Households: 63.3% 62.8% -0.5%
Smoketown/
Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park
(All Households) 6,240 6,260 20 0.3%
Family Households Only: 3,000 2,970 -30 -1.0%
Percent Family Households: 48.1% 47 4% -0.6%
Portland (All Households) 7,395 7,145 -250 -3.4%
Family Households Only: 4,970 4,725 -245 -4.9%
Percent Family Households: 67.2% 66.1% -1.1%
Oakdale (All Households) 4,690 4,690 0 0.0%
Family Households Only: 2,465 2,425 -40 -1.6%
Percent Family Households: 52.6% 51.7% -0.9%
Cane Run Road (All Households) 9,090 9,240 150 1.7%
Family Households Only: 5,960 5,960 0 0.0%
Percent Family Households: 65.6% 64.5% -1.1%

NOTE: All numbers rounded to the nearest five.

SOURCE: United States Census Bureau; Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.



Table 10

Projected Change In Median Income

Selected Study Areas
Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky
2004 - 2009
Projected
Estimates Projections ... Change 2004 - 2009 . . . .
Study Area ...2004 ... ...2009... Number Percent

Louisville/

Jefferson County $43,200 $47,500 $4,300 10.0%
Smoketown/

Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park $17,300 $19,200 $1,900 11.0%

Portland $20,000 $21,200 $1,200 6.0%

Oakdale $25,600 $27,300 $1,700 6.6%

Cane Run Road $35,900 $40,000 $4,100 11.4%

NOTE: All numbers rounded to the nearest five.

SOURCE: United States Census Bureau; Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.



Table 11

Projected Change In Dwelling Units

Selected Study Areas
Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky
2004 - 2009
Projected
Estimates Projections ... Change 2004 - 2009 . . . .
Study Area ...2004 ... ...2009... Number Percent
Louisville/
Jefferson County
(All Units) 312,215 320,670 8,455 2.7%
Owner-Occupied Only: 191,415 197,970 6,555 3.4%
Percent Owner-Occupied: 61.3% 61.7% 0.4%
Smoketown/
Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park
(All Units) 6,930 6,970 40 0.6%
Owner-Occupied Only: 1,795 1,820 25 1.4%
Percent Owner-Occupied: 25.9% 26.1% 0.2%
Portland (All Units) 8,295 8,020 -275 -3.3%
Owner-Occupied Only: 3,455 3,245 -210 -6.1%
Percent Owner-Occupied: 41.7% 40.5% -1.2%
Oakdale (All Units) 5,075 5,080 5 0.1%
Owner-Occupied Only: 2,380 2,365 -15 -0.6%
Percent Owner-Occupied: 46.9% 46.6% -0.3%
Cane Run Road (All Units) 9,630 9,785 155 1.6%
Owner-Occupied Only: 6,540 6,615 75 1.1%
Percent Owner-Occupied: 67.9% 67.6% -0.3%

NOTE: All numbers rounded to the nearest five.

SOURCE: United States Census Bureau; Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.



Table 12

Projected Change In Housing Value

Selected Study Areas
Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky
2004 - 2009
Projected
Estimates Projections ... Change 2004 - 2009 . . . .
Study Area ...2004 ... ...2009. .. Number Percent

Louisville/

Jefferson County $127,300 $140,000 $12,700 10.0%
Smoketown/

Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park $78,800 $79,900 $1,100 1.4%

Portland $59,700 $69,700 $10,000 16.8%

Oakdale $71,300 $79,900 $8,600 12.1%

Cane Run Road $96,400 $112,100 $15,700 16.3%

NOTE: All numbers rounded to the nearest five.

SOURCE: United States Census Bureau; Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.
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—TARGET MARKET CATEGORIZATION—

Approximately 29.5 percent, or 1,840 households, of the 6,240 households estimated to be
living in the Smoketown/Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park Study Area (Census Tracts 59.00, 62.00,
65.00, and 81.00) in 2005 were in target market groups with median incomes over $35,000
and with the capacity to rent or buy market-rate housing. (See Appendix Four, Table 4A.)
Nearly 43 percent of these households could be characterized as traditional and non-
traditional families, approximately 38.3 percent as younger singles and couples, and the

remaining 18.8 percent as empty nesters and retirees.

The remaining 4,400 Study Area households were in target market groups with median
incomes below $35,000 and in which a considerably smaller percentage of households qualify
for market-rate housing. (See Appendix Four, Table 4B.) Of these households, nearly 62
percent are traditional and non-traditional families, and the remaining 38.4 percent are empty

nesters and retirees.

—MARKET POTENTIAL—

As outlined above, up to 19,300 younger singles and couples, traditional and non-traditional
families, and empty nesters and retirees represent the potential market for new and existing
housing units within urban and first-ring suburban locations each year over the next five years.

(Reference Appendix Four, Tables 5A and 5B.)

Of those 19,300 households, up to 1,670 households represent the potential market for new and
existing housing units within the Smoketown/Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park Study Area each year
over the next five years. (Reference Appendix Four, Tables 6A and 6B.) Within household
groups with median incomes above $35,000, 9,200 households have the potential to move to
the Study Area this year. More than 51 percent of these households are likely to be younger
singles and couples (as characterized within eight of Zimmerman/Volk Associates’ target

market groups); approximately 27 percent are likely to be empty nesters and retirees (in six
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groups); and the remaining 21.7 percent are likely to be traditional and non-traditional

families (in four groups).

Within household groups with median incomes below $35,000, up to 750 households have the
potential to move to the Study Area this year. Up to 56 percent of these households are likely
to be traditional and non-traditional family households (in four market groups); 34.7 percent
are likely to be empty nesters and retirees (in four groups); and another 9.3 percent are likely

to be younger singles and couples (in one group).

The draw area households with the potential to move to the Smoketown/Phoenix Hill/Shelby
Park Study Area in 2005 have been categorized by housing preferences to determine the

appropriate renter/owner ratio. (See Appendix Four, Tables 7, 8A and 8B.)

Approximately 23.3 percent of the total 1,670 draw area households (or 390 households)
comprise the potential market for rental units at the rent levels required to support recently-
constructed market-rate housing. Another 25.1 percent (420 households) have incomes below
80 percent of the Area Median Family Income, insufficient to support newly-constructed
market-rate housing, but too high to qualify for public housing. (See Appendix Four, Table
9.)

Up to 10.8 percent (180 households) comprise the market for multi-family ownership
(condominium or cooperative) units. Another 8.4 percent (140 households) comprise the
market for attached single-family (rowhouse or duplex) units. Up to 15 percent (250
households) would require financial assistance to purchase market-rate single-family detached
houses, and the remaining 17.4 percent (290 households) have the financial capacity to purchase

market-rate single-family detached houses without assistance. (See again Appendix Four,

Table 9.)

The housing propensities of these 4,240 draw area households—based on tenure

(rental/ownership) preferences and financial capacity—are specified as follows (see Table 13):
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Annual Potential Housing Market
Based on Draw Area Household Tenure Propensities and Income Levels
SMOKETOWN/PHOENIX HILL/SHELBY PARK STUDY AREA
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

NUMBER OF
HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS PERCENT
Multi-Family Rental Units 810 48.4%
Below Market-Rate* 420 25.1%
Market-Rate* 390 23.3%
Multi-Family Ownership Units 180 10.8%
(All Price Ranges)
Single-Family Ownership Units 680 40.8%
Attached (All Price Ranges) 140 8.4%
Below-Market-Rate* Detached 250 15.0%
Market-Rate* Detached 290 17.4%
Total: 1,670 100.0%

*  Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes no less than 80
percent of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), in 2005, of $58,200 for a family
of four, or no less than between $32,600 (one-person household) and $61,450 (eight-
person household).

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

Up to 51.5 percent of the market for new and existing housing units in the Study Area prefers
some form of ownership housing, while 48.5 percent of the market prefers, or can only afford,
rental dwelling units. Just 32.3 percent of the market prefers single-family detached units,
with 67.7 percent representing the market for single-family attached (townhouses/rowhouses)

or multi-family units.

These numbers indicate the depth of the potential market for new and existing housing units

within the Study Area over the next five years, not projections of housing need or household

change. These are the households that are likely to move within or to this area if appropriate
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Table 13

Potential Housing Market
Households With The Potential To Rent/Purchase New And Existing Housing Units
In The Smoketown /Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park Study Area Each Year Over The Next Five Years
(The Area Within Census Tracts 59.00, 62.00, 65.00 and 81.00)
City of Lousuville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

City of Louisville/Jefferson County; Adjacent Counties; Out of State Urban Counties; All Other US Counties
Draw Areas

Total Target Market Households
With Potential To Rent/Purchase Within
City of Lousville/Jefferson County, Kentucky 47,370

Total Target Market Households
With Potential To Rent/Purchase Within
Urban And First-Ring Suburban Areas 19,300

Potential Housing Market--The Smoketown/Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park Study Area

......... Multi-Family . . ....... voveve....Single-Family ..........
...... For-Rent . ... .. ceviiiiiiieee o For-Sale
Below Below
Market-Rate*  Market-Rate* AllRanges AllRanges Market-Rate*  Market-Rate*
Apts. Apts. Apts. Attached Detached Detached Total
Total Households: 420 390 180 140 250 290 1,670
{Percent):  25.1% 23.4% 10.8% 8.4% 15.0% 17.4% 100.0%

* Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes above 80 percent of
the Louisville AMFI (Area Median Family Income), which is $58,200 for a family
of four in 2005.

NOTE: Reference Appendix Four, Tables 1 through 9.

SOURCE: Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.
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—TARGET MARKETS—

The market for new and existing housing units in the Smoketown/Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park
Study Area can be characterized by household and housing type as follows (reference Table
14):

Potential Housing Market by Household and Unit Types
SMOKETOWN/PHOENIX HILL/SHELBY PARK STUDY AREA
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

....... MULTI-FAMILY ...... ......SINGLE-FAMILY ......
...RENTAL... .. ........... FORSAIE ..............
PERCENT BMR* MARKET T ..ALL RANGES. . BMR* MARKET}
HOUSEHOLD TYPE OF TOTAL APTS APTS APTS ATT. DET. DET.
Empty-Nesters & Retirees  31% 26% 15% 28% 36% 44% 45%
Traditional &
Non-Traditional Families 37% 48% 44% 28% 35% 24% 31%
Younger Singles & Couples _32% _26% _41% _44% _29% _32% _24%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* BMR: Below Market-Rate.

+t Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes no less than 80
percent of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), in 2005, of $58,200 for a family
of four, or no less than between $32,600 (one-person household) and $61,450 (eight-

person household).

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

* The largest general market segment is composed of family-oriented households.
Depending on housing type, family-oriented households (both traditional and non-
traditional families) comprise between 24 percent (below market-rate single-family
detached houses) and 48 percent (below market-rate rental units) of the market for new

and existing housing units in the Smoketown/Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park Study Area.
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Table 14

Potential Housing Market By Household Type
Households With The Potential To Rent/Purchase New And Existing Housing Units
In The Smoketown /Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park Study Area Each Year Over The Next Five Years
(The Area Within Census Tracts 59.00, 62.00, 65.00 and 81.00)
City of Lousuville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

....... Multi-Family . . ... .. vovevv....Single-Family . .........
..... For-Rent . .. .. i For-Sale oo
Below Below
Market-Rate* Market-Rate*  AllRanges AllRanges ~ Market-Rate* Market-Rate*
Total Apts. Apts. Apts. Attached Detached Detached
Number of Households: 1,670 420 390 180 140 250 290
Empty Nesters
& Retirees 31% 26% 15% 28% 36% 44% 45%
Traditional &
Non-Traditional Families 37% 48% 44% 28% 35% 24% 31%
Younger
Singles & Couples 32% 26% 41% 44% 29% 32% 24%
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes above 80 percent of
the Louisville AMFI (Area Median Family Income), which is $58,200 for a family
of four in 2005.

NOTE: Reference Appendix Four, Tables 1 through 9.

SOURCE: Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.
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e The next largest general market segment is composed of younger, mostly childless
households (younger singles and couples). Depending on housing type, younger
singles and couples currently represent between 24 percent (market-rate single-family
detached for-sale) and 44 percent (multi-family for-sale) of the market for new and

existing housing units in the Study Area.

* The smallest market segment is composed of older households (empty nesters and
retirees). Depending on housing type, empty nesters and retirees comprise between 15
percent (market-rate rental multi-family) and 45 percent (market-rate single-family

detached for-sale) of the market for new and existing housing units in the Study Area.

—MARKET CAPTURE—

After more than a decade’s experience in various cities across the country, and in the context of
the target market methodology, Zimmerman/Volk Associates has determined that, for the
Smoketown/Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park Study Area, an annual capture of between five and 10
percent of the potential market is achievable. Based on these capture rates, the
Smoketown/Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park Study Area could support between 84 and 167 new
units per year, as follows:

Annual Capture of Market Potential
SMOKETOWN/PHOENIX HILL/SHELBY PARK STUDY AREA
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

NUMBER OF CAPTURE NUMBER OF
HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS RATE NEW UNITS

Rental Multi-Family 420 5-10% 21-42
(below market)
(lofts/apartments, leaseholder)

Rental Multi-Family 390 5-10% 19-39
(market rate)
(lofts/apartments, leaseholder)

For-Sale Multi-Family 180 5 - 10% 9-18
(all ranges)

(lofts/apartments, condo/co-op ownership)
continued on following page . . .
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. . . continued from preceding page

NUMBER OF
HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS
For-Sale Single-Family Attached 140
(all ranges)
(townhouses/rowhouses,
fee-simple/condominium ownership)
For-Sale Single-Family Detached 250
(below market)
(urban houses, fee-simple ownership)
For-Sale Single-Family Detached 290
(market rate)
(urban houses, fee-simple ownership)
Total 1,670

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

CAPTURE NUMBER OF

RATE NEW UNITS
5-10% 7-14
5-10% 13-25

5-10% 15-29

84 - 167

Nearly 48 percent (between 40 and 81 units) of the annual market capture would be multi-

family rental units; of the remaining 52 percent, 28 to 54 units would be single-family

detached, seven to 14 units would be single-family attached and nine to 18 units would be for-

sale multi-family.

* As noted above, Claritas, Inc. projects that the Smoketown/Phoenix Hill/Shelby

Park Study Area will gain just 20 households between 2004 and 2009, rising from
an estimated 6,240 households in 2004 to 6,260 households in 2009.

* Again, the introduction of properly-positioned new housing could make that

forecast too conservative. Based on a five to 10 percent capture of

Smoketown/Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park’s annual market potential of 1,670

households, this analysis projects that the Study Area could support an increase of

between 420 and 835 new dwelling units over five years to accommodate those

households that prefer new construction.
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PORTLAND STUDY AREA

The Portland Study Area, in this analysis, refers to the area lying within Census Tracts 2.00,
3.00, 4.00, 21.00, 23.00, and 30.00 and is situated within the Urban and First-Ring Suburban
areas. This Study Area is approximately bounded by the Ohio River to the north, Roy Wilkins
Boulevard to the east, Market Street to the south, and Interstate 264 to the west.

The Portland Study Area is predominantly a residential and industrial area, covering
approximately 2.5 square miles. Nearly 42 percent of the land area is occupied by residential
neighborhoods; industrial uses, comprising more than 17 percent of the land area, are located
along railroad tracks primarily in the eastern and western portions of the Study Area. Two
cemeteries—St. Johns Cemetery and Portland Cemetery—as well as several small parks and

squares are also located in the Study Area.

The majority of the residential uses are single-family houses clustered in the central part of the
Study Area. As in Smoketown/Phoenix Hill/Shelby Park, the architectural character and
physical condition of the houses varies significantly from block to block; there are significant
numbers of shotgun houses in the area, originally built as worker housing. Many of these
shotguns have been renovated, but far larger numbers are in poor or dilapidated condition.
Vacant and/or undeveloped land comprises more than 22 percent of the land uses in the Study

Area; however, a significant portion is floodplain and not abandoned or under-utilized

property.

—DEMOGRAPHICS—

According to estimates and projections by the United States Bureau of the Census and
Claritas, Inc., the Portland Study Area is projected to lose 250 households between 2004 and
2009. (See Appendix Five, Table 1.) The number of households in the lower-income brackets
(annual incomes below $25,000 per year) is projected to fall by 300 houscholds over the five
years; conversely, the number of households earning more than $75,000 a year is projected to
increase by 120 households by 2009. Median household income for the Study Area is
projected to rise very slowly, from $20,000 in 2004 to just $21,200 in 2009, or six percent.
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In 2004, the Study Area median income was less than half the 2004 Louisville/Jefferson
County median income of $43,200.

The size and composition of houscholds in the Study Area are projected to continue the
changes that took place in the 1990s, with declines in the number and percentage of family
households. (See Appendix Five, Table 2.) Family households comprised approximately
67.2 percent of all households in the Study Area in 2004; by 2009 that percentage is projected
to fall to 66.1 percent, with family household configurations projected to decline by three
percent (two-person family households) to nearly 14 percent (seven or more person family
households). The number of non-family households is projected to remain relatively
unchanged by 2009, with the number of two-person non-family households dropping slightly

and the number of three-person households rising slightly.

The ownership housing stock in the Study Area is projected to shrink by 1.2 percent between
2004 and 2009, with 210 fewer ownership housing units in 2009 than in 2004. (See Appendix
Five, Table 3.) In addition, owner-occupied housing units as a share of all housing units is
projected to fall from 41.7 percent in 2004 to 40.5 percent in 2009. The Study Area’s
median housing value is substantially below the 2004 Louisville/Jefferson County median of
$127,300. However, the median housing value is projected to rise by nearly 17 percent over

the five years, from $59,700 to $69,700.
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—TARGET MARKET CATEGORIZATION—

Just under 40 percent, or 2,935 households, of the 7,395 households estimated to be living in
the Portland Study Area (Census Tracts 2.00, 3.00, 4.00, 21.00, 23.00, and 30.00) in 2005
were in target market groups with median incomes over $35,000 and with the capacity to rent
or buy market-rate housing. (See Appendix Five, Table 4A.) More than 65 percent of these
households could be characterized as traditional and non-traditional families, approximately
32 percent as empty nesters and retirees, and the remaining 2.7 percent as younger singles and

couples.

The remaining 4,460 Study Area households (60.3 percent of all Study Area households) were
in target market groups with median incomes below $35,000 and in which a considerably
smaller percentage of households qualify for market-rate housing. (See Appendix Five, Table
4B.) Of these households, nearly 55 percent are empty nesters and retirees, 43 percent are
traditional and non-traditional families, and the remaining 2.5 percent are younger singles and

couples.

—MARKET POTENTIAL—

As outlined above, up to 19,300 younger singles and couples, traditional and non-traditional
families, and empty nesters and retirees represent the potential market for new and existing

housing units within urban and first-ring suburban locations each year over the next five years.

(Reference Appendix Five, Tables 5A and 5B.)

Of those 19,300 households, up to 1,940 households represent the potential market for new and
existing housing units within the Portland Study Area each year over the next five years.
(Reference Appendix Five, Tables 6A and 6B.) Within household groups with median incomes
above $35,000, 1,340 households have the potential to move to the Study Area this year.
Nearly 39 percent of these households are likely to be younger singles and couples (as

characterized within seven of Zimmerman/Volk Associates’ target market groups);
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approximately 31 percent are likely to be empty nesters and retirees (in six groups); and the

remaining 30 percent are likely to be traditional and non-traditional families (in five groups).

Within household groups with median incomes below $35,000, up to 600 households have the
potential to move to the Study Area this year. Up to 35 percent of these households are likely
to be traditional and non-traditional family households (in three market groups); another 35
percent are likely to be empty nesters and retirees (in five groups); and the remaining 30

percent are likely to be younger singles and couples (in two groups).

The draw area households with the potential to move to the Portland Study Area in 2005 have

been categorized by housing preferences to determine the appropriate renter/owner ratio. (See

Tables Appendix Five, 7, 8A and 8B.)

Approximately 24.2 percent of the total 1,940 draw area houscholds (or 470 households)
comprise the potential market for rental units at the rent levels required to support recently-
constructed market-rate housing. Another 25.8 percent (500 households) have incomes below
80 percent of the Area Median Family Income, insufficient to support newly-constructed

market-rate housing, but too high to qualify for public housing. (See Appendix Five, Table 9.)

Up to 13.4 percent (260 households) comprise the market for multi-family ownership
(condominium or cooperative) units. Just 5.2 percent (100 households) comprise the market
for attached single-family (rowhouse or duplex) units. Just under 13 percent (250 households)
would require financial assistance to purchase market-rate single-family detached houses, and
the remaining 18.5 percent (360 households) have the financial capacity to purchase market-rate

single-family detached houses without assistance. (See again Appendix Five, Table 9.)

The housing propensities of these 1,940 draw area households—based on tenure
(rental/ownership) preferences and financial capacity—are specified as follows: (See also Table

15.)
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Annual Potential Housing Market
Based on Draw Area Household Tenure Propensities and Income Levels
PORTLAND STUDY AREA
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

NUMBER OF
HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS PERCENT
Multi-Family Rental Units 970 50.0%
Below Market-Rate* 500 25.8%
Market-Rate* 470 24.2%
Multi-Family Ownership Units 260 13.4%
(All Price Ranges)
Single-Family Ownership Units 710 36.6%
Attached (All Price Ranges) 100 5.2%
Below-Market-Rate* Detached 250 12.9%
Market-Rate* Detached 360 18.5%
Total: 1,940 100.0%

*  Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes no less than 80

percent of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), in 2005, of $58,200 for a family
of four, or no less than between $32,600 (one-person household) and $61,450 (eight-
person household).

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

The market for new and existing housing units in the Study Area is evenly split between
preferences for ownership housing, or preferences for (or ability to afford) rental dwelling
units. Just 31.4 percent of the market prefers single-family detached units, with 68.6 percent
representing the market for single-family attached (townhouses/rowhouses) or multi-family

units.

These numbers indicate the depth of the potential market for new and existing housing units

within the Study Area over the next five years, not projections of housing need or household

change. These are the households that are likely to move within or to this area if appropriate
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Table 15

Potential Housing Market
Households With The Potential To Rent/Purchase New And Existing Housing Units
In The Portland Study Area Each Year Over The Next Five Years
(The Area Within Census Tracts 2.00, 3.00, 4.00, 21.00, 23.00 and 30.00)
City of Lousuville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

City of Louisville/Jefferson County; Adjacent Counties; Out of State Urban Counties; All Other US Counties
Draw Areas

Total Target Market Households
With Potential To Rent/Purchase Within
City of Lousville/Jefferson County, Kentucky 47,370

Total Target Market Households
With Potential To Rent/Purchase Within
Urban And First-Ring Suburban Areas 19,300

Potential Housing Market--The Portland Study Area

......... Multi-Family . . ....... voveve....Single-Family ..........
...... For-Rent . ... .. ceviiiiiiieee o For-Sale
Below Below
Market-Rate*  Market-Rate* AllRanges AllRanges Market-Rate*  Market-Rate*
Apts. Apts. Apts. Attached Detached Detached Total
Total Households: 500 470 260 100 250 360 1,940
{Percent):  25.8% 24.2% 13.4% 5.2% 12.9% 18.5% 100.0%

* Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes above 80 percent of
the Louisville AMFI (Area Median Family Income), which is $58,200 for a family
of four in 2005.

NOTE: Reference Appendix Five, Tables 1 through 9.

SOURCE: Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.
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—TARGET MARKETS—

The market for new and existing housing units in the Portland Study Area can be characterized
by household and housing type as follows (reference Table 16):

Potential Housing Market by Household and Unit Types
PORTLAND STUDY AREA
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

....... MULTI-FAMILY ...... ......SINGLE-FAMILY ......
...RENTAL... .. ........... FORSAIE ..............
PERCENT BMR* MARKET T ..ALL RANGES. . BMR* MARKET f
HOUSEHOLD TYPE OF TOTAL APTS APTS APTS ATT. DET. DET.
Empty-Nesters & Retirees 33% 26% 17% 39% 40% 40% 50%
Traditional &

Non-Traditional Families 31% 32% 34% 23% 30% 32% 33%
Younger Singles & Couples _36% _42% _49% _38% _30% _28% _17%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* BMR: Below Market-Rate.

+t Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes no less than 80
percent of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), in 2005, of $58,200 for a family
of four, or no less than between $32,600 (one-person household) and $61,450 (eight-
person household).

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

e The largest general market segment, at 36 percent of the market, is composed of
younger, mostly childless households (younger singles and couples). Depending on
housing type, younger singles and couples currently represent between 49 percent
(market-rate rental units) and 17 percent (market-rate detached houses) of the market

for new and existing housing units in the Portland Study Area.

* The next largest market segment, at 33 percent, is composed of older households
(empty nesters and retirees). Depending on housing type, empty nesters and retirees
comprise between 17 percent (market-rate rental multi-family) and 50 percent
(market-rate single-family detached for-sale) of the market for new and existing

housing units in the Study Area.
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Table 16

Potential Housing Market By Household Type
Households With The Potential To Rent/Purchase New And Existing Housing Units
In The Portland Study Area Each Year Over The Next Five Years
(The Area Within Census Tracts 2.00, 3.00, 4.00, 21.00, 23.00 and 30.00)
City of Lousuville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

....... Multi-Family . . ... .. vovevv....Single-Family . .........
..... For-Rent . .. .. i For-Sale oo
Below Below
Market-Rate* Market-Rate*  AllRanges AllRanges ~ Market-Rate* Market-Rate*
Total Apts. Apts. Apts. Attached Detached Detached
Number of Households: 1,940 500 470 260 100 250 360
Empty Nesters
& Retirees 33% 26% 17% 39% 40% 40% 50%
Traditional &
Non-Traditional Families 31% 32% 34% 23% 30% 32% 33%
Younger
Singles & Couples 36% 42% 49% 38% 30% 28% 17%
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes above 80 percent of
the Louisville AMFI (Area Median Family Income), which is $58,200 for a family
of four in 2005.

NOTE: Reference Appendix Five, Tables 1 through 9.

SOURCE: Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.
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e The smallest general market segment, at 31 percent, is composed of family-
oriented households. Depending on housing type, family-oriented households (both
traditional and non-traditional families) comprise between 23 percent (multi-family
for-sale) and 34 percent (market-rate rental units) of the market for new and existing

housing units in the Study Area.

—MARKET CAPTURE—

Zimmerman/Volk Associates has determined that, for the Portland Study Area, an annual
capture of between five and 10 percent of the potential market is achievable. Based on those
capture rates, the Portland Study Area could support between 98 and 194 new units per year, as

follows:

Annual Capture of Market Potential
PORTLAND STUDY AREA
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

NUMBER OF CAPTURE NUMBER OF
HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS RATE NEW UNITS

Rental Multi-Family 500 5-10% 25-50
(below market)
(lofts/apartments, leaseholder)

Rental Multi-Family 470 5-10% 24 - 47
(market rate)
(lofts/apartments, leaseholder)

For-Sale Multi-Family 260 5-10% 13-26
(all ranges)
(lofts/apartments, condo/co-op ownership)

continued on following page . . .
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. . . continued from preceding page

NUMBER OF CAPTURE NUMBER OF
HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS RATE NEW UNITS

For-Sale Single-Family Attached 100 5-10% 5-10
(all ranges)
(townhouses/rowhouses,
fee-simple/condominium ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Detached 250 5-10% 13-25
(below market)
(urban houses, fee-simple ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Detached 360 5-10% 18-36
(market rate)
(urban houses, fee-simple ownership)

Total 1,940 98 - 194

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

Half (between 49 and 97 units) of the annual market capture would be multi-family rental
units; of the remaining half, between 31 and 61 units would be single-family detached,
between five and 10 would be single-family attached; and between 13 and 26 would be for-

sale multi-family.

* As noted above, Claritas, Inc. projects that the Portland Study Area will lose up to
250 households between 2004 and 2009, falling from an estimated 7,395
households in 2004 to 7,145 households in 2009.

* In the Portland Study Area, the introduction of properly-positioned new housing
has the potential to reverse the historical trend. Based on a five to 10 percent
capture of Portland’s annual market potential of 1,940 households, this analysis
projects that the Study Area could support an increase of between 490 and 970 new
dwelling units over five years to accommodate those households that prefer new

construction.
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OAKDALE STUDY AREA

The Oakdale Study Area, in this analysis, refers to the area lying within Census Tracts 37.00,
30.00, 40.00, and 41.00 and is situated within the Urban and First-Ring Suburban areas. This
Study Area is approximately bounded by Colorado Avenue to the north, railroad tracks to the
cast, Interstate 264 to the south, and Taylor Boulevard to the west.

The Oakdale Study Area, covering approximately 1.6 square miles, is dominated by
Churchill Downs, which occupies a significant portion of the Study Area, and the University of
Louisville, located directly to the north; the Kentucky Fair and Exposition Center is east of
the Study Area. More than 63 percent of the land area is occupied by residential
neighborhoods, of which more than 91 percent are single-family detached houses; most of the
multi-family residential is located along the 3™ and 4" Street commercial corridors.
Industrial uses, at just under five percent of the land area, are limited to the areas along the

railroad tracks in the east. Wyandotte Park is located in the southwest corner of the Study

Area.

The residential neighborhood west of 4% Street and south of Churchill Downs is, for the most
part, in good condition, with very few vacant lots. The neighborhood east of Churchill Downs
and south of the University also contains houses in a great variety of architectural styles and
sizes; however, the presence of these large institutions has both beneficial—sources of
employment—and negative—institutional creep—impact. Vacant and/or undeveloped land
represents a small fraction—three percent—of the land uses in the Study Area; these are mostly

located adjacent to Churchill Downs or the industrial area.

—DEMOGRAPHICS—

According to estimates and projections by the United States Bureau of the Census and
Claritas, Inc., the household population of the Oakdale Study Area is projected to remain
stable between 2004 and 2009. (See Appendix Six, Table 1.) The number of households in
the lower-income brackets (annual incomes below $25,000 per year) is projected to fall by

130 households over the five years; conversely, the number of households earning more than
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$75,000 a year is projected to increase by 90 households by 2009. Median household income
for the Study Area is projected to rise very slowly, from $25,600 in 2004 to just $27,300 in
2009, or 6.6 percent. In 2004, the Study Area median income was approximately 60 percent
of the 2004 Louisville/Jefferson County median income of $43,200.

The size and composition of households in the Study Area are projected to continue the
changes that took place in the 1990s, with declines in the number and percentage of family
households. (See Appendix Six, Table 2.) Family households comprised just under 53
percent of all households in the Study Area in 2004; by 2009 that percentage is projected to
fall to 51.7 percent, with family household configurations projected to remain unchanged (six-
person family households) or to drop by more than 14 percent (seven or more person family
households). The number of non-family households is projected to rise by 40 households by
2009, with the number of one-person non-family households gaining 35 households and the

number of two-person households gaining five households.

The ownership housing stock in the Oakdale Study Area is projected to fall by 0.6 percent
between 2004 and 2009, with 15 fewer ownership housing units in 2009 than in 2004. (See
Appendix Six, Table 3.) However, the number of all units, including rental, is projected to
increase by 0.1 percent. As a result, owner-occupied housing units as a share of all housing units
is projected to fall from 46.9 percent in 2004 to 46.6 percent in 2009. The Study Area’s
median housing value is substantially below the 2004 Louisville/Jefferson County median of
$127,300. However, the median housing value is projected to rise by more than 12 percent

over the five years, from $71,300 to $79,900.
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—TARGET MARKET CATEGORIZATION—

Just under 49 percent, or 2,275 households, of the 4,690 households estimated to be living in
the Oakdale Study Area (Census Tracts 37.00, 30.00, 40.00, and 41.00) in 2005 were in target
market groups with median incomes over $35,000 and with the capacity to rent or buy market-
rate housing. (See Appendix Six, Table 4A.) Just over 61 percent of these households could be
characterized as traditional and non-traditional families, approximately 32 percent as empty

nesters and retirees, and the remaining 6.8 percent as younger singles and couples.

The remaining 2,415 Study Area households (51.5 percent of all Study Area households) were
in target market groups with median incomes below $35,000 and in which a considerably
smaller percentage of households qualify for market-rate housing. (See Appendix Six, Table
4B.) Of these households, more than 62 percent are empty nesters and retirees, and the

remaining 38 percent are traditional and non-traditional families.

—MARKET POTENTIAL—

As outlined above, up to 19,300 younger singles and couples, traditional and non-traditional
families, and empty nesters and retirees represent the potential market for new and existing

housing units within urban and first-ring suburban locations each year over the next five years.

(Reference Appendix Six, Tables 5A and 5B.)

Of those 19,300 households, up to 1,480 households represent the potential market for new and
existing housing units within the Oakdale Study Area each year over the next five years.
(Reference Appendix Six, Tables 6A and 6B.) Within household groups with median incomes
above $35,000, 830 households have the potential to move to the Study Area this year. Nearly
35 percent of these households are likely to be traditional and non-traditional families (as
characterized within three of Zimmerman/Volk Associates’ target market groups);
approximately 34 percent are likely to be younger singles and couples (in five groups); and the

remaining 31 percent are likely to be empty nesters and retirees (in three groups).
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Within household groups with median incomes below $35,000, up to 650 houscholds have the
potential to move to the Study Area this year. Nearly 54 percent of these households are
likely to be traditional and non-traditional family households (in two market groups); another
32 percent are likely to be empty nesters and retirees (in three groups); and the remaining 14

percent are likely to be younger singles and couples (in one group).

The draw area households with the potential to move to the Oakdale Study Area in 2005 have
been categorized by housing preferences to determine the appropriate renter/owner ratio. (See

Appendix Six, Tables 7, 8A and 8B.)

Approximately 23.6 percent of the total 1,480 draw area houscholds (or 350 households)
comprise the potential market for rental units at the rent levels required to support recently-
constructed market-rate housing. Another 29.7 percent (440 households) have incomes below
80 percent of the Area Median Family Income, insufficient to support newly-constructed

market-rate housing, but too high to qualify for public housing. (See Appendix Six, Table 9.)

Up to 15.5 percent (230 households) comprise the market for multi-family ownership
(condominium or cooperative) units. Another 8.8 percent (130 households) comprise the
market for attached single-family (rowhouse or duplex) units. Just over 10 percent (150
households) would require financial assistance to purchase market-rate single-family detached
houses, and the remaining 12.2 percent (180 households) have the financial capacity to purchase
market-rate single-family detached houses without assistance. (See again Appendix Six, Table

9.)

The housing propensities of these 1,480 draw area households—based on tenure
(rental/ownership) preferences and financial capacity—are specified as follows: (See also Table

17.)
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Annual Potential Housing Market
Based on Draw Area Household Tenure Propensities and Income Levels
OAKDALE STUDY AREA
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

NUMBER OF
HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS PERCENT
Multi-Family Rental Units 790 53.3%
Below Market-Rate* 440 29.7%
Market-Rate* 350 23.6%
Multi-Family Ownership Units 230 15.5%
(All Price Ranges)
Single-Family Ownership Units 460 31.2%
Attached (All Price Ranges) 130 8.8%
Below-Market-Rate* Detached 150 10.1%
Market-Rate* Detached 180 12.3%
Total: 1,480 100.0%

*  Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes no less than 80
percent of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), in 2005, of $58,200 for a family
of four, or no less than between $32,600 (one-person household) and $61,450 (eight-
person household).

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

Up to 53.4 percent of the market for new and existing housing units in the Study Area prefers,
or can only afford, some form of rental housing, while 46.8 percent of the market prefers
ownership dwelling units. Just 22.4 percent of the market prefers single-family detached units,
with 77.6 percent representing the market for single-family attached (townhouses/rowhouses)

or multi-family units.

These numbers indicate the depth of the potential market for new and existing housing units

within the Study Area over the next five years, not projections of housing need or household

change. These are the households that are likely to move within or to this area if appropriate
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Table 17

Potential Housing Market
Households With The Potential To Rent/Purchase New And Existing Housing Units
In The Oakdale Study Area Each Year Over The Next Five Years
(The Area Within Census Tracts 37.00, 38.00, 40.00 and 41.00)
City of Lousuville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

City of Louisville/Jefferson County; Adjacent Counties; Out of State Urban Counties; All Other US Counties
Draw Areas

Total Target Market Households
With Potential To Rent/Purchase Within
City of Lousville/Jefferson County, Kentucky 47,370

Total Target Market Households
With Potential To Rent/Purchase Within
Urban And First-Ring Suburban Areas 19,300

Potential Housing Market--The Oakdale Study Area

......... Multi-Family . . ....... voveve....Single-Family ..........
...... For-Rent . ... .. ceviiiiiiieee o For-Sale
Below Below
Market-Rate*  Market-Rate* AllRanges AllRanges Market-Rate*  Market-Rate*
Apts. Apts. Apts. Attached Detached Detached Total
Total Households: 440 350 230 130 150 180 1,480
{Percent):  29.7% 23.6% 15.5% 8.8% 10.1% 12.3% 100.0%

* Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes above 80 percent of
the Louisville AMFI (Area Median Family Income), which is $58,200 for a family
of four in 2005.

NOTE: Reference Appendix Six, Tables 1 through 9.

SOURCE: Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.
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—TARGET MARKETS—

The market for new and existing housing units in the Oakdale Study Area can be characterized
by household and housing type as follows (reference Table 18):

Potential Housing Market by Household and Unit Types
OAKDALE STUDY AREA
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

....... MULTI-FAMILY ...... ......SINGLE-FAMILY ......
...RENTAL... .. ........... FORSAIE ..............
PERCENT BMR* MARKET T ..ALL RANGES. . BMR* MARKET f
HOUSEHOLD TYPE OF TOTAL APTS APTS APTS ATT. DET. DET.
Empty-Nesters & Retirees 32% 23% 17% 39% 31% 60% 50%
Traditional &
Non-Traditional Families 43% 55% 49% 26% 38% 27% 44%
Younger Singles & Couples _25% _22% _34% _35% 31% _13% _ 6%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* BMR: Below Market-Rate.

+t Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes no less than 80
percent of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), in 2005, of $58,200 for a family
of four, or no less than between $32,600 (one-person household) and $61,450 (eight-
person household).

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

e The largest general market segment, at 43 percent, is composed of family-oriented
households. Depending on housing type, family-oriented households (both traditional
and non-traditional families) comprise between 26 percent (multi-family for-sale) and
55 percent (below market-rate rental units) of the market for new and existing housing

units in the Oakdale Study Area.

e The next largest market segment, at 32 percent, is composed of older households
(empty nesters and retirees). Depending on housing type, empty nesters and retirees
comprise between 17 percent (market-rate rental multi-family) and 60 percent (below
market-rate single-family detached for-sale) of the market for new and existing

housing units in the Study Area.
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Table 18

Potential Housing Market By Household Type
Households With The Potential To Rent/Purchase New And Existing Housing Units
In The Oakdale Study Area Each Year Over The Next Five Years
(The Area Within Census Tracts 37.00, 38.00, 40.00 and 41.00)
City of Lousuville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

....... Multi-Family . . ... .. vovevv....Single-Family . .........
..... For-Rent . .. .. i For-Sale oo
Below Below
Market-Rate* Market-Rate*  AllRanges AllRanges ~ Market-Rate* Market-Rate*
Total Apts. Apts. Apts. Attached Detached Detached
Number of Households: 1,480 440 350 230 130 150 180
Empty Nesters
& Retirees 32% 23% 17% 39% 31% 60% 50%
Traditional &
Non-Traditional Families 43% 55% 49% 26% 38% 27% 44%
Younger
Singles & Couples 25% 22% 34% 35% 31% 13% 6%
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes above 80 percent of
the Louisville AMFI (Area Median Family Income), which is $58,200 for a family
of four in 2005.

NOTE: Reference Appendix Six, Tables 1 through 9.

SOURCE: Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.
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* The smallest general market segment, at 25 percent of the market, is composed of
younger, mostly childless households (younger singles and couples). Depending on
housing type, younger singles and couples currently represent between six percent
(market-rate detached houses) and 35 percent (multi-family for-sale) of the market for

new and existing housing units in the Study Area.

—MARKET CAPTURE—

Zimmerman/Volk Associates has determined that, for the Oakdale Study Area, an annual
capture of between five and 10 percent of the potential market is achievable. Based on these
capture rates, the Oakdale Study Area could support between 76 and 148 new units per year, as

follows:

Annual Capture of Market Potential
OAKDALE STUDY AREA
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

NUMBER OF CAPTURE NUMBER OF
HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS RATE NEW UNITS

Rental Multi-Family 440 5-10% 22 -44
(below market)
(lofts/apartments, leaseholder)

Rental Multi-Family 350 5-10% 18-35
(market rate)
(lofts/apartments, leaseholder)

For-Sale Multi-Family 230 5-10% 12-23
(all ranges)
(lofts/apartments, condo/co-op ownership)

continued on following page . . .
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. . . continued from preceding page

NUMBER OF CAPTURE NUMBER OF
HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS RATE NEW UNITS

For-Sale Single-Family Attached 130 5-10% 7-13
(all ranges)
(townhouses/rowhouses,
fee-simple/condominium ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Detached 150 5-10% 8-15
(below market)
(urban houses, fee-simple ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Detached 180 5-10% 9-18
(market rate)
(urban houses, fee-simple ownership)
Total 1,480 76 - 148

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

Just under 53 percent (between 40 and 79 units) of the annual market capture would be multi-
family rental units; of the remaining 47 percent, between 17 and 33 units would be single-
family detached, between seven and 13 would be single-family attached; and between 12 and

23 would be for-sale multi-family.

* As noted above, Claritas, Inc. projects that the Oakdale Study Area will neither
gain nor lose households between 2004 and 2009, remaining constant at 4,690

households over the five years.

* For the Oakdale Study Area, the introduction of properly-positioned new housing
has the potential to diversify the area’s housing stock. Based on a five to 10 percent
capture of Oakdale’s annual market potential of 1,480 houscholds, this analysis
projects that the Study Area could support an increase of between 380 and 740 new
dwelling units over five years to accommodate those households that prefer new

construction.
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CANE RUN ROAD STUDY AREA

The Cane Run Road Study Area, in this analysis, refers to the area lying within Census Tracts
126.01, 126.03, 126.04, 127.01 and 128.01 and is situated within both the Urban and First-Ring
and the Second-Ring Suburban areas. This Study Area is approximately bounded by the
Algonquin Parkway to the north, the Dixie Highway to the east, Lynn Lee Road and Rockford
Lane to the south, and the Ohio River to the west.

The Cane Run Road Study Area is the largest study area, covering more than nine square
miles, and encompassing a significant portion of the City of Shively. Just north of Algonquin
Parkway is the Park DuValle neighborhood, formerly the site of several hundred units of
subsidized housing and now a mixed-income, mixed-use neighborhood that has been
successfully redeveloped using federal HOPE VI funds. Most of the land west of Cane Run
Road is industrial, as well as a large swath between Interstate 264 and the Dixie Highway
flanking Cane Run Road, Camp Ground Road and the railroad tracks. Industrial uses

comprise more than 27 percent of the land area.

Nearly 42 percent of the land within the Study Area is occupied by residential neighborhoods,
of which almost 96 percent contain single-family detached houses; the largest multi-family
properties are located on the west side of Cane Run Road, near Shively Park, or near the
Shively Golf Course. The neighborhoods east of Cane Run Road are, for the most part, in

good condition, containing mostly brick ranch houses on well-tended streets.

Vacant and/or undeveloped land accounts for 20 percent of the land in the Study Area; nearly

all of this land is located within the industrial areas or south and west of Interstate 264.

—DEMOGRAPHICS—

According to estimates and projections by the United States Bureau of the Census and
Claritas, Inc., the number of households in the Cane Run Road Study Area is projected to rise
between 2004 and 2009 by 1.7 percent, or 150 households. (See Appendix Seven, Table 1.)
The number of households in the lower-income brackets (annual incomes below $25,000 per

year) is projected to drop by 260 houscholds over the five years; conversely, the number of
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households earning more than $75,000 a year is projected to increase by 370 households by
2009. Median household income for the Study Area is projected to rise at more than two
percent per year, from $35,900 in 2004 to $40,000 in 2009. In 2004, the Study Area median
income of $35,900 was approximately 83 percent of the 2004 Louisville/Jefferson County
median income of $43,200.

The size and composition of households in the Study Area are projected to continue the
changes that took place in the 1990s, with a significant increase in the number and percentage of
non-family households. (See Appendix Seven, Table 2.) In 2004, family households
comprised just under 66 percent of all households in the Study Area; by 2009 that percentage
is projected to fall to 64.5 percent, with the number of family two- and three-person
households projected to increase (by 60 and 10 households respectively), and the numbers of
four-or-more person households projected to fall, by three percent for four-person households
to nearly 17 percent for seven or more person family households. The total number of family

households is projected to remain stable at 5,960 households.

The number of non-family households is projected to rise by 150 households by 2009, with the
number of one-person non-family households gaining 175 households (an increase of 6.3
percent) and the number of two-person households losing 25 households (a decrease of 8.3

percent).

The ownership housing stock in the Oakdale Study Area is projected to rise by 1.1 percent
between 2004 and 2009, with 75 more ownership housing units in 2009 than in 2004. (See
Appendix Seven, Table 3.) The number of all units, including rental, is also projected to rise,
by 155 units, or 1.6 percent. Owner-occupied housing units as a share of all housing units is
therefore projected to fall slightly from 67.9 percent of all units in 2004 to 67.6 percent in
2009. The Study Area’s median housing value is three-quarters that of the 2004
Louisville/Jefferson County median of $127,300. However, the median housing value is

projected to rise by more than 16 percent over the five years, from $96,400 to $112,100.
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—TARGET MARKET CATEGORIZATION—

Just over 58 percent, or 5,290 households, of the 9,090 households estimated to be living in the
Cane Run Road Study Area (Census Tracts 126.01, 126.03, 126.04, 127.01 and 128.01) in
2005 were in target market groups with median incomes over $35,000 and with the capacity to
rent or buy market-rate housing. (See Appendix Seven, Table 4A.) Approximately 60 percent
of these households could be characterized as empty nesters and retirees, just under 22 percent
as younger singles and couples, and the remaining 14.1 percent as traditional and non-

traditional families.

The remaining 3,800 Study Area households (41.8 percent of all Study Area households) were
in target market groups with median incomes below $35,000 and in which a considerably
smaller percentage of households qualify for market-rate housing. (See Appendix Seven,
Table 4B.) Of these households, more than 65 percent are empty nesters and retirees, just
under 25 percent are traditional and non-traditional families, and the remaining 10 percent are

younger singles and couples.

—MARKET POTENTIAL—

As outlined above, up to 14,600 younger singles and couples, empty nesters and retirees, and
traditional and non-traditional families represent the potential market for new and existing
housing units within second-ring suburban locations each year over the next five years.

(Reference Appendix Seven, Tables 5A and 5B.)

Of those 14,600 households, up to 1,840 households represent the potential market for new and
existing housing units within the Cane Run Road Study Area each year over the next five years.
(Reference Appendix Seven, Tables 6A and 6B.) Within household groups with median
incomes above $35,000, 1,230 households have the potential to move to the Study Area this
year. More than 55 percent of these households are likely to be younger singles and couples (as

characterized within five of Zimmerman/Volk Associates’ target market groups);
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approximately 34 percent are likely to be empty nesters and retirees (in four groups); and the

remaining 31 percent are likely to be traditional and non-traditional families (in five groups).

Within household groups with median incomes below $35,000, up to 610 households have the
potential to move to the Study Area this year. More than 44 percent of these households are
likely to be younger singles and couples (in three market groups); another 32 percent are likely
to be empty nesters and retirees (in five groups); and the remaining 14 percent are likely to be

traditional and non-traditional family households (in one group).

The draw area households with the potential to move to the Cane Run Road Study Area in
2005 have been categorized by housing preferences to determine the appropriate renter/owner

ratio. (See Appendix Seven, Tables 7, 8A and 8B.)

Approximately 21.7 percent of the total 1,840 draw area houscholds (or 400 households)
comprise the potential market for rental units at the rent levels required to support recently-
constructed market-rate housing. Another 18.5 percent (340 households) have incomes below
80 percent of the Area Median Family Income, insufficient to support newly-constructed
market-rate housing, but too high to qualify for public housing. (See Appendix Seven, Table
9.)

Thirteen percent (240 households) comprise the market for multi-family ownership
(condominium or cooperative) units. Another 7.6 percent (140 households) comprise the
market for attached single-family (rowhouse or duplex) units. Twelve percent (220
households) would require financial assistance to purchase market-rate single-family detached
houses, and the remaining 27.2 percent (500 households) have the financial capacity to purchase

market-rate single-family detached houses without assistance. (See again Appendix Seven,

Table 9.)
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The housing propensities of these 1,840 draw area households—based on tenure
(rental/ownership) preferences and financial capacity—are specified as follows: (See also Table
19.)

Annual Potential Housing Market
Based on Draw Area Household Tenure Propensities and Income Levels
CANE RUN ROAD STUDY AREA
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

NUMBER OF
HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS PERCENT
Multi-Family Rental Units 740 40.2%
Below Market-Rate* 400 21.7%
Market-Rate* 340 18.5%
Multi-Family Ownership Units 240 13.0%
(All Price Ranges)
Single-Family Ownership Units 860 46.8%
Attached (All Price Ranges) 140 7.6%
Below-Market-Rate* Detached 220 12.0%
Market-Rate* Detached 500 27.2%
Total: 1,840 100.0%

*  Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes no less than 80

percent of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), in 2005, of $58,200 for a family
of four, or no less than between $32,600 (one-person household) and $61,450 (eight-
person household).

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

Just over 37 percent of the market for new and existing housing units in the Study Area prefers,
or can only afford, some form of rental housing, while 63 percent of the market prefers
ownership dwelling units. More than 39 percent of the market prefers single-family detached
units, with 61 percent representing the market for single-family attached

(townhouses/rowhouses) or multi-family units.

These numbers indicate the depth of the potential market for new and existing housing units

within the Study Area over the next five years, not projections of housing need or household

change. These are the households that are likely to move within or to this area if appropriate
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Table 19

Potential Market For New And Existing Housing Units
Households With The Potential To Rent/ Purchase New And Existing Housing Units
In The Cane Run Road Study Area Each Year Over The Next Five Years
(The Area Within Census Tracts 126.01, 126.03, 126.04, 127.01 and 128.01)

City of Lousuville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

City of Louisville/Jefferson County; Adjacent Counties; Out of State Urban Counties; All Other US Counties
Draw Areas

Total Target Market Households
With Potential To Rent/Purchase Within
City of Lousville/Jefferson County, Kentucky 47,370

Total Target Market Households
With Potential To Rent/Purchase Within
Second-Ring Suburban Areas 14,590

Potential Housing Market--The Cane Run Road Study Area

......... Multi-Family . . ....... vovevo....Single-Family ..........
...... For-Rent ... ... ceviiiiiiieeeo For-Sale
Below Below
Market-Rate*  Market-Rate* AllRanges AllRanges Market-Rate*  Market-Rate*
Apts. Apts. Apts. Attached Detached Detached Total
Total Households: 340 400 240 140 220 500 1,840
{Percent):  18.5% 21.7% 13.0% 7.6% 12.0% 27.2% 100.0%

* Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes above 80 percent of
the Louisville AMFI (Area Median Family Income), which is $58,200 for a family
of four in 2005.

NOTE: Reference Appendix Seven, Tables 1 through 9.

SOURCE: Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.



PART ONE: TARGET MARKET ANALYSIS Page 90

A Quantitative and Qualitative Housing Market Analysis

Louisville/efferson County and The Louisville Metro Region
December, 2005

—TARGET MARKETS—

The market for new and existing housing units in the Cane Run Road Study Area can be
characterized by household and housing type as follows (reference Table 20):

Potential Housing Market by Household and Unit Types
CANE RUN ROAD STUDY AREA
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

....... MULTI-FAMILY ...... ......SINGLE-FAMILY ......
...RENTAL... .. ........... FORSAIE ..............
PERCENT BMR* MARKET T ..ALL RANGES. . BMR* MARKET f
HOUSEHOLD TYPE OF TOTAL APTS APTS APTS ATT. DET. DET.
Empty-Nesters & Retirees 27% 18% 20% 29% 29% 36% 32%
Traditional &
Non-Traditional Families 22% 15% 15% 13% 14% 32% 34%
Younger Singles & Couples _51% _67% _65% _58% _57% _32% 34%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* BMR: Below Market-Rate.

+t Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes no less than 80
percent of the Area Median Family Income (AMFI), in 2005, of $58,200 for a family
of four, or no less than between $32,600 (one-person household) and $61,450 (eight-
person household).

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

e The largest general market segment, at 51 percent of the market, is composed of
younger, mostly childless households (younger singles and couples). Depending on
housing type, younger singles and couples currently represent between 34 percent
(market-rate detached houses) and 67 percent (below market rate rental multi-family)

of the market for new and existing housing units in the Cane Run Road Study Area.

* The next largest market segment, at 27 percent, is composed of older households
(empty nesters and retirees). Depending on housing type, empty nesters and retirees
comprise between 18 percent (below market-rate rental multi-family) and 36 percent
(below market-rate single-family detached for-sale) of the market for new and

existing housing units in the Study Area.
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Table 20

Potential Housing Market By Household Type
Households With The Potential To Rent/ Purchase New And Existing Housing Units
In The Cane Run Road Study Area Each Year Over The Next Five Years
(The Area Within Census Tracts 126.01, 126.03, 126.04, 127.01 and 128.01)
City of Lousuville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

....... Multi-Family . . ... .. voveve.... Single-Family . .........
..... For-Rent . .. .. i For-Sale oo
Below Below
Market-Rate* Market-Rate*  AllRanges AllRanges ~ Market-Rate* Market-Rate*
Total Apts. Apts. Apts. Attached Detached Detached
Number of Households: 1,840 340 400 240 140 220 500
Empty Nesters
& Retirees 27% 18% 20% 29% 29% 36% 32%
Traditional &
Non-Traditional Families 22% 15% 15% 13% 14% 32% 34%
Younger
Singles & Couples 51% 67% 65% 58% 57% 32% 34%
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* Market rate is defined as affordable to households with incomes above 80 percent of
the Louisville AMFI (Area Median Family Income), which is $58,200 for a family
of four in 2005.

NOTE: Reference Appendix Seven, Tables 1 through 9.

SOURCE: Claritas, Inc.;
Zimmerman/ Volk Associates, Inc.
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e The smallest general market segment, at 22 percent, is composed of family-

oriented households. Depending on housing type, family-oriented households (both

traditional and non-traditional families) comprise between 13 percent (multi-family

for-sale) and 34 percent (market-rate detached houses) of the market for new and

existing housing units in the Study Area.

—MARKET CAPTURE—

Zimmerman/Volk Associates has determined that, for the Cane Run Road Study Area, an

annual capture of between five and 10 percent of the potential market is achievable. Based on

those capture rates, the Cane Run Road Study Area could support between 92 and 184 new

units per year, as follows:

Annual Capture of Market Potential

CANE RUN ROAD STUDY AREA

City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

HOUSING TYPE

Rental Multi-Family
(below market)
(lofts/apartments, leaseholder)

Rental Multi-Family
(market rate)
(lofts/apartments, leaseholder)

For-Sale Multi-Family
(all ranges)
(lofts/apartments, condo/co-op ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Attached

(all ranges)

(townhouses/rowhouses,
fee-simple/condominium ownership)

NUMBER OF
HOUSEHOLDS

340

400

240

140

CAPTURE NUMBER OF

RATE NEW UNITS
5-10% 17-34
5-10% 20 - 40
5-10% 12-24
5-10% 7-14

continued on following page . . .
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. . . continued from preceding page

NUMBER OF CAPTURE NUMBER OF
HOUSING TYPE HOUSEHOLDS RATE NEW UNITS

For-Sale Single-Family Detached 220 5-10% 11-22
(below market)
(urban houses, fee-simple ownership)

For-Sale Single-Family Detached 500 5-10% 25-50
(market rate)
(urban houses, fee-simple ownership)

Total 1,840 92-184

SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

Forty percent (between 37 and 74 units) of the annual market capture would be multi-family
rental units; of the remaining 60 percent, between 36 and 72 units would be single-family
detached, between seven and14 units would be single-family attached; and between 12 and 24

units would be for-sale multi-family.

* As noted above, Claritas, Inc. projects that the Cane Run Road Study Area will
gain up to 150 households between 2004 and 2009, rising from an estimated 9,090
households in 2004 to 9,240 households in 2009.

* For the Cane Run Road Study Area, the introduction of properly-positioned new
housing augments the Claritas forecasts. Based on a five to 10 percent capture of
the Study Area’s annual market potential of 1,840 households, this analysis projects
that the Cane Run Road Study Area could support an increase of between 460 and
920 new dwelling units over five years to accommodate those households that

prefer new construction.

ZIMMERMAN/VOLK ASSOCIATES, INC.



PART ONE: TARGET MARKET ANALYSIS Page 94

A Quantitative and Qualitative Housing Market Analysis
Louisville/[efferson County and The Louisville Metro Region
December, 2005

BUILDING AND UNIT TYPES

The demographic, economic and lifestyle characteristics of the households that make up the
emerging housing market in Louisville/Jefferson County represent considerable changes from
those of even relatively recent housing markets. An expanded range of housing types is
required to match those market characteristics and capture the potential market for each
location on the urban-to-rural continuum. The building and unit types that make up the

appropriate housing options for Louisville/Jefferson County are as follows:

~MULTI-FAMILY—

* Courtyard Apartment Building: In new construction, a pedestrian-oriented equivalent

to conventional garden apartments. A courtyard building is four or more stories in
urban locations, and up to three stories in suburban settings; it can be combined with
non-residential uses on the ground floor. Depending on location on the urban-to-rural
continuum, the building should be built to, or close to, the sidewalk edge and, to
provide privacy and a sense of security, the first floor should be elevated significantly
above grade. Parking is either below grade, in an integral structure, or at grade

screened from the street by the building, and sometimes including “tuck-under” spaces.

* Loft Apartment Building: Either adaptive re-use of older non-residential buildings or
a new-construction building type inspired by those buildings. The new-construction

version is usually elevator-served with double-loaded corridors.

Hard Lofts: Unit interiors typically have high ceilings and commercial windows and
are minimally finished (with limited architectural elements such as columns and fin

walls), or unfinished (with no interior partitions except those for bathrooms).

Soft Lofts: Unit interiors typically have high ceilings, are fully finished and
partitioned into individual rooms. Units may also contain architectural elements

reminiscent of “hard lofts,” such as exposed ceiling beams and ductwork, concrete
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floors and industrial finishes, particularly if the building is an adaptive re-use of an

existing industrial structure.

Apartments in both loft and courtyard buildings can be leased, as in a conventional
income property, or sold to individual buyers, under condominium or cooperative
ownership, in which the owner pays a monthly maintenance fee in addition to the
purchase price. (Loft apartments can also be incorporated into multifamily buildings

along with conventionally-finished apartment units.)

* Mansion Apartment Building: A small-scale apartment building with a street fagade

resembling a large detached house. (See “Mansion Building” below.)

e Townhouse Over Flat: A three-story building with an elevation that resembles a row

of townhouses; the interior, however, combines single-level and two-level apartments.
Each unit has its own street entrance and typically includes an attached garage, accessed
from the rear of the building.

—SINGLE-FAMILY ATTACHED-

* Townhouse/ Rowhouse/ Duplex: Similar in form to a conventional suburban townhouse

or duplex except that parking or an attached, detached or integral garage is located at
the rear of the unit and accessed from an alley, rear lane or auto court. These units can
have one, two or three stories; typically the three-story versions have a rear-loaded
integral garage under the main living levels. Unlike conventional townhouses,
successful rowhouses in urban and compact neighborhoods conform to the pattern of
streets, typically with shallow front-yard setbacks. To provide privacy and a sense of

security, the first floor should be elevated significantly above grade.

* Live-Work Unit: The fagade is similar to that of a two- or three-story townhouse or

rowhouse, except that the ground floor contains additional “unfinished” flex space,

designed to be used separately, as office, retail or studio space, or as an accessory
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dwelling unit (from which income can help in mortgage qualification). This space
could also be used for future expansion when finished by the homeowner, but should
have the widest range of permitted uses. The owner/occupant can lease the flex space
separately; the live-work unit should be configured to allow purchase as an investment,

in which both the residential space and flex space are leased independently.

—SINGLE-FAMILY DETACHED—

* Bungalow Court House: A small, one- or one-and-a-half-story single-family detached

house grouped with others, facing a small common or green. A bungalow court is
often, but not always, arranged in a U-shape. The bungalows are separated from the
common area only by a sidewalk, path or other non-vehicular way. Parking is from
rear lanes, alleys or in a common, rear-loaded lot. A bungalow almost always includes
a large front porch. This housing type has proven to be highly successful in the West,
where the majority of units have been purchased by single householders, particularly

women.

* Cottage: A relatively small one- or one-and-a-half-story single-family detached house
on a small lot, usually with rear-loaded parking. With the master suite located on the
ground floor, this housing type is targeted to older households moving from larger,

two-story single-family detached houses.

e Village House: A one-and-a-half- or two-story single-family detached house on a
small lot, often with rear-loaded parking. Parking must be rear-loaded on lots

narrower than 50 feet.

* Neighborhood House: A two-story single-family detached house relatively close to

the street with attached, detached, or open parking—whether rear-loaded or not—set
well back from the front fagade. This housing type is the “bread-and-butter” of the

family market.
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* Edge House/Mansion: A large two-story single-family detached house, compatible
with similar-sized flexible-use structures, purchased by the most affluent households in
the market.

—~MISCELLANEOUS BUILDING TYPES—

* Accessory Unit: A secondary dwelling unit associated with a principal residence on a

single lot. An accessory unit is typically located over the garage, attached or
detached, of a rowhouse or detached house. Utilities for accessory units are not
typically metered separately. Also known as “garage apartment,” “ancillary
apartment,” “accessory apartment,” “granny flat,” “outbuilding” when detached, and
“backbuilding” when attached to the principal residence. Accessory units often require

a zoning change or variance.

* Mansion Building: A two- to three-story flexible-use structure with a street fagade

resembling a large detached house (hence, “mansion”). The building can accommodate
a variety of uses—from rental or for-sale apartments, professional offices, any of these
uses over ground-floor retail, a bed and breakfast inn, or a large single-family detached

house—and its physical structure complements other buildings within a neighborhood.

NOTE: Development flexibility of use is somewhat constrained by the
handicapped accessibility regulations in both the 1988 Fair Housing
Amendments Act and the Americans with Disabilities Act. Smaller mansion
buildings can be exempt from all but the public accommodations regulations
of the ADA. Buildings with three or fewer dwelling units are exempt from the
Fair Housing handicapped accessibility regulations, and upper-floor
commercial uses of less than 3,000 feet fall below the threshold of the

imposition of handicapped accessibility under the ADA.
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An attached version of the mansion, typically built to a sidewalk on the front lot line,
is appropriate for town center and urban center locations. This version can

accommodate the same variety of uses as the detached, lower-density mansion.

Parking behind the mansion buildings can be either rear-loaded, or front-loaded served
by shared drives. The form of the parking can be in open lots, garages with units above,

or integral to the building.
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METHODOLOGY.

The technical analysis of market potential for the City of Louisville/Jefferson County

included delineation of the draw areas and evaluation of the region’s market potential.

The delineation of the draw areas for housing within the city/county was based on historical

settlement patterns, migration trends, and other market dynamics.

The evaluation of the market potential for the urban and first-ring suburban, second-ring
suburban and third-ring suburban locations was derived from target market analysis of
households in the draw areas, and yielded:
* The depth and breadth of the potential housing market by tenure (rental and
ownership) and by type (apartments, attached and detached houses); and
e The composition of the potential housing market (empty-nesters/retirees,

traditional and non-traditional families, younger singles/couples).
NOTE: The Appendix Tables are provided in a separate document.

Delineation of the Draw Areas (Migration Analysis)—

Taxpayer migration data provide the framework for the delineation of the draw areas—the
principal counties of origin for households that are likely to move to the City of
Louisville/Jefferson County. These data are maintained at the county and “county equivalent”

level by the Internal Revenue Service and provide a clear representation of mobility patterns.

Appendix One, Table 1.
Migration Trends

Between 1998 and 2002, the number of households moving into the City of
Louisville/Jefferson County remained fairly constant, ranging between approximately 12,500
households to just over 12,800 households. A significant percentage of the county’s in-

migration is regional—households moving to the area from adjacent or nearby counties.
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Approximately 28 percent of all households who move to Louisville/Jefferson County move

from the 12 counties of the Louisville Metropolitan Statistical Area.

Until 2002, Louisville/Jefferson County has experienced net migration losses, ze—the
city/county lost more households through out-migration than it gained through in-migration.
However, those losses have declined from approximately 800 houscholds in 1999 to
approximately 360 households in 2001. In 2002, for the first time, Louisville/Jefferson
County experienced a slight net migration gain, 7.e—the county gained more households

through in-migration than it lost through out-migration—although that gain was fewer than 50

households.

NOTE: Although net migration provides insights into the city/county’s historic ability to attract or
retain households compared to other locations, it is those households likely to move into the city/county
(gross in-migration) that represent the city/county’s external market potential.

Based on the migration data, the draw areas for the City of Louisville/Jefferson County have

been delineated as follows:

e The primary (internal) draw area, covering households currently living within the
Louisville city limits, as well as those currently living in the balance of Jefferson
County. Between 11 and 15 percent of the households living in the Louisville/Jefferson

County move to another residence within the city/county each year.

* The local draw area, covering households with the potential to move to the City of
Louisville/Jefferson County from the adjacent counties of Bullitt and Oldham in
Kentucky, and Clark County, Indiana. Households moving from these three counties

comprise just under 20 percent of total Louisville/Jefferson County in-migration.

e The urban draw area, covering households with the potential to move to the City of
Louisville/Jefferson County from Cook County, Illinois (Chicago), Hamilton County,

Ohio (Cincinnati), Davidson County, Tennessee (Nashville), and Marion County,
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Indiana (Indianapolis). Households moving from these four counties comprise

approximately five percent of total Louisville/Jefferson County in-migration.

e The national draw area, covering households with the potential to move to the City of
Louisville/Jefferson County from all other U.S. counties. Approximately 9,500
households move into the City of Louisville/Jefferson County from elsewhere in the
United States each year; a small additional number are households moving from

outside the United States.

Anecdotal information obtained from developers, real estate brokers, leasing agents, sales

persons, and other knowledgeable sources corresponded to the migration data.

See Supplemental Migration Tables 1 through 12 for migration data for each of the counties

within the Louisville Metropolitan Region.

Migration Methodology:

County-to-county migration is based on the year-to-year changes in the addresses shown on the
population of returns from the Internal Revenue Service Individual Master File system. Data
on migration patterns by county, or county equivalent, for the entire United States, include
inflows and outflows. The data include the number of returns (which can be used to
approximate the number of households), and the median and average incomes reported on the

returns.
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TARGET MARKET CLASSIFICATION OF CITY OF LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY
HOUSEHOLDS—

Geo-demographic data obtained from Claritas, Inc. provide the framework for the
categorization of households, not only by demographic characteristics, but also by lifestyle

preferences and socio-economic factor.

Appendix One, Tables 2A and 2B.
Target Market Classification

Just under 69 percent, or 201,550 households, of the estimated 293,050 households living in the
City of Louisville/Jefferson County in 2004 had the capacity to rent or buy market-rate
housing. (Reference Appendix One, Table 2A iz APPENDIX ONE: TABLES.) Nearly 39
percent of Louisville/Jefferson’s “market-rate” households are classified as empty nesters and
retirees, another 30.7 percent are traditional and non-traditional families, and the remaining

30.4 percent are younger singles and couples..

The remaining 91,500 City of Louisville/Jefferson County households are in target market
groups in which a considerably smaller percentage of households are able to qualify for
market-rate housing. (See Appendix One, Table 2B.) Of these houscholds, nearly 51 percent
can be characterized as empty nesters and retirees, almost 31 percent are traditional and non-

traditional families, and the remaining four percent are younger singles and couples.

In 2004, median income within Louisville/Jefferson County was $43,200, just over seven
percent lower than the national median of $46,500. Median home value within the city/county

was $127,300, just 5.6 percent below the national median of $134,900.

See Supplemental Target Market Tables 1A and 1B through 12A and 12B for target market

data for each of the counties within the Louisville Metropolitan Region.
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Target Market Methodology:

The proprietary target market methodology developed by Zimmerman/Volk Associates is
an analytical technique, using the PRIZM geo-demographic system, that establishes the
optimum market position for residential development of any property—from a specific site
to an entire political jurisdiction—through cluster analysis of households living within
designated draw areas. In contrast to classical supply/demand analysis—which is based on
supply-side dynamics and baseline demographic projections—target market analysis
establishes the optimum market position derived from the housing and lifestyle preferences of

households in the draw area and within the framework of the local housing market context.

In geo-demographic segmentation, clusters of households (usually between 10 and 15) are
grouped according to a variety of significant factors, ranging from basic demographic
characteristics, such as income qualification and age, to less-frequently considered attributes
such as mobility rates, lifestyle patterns and compatibility issues. Zimmerman/Volk
Associates has refined the analysis of these household clusters through the correlation of more

than 500 data points related to housing preferences and consumer and lifestyle characteristics.

As a result of this process, Zimmerman/Volk Associates has identified 41 target market
groups with median incomes that enable most of the households within each group to qualify
for market-rate housing, and an additional 21 groups with median incomes in which a much
smaller number of households is able to qualify for market-rate housing. The most affluent of
the 62 groups can afford the most expensive new ownership units; the least prosperous are

candidates for the least expensive existing rental apartments.

Once the draw areas for a property have been defined, then—through field investigation,
analysis of historical migration and development trends, and employment and commutation
patterns—the households within those areas are quantified using the target market
methodology. The potential market for new market-rate units is then determined by the

correlation of a number of factors—including, but not limited to: household mobility rates;
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median incomes; lifestyle characteristics and housing preferences; the location of the site; and

the competitive environment.

The end result of this series of filters is the optimum market position—by tenure, building
configuration and household type, including specific recommendations for unit sizes, rents

and/or prices—and projections of absorption within the local housing context.

DETERMINATION OF THE POTENTIAL MARKET FOR THE CITY OF
LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY (MOBILITY ANALYSIS)—

The mobility tables, individually and in summaries, indicate the number and type of
households that have the potential to move within or to the City of Louisville/Jefferson County
in the year 2005. The total number from each city/county is derived from historic migration

trends; the number of households from each group is based on each group’s mobility rate.

Appendix One, Tables 3A and 3B.
Internal Mobility (Households Moving Within The City Of Louisville/Jefferson County)—

Zimmerman/Volk Associates uses U.S. Bureau of the Census data, combined with Claritas
data, to determine the number of households in each target market group that will move from

one residence to another within a specific jurisdiction in a given year (internal mobility).

Using these data, Zimmerman/Volk Associates has determined that just under 34,300
households (23,580 households in groups with median incomes above $35,000 and 10,700
households in groups with median incomes below $35,000) living in the City of
Louisville/Jefferson County in 2005 have the potential to move from one residence to another

within the city/county.
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Appendix One, Tables 4A and 4B through 6A and 6B; Appendix Two, Tables 1A and 1B
through 4A and 4B; and Appendix Three, Tables 1A and 1B through 5A and 5B.

External Mobility (Households Moving To The City Of Louisville/Jefferson County
From Outside The County)—

These tables determine the number of households in each target market group and living in the
local (Bullitt, Oldham, and Clark Counties), urban (Cook, Hamilton, Davidson, and Marion
Counties), and national draw areas that are likely to move to the City of Louisville/Jefferson
County this year (through a correlation of Claritas data, U.S. Bureau of the Census data, and

the Internal Revenue Service migration data).

Appendix One, Tables 7A and 7B.
Market Potential for the City of Louisville/Jefferson County—

These two tables summarize Appendix One, Tables 4A through 6A and 4B through 6B. The
numbers in the Total column on page one of these tables indicate the depth and breadth of the
potential market for new and existing market-rate dwelling units in the City of
Louisville/Jefferson County in the year 2005 originating from households currently living in
the draw areas. Within household groups with median incomes above $35,000, 32,590
households have the potential to move within or to the City of Louisville/Jefferson County this
year. (See Appendix One, Table 7A.) Up to 37.4 percent of these households are likely to be
younger singles and couples (as characterized within 13 of Zimmerman/Volk Associates’
target market groups); another 34.2 percent are likely to be traditional and non-traditional
families (in 15 groups); and the remaining 28.4 percent are likely to be empty nesters and

retirees (in 13 groups).

Within household groups with median incomes below $35,000, up to 14,780 households have
the potential to move within or to the City of Louisville/Jefferson County this year. (See
Appendix One, Table 7B.) Just under 38 percent of these households are likely to be empty
nesters and retirees (in 12 target market groups); 33.3 percent are likely to be traditional and
non-traditional family households (in seven groups); and the remaining 29.2 percent are likely

to be younger singles and couples (in six groups).
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The distribution of the draw areas as a percentage of the potential market for the City of

Louisville/Jefferson County is as follows:

Potential Housing Market by Draw Area
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

Louisville/Jefferson (Primary Draw Area): 72.4 percent

Bullitt, Oldham & Clark (Local Draw Area): 5.5 percent

Chicago, Cincinnati, Nashville & Indianapolis (Urban Draw Area: 1.4 percent
Balance of US (National Draw Area): 20.7 percent

Total: 100.0 percent
SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

The 47,370 draw area housecholds with the potential to move within or to the City of
Louisville/Jefferson County in 2005 have been categorized by housing preferences to determine

the appropriate renter/owner ratio. (See Appendix One, Tables 8 through 10.)

Just over 19 percent of these households (or 9,090 households) comprise the potential market
for rental units at the rent levels required to support newly-constructed market-rate housing.
Another 19.3 percent (9,120 households) have incomes below $35,000, insufficient to support
newly-constructed market-rate housing, and including households that qualify for public

housing. (See Appendix One, Table 10.)

Up to 11.4 percent (5,420 houscholds) comprise the market for all ranges of multi-family
ownership (condominium or cooperative) units. Another 7.3 percent (3,470 households)
comprise the market for all ranges of attached single-family (rowhouse or duplex) units. Up
to 11.5 percent (5,470 households) would require financial assistance to purchase single-family
detached houses, and the remaining 31.2 percent (14,800 households) have the financial
capacity to purchase market-rate single-family detached houses without assistance. (See again

Appendix One, Table 10.)
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CITY OF LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY’S MARKET POTENTIAL OVER THE NEXT
FIVE YEARS—

Appendix One, Tables 11A and 11B through 14.
Market Potential for Urban and First-Ring Suburban Locations—

As derived by the target market methodology, up to 19,300 households represent the market
for new and existing housing units in urban and first-ring suburban locations each year over the
next five years, or approximately 41 percent of the total potential market for the City of
Louisville/Jefferson County. (Reference Appendix Tables 11A and 11B iz APPENDIX ONE:
TABLES.)

Of those 19,300 households, 69 percent are households in groups with median incomes above
$35,000. More than 44 percent of these households can be characterized as younger singles and
couples (in 10 market groups); another 28.6 percent are likely to be traditional and non-
traditional family households (in 10 groups); and the remaining 27.2 percent are likely to be

empty-nest and retiree households (in 10 groups).

The remaining 31 percent are households in groups with median incomes below $35,000. Of
these 6,010 households, up to 37.6 percent can be characterized as traditional and non-
traditional family households (in four market groups); 32.4 percent are likely to be younger
singles and couples (in three groups); and the remaining 30 percent are likely to be empty-nest

and retiree households (in seven groups).

The distribution of the draw areas as a percentage of the potential market for new and existing

housing units in urban and first-ring suburban is as follows:
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Market Potential by Draw Area
URBAN AND FIRST-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

Louisville/Jefferson (Primary Draw Area): 75.4 percent

Bullitt, Oldham & Clark (Local Draw Area): 1.6 percent

Chicago, Cincinnati, Nashville & Indianapolis (Urban Draw Area: 1.4 percent
Balance of US (National Draw Area): 21.6 percent

Total: 100.0 percent
SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

The primary and national draw areas represents a somewhat larger proportion of market
potential for new and existing housing in urban and first-ring suburban locations than for the
City of Louisville/Lancaster County as a whole. Conversely, the local draw area represents a
smaller segment of market potential for urban and first-ring suburban locations than for the

city/county as a whole.

The 19,300 draw area households with the potential to move within or to urban and first-ring
suburban locations every year over the next five years have been categorized by housing
preferences to determine the appropriate renter/owner ratio. (Reference Appendix One,

Tables 12 through 13B 7z APPENDIX ONE: TABLES.)

Approximately 21.5 percent of these households (or 4,150 households) comprise the potential
market for rental units at the rent levels required to support newly-constructed market-rate
housing. Another 22.3 percent (4,300 households) have incomes below $35,000, insufficient to
support newly-constructed market-rate housing, and including households that qualify for

public housing. (Reference Appendix One, Table 14.)

Up to 12.3 percent (2,380 households) comprise the market for all ranges of multi-family
ownership (condominium or cooperative) units. Another 7.4 percent (1,420 houscholds)
comprise the market for all ranges of attached single-family (rowhouse or duplex) units. More
than 10 percent (1,950 households) would require financial assistance to purchase single-family

detached houses, and the remaining 26.4 percent (5,100 houscholds) have the financial capacity
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to purchase market-rate single-family detached houses without assistance. (See again Appendix

One, Table 14.)

As described above, over the next five years, up to 56.2 percent of the market for new and
existing housing units in urban and first-ring suburban locations are likely to prefer some form
of ownership housing, and 43.8 percent of the market is likely to prefer, or can only afford,
rental dwelling units. Just 36.5 percent of the urban and first-ring suburban market is likely to
prefer single-family detached units, with 63.5 percent representing the market for single-

family attached (townhouses/rowhouses) or multi-family units.

Appendix One, Tables 15A and 15B through 18.
Market Potential for Second-Ring Suburban Locations—

As derived by the target market methodology, up to 14,590 houscholds represent the market
for new and existing housing units in second-ring suburban locations each year over the next
five years, or 31 percent of the total potential market for the City of Louisville/Jefferson

County. (Reference Appendix Tables 15A and 15B 7z APPENDIX ONE: TABLES.)

Of those 14,590 households, more than 70 percent are households in groups with median
incomes above $35,000. More than 44 percent of these households can be characterized as
younger singles and couples (in seven market groups); another 28.8 percent are likely to be
traditional and non-traditional family households (in eight groups); and the remaining 26.8

percent are likely to be empty-nest and retiree households (in seven groups).

The remaining 30 percent are houscholds in groups with median incomes below $35,000. Of
these 4,350 households, up to 42.5 percent can be characterized as younger singles and couples
(in three market groups); nearly 33 percent are likely to be empty-nest and retiree households
(in five groups); and the remaining 24.6 percent are likely to be traditional and non-traditional

family households (in two groups).

The distribution of the draw areas as a percentage of the potential market for new and existing

housing units in second-ring suburban locations is as follows:
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Market Potential by Draw Area
SECOND-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

Louisville/Jefferson (Primary Draw Area): 79.8 percent

Bullitt, Oldham & Clark (Local Draw Area): 3.2 percent

Chicago, Cincinnati, Nashville & Indianapolis (Urban Draw Area: 1.6 percent
Balance of US (National Draw Area): 15.4 percent

Total: 100.0 percent
SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

In this case, the primary, local and urban draw area represent larger proportions of market
potential for new and existing housing in second-ring suburban locations than for the City of
Louisville/Jefferson County as a whole. Only the urban draw area represents a smaller segment

of market potential for second-ring suburban locations than for the city/county as a whole.

The 14,590 draw area households with the potential to move within or to second-ring suburban
locations every year over the next five years have been categorized by housing preferences to
determine the appropriate renter/owner ratio. (Reference Appendix One, Tables 16 through

17B in APPENDIX ONE: TABLES.)

Nearly 20 percent of these households (or 2,870 households) comprise the potential market for
rental units at the rent levels required to support newly-constructed market-rate housing.
Another 17.8 percent (2,610 households) have incomes below $35,000, insufficient to support
newly-constructed market-rate housing, and including households that qualify for public

housing. (Reference Appendix One, Table 18.)

Nearly 12 percent (1,730 households) comprise the market for all ranges of multi-family
ownership (condominium or cooperative) units. Another 6.9 percent (1,000 households)
comprise the market for all ranges of attached single-family (rowhouse or duplex) units. Up
to 11.7 percent (1,700 households) would require financial assistance to purchase single-family
detached houses, and the remaining 32.0 percent (4,680 households) have the financial capacity

to purchase market-rate single-family detached houses without assistance. (See again Appendix

One, Table 18.)
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As described above, up to 62.5 percent of the market for new and existing housing units in
second-ring suburban locations over the next five years are likely to prefer some form of
ownership housing, and 37.5 percent of the market is likely to prefer, or can only afford, rental
dwelling units. Nearly 44 percent of the second-ring suburban market is likely to prefer
single-family detached units, with 56.2 percent representing the market for single-family

attached (townhouses/rowhouses) or multi-family units.

Appendix One, Tables 19A and 19B through 22.
Market Potential for Third-Ring Suburban Locations—

As derived by the target market methodology, up to 13,480 households represent the market
for new and existing housing units in third-ring suburban locations each year over the next five
years, or 28 percent of the total potential market for the City of Louisville/Jefferson County.

(Reference Appendix Tables 19A and 19B in APPENDIX ONE: TABLES.)

Of those 13,480 households, more than 67 percent are households in groups with median
incomes above $35,000. Up to 56.4 percent of these households can be characterized as
traditional and non-traditional family households (in 13 market groups); another 24 percent
are likely to be empty-nest and retiree households (in 10 groups); and the remaining 19.6

percent are likely to be younger singles and couples (in 10 groups).

The remaining 33 percent are households in groups with median incomes below $35,000. Of
these 4,420 households, more than 44 percent can be characterized as empty-nest and retiree
households (in eight market groups), approximately a third are younger singles and couples (in
six groups) and the remaining 22.6 percent are likely to be traditional and non-traditional

family households (in five groups).

The distribution of the draw areas as a percentage of the potential market for new and existing

housing units in third-ring suburban locations is as follows:
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Market Potential by Draw Area
THIRD-RING SUBURBAN LOCATIONS
City of Louisville/Jefferson County, Kentucky

Louisville/Jefferson (Primary Draw Area): 66.1 percent

Bullitt, Oldham & Clark (Local Draw Area): 8.6 percent

Chicago, Cincinnati, Nashville & Indianapolis (Urban Draw Area: 2.2 percent
Balance of US (National Draw Area): 23.1 percent

Total: 100.0 percent
SOURCE: Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., 2005.

Unlike the urban and first- and second-ring suburban locations, the primary draw area
represents a considerably smaller proportion of market potential for new and existing housing
units in third-ring suburban locations than for the City of Louisville/Jefferson County as a
whole. The local, urban and national draw areas represent larger segments of market potential

for third-ring suburban locations than for the city/county as a whole.

The 13,480 draw area houscholds with the potential to move within or to third-ring suburban
locations every year over the next five years have been categorized by housing preferences to
determine the appropriate renter/owner ratio. (Reference Appendix One, Tables 20 through

21B in APPENDIX ONE: TABLES.)

Up to 15.8 percent of these households (or 2,130 households) comprise the potential market
for rental units at the rent levels required to support newly-constructed market-rate housing.
Another 14.7 percent (1,980 households) have incomes below $35,000, insufficient to support
newly-constructed market-rate housing, and including households that qualify for public

housing. (Reference Appendix One, Table 22.)

Up to 9.1 percent (1,230 households) comprise the market for all ranges of multi-family
ownership (condominium or cooperative) units. Another 5.8 percent (780 houscholds)
comprise the market for all ranges of attached single-family (rowhouse or duplex) units.
Approximately 13.6 percent (1,840 households) would require financial assistance to purchase

single-family detached houses, and the remaining 40.9 percent (5,520 houscholds) have the
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financial capacity to purchase market-rate single-family detached houses without assistance.

(See again Appendix One, Table 22.)

As described above, up to 69.5 percent of the market for new and existing housing units in
third-ring suburban locations prefers some form of ownership housing, and just 30.5 percent of
the market prefers, or can only afford, rental dwelling units. Up to 54.6 percent of the third-
ring suburban market prefers single-family detached units, with 45.4 percent representing the

market for single-family attached (townhouses/rowhouses) or multi-family units.
—Target Market Data—

Target market data are based on the Claritas PRIZM geo-demographic system, modified and
augmented by Zimmerman/Volk Associates as the basis for its proprietary target market
methodology. Target market data provides number of households by cluster aggregated into
the three main demographic categories—empty nesters and retirees; traditional and non-

traditional families; and younger singles and couples.

Zimmerman/Volk Associates’ target market classifications are updated periodically to
reflect the relentless change in the composition of American households. Because of the nature
of geo-demographic segmentation, a change in household classification is directly correlated
with a change in geography, i.e.—a move from one neighborhood condition to another.
However, these changes of classification can also reflect an alteration in one of three additional
basic characteristics:

* Age;

* Household composition; or

¢  FEconomic status.

Age, of course, is the most predictable, and easily-defined of these changes. Household
composition has also been relatively easy to define; recently, with the growth of non-

traditional households, however, definitions of a family have had to be expanded and parsed

ZIMMERMAN/VOLK ASSOCIATES, INC.
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into more highly-refined segments. Economic status remains clearly defined through measures

of annual income and household wealth.

A change in classification is rarely induced by a change in just one of the four basic
characteristics. This is one reason that the target household categories are so highly refined:
they take in multiple characteristics. Even so, there are some rough equivalents in household
types as they move from one neighborhood condition to another. There is, for example, a
strong correlation between the Suburban Achievers and the Urban Achievers; a move by the
Suburban Achievers to the urban core can make them Urban Achievers, if the move is
accompanied by an upward move in socio-economic status. In contrast, Suburban Achievers
who move up socio-economically, but remain within the metropolitan suburbs may become

Fast-Track Professionals or The VIPs.

Household Classification Methodology:

Household classifications are based on the Claritas PRIZM geo-demographic segmentation
system, which was established in 1974 and is the most widely-used neighborhood target
marketing system in the United States. Claritas uses 15 unique clustering algorithms to define
various domains of affluence and settlement density. These algorithms isolate the key factors
in each density-affluence domain that accounted for the most statistical difference among

neighborhoods within that group.

Over the past 15 years, Zimmerman/Volk Associates has augmented the PRIZM cluster
system for use within the company’s proprietary target market methodology specific to
housing and neighborhood preferences, with additional algorithms, correlation with geo-coded
consumer data, aggregation of clusters by broad household definition, and unique cluster

names. (See TARGET MARKET METHODOLOGY above.)

¥
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ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS—

Every effort has been made to insure the accuracy of the data contained within this
analysis. Demographic and economic estimates and projections have been obtained from
government agencies at the national, state, and county levels. Market information has
been obtained from sources presumed to be reliable, including developers, owners, and/or
sales agents. However, this information cannot be warranted by Zimmerman/Volk
Associates, Inc. While the methodology employed in this analysis allows for a margin of
error in base data, it is assumed that the market data and government estimates and

projections are substantially accurate.

Absorption scenarios are based upon the assumption that a normal economic environment
will prevail in a relatively steady state during development of the subject property.
Absorption paces are likely to be slower during recessionary periods and faster during
periods of recovery and high growth. Absorption scenarios are also predicated on the
assumption that the product recommendations will be implemented generally as outlined
in this report and that the developer will apply high-caliber design, construction,

marketing, and management techniques to the development of the property.

Recommendations are subject to compliance with all applicable regulations. Relevant

accounting, tax, and legal matters should be substantiated by appropriate counsel.
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Introduction

The purpose of this portion of the report is to provide an overview of the history, current status,
and possible future supply and demand levels for varied housing types and prices in the
metropolitan area and subdivisions thereof. In addition to data at the county level, a more in
depth examination was made of broad areas within Jefferson County as well as four discrete
neighborhoods. The geographic breakdown of the study areas is illustrated below.

Washington

Portland |
Neighborhood

Oldham

Floyd > B N
i /. Pioenix Hill
Neighborhood ~_ Smoketown Neighborhood

‘/ ?// I
’ Inner
’ Jefferson Outer
[ Middle

Harrison Shelby

The scope of the data requested resulted in a wide variety of inquiries and data sources. The
primary parties contacted and/or consulted were the planning, zoning, and permitting
departments (if they existed) of every county and municipality in the region, the Louisville-
Jefferson County Information Consortium (LOJIC), ESRI, Claritas, the Homebuilders Assoc. of
Louisville, the Louisville Apartment Assoc., CB Richard Ellis (Indianapolis, IN), ARA USA
(Columbus, OH), Southern Indiana Homebuilders, KIPDA, the Southern Indiana Realtors Assoc.
(SIRA), and the Louisville Board of Realtors.
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This study of the regional, county, and local markets entailed examinations of:

% Changes in and projections of demographic data that would tend to illustrate demand for
housing.

+«+ Building Permit data

+ Home Sales data

+« Land Use patterns

+¢+ Profiles of active residential subdivisions

+«» Profiles of newer multi-family housing complexes of over 50 units

Although some of our inquiries exceeded that called for in the Scope of Services, if such data
was available (such as permitting data outside of Jefferson Co.) it was considered incumbent
upon us that this data was included in order to present as complete a picture as possible of the
surrounding areas.

Data availability and cooperation from these sources varied widely. With the exception of the
City of Jeffersontown, all agencies and associations in Jefferson County provided such
information and assistance as was available. Data availability for other entities ranged from non-
existent (for example, there is no zoning in Trimble County), to incomplete (permit data for
various municipalities in Indiana), to unresponsive (SIRA).

The highest level of data reliability was for Jefferson County with the lowest (and least
comprehensive and complete) being Indiana data. In particular, the availability of detailed
historical home sales activity in Jefferson County between 1999 and 2004 was considered one of
the strongest indicators of demand and pricing. However the lack of that same data for southern
Indiana was considered a weak point in an examination of the region as a whole.

A graphic profile of the housing data for each of the counties in the MSA is presented on the
following pages. The current status was based on 2000 Census data at the tract level and the
demographic data behind the profiles may be found in the appendix. Projections from 2004 to
2009 were based on data provided by ESRI* and are on the county or sub-area level.

Following the county level data is an in depth examination of the various sub-areas of Jefferson
County.

! Hardin and Scott Counties were added to the scope at a later date. At that time, 2004 and 2009 data was not
available from ESRI therefore the data for these counties were provided by Claritas. Claritas also provided
neighborhood and Jefferson County sub-area data.
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MSA/Regional Data Housing Demographic Overview

Pct. Owner Occupancy

~ Under 60% | 80% - 90%
~ 60% - 69% [Over 90%
70% - 79%

Owner occupancy is highest in suburban areas of the Louisville CBD, with rural areas exhibiting
a slightly lower percentage of home ownership. The core of the urban area features the lowest
percentages. In general, home ownership is most dominant in areas with higher median home
values and/or newer housing units.
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Vacant Housing Units (as % of Total)

0% - 2.9% 9% - 12%
13% - 5.9% [12.1% - 19.4%
6% - 8.9%

b

=

Vacancies at the time of the 2000 Census reflected a lesser demand for housing in more rural
areas. The majority of the dwelling units in these areas are/were single family detached
residences. Vacancies in the more urban areas were generally reflective of normal market
conditions at that time, with excessive levels of vacancy stemming from either older units with
nominal demand or newly constructed units undergoing initial absorption.
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Housing density generally follows the lines of interstate highways and primary connectors, with
density declining as an area is further removed from vehicular access to the employment centers
in Jefferson, Clark, and Floyd counties.



A Quantitative and Qualitative Housing Market Analysis: Supply Side Page 6

Single Family Housing (as % of all housing units)

60% or Less [ 80.1% - 90%
1 60.1% - 70% [ over 20%

P 70.1% 2 80%
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Housing Construction: Median Year Built

1939 - 1960 1981 - 1990
11961 - 19?’0.1991 - 1958
M1971 - 1980

The median year of construction is the most illustrative of the factors associated with the 2000
census. This is a direct reflection of the demand exhibited for housing units during the past
decade. The clear evidence of new construction in the areas of Oldham, Spencer, Shelby, and
Bullitt Counties closest to Jefferson County reflects the migratory patterns of the MSA
population and is a strong indicator of likely patterns of future growth — particularly in light of
the fact that much of these areas yet have a relatively low population density.
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Median Home Value [/ $100,001 - $150,000
Under $70,000 [ $150,001 - $200,000
$70,000 - $100,000 [JJJJi] 5200001 - $301,100

Unsurprisingly, higher home values are generally associated with areas of newer homes, while
the areas of lowest home values represent older residential areas or those affected by proximity
to industrial uses.
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Median Gross Rent

$99 - $400 [J] $601 - $700
$401 - $500[] $701 - $1036
"~ $501 - $600

The pattern of gross rents (which includes both monthly rent and utility costs) tends to follow the
same general trends as does home value. However the construction of newer multifamily
facilities with higher rents in areas such as southwest Jefferson County and suburban Floyd
County illustrate the increasing acceptance of these areas for higher density housing.
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1990-2000 Comparison Profile
Louisville KY-IN MSA?

1990 Census

2000 Census

1990-2000

Number Percent Number Percent Change Annual Rate
Total Population 1,055,973 1,161,975 106,002 0.96%
Total Households 404,573 462,241 57,668 1.34%
Total Families 288,835 313,225 24,390 0.81%
Total Housing Units 432,135 492,146 60,011 1.31%
Households by Household Income
Household Income Base 404,283 100.0% 462,487 100.0% 58,204 1.35%
< $15,000 107,507 26.6% 74,042 16.0%) (33,465) -3.66%
$15,000 - $24,999 77,804  19.2% 61,795 13.4%) (16,009) -2.28%
$25,000 - $34,999 67,986 16.8% 61,993 13.4%) (5,993) -0.92%
$35,000 - $49,999 72,152 17.8% 80,836 17.5%) 8,684 1.14%
$50,000 - $74,999 52,607 13.0% 91,260 19.7% 38,653 5.66%
$75,000 - $99,999 14,975 3.7% 45,725  9.9% 30,750 11.81%
$100,000 - $149,999 6,747 1.7% 30,295  6.6% 23,548 16.21%
$150,000+ 4,505 1.1% 16,541  3.6% 12,036 13.89%
Families by Family Income
Family Income Base 290,610 100.0% 314,552 100.0% 23,942 0.79%
< $15,000 52,808 18.2% 30,420  9.7% (22,388) -5.37%
$15,000 - $24,999 52,876  18.2% 33,315 10.6% (19,561) -4.51%
$25,000 - $34,999 52,211  18.0% 38,214 12.1%) (13,997) -3.07%
$35,000 - $49,999 61,293 21.1% 57,719 18.3% (3,574) -0.60%
$50,000 - $74,999 47,843  16.5% 73,817 23.5%) 25,974 4.43%
$75,000 - $99,999 13,571 4.7% 39,892 12.7% 26,321 11.39%
$100,000 - $149,999 5,922 2.0% 26,800  8.5% 20,878 16.30%
$150,000+ 4,086 1.4% 14,375  4.6% 10,289 13.40%
Median Family Income
Average Family Income
Households by Type
Total 404,573 100.0% 462,241 100.0% 57,668 1.34%
Family Households 288,835 71.4% 313,225 67.8% 24,390 0.81%
Married-couple Families 223,350 55.2% 234,011 50.6% 10,661 0.47%
With Related Children 108,418 26.8% 108,042 23.4% (376) -0.03%
Other Family (No Spouse Present) 65,485 16.2% 79,214 17.1% 13,729 1.92%
With Related Children 41,250 10.2% 52,360 11.3%) 11,110 2.41%
Nonfamily Households 115,738  28.6% 149,016 32.2% 33,278 2.56%
Householder Living Alone 100,040 24.7% 124,970 27.0% 24,930 2.25%
Householder not Living Alone 15,698 3.9% 24,046 5.2% 8,348 4.36%

% The same comparison on a county by county basis may be found in the appendix.
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1990-2000 Comparison Profile
Louisville KY-IN MSA
1990 Census 2000 Census 1990-2000
Number Percent Number Percent Change Annual Rate
Housing Units by Occupancy
Total 432,135 100.0% 492,146 100.0% 60,011 1.31%
Occupied Housing Units 404,573  93.6% 462,241  93.9% 57,668 1.34%
Owner Occupied Housing Units 275,673 63.8% 321,432 65.3% 45,759 1.55%
Renter Occupied Housing Units 128,900 29.8% 140,809 28.6% 11,909 0.89%
Vacant Housing Units 27,562 6.4% 29,905 6.1% 2,343 0.82%
For Rent 10,855 25% 11,295 2.3% 440 0.40%
For Sale Only 4,153 1.0% 4,870 1.0% 717 1.61%
Rented or Sold, not Occupied 3,432 0.8% 2,789 0.6% (643) -2.05%
Seasonal/Recreational/Occ. Use 1,776 0.4% 2,791 0.6% 1,015 4.62%
For Migrant Workers 20 0.0% 133 0.0% 113 20.86%
Other Vacant 7,326 1.7% 8,027 1.6% 701 0.92%
Housing Units by Units in Structure
Total 432,135 100.0% 492,146 100.0% 60,011 1.31%
1, Detached 294,303 68.1% 341,348 69.4% 47,045 1.49%
1, Attached 7,042 1.6% 10,398 2.1% 3,356 3.97%
2 11,377 26% 11,789 2.4% 412 0.36%
3or4d 24,122 5.6% 27,314 5.5% 3,192 1.25%
5t09 25,271 5.8% 30,187 6.1% 4,916 1.79%
10to 19 25,576 5.9% 21,636 4.4% (3,940) -1.66%
20+ 20,196 47% 24,027 4.9% 3,831 1.75%
Mobile Home 20,522 47% 25,140 5.1% 4,618 2.05%
Other 3,726 0.9% 307 0.1% (3,419) -22.09%
Specified Owner Occupied HUs by Value
Total 223,971 100.0% 270,912 100.0% 46,941 1.92%
< $50,000 94,623 42.2% 19,006 7.0% (75,617) -14.83%
$50,000 - $99,999 97,638 43.6% 114,489 42.3% 16,851 1.60%
$100,000 - $149,999 19,500 8.7% 72,497 26.8% 52,997 14.03%
$150,000 - $199,999 6,833 3.1% 32,920 12.2% 26,087 17.03%
$200,000 - $299,999 3,585 1.6% 21,437 7.9% 17,852 19.58%
$300,000 - $499,999 1,338 0.6% 8,053 3.0% 6,715 19.66%
$500,000+ 454 0.2% 2,510 0.9% 2,056 18.65%
Median Home Value
Average Home Value
Specified Renter Occupied HUs by Rent
Total 124,361 100.0% 138,847 100.0%, 14,486 1.11%
With Cash Rent 117,920 94.8% 131,684 94.8% 13,764 1.11%
< $200 28,844 232% 14,915 10.7% (13,929) -6.38%
$200 - $499 82,526 66.4% 76,055 54.8% (6,471) -0.81%
$500 - $749 5,397 43% 33,327 24.0% 27,930 19.97%
$750 - $999 656 0.5% 5,310 3.8% 4,654 23.26%
$1000+ 497 0.4% 2,077 1.5% 1,580 15.37%
No Cash Rent 6,441 5.2% 7,163 5.2%) 722 1.07%
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Population by Age Groups

Age Projected Louisville, KY-IN MSA®
2000 % 2004 % 2009 %
Census Estimate Projection

Population by Age 1,025,598 1,050,964 1,083,248
AgeOto 4 69,096 6.74% 67,146 6.39% 66,820 6.17%
Age 5t0 9 72,042 7.02% 66,534 6.33% 66,505 6.14%
Age 10to 14 71,082 6.93% 69,196 6.58% 67,711 6.25%
Age 15to 17 41,933 4.09% 42,106 4.01% 44,883 4.14%
Age 18to 20 39,294 3.83% 40,241 3.83% 42,390 3.91%
Age 21 to 24 50,640 4.94% 54,561 5.19% 56,522 5.22%
Age 25 to 34 143,669 14.01% 142,735 13.58%| 140,912 13.01%
Age 35 to 44 170,876| 16.66% 167,469 15.93%| 163,674 15.11%
Age 45 to 49 78,349 7.64% 84,304 8.02% 87,185 8.05%
Age 50 to 54 68,484| 6.68% 76,882 7.32% 82,376 7.60%
Age 55 to 59 50,874 4.96% 60,452 5.75% 68,263 6.30%
Age 60 to 64 40,154 3.92% 46,443 4.42% 53,623 4.95%
Age 65 to 74 69,783 6.80% 69,213 6.59% 73,904 6.82%
Age 75 to 84 44,687 4.36% 47,138| 4.49% 48,915 4.52%
Age 85 and over 14,635 1.43% 16,544 1.57% 19,565 1.81%
Age 16 and over 799,543 77.96% 834,200, 79.37%| 867,394 80.07%
Age 18 and over 771,445 75.22% 805,982 76.69%| 837,329 77.30%
Age 21 and over 732,151 71.39% 765,741 72.86%| 794,939 73.38%
Age 65 and over 129,105 12.59% 132,895| 12.65%| 142,384| 13.14%

Median Age 36.47 37.57 3841

Average Age 36.92 37.84 38.51

Louisville, KY-IN MSA
Households by Age of Householder
412,050 425,352 442,612

Age 15to 24 22,093 5.36% 22,414 5.27% 23,431 5.29%
Age 25 to 34 71,479 17.35% 70,128 16.49% 69,111 15.61%
Age 35 to 44 93,081 22.59% 90,059 21.17% 87,852 19.85%
Age 45 to 54 85,176| 20.67% 92,345 21.71% 97,007 21.92%
Age 55 to 59 30,605 7.43% 35,923 8.45%| 40,528 9.16%
Age 60 to 64 24,634 5.98% 28,132 6.61% 32,456 7.33%
Age 65 to 69 23,180 5.63% 23,168 5.45% 25,672 5.80%
Age 70 to 74 22,550 5.47% 21,627 5.08% 22,107 4.99%
Age 75to 79 18,688 4.54% 18,879 4.44% 19,109 4.32%
Age 80 to 84 12,123 2.94% 13,239] 3.11% 14,193 3.21%
Age 85 and over 8,441 2.05% 9,438| 2.22% 11,146 2.52%

Median Age of Householder 47.27 48.26 49.22

® This data at the county level may be found in the appendix
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Households by Income & Age

2000 Income by Age of

Householder

2000 Census

Households by Income

Less than $10,000
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $29,999
$30,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $39,999
$40,000 to $44,999
$45,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $59,999
$60,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000
$125,000
$150,000
$200,000
$250,000
$500,000 or more

Median Household
Income

to
to
to
to
to

All
Ages

412,289
39,743
26,401
26,455
28,471
28,328
26,971
25,141
24,522
21,834
38,172
42,295
40,805
18,788

8,891
7,511
3,710
3,022
1,229

$40,945

Age
15-24

21,770
5,080
2,544
2,509
2,260
2,009
1,607
1,547
1,007

913
1,079
730
289
114
36

33

o b~ ©

$21,664

Age
25-34

71,646
5,612
3,687
4,553
5,602
5,371
5,454
5,395
5,164
4,449
7,940
8,201
6,200
2,077

778
714
258
167

24

$40,144

Age
35-44

94,033
6,420
3,782
4,149
5,157
5,674
5,633
5,401
6,066
5,410

10,572

12,312

11,390
5,574
2,530
2,011

907
745
300

$49,376
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Louisville, KY-IN MSA*

Age
45-54

84,559
4,956
2,797
3,127
3,857
4,315
4,694
4,611
4,734
4,697
8,745

10,594

12,874
6,232
3,190
2,497
1,102
1,012

525

$55,136

Age
55-59

30,555
2,809
1,399
1,604
1,857
1,981
1,950
1,717
1,697
1,422
2,760
3,490
3,444
1,862

868
772
439
359
125

$45,927

Age
60-64

25,023
2,654
1,281
1,462
1,648
1,736
1,643
1,449
1,429
1,193
2,159
2,591
2,562
1,359

656
581
300
242

78

$42,234

Age
65-69

23,590
2,676
2,422
2,083
2,056
2,149
1,802
1,572
1,361
1,254
1,661
1,532
1,461

562
275
281
227
156

60

$31,135

* Income by householder age data for counties as well as percent within and across age ranges may be found in the appendix

Age
70-74

22,130
2,766
2,465
2,125
2,018
2,030
1,692
1,475
1,295
1,167
1,406
1,215
1,170

464
227
252
188
136

39

$29,165

Age
75-79

18,569
2,781
2,562
2,197
1,920
1,523
1,257
1,006

943
689
1,008
890
781
315
167
188
172
121
49

$24,543

Age
80-84

12,040
2,132
1,900
1,557
1,252

937
768
606
557
396
526
476
426
150

92
121

70

55

19

$21,721

Age
85+

8,374
1,857
1,562
1,089
844
603
471
362
269
244
316
264
208
79

72

61

38

25

10

$18,526




2004 Household
Income by Age of
Householder

2004 Estimate
Households by Income

Less than $10,000
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $29,999
$30,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $39,999
$40,000 to $44,999
$45,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $59,999
$60,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to
$125,000 to
$150,000 to
$200,000 to
$250,000 to
$500,000 or more

Median Household
Income

All
Ages

425,352
39,200
24,247
23,472
26,068
25,704
29,489
23,884
23,729
20,305
38,661
44,338
47,922
25,095
11,387
10,307

5,092
4,505
1,947

$44,343

Age
15-24

22,414
4,905
2,455
2,220
2,203
1,922
1,980
1,387
1,371

822
1,345
987
529
153
62

43

18

10

$23,693

Age
25-34

70,128
5,271
3,239
3,650
4,667
4,730
5,460
4,641
4,833
4,071
7,551
8,490
7,690
3,179
1,094

847
413
254

48

$43,524

Age
35-44

90,059
5,897
3,334
3,386
4,169
4,566
5,588
4,726
4,856
4,681
9,400

11,754

12,656
6,623
3,096
2,656
1,217
1,022

432

$54,071

Louisville, KY-IN MSA

Age
45-54

92,345
5,253
2,838
2,861
3,627
3,969
5,034
4,525
4,674
4,216
9,129

11,318

14,507
8,538
4,060
3,762
1,708
1,511

815

$60,062
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Age
55-59

35,923
3,184
1,576
1,576
1,898
2,018
2,369
1,948
1,900
1,623
3,002
3,891
4,582
2,521
1,253
1,134

612
598
238

$49,598
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Age
60-64

28,132
2,823
1,334
1,331
1,611
1,663
1,958
1,575
1,537
1,311
2,367
2,869
3,266
1,814

866
839
428
391
149

$45,892

Age
65-69

23,168
2,508
2,030
1,871
1,853
1,792
2,068
1,501
1,380
1,107
1,882
1,658
1,622

771
312
301
217
213

82

$33,699

Age
70-74

21,627
2,524
1,999
1,873
1,809
1,752
1,926
1,362
1,297
1,020
1,720
1,374
1,293

657
275
295
192
195

64

$32,224

Age
75-79

18,879
2,680
2,206
2,013
1,905
1,549
1,485
1,079

915
749
1,151
1,039
905
429
184
194
144
181
71

$27,051

Age
80-84

13,239
2,181
1,763
1,531
1,364
1,043

976
714
607
471
693
604
573
265
113
138

90

85

28

$24,195

Age
85+

9,438
1,974
1,473
1,160
962
700
645
426
359
234
421
354
299
145
72

98

53

45

18

$20,582




2009 Household
Income by Age of
Householder

2009 Projection
Households by Income

Less than $10,000
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $29,999
$30,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $39,999
$40,000 to $44,999
$45,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $59,999
$60,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to
$125,000 to
$150,000 to
$200,000 to
$250,000 to
$500,000 or more

Median Household
Income

All
Ages

442,612
36,657
21,668
22,245
23,239
24,200
25,099
26,623
22,280
22,286
37,095
47,231
53,032
33,152
17,904
13,540

6,963
6,426
2,972

$49,329

Age
15-24

23,431
4,525
2,246
2,141
2,064
1,959
1,798
1,770
1,294
1,298
1,539
1,384

890
305
105
66
29
17

$26,887

Age
25-34

69,111
4,603
2,688
3,071
3,648
4,087
4,386
4,670
4,115
4,307
6,997
8,707
8,855
4,703
2,041
1,172

542
417
102

$48,816

Age
35-44

87,852
5,127
2,824
2,928
3,333
3,770
4,258
4,790
4,150
4,270
8,126

11,253

13,249
8,260
4,485
3,373
1,629
1,403

624

$60,467

Louisville, KY-IN MSA

Age
45-54

97,007
4,953
2,613
2,688
3,059
3,554
4,012
4,631
4,290
4,490
8,231

11,773

15,075

10,620
6,254
4,909
2,498
2,181
1,176

$67,622
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Age
55-59

40,528
3,197
1,605
1,599
1,784
1,960
2,173
2,312
1,953
1,904
3,230
4,272
5,325
3,516
1,978
1,604

856
867
393

$55,502
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Age
60-64

32,456
2,902
1,401
1,395
1,538
1,693
1,805
1,934
1,622
1,601
2,638
3,305
3,933
2,576
1,459
1,170

624
603
257

$51,277

Age
65-69

25,672
2,496
1,812
1,899
1,860
1,833
1,853
1,949
1,512
1,388
2,058
2,229
1,994
1,132

559
412
250
297
139

$37,778

Age
70-74

22,107
2,278
1,662
1,742
1,666
1,664
1,660
1,715
1,266
1,211
1,736
1,799
1,514

850
438
340
211
253
102

$36,112

Age
75-79

19,109
2,416
1,811
1,901
1,787
1,594
1,410
1,298

971
833
1,233
1,207
1,094
577
290
227
152
210
98

$30,161

Age
80-84

14,193
2,105
1,557
1,534
1,383
1,191
1,010

896
669
593
820
769
673
379
192
156
105
113

48

$27,173

Age
85+

11,146
2,055
1,449
1,347
1,117

895
734
658
438
391
487
533
430
234
103
111

67

65

32

$23,232
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Housing Profile
Housing Profile:
Louisville,KY,IN MSA
Change
Census2000 2004 2009 2004-2009
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total Housing Units 492,146 521,633 550,174 28,541
Occupied 462,241 93.9% 490,271 94.0% 516,787 93.9% 26,516
Owner 321,432 65.3% 346,039 66.3% 369,541 67.2% 23,502
Renter 140,809 28.6% 144,232 27.7% 147,246 26.8% 3,014
Vacant 29,905 6.1% 31,362 6.0% 33,387 6.1% 2,025
Owner Occupied Housing Units
by Value
Total 321,347 346,012 369,511 23,499
Under$50,000 35,281 11.0% 29,236 8.4% 24,277 6.6% (4,959)
$50,000-$99,999 128,840 40.1% 93,716 27.1% 64,436 17.4% (29,280)
$100,000-$149,999 81,009 25.2% 105,988 30.6% 110,077 29.8% 4,089
$150,000-$199,999 37,574 11.7% 51,744 15.0% 68,008 18.4% 16,264
Over$300,000 13,417 4.2% 23,425 6.8% 42,308 11.4% 18,883
Median Value
Average Value
Census 2000 Housing Units by Units
in Structure and Occupancy HousingUnits OccupiedUnits
Number Percent Number Percent
Total 478,448 100.0% 449,324 100.0%
1,Detached 330,920 69.2% 317,085 70.6%
1,Attached 10,331 2.2% 9,422 2.1%
2 11,492 2.4% 10,221 2.3%
3to4 27,138 5.7% 24,438 5.4%
5t09 30,015 6.3% 26,638 5.9%
10to19 21,594 4.5% 19,418 4.3%
20to49 10,962 2.3% 9,511 2.1%
50orMore 12,893 2.7% 11,739 2.6%
MobileHome 22,815 4.8% 20,709 4.6%
Other 288 0.1% 143 0.0%
Census 2000 Renter Occupied
Housing Units by Contract Rent
Total 138,847 100.0%
Paying Cash Rent 131,684 94.8%
<$100 5,245 3.8%
$100-$149 5,336 3.8%
$150-$199 4,334 3.1%
$200-$249 5,214 3.8%
$250-$299 8,678 6.3%
$300-$349 13,055 9.4%
$350-$399 18,208 13.1%
$400-$449 17,205 12.4%
$450-$499 13,695 9.9%
$500-$549 11,769 8.5%
$550-$599 8,680 6.3%
$600-$649 6,196 4.5%
$650-$699 4,202 3.0%
$700-$749 2,480 1.8%
$750-$799 2,206 1.6%
$800-$899 2,275 1.6%
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Growth Projections by ESRI
Jefferson Bullitt Oldham Shelby Clark Floyd Spencer
2004 Total Population 709,042 67,337 52,598 36,938 101,947 72,432 14,977
2009 Total Population 728,203 75,022 61,161 41,569 109,047 74,079 19,577
Growth - # 19,161 7,685 8,563 4,631 7,100 1,647 4,600
Annual Growth - % 0.53% 2.18% 3.06% 2.39% 1.36% 0.45% 5.5%
2004 Households 296,841 25,050 17,415 13,654 41,945 28,693 5,492
2009 Households 308,511 28,644 20,809 15,620 45,920 29,841 7,270
Growth - # 11,670 3,594 3,394 1,966 3,975 1,148 1,778
Annual Growth - % 0.77% 2.72% 3.63% 2.73% 1.83% 0.79% 5.77%
2004 Owner Occ. HU 195,957 20,945 15,292 10,108 29,652 21,090 4,556
2009 Owner Occ HU 206,526 24,260 18,572 11,733 32,644 22,189 6,115
Growth - # 10,569 3,316 3,280 1,625 2,992 1,099 1,559
Annual Growth - % 1.06% 2.98% 3.96% 3.03% 1.94% 1.02% 6.06%
2004 Renter Occ. HU 101,139 4,084 2,130 3,538 12,262 7,597 935
2009 Renter Occ. HU 101,785 4,403 2,232 3,878 13,272 7,661 1,157
Growth - # 646 319 102 339 1,010 64 222
Annual Growth - % 0.13% 1.51% 0.94% 1.85% 1.60% 0.17% 4.35%
Overall HU Growth - # 11,215 3,634 3,382 1,964 4,002 1,163 1,780
Overall HU Growth - % 0.74% 2.75% 3.61% 2.73% 1.84% 0.80% 5.78%
Median Household Income
2004 $47,426 $51,883 $76,591 $54,280 $43,557 $48,505 $54,864
2009 $60,703 $60,956 $94,387 $66,889 $48,851 $55,191 $65,838
Annual Change 5.06% 3.28% 4.27% 4.27% 2.32% 2.62% 3.71%
Median Home Value
2004 $120,593 $121,785 $193,346 $147,638 $104,821 $122,180 $139,639
2009 $147,612 $145,980 $241,192 $178,037 $127,580 $146,483 $165,155
/Annual Change 4.13% 3.69% 4.52% 3.82% 4.01% 3.69% 3.41%
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Nelson Henry Harrison |Washington Meade Trimble Hardin Scott
2004 Total Population 40,617 15,833 36,091 27,869 27,411 8,876 96,797 23,577
2009 Total Population 44,397 16,807 38,299 28,521 28,519 9,801 100,153 24,341
Growth - # 3,780 974 2,208 652 1,108 925 3,356 764
Annual Growth - % 1.8% 1.2% 1.19% 0.46% 0.8% 2% 0.69% 0.65%
2004 Households 15,509 6,240 13,915 10,703 10,114 3,498 36,517 9,189
2009 Households 17,357 6,719 15,117 11,125 10,771 3,936 39,147 9,645
Growth - # 1,848 479 1,202 422 657 438 2,630 456
Annual Growth - % 2.28% 1.49% 1.67% 0.78% 1.27% 2.39% 1.44% 0.99%
2004 Owner Occ. HU 11,833 4,951 11,568 8,729 7,460 2,876 24,643 7,019
2009 Owner Occ HU 13,324 5,371 12,646 9,094 8,025 3,258 26,630 7,417
Growth - # 1,491 420 1,078 365 566 382 1,987 398
Annual Growth - % 2.40% 1.64% 1.80% 0.82% 1.47% 2.52% 1.60% 1.10%
2004 Renter Occ. HU 3,673 1,290 2,355 1,970 2,655 620 11,413 2,130
2009 Renter Occ. HU 4,031 1,350 2,475 2,030 2,746 676 12,517 2,228
Growth - # 358 60 120 61 91 56 643 58
Annual Growth - % 1.88% 0.91% 1.00% 0.61% 0.67% 1.75% 1.10% 0.50%
Overall HU Growth - # 1,848 480 1,198 426 657 438 2,872 502
Overall HU Growth - % 2.28% 1.49% 1.66% 0.78% 1.27% 2.39% 1.40% 1.00%
Median Household Income
2004 $45,094 $45,116 $46,975 $39,806 $42,480 $41,860
2009 $53,595 $54,520 $51,698 $43,682 $50,302 $49,974
Annual Change 3.51% 3.86% 1.93% 1.88% 3.44% 3.61%
Median Home Value
2004 $105,581 $95,675 $111,645 $91,186 $88,846 $86,872
2009 $125,804 $113,331 $130,469 $106,388 $104,319 $101,436
Annual Change 3.57% 3.45% 3.17% 3.13% 3.26% 3.15%
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Compared to the growth during the 1990’s and that estimated between 2000 and 2004, for the
MSA as a whole, ESRI projections generally reflect a slowing of the household, population, and
housing unit growth rate between 2004 and 2009. These are illustrated below

Annual Rates of Change
Population Households Dwelling Units
1990-2000 .96% 1.34% 1.31%
2000-2004 1.06% 1.42% 1.47%
2004-2009 1.02% 1.30% 1.07%

Compared to a second indication of potential population (and thus housing) change, the ESRI
data was optimistic. Projections from 2005 to 2010 on the county level from the Indiana
Business Research Center and the KY State Data Center resulted in an aggregate annual
population change of .72% for the MSA; an approximate 30% decline in the growth rate.

Despite this divergence, an examination of the data at the county level revealed a general
consensus as to the relative rankings of annual population gain.

ESRI State Agency
2004-2009 Growth 2005-2010 Growth
Spencer 5.5% Spencer 4.8%
Oldham 3.1% Trimble 2.5%
Shelby 2.4% Shelby 2.4%
Bullitt 2.2% Oldham 2.3%
Trimble 2.0% Nelson 1.9%
Nelson 1.8% Bullitt 1.7%
Clark 1.4% Henry 1.0%
Henry 1.2% Hardin 1.0%
Harrison 1.2% Meade 0.9%
Meade 0.8% Harrison 0.9%
Hardin 0.7% Washington 0.7%
Scott 0.7% Scott 0.7%
Jefferson 0.5% Clark 0.5%
Washington 0.5% Jefferson 0.3%
Floyd 0.5% Floyd 0.2%

In large part, this data is based on mathematical models with nominal consideration of potential
changes in local infrastructure, employment, or other factors that influence population and
housing. We have used these projections as the base for the housing demand estimated herein,
with local factors and indications providing the basis for a modification of growth rates.

An example would be Floyd Co., Indiana. This county has been projected to grow at less than
5% per year despite the fact that growth between 1990 and 2000 approached 1% per year.
Further, the growth during the 1990’s was constrained by lack of sewer availability, a situation
that will change significantly in the next several years.

At the other end of the scale, Spencer County, which experienced a 5.6% annual growth rate
during the 1990’s, is likely to face a school shortage due to that growth — a factor that could very
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well limit the future growth. In addition, much of the growth during the 1990’s was represented
by housing in a relatively narrow price range. Unless demand for more expensive housing
materializes, the rate of growth could also slow from a lack of economic demand.

Changes in household size were also considered. Household size has been decreasing for the
past several decades, thus increasing demand for housing above that indicated solely by
population growth. Average household size for the MSA is projected to decline from 2.61 in
1990 to an estimated 2.44 in 2009. Therefore a population of 100,000, which required 38,314
housing units in 1990, would require 40,983 in 2009.

Projected
Persons Annual 2009 Persons
Est. Pop. Per 2004 Pop. Projected Per 2009
County 2004 Household Households Change Population Household Households
Bullitt 67,300 2.69 25,036 2.00% 74,305 2.62 28,361
Clark 101,500 2.43 41,761 1.25% 108,004 2.37 45,571
Floyd 72,250 2.52 28,621 1.25% 76,880 2.48 31,000
Hardin 96,797 2.65 36,517 0.60% 99,736 2.50 39,894
Harrison 36,250 2.59 13,976 1.20% 38,478 2.53 15,209
Henry 15,800 2.54 6,227 1.20% 16,771 2.50 6,708
Jefferson 705,000 2.39 295,149 0.40% 719,213 2.36 304,751
Meade 27,500 2.71 10,147 0.85% 28,689 2.65 10,826
Nelson 40,600 2.62 15,503 1.85% 44,497 2.56 17,382
Oldham 52,000 3.02 17,217 2.50% 58,833 2.94 20,011
Scott 23,577 2.57 9,189 0.80% 24,535 2.50 9,814
Shelby 36,500 2.71 13,492 2.40% 41,095 2.66 15,449
Spencer 15,000 2.73 5,500 4.90% 19,053 2.69 7,083
Trimble 8,900 2.54 3,507 2.30% 9,972 2.49 4,005
Washington 27,800 2.60 10,677 0.60% 28,644 1.01 28,361

Totals 1,326,774 2.49 532,519 1,388,706 2.38 584,425
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As the ratio between households and housing units is relatively stable, the current and projected
estimate of dwelling units for each county was calculated as follows.

Dwelling 2004 2009
Units per 2004 Dwelling 2009 Dwelling
County Household Households Units Households Units Increase
Bullitt 1.045 25,036 26,167 28,361 29,642 3,475
Clark 1.063 41,761 44,393 45,571 48,444 4,051
Floyd 1.059 28,621 30,313 31,000 32,833 2,520
Hardin 1.092 36,517 39,872 39,894 43,560 3,688
Harrison 1.058 13,976 14,783 15,209 16,087 1,304
Henry 1.088 6,227 6,778 6,708 7,302 524
Jefferson 1.065 295,149 314,258 304,751 324,482 10,224
Meade 1.085 10,147 11,006 10,826 11,742 736
Nelson 1.072 15,503 16,613 17,382 18,626 2,013
Oldham 1.045 17,217 17,998 20,011 20,919 2,921
Scott 1.102 9,189 10,129 9,814 10,818 689
Shelby 1.062 13,492 14,330 15,449 16,409 2,079
Spencer 1.071 5,500 5,888 7,083 7,583 1,695
Trimble 1.094 3,507 3,835 4,005 4,379 544
Washington 1.089 10,677 11,625 11,233 12,230 605
Totals 1.064 486,813 517,987 517,358 550,430 37,067

Other than estimates provided by ESRI or other demographic firms, nominal data is available
regarding vacancy and rent vs. own status. For Jefferson County, the 2003 American
Community Survey indicated owner occupancy of 58.9% of all housing units and 64.5% of
occupied housing units. In contrast, at the time of the census, these ratios were 60.3% and 64.5%
respectively. Vacancies had risen from 6.4% to 8.4% during this period per the ACS but
declined to 6.1% per ESRI.
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Although the breakdown between owner occupied and renter occupied status was a known
quantity at the time of the 2000 census, those census figures do not reflect the historically low
levels of mortgage interest rates subsequent to the enumeration. These rates allowed a
significant number of 1* time home buyers to move into the owner occupied segment. It is for
this reason that more credence was placed on the ESRI estimate of owner occupancy, which
reflects an increase over that during 2000.

2004 Dwelling Units Owner Occupancy Rental Occupancy
County: Vacant  Occupied Pct. Number, Pct. Number
Bullitt 26,167 4.30% 25,041 80.0% 20,033 20.0% 5,008
Clark 44,393 5.90% 41,774 66.5% 27,780 33.5% 13,994
Floyd 30,313 5.60% 28,615 69.4% 19,859 30.6% 8,756
Hardin 39,872 8.41% 36517 61.8% 24643 32.5% 11,874
Harrison 14,783 5.50% 13,970 78.6% 10,980 21.4% 2,990
Henry 6,778 8.10% 6,229 72.9% 4,541 27.1% 1,688
Jefferson 314,258 6.10% 295,088 62.0% 182,955 38.0% 112,134
Meade 11,006 7.80% 10,147, 68.0% 6,900 32.0% 3,247
Nelson 16,613 6.70% 15,500 71.2% 11,036 28.8% 4,464
Oldham 17,998 4.30% 17,224 84.0% 14,468 16.0% 2,756
Scott 10,129 9.28% 9189 69.3% 7019 23.6% 2,170
Shelby 14,330 5.80% 13,499 69.7% 9,409 30.3% 4,090
Spencer 5,888 6.60% 5,499 77.5% 4,262 22.5% 1,237
Trimble 3,835 8.50% 3,509 75.2% 2,639 24.8% 870
Washington 11,625 8.20% 10,672 74.9% 7,993 25.1% 2,679
567,988 6.25% 532,473 66.3% 354,517 33.4% 177,957

2009 Dwelling Units Owner Occupancy Rental Occupancy
County: Vacant  Occupied Pct. Number, Pct. Number
Bullitt 29,642 4.30% 28,367 80.0% 22,694 20.0% 5,673
Clark 48,444 5.90% 45,585 66.5% 30,314 33.5% 15,271
Floyd 32,833 5.60% 30,994 69.4% 21,510 30.6% 9,484
Hardin 43,560 8.41% 39,894 61.8% 24,657 38.2% 15,238
Harrison 16,087 5.50% 15,202 78.6% 11,949 21.4% 3,253
Henry 7,302 8.10% 6,711 72.9% 4,892 27.1% 1,819
Jefferson 324,482 6.10% 304,689 62.0% 188,907 38.0% 115,782
Meade 11,742 7.80% 10,827 68.0% 7,362 32.0% 3,464
Nelson 18,626 6.70% 17,378 71.2% 12,373 28.8% 5,005
Oldham 20,919 4.30% 20,020 84.0% 16,816 16.0% 3,203
Scott 10,818 9.28% 9,814 69.3% 6,801 30.7% 3,013
Shelby 16,409 5.80% 15,457, 69.7% 10,774 30.3% 4,684
Spencer 7,583 6.60% 7,082 77.5% 5,489 22.5% 1,593
Trimble 4,379 8.50% 4,007 75.2% 3,013 24.8% 994
Washington 12,230 8.20% 11,227 74.9% 8,409 25.1% 2,818
605,055 6.25% 567,254 66.3% 375,960 33.7% 191,294

During the 1990’s the average home value for the MSA rose at 6.8% per year, with the range
being from 5.6% (Meade Co.) to 9.1% (Spencer Co.). Not unsurprisingly, the counties with
newer housing units (based on median year built) generally reflected the highest rates of
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increase. Of interest is the fact that the ESRI projections for increases in Median home value
between 2004 and 2009 average only 3.6%.

This issue is problematic given the recent levels of interest rates, which have produced increased
levels of competition for homes in almost all price ranges, thus leading to atypical increases in
home values. It is unlikely that the pace of change experienced in the past can be maintained
however we are of the opinion that the annual increases as projected by ESRI are conservative.
This is particularly true if one subscribes to the proposition that a general upturn in the economy
is already underway. Our projections of average home values reflect a mid point between the
rate of change between 1990 and 2000 and the lower future levels projected by ESRI.

Rental rates have also increased, but not at the rate shown by owner occupied dwellings. During
the 1990’s, the rate of change in rents averaged 4.5% annually — a rate averaging 65% of the
increase in home values. In general, monthly rental rates centered around 0.32% of the average
home value in the county at the time of the 2000 census. Our projections reflect increases at
65% of the rate of increase of home values.

Avg, Home Value Avg. Rent
2004 2009 2004 2009
Bullitt $143,126 $182,669 $457 $536
Clark $126,860 $159,991 $483 $563
Floyd $147,604 $186,153 $459 $534
Harrison $130,938 $167,114 $395 $464
Henry $117,053 $152,983 $372 $443
Jefferson $160,396 $204,710 $501 $588
Meade $110,616 $134,581 $388 $441
Nelson $126,223 $164,968 $388 $462
Oldham $221,965 $283,290 $497 $583
Shelby $168,502 $220,226 $475 $567
Spencer $166,826 $223,251 $359 $435
Trimble $104,851 $130,663 $316 $366
Washington ~ $102,465 $127,690 $331 $382
Scott $96,748  $111,984 $359  $395

Hardin $123,213 $150,307 $375 $427
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Building Permits

In order to assess the implications of the pattern of permitting for new housing
construction we contacted the permitting authorities in all geographical areas of the
market, examined compiled data available from the census bureau, and considered data
provided by the Louisville and Southern Indiana Home Builders Associations.

Of all the various indications of development activity or market demand, permitting for
new construction is not practiced in all municipalities and, depending upon whom is
asked, available data is often inconsistent, unreliable, or incorrect.

In this market area, Trimble county has no zoning regulations and the zoning offices in
Nelson, Bullitt, and Henry counties indicated that no detailed data regarding historical
permitting activity would be available without manually tabulating the hard copies. In
Indiana, Harrison, Washington, and Scott counties have centralized permitting agencies
while various municipalities in Clark and Floyd counties handle permitting of new
construction.  Even Jefferson County, KY data is incomplete and historically
inconsistent, with codes having changed over the years for the county and digital data not
available for Jeffersontown, which issues its own permits.

Based on data compiled by

HUD and the Census Bureau, County ‘
Jefferson County accounted Clark 4,100 m
for just under 19,000 of the :
estimated 45,739 units for Bullitt SA0 2
which building permits were Hardin M
issued from 1999 through
2004. Of the permitted units Oldham “00
in Jefferson County, 14,925 Shelby w
were designated as single
family while the remaining Nelson
3,852 represented units in Floyd E
two or more unit structures.
Shown at right is an Spencer
illustration of the relative Harrison
contributions of the other Scoft @ Single Family
counties in the region. B Other
Henry
Shown on the following
pages are breakdown of Meade
historical ~ building permit  Wwashington
activity for new construction \ \ \ \
in the metropolitan area - 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000

based on the HUD and
Census Bureau data. The
first table presents the data as
year by county while the second is county by year.
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Building Permits: Year by County

Year County Units
Five or More Single  Three and Two
Family Family Four Family Family Total
2000 Scott 82 117 0 6 205
Hardin 12 405 7 16 440
Bullitt 42 633 12 2 689
Henry 0 127 0 0 127
Jefferson 975 2,797 35 2 3,809
Meade 0 9 8 10 27
Nelson 11 439 6 12 468
Oldham 0 561 0 0 561
Shelby 82 316 12 12 422
Spencer 25 284 6 2 317
Clark 37 731 9 16 793
Floyd 0 353 0 0 353
Harrison 0 204 0 0 204
\Washington 0 35 0 0 35
2000 Total 1,266 7,011 95 78 8,450
2001 Scott 91 116 0 8 215
Hardin 45 516 85 22 668
Bullitt 53 607 8 2 670
Henry 0 80 0 0 80
Jefferson 575 2,978 20 4 3,577
Meade 0 6 0 0 6
Nelson 5 436 8 8 457
Oldham 94 589 32 2 717
Shelby 82 316 12 12 422
Spencer 34 298 6 2 340
Clark 168 871 6 22 1,067
Floyd 23 343 0 8 374
Harrison 0 185 0 2 187
\Washington 48 30 0 2 80
2001 Total 1,218 7,371 177 94 8,860
2002 Scott 0 173 0 4 177
Hardin 74 531 103 30 738
Bullitt 92 647 28 0 767
Henry 0 78 0 0 78
Jefferson 690 2,749 53 18 3,510
Meade 0 6 0 0 6
Nelson 46 423 20 4 493
Oldham 69 572 31 0 672
Shelby 42 393 32 4 471
Spencer 0 217 0 0 217
Clark 244 792 7 18 1,061
Floyd 8 331 0 2 341
Harrison 0 196 0 2 198
\Washington 0 27 0 6 33
2002 Total 1,265 7,135 274 88 8,762
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Year County Units
Five or More Single  Three and Two

Family Family Four Family Family Total

2003 Scott 8 76 3 2 89

Hardin 63 753 39 40 895

Bullitt 70 790 37 6 903

Henry 0 82 0 0 82

Jefferson 767 3,164 60 4 3,995

Meade 0 6 0 0 6

Nelson 0 478 4 0 482

Oldham 156 659 16 0 831

Shelby 57 401 20 18 496

Spencer 0 240 0 4 244

Clark 150 737 4 18 909

Floyd 6 468 0 2 476

Harrison 6 180 0 0 186

\Washington 0 22 0 0 22

2003 Total 1,283 8,056 183 94 9,616

2004 Scott 40 102 0 4 146

Hardin 116 904 19 28 1,067

Bullitt 99 783 68 4 954

Henry 0 84 0 0 84

Jefferson 643 3,237 6 0 3,886

Meade 0 266 8 24 298

Nelson 5 406 15 10 436

Oldham 0 742 0 0 742

Shelby 93 457 12 28 590

Spencer 0 119 0 0 119

Clark 18 969 12 22 1,021

Floyd 6 350 11 6 373

Harrison 0 215 0 0 215

\Washington 15 97 0 8 120

2004 Total 1,035 8,731 151 134 10,051
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Building Permits: County by Year

County Year Units
Five or More Single  Three and Two

Family Family Four Family Family| Total
Scott 2000 82 117 0 6 205
2001 91 116 0 8 215
2002 0 173 0 4 177
2003 8 76 3 2 89
2004 40 102 0 4 146
Scott Total 221 584 3 24 832
Hardin 2000 12 405 7 16 440
2001 45 516 85 22 668
2002 74 531 103 30 738
2003 63 753 39 40 895
2004 116 904 19 28 1,067
Hardin Total 310 3,109 253 136 3,808
Bullitt 2000 42 633 12 2 689
2001 53 607 8 2 670
2002 92 647 28 0 767
2003 70 790 37 6 903
2004 99 783 68 4 954
Bullitt Total 356 3,460 153 14 3,983
Henry 2000 0 127 0 0 127,
2001 0 80 0 0 80
2002 0 78 0 0 78
2003 0 82 0 0 82
2004 0 84 0 0 84
Henry Total 0 451 0 0 451
Jefferson 2000 975 2,797 35 2 3,809
2001 575 2,978 20 4 3,577
2002 690 2,749 53 18 3,510
2003 767 3,164 60 4 3,995
2004 643 3,237 6 0 3,886
Jefferson Total 3,650 14,925 174 28 18,777
Meade 2000 0 9 8 10 27
2001 0 6 0 0 6
2002 0 6 0 0 6
2003 0 6 0 0 6
2004 0 266 8 24 298
Meade Total 0 293 16 34 343
Nelson 2000 11 439 6 12 468
2001 5 436 8 8 457
2002 46 423 20 4 493
2003 0 478 4 0 482
2004 5 406 15 10 436
Nelson Total 67 2,182 53 34 2,336
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County Year Units
Five or More Single  Three and Two

Family Family Four Family Family Total
Oldham 2000 0 561 0 0 561
2001 94 589 32 2 717
2002 69 572 31 0 672
2003 156 659 16 0 831
2004 0 742 0 0 742
Oldham Total 319 3,123 79 2 3,523
Shelby 2000 82 316 12 12 422
2001 82 316 12 12 422
2002 42 393 32 4 471
2003 57 401 20 18 496
2004 93 457 12 28 590
Shelby Total 356 1,883 88 74 2,401
Spencer 2000 25 284 6 2 317
2001 34 298 6 2 340
2002 0 217 0 0 217
2003 0 240 0 4 244
2004 0 119 0 0 119
Spencer Total 59 1,158 12 8 1,237
Clark 2000 37 731 9 16 793
2001 168 871 6 22 1,067
2002 244 792 7 18 1,061
2003 150 737 4 18 909
2004 18 969 12 22 1,021
Clark Total 617 4,100 38 96 4,851
Floyd 2000 0 353 0 0 353
2001 23 343 0 8 374
2002 8 331 0 2 341
2003 6 468 0 2 476
2004 6 350 11 6 373
Floyd Total 43 1,845 11 18 1,917,
Harrison 2000 0 204 0 0 204
2001 0 185 0 2 187
2002 0 196 0 2 198
2003 6 180 0 0 186
2004 0 215 0 0 215
Harrison Total 6 980 0 4 990
\Washington 2000 0 35 0 0 35
2001 48 30 0 2 80
2002 0 27 0 6 33
2003 0 22 0 0 22
2004 15 97 0 8 120
\Washington Total 63 211 0 16 290
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In contrast to these numbers, local groups report distinctly different levels of activity. Up
until 2004 the Home Builders Assoc. of Louisville tracked permit activity in Jefferson,
Bullitt, Oldham, and Shelby counties in KY while the Southern IN Home Builders Assoc.
has tabulated permits in Clark and Floyd counties in IN. The data reported by these
organizations is shown below, contrasted with data from the HUD/Census Bureau
tabulations and Stats Indiana (Indiana Business Resource Center).

Year: 2000 2001 2002 2003
Single Family
Jefferson 3270 3192 3,092
Oldham 601 586 652
Bullitt 637 699 751
Shelby 233 359 366

4535 4,741 4,836 4,861

Condos & Patio Homes

Jefferson 45 179 515
Oldham 76
Bullitt 47
Shelby 7
109 45 179 645
Multi-family

Jefferson 906 705 943
Oldham 37 59 108
Bullitt 53 120 113
Shelby 12 32 20

1550 1,008 916 1,184

Total 6,194 5,794 5,931 6,690

per Census Bureau 5,481 5,386 5,420 6,172

Clark — Single Family 426 634
Floyd — Single Family 475 262
Total 901 896
per Stats Indiana 1,123 1,205
per Census Bureau 1,402 1,385

From the foregoing it can be seen that any projections based on historical permitting data
must be considered in the light of the source. Later in this report actual permit data from
Jefferson County (with the exception of the city of Jeffersontown) has been used to
provide a relatively accurate picture of the various levels of construction in the various
areas of that county. While this data was considered to be the best available, at the
county wide level the reliability is suspect.
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Large scale subdivision development is generally confined to more urban areas due to the
higher population density and land values. Subdivision development data was available
for eight of the thirteen counties addressed in this report. This included Jefferson County
and adjacent counties.
primary area counties as of the fourth quarter of 2004.

Shown below is a profile of subdivision development for the

# of Total Average Sold  Avail Under Avail. Undeveloped
County Subdiv. Lots # of Lots Homes Homes Const. Lots Lots|
Bullitt 65 8,971 138 1,992 35 249 872 5,823
Clark 84 7,446 89 1,666 270 318 1,783 3,409
Floyd 42 2,928 70 604 69 121 718 1,416
Harrison 26 764 29 283 14 34 348 85
Jefferson 212 24,320 115 7,045 520 1,592 4,524 10,639
Oldham 52 4,642 89 1,905 95 223 609 1,810
Shelby 49 4,719 96 1,010 143 121 841 2,604
Spencer 39 2,753 71 738 48 122 709 1,136
Totals 569 56,543 99 15,243 1,194 2,780 10,404 26,922

Geographically, these developments tend to cluster along the primary transportation
routes. There is a significant variation in predominant new house pricing among the

counties, with Oldham county offering the most expensive homes overall and Spencer

County offering the most affordable. Jefferson and Shelby offer the most even
distribution across all price ranges.

® “Lots” also includes condominium ownership, with each proposed condominium being represented as a

lot. Data is representative of the fourth quarter of 2004
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Total
Under | $125,000 to | $175,000 to | $225,000 to | $275,000 to Over Developed
County $125,000 $175,000 $225,000 $275,000 $325,000 $325,000 Lots
Bullitt 102 339 138 40 92 161 872
Clark 125 815 361 184 110 188 1783
Floyd - 96 98 78 64 381 718
Harrison 31 178 57 20 15 47 348
Jefferson 683 782 973 788 566 733 4524
Oldham 1 92 27 125 156 293 609
Shelby 133 158 181 142 110 158 841
Spencer 51 273 198 123 45 19 709
Totals 1,126 2,733 2,034 1,500 1,031 1,980 10,404
Bullitt 12% 39% 16% 5% 11% 18%
Clark 7% 46% 20% 10% 6% 11%
Floyd 0% 13% 14% 11% 9% 53%
Harrison 9% 51% 16% 6% 4% 14%
Jefferson 15% 17% 22% 17% 13% 16%
Oldham 0% 15% 4% 21% 12% 48%
Shelby 16% 19% 22% 17% 8% 19%
Spencer 7% 39% 28% 17% 6% 3%
Totals 11% 26% 20% 14% 10% 19%
Average new home prices by county
County | Avg. County | Avg.
Jefferson $226,478 Floyd $312,427
Shelby $232,305 Clark $202,920
Bullitt $222,934 Spencer $190,078
Oldham $309,162 Harrison $203,668
Overall Avg. $231,000
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Floyd and Oldham counties are the exceptions to the general price trends in the region,
with over 40% of the lot inventory being geared for eventual sale with homes above
$325,000. Oldham Co. in particular will continue to feature the highest priced housing of
any county in the region. If one excludes the area proximate to LaGrange, the percentage
of lots devoted to housing costing over $325,000 rises to approximately 61%.

The most affordable counties of these eight are likely to be Spencer, Clark, and Harrison.
A part of this level of affordability is the relative level of demand versus available land.
Despite the large percentage increase in population during the 1990’s, Spencer County is
yet sparsely populated relative to areas nearer to the Louisville CBD. Both Clark and
Harrison counties (Harrison in particular) have great areas of undeveloped land that could
be developed if warranted. Although proximate to Louisville, housing demand in
Harrison County is hampered due to the relatively poor access to regional employment
centers and lack of interstate access.

Ideally, the counties would feature a relatively homogenous range of housing prices. In
reality however, while demand for affordable or lower cost housing exists in all areas, the
cost of raw land in portions of the metropolitan area precludes development of such
housing.

Although Jefferson County currently exhibits a relatively high proportion of lots geared
toward lower income households, this ratio is likely to decline if, as has been the case
over the past several years, costs of raw land and materials increase at a faster pace than
the income levels of the likely clientele.

Subdivision developers have little control over either the cost of land or materials and
labor. One alternative to the likely increase in housing costs is the potential of
development at a higher density. Obviously, if the land cost per house at a density of two
per acre is $20,000, the price could be reduced by $10,000 if the density was increased to
four per acre. This is one of the driving forces behind the rapid proliferation of
condominiums and patio homes over the past several years.

This is not a local phenomenon. According to the 2005 State of the Nation’s Housing
Report by the Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University, housing demand is
“on track” to support the production of 19-20 million homes over the next 10 years, the
report says, and “the vast majority of these homes will be built in lower-density areas at
the metropolitan fringe where cheaper land is in more ample supply.” This will also exert
more upward pressure on land costs and increase the premium that workers have to pay
to be able to live closer to employment centers.

Although the pace of infill development slowed in the 1990s when only 10 of the 93
largest metro areas saw an increase in the number of homes built within five miles of the
central business district, 750,000 new units were built in the inner ring of those cities
during that period, “much greater than one might think,” Harvard’s housing analysts
report.
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However, a significant amount of this infill development represents the replacement of
older units. To a large degree that is what has happened in Jefferson County and this
trend has lead to major conflicts between developers desiring to re-develop infill sites
with more dense uses than found in the more suburban areas. Given the generally higher
land prices proximate to employment centers, increasing density in the urban core is an
inevitable conclusion if new construction is to continue.
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Multi-Family Housing

As noted earlier, at the time of the 2000 census the percentage of the housing stock in the
MSA that was renter occupied represented just less than 141,000 units or 28.6% of the
total housing stock. Of this, 90% was accounted for by Jefferson, Bullitt, Shelby, Clark,

and Floyd counties, with Bullitt and Shelby counties contributing less than 5% of the
total.

e —

As would be expected, Jefferson County accounted for the great majority of rental units
(71.5% of the total). The geographical dispersion of newer complexes of over 50 units is
illustrated above. Although 21 facilities were identified in Hardin County, the majority
are smaller complexes with over half essentially dedicated to Fort Knox off base housing
and not having a measurable impact on permanent resident population housing issues.
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A general profile of multifamily housing for the primary counties is shown below with a
more detailed view on the following page. Note that this is not an all-inclusive sampling
but in general only represents complexes of over 50 units that have been constructed
since 1960.

County  |Properties Units Min. Occ Max Occ.  Avg. Occupancy  Avg. Yr. Built
Bullitt 21 865 90.0% 100.0% 96.6% 1997
Clark 21 3,584 80.0% 99.0% 91.5% 1977
Floyd 9 1,444 86.6% 100.0% 94.0% 1974
Jefferson 178 35,735 60.0% 100.0% 91.4% 1976
Oldham 17 526 90.0% 100.0% 95.0% 2003
Shelby 12 624 77.0% 97.0% 89.0% 1992
Totals 258 42,778 60.0% 100.0% 91.7% 1977
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Average:

County Bdrms/Baths | # of Units Smallest Size Largest Unit Lowest Rent Highest Rent Rent per S.F.
Bullitt 2/1 924 924 $483 $500 $0.53
2/1.5 875 875 $499 $519 $0.58

2/2 937 937 $511 $515 $0.55

3/1.5 1,120 1,120 $610 $610 $0.54

Bullitt Total 943 943 $506 $517 $0.54
Clark 0/1 2 238 238 $238 $238 $1.00
1/1 1.352 712 722 $442 $452 $0.64

1/1.5 5 855 855 $599 $599 $0.70

2/1 518 906 906 $541 $549 $0.61,

2/1.5 901 949 954 $537 $544 $0.57

2/2 304 1,033 1,033 $546 $568 $0.55

3/1.5 82 1,154 1,154 $657 $657 $0.57

3/2 208 1,311 1,311 $693 $693 $0.53

3/2.5 41 1,360 1,360 $747 $754 $0.55

4/1.5 2 1,247 1,247 $745 $745 $0.60

Clark Total 3.415 891 896 $521 $529 $0.61]
Floyd 0/1 5 288 288 $435 $435 $1.51
1/1 435 830 830 $524 $528 $0.65

1/1.5 7 1,009 1,009 $525 $525 $0.52

2/1 400 973 973 $572 $579 $0.60

2/1.5 22 1,140 1,140 $600 $600 $0.53

2/2 376 1,092 1,092 $623 $623 $0.58

3/1 90 1,018 1,018 $551 $561 $0.55

3/1.5 31 1,209 1,209 $680 $680 $0.57,

3/2 73 1,394 1,394 $712 $712 $0.52

Floyd Total 1.439 987 987 $578 $582 $0.62
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Average:
County Bdrms/Baths # of Units Smallest Size Largest Unit Lowest Rent Highest Rent Rent per S.F.
Jefferson 0/1 1,286 465 493 $429 $439 $0.98
1/1 12,450 724 734 $515 $528 $0.73
1/1.5 358 960 983 $687 $693 $0.71
1/2 31 1,050 1,050 $569 $569 $0.54
2/1 8,498 862 876 $525 $536 $0.62
2/1.5 2,618 991 994 $596 $609 $0.61,
2/2 7,628 1,106 1,120 $732 $746 $0.67
2/2.5 349 1,423 1,425 $927 $930 $0.65
3/1 281 973 973 $558 $570 $0.60
3/1.5 279 1,145 1,167 $667 $668 $0.59
3/2 1,570 1,339 1,357 $849 $861 $0.63
3/2.5 369 1,675 1,677 $960 $963 $0.57
3/3 28 1,600 1,600 $650 $650 $0.41
4/2 4 1,938 1,938 $1,395 $1,395 $0.72
4/3 4 2,008 2,166 $1,300 $1,300 $0.62
Jefferson Total 35,753 35,753 958 $621 $633 $0.68
Oldham 2/1 863 863 $575 $575 $0.67
2/2 902 902 $598 $600 $0.66
32 991 991 $695 $695 $0.70
Oldham Total 913 913 $614 $616 $0.67
Shelby 1/1 600 600 $480 $480 $0.80
2/1 864 864 $580 $590 $0.68
2/1.5 1,100 1,100 $553 $553 $0.51
3/2 1,800 1,800 $650 $650 $0.36
/1L 700 700 $500 $500 $0.71
11U 700 700 $520 $520 $0.74
212 L 1,000 1,000 $595 $595 $0.60
2/2 U 1,000 1,000 $615 $615 $0.62
2/2 Lux 1,000 1,000 $660 $660 $0.66
Shelby Total 988 988 $579 $580 $0.62
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Jefferson County

A closer examination was made of various factors affecting housing demand in Jefferson
County, with a distinction being made between the inner core, the suburban areas that generally
developed during the 1950’s to 1980’s, and the former rural areas that currently features the
greatest amount of land available for development. For the sake of simplicity, these areas have
been denoted as Urban Core & First-Ring Suburban, Second-Ring Suburban, and Third-Ring
Suburban. Shown below is a differentiation between these three areas, which generally follow
the lines of the Watterson (I1-264) and Gene Snyder (1-265) expressways.

Analysis Areas {
: J Livban Core & First-Ring Subuiban ;

Second-Fing Suburban if

Third-Ring Sublrtban

The current estimates and projections presented on the following pages reflect past patterns and
do not anticipate significant revisions or changes in public policy, economic status, land use, etc.
Therefore issues such as the projected decline in population and housing units for the Urban
Core and First-Ring Suburban area reflect the past influences of these items. However re-
gentrification of downtown areas is being seen nationally. This is a function of an array of forces
including changing demographics and life styles that will affect Louisville even if no action is
taken. That, plus the good efforts of public officials with the introduction of innovative policies
and programs, will likely have a dramatic positive impact in the foreseeable future.
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Demographic Overview — Urban Core & First-Ring, Second, and Third-Ring Suburban areas

Household Trends 2000-2009

Urban Core & First-Ring Suburban

2000 % 2004 % 2009 %
Census Estimate Projection
Population 239,009 234,311 229,272
Percent Change -1.97% -2.15%
Households 104,572 103,368 102,101
Percent Change -1.15% -1.23%
Families 57,053 55,636 54,058
Percent Change -2.48% -2.84%
Housing Units 113,931 112,627 111,286
Percent Change -1.14% -1.19%
Average Household Size 2.21 2.18 2.16
Percent Change -1.05% -1.25%
Households by Household Income| 104,570 103,368 102,101
Less than $15,000 27,328 26.13% 25,947 25.10% 23,665 23.18%
$15,000 to $24,999 16,793 16.06% 14,870, 14.39% 13,585 13.31%
$25,000 to $34,999 14,522| 13.89% 14,389 13.92% 12,864 12.60%
$35,000 to $49,999 15,676/ 14.99% 14,923 14.44% 15,769 15.44%
$50,000 to $74,999 14,476| 13.84% 14,941 14.45% 14,825 14.52%
$75,000 to $99,999 6,927 6.62% 7,531 7.29% 8,088 7.92%
$100,000 to $149,999 4,962 4.75% 5,951 5.76% 7,648 7.49%
$150,000 to $249,999 2,547 2.44% 3,003 2.91% 3,401 3.33%
$250,000 to $499,999 842 0.81% 1,130 1.09% 1,382 1.35%
$500,000 or more 498 0.48% 682 0.66% 874 0.86%
Average Household Income $45,846 $50,355 $55,641
Median Household Income $30,622 $32,552 $35,891
Households by Type and Size*
Non-family Households 47,519 47,732 48,043
1-person household 40,130 84.45% 40,458 84.76% 40,913 85.16%
2-person household 6,198/ 13.04% 6,097 12.77% 5,964 12.41%
3-person household 847 1.78% 830 1.74% 822 1.71%
4-person household 251 0.53% 251 0.53% 245 0.51%
5-person household 57 0.12% 58 0.12% 60 0.12%
6-person household 19 0.04% 21 0.04% 22 0.05%
7-or-more person household 17 0.04% 17 0.04% 17 0.04%
Family Households 57,053 55,636 54,058
2-person household 25,422 44.56% 24,950, 44.85% 24,463 45.25%
3-person household 14,491 25.40% 14,246| 25.61% 13,943 25.79%
4-person household 10,081 17.67% 9,722 17.47% 9,309 17.22%
5-person household 4,521 7.92% 4,318 7.76% 4,107 7.60%
6-person household 1,592 2.79% 1,552 2.79% 1,489 2.75%
7-or-more person household 946 1.66% 847 1.52% 747 1.38%
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Housing Profile 2000-2009 Urban Core & 1st Suburban Ring
2000 Census 2004 Est. 2009 Proj.

Owner-Occupied Housing Units by

Value 56,791 {100.00% 55,988 | 100.00% 55,117 |{100.00%
Less than $20,000 1,128 | 1.99% 715 1.28% 539 | 0.98%
$20,000 to $39,999 4,646 | 8.18% 2,694 4.81% 1,851| 3.36%
$40,000 to $59,999 9,130 | 16.08% 5,975 10.67% 4,378 | 7.94%
$60,000 to $79,999 9,678 | 17.04% 8,242 14.72% 6,719 | 12.19%
$80,000 to $99,999 8,485 | 14.94% 8,180 14.61% 7,201 | 13.07%
$100,000 to $149,999 10,698 | 18.84% 12,870 22.99% 14,846 | 26.94%
$150,000 to $199,999 5,828 | 10.26% 7,735 13.81% 7,790 | 14.13%
$200,000 to $299,999 3,992 | 7.03% 5,627 10.05% 7,296 | 13.24%
$300,000 to $399,999 1,649 | 2.90% 1,770 3.16% 1,903| 3.45%
$400,000 to $499,999 717 1.26% 1,107 1.98% 1,146 | 2.08%
$500,000 to $749,999 496| 0.87% 577 1.03% 862 | 1.56%
$750,000 to $999,999 218 | 0.38% 310 0.55% 312 0.57%
$1,000,000 or more 127| 0.22% 186 0.33% 274 | 0.50%

Median Owner Occupied Housing

Value $88,989 108,502 $123,138

Tenure of Occupied Housing Units 104,572 {100.00% 103,368 | 100.00% 102,101 {100.00%
Owner Occupied 56,830 | 54.35% 55,988 54.16% 55,117 | 53.98%
Renter Occupied 47,742 | 45.65% 47,380 45.84% 46,984 | 46.02%

Housing Units by Units in Structure 113,931 {100.00% 112,627 | 100.00% 111,286 {100.00%
1 Unit Attached 2,225| 1.95% 2,245 1.99% 2,262 | 2.03%
1 Unit Detached 68,435 | 60.07% 67,347 59.80% 66,144 | 59.44%
2 Units 6,105| 5.36% 5,990 5.32% 5891| 5.29%
3 to 19 Units 26,604 | 23.35% 26,629 23.64% 26,695 | 23.99%
20 to 49 Units 3,830| 3.36% 3,855 3.42% 3,877| 3.48%
50 or More Units 6,427 | 5.64% 6,268 5.57% 6,123| 5.50%
Mobile Home or Trailer 285| 0.25% 282 0.25% 283 0.25%
Boat, RV, Van, etc. 11| 0.01% 10 0.01% 11| 0.01%

Dominant structure type 1 Unit 1 Unit

1 Unit Detached Detached Detached

Housing Units by Year Structure Built 113,931 {100.00% 112,627 | 100.00% 111,286 {100.00%
1999 or Later 879 0.77% 2,938 2.61% 4,949 | 4.45%
1995 to 1998 2,259 | 1.98% 2,225 1.98% 2,187 | 1.97%
1990 to 1994 2,437 | 2.14% 2,412 2.14% 2,375| 2.13%
1980 to 1989 5522 | 4.85% 5,430 4.82% 5312| 4.77%
1970 to 1979 9,669 | 8.49% 9,438 8.38% 9,221| 8.29%
1960 to 1969 13,201 | 11.59% 12,921 11.47% 12,610 | 11.33%
1950 to 1959 20,927 | 18.37% 20,380 18.10% 19,834 | 17.82%
1940 to 1949 19,196 | 16.85% 18,575 16.49% 17,927 | 16.11%
1939 or Earlier 39,832 | 34.96% 38,310 34.01% 36,872 | 33.13%

Median Year Structure Built 1949 1950 1950

Dominant Year Structure Built

1939 or Earlier

1939 or Earlier

1939 or Earlier
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Household Trends 2000-2009 Second-Ring Suburban
2000 % 2004 % 2009 %
Census Estimate Projection
Population 381,312 385,335 391,003
Percent Change 1.06% 1.47%
Households 155,658 159,072 163,742
Percent Change 2.19% 2.94%
Families 105,053 106,299 108,116
Percent Change 1.19% 1.71%
Housing Units 163,838 167,502 172,534
Percent Change 2.24% 3.00%
Average Household Size 2.43 2.4 2.36
Percent Change -1.18% -1.48%
Households by Household Income | 155,797 159,072 163,742
Less than $15,000 20,289 | 13.02% 19,427 | 12.21% 17,748 | 10.84%
$15,000 to $24,999 20,364 | 13.07% 18,441 | 11.59% 16,858 | 10.30%
$25,000 to $34,999 20,784 | 13.34% 20,747 | 13.04% 18,726 | 11.44%
$35,000 to $49,999 28,148 | 18.07% 26,382 | 16.58% 27,522 | 16.81%
$50,000 to $74,999 32,450 | 20.83% 33,006 | 20.75% 33,107 | 20.22%
$75,000 to $99,999 17,148 | 11.01% 19,255 | 12.10% 20,633 | 12.60%
$100,000 to $149,999 11,016 | 7.07% 14,239 | 8.95% 19,204 | 11.73%
$150,000 to $249,999 4,172 | 2.68% 5,522 | 3.47% 7,073| 4.32%
$250,000 to $499,999 1,044| 0.67% 1,472 | 0.93% 2,024 | 1.24%
$500,000 or more 381 | 0.24% 581 | 0.37% 848 | 0.52%
Average Household Income $54,950 $60,431 $66,881
Median Household Income $43,772 $46,895 $50,768
Households by Type and Size*
Non-family Households 50,605 52,773 55,626
1-person household 42,618 | 84.22% 44,910 | 85.10% 47,940 | 86.18%
2-person household 6,644 | 13.13% 6,527 | 12.37% 6,382 | 11.47%
3-person household 930 | 1.84% 931| 1.76% 908 | 1.63%
4-person household 288 | 0.57% 283 | 0.54% 281 | 0.51%
5-person household 86| 0.17% 85| 0.16% 82| 0.15%
6-person household 23| 0.05% 22| 0.04% 19| 0.03%
7-or-more person household 16| 0.03% 15| 0.03% 14| 0.02%
Family Households 105,053 106,299 108,116
2-person household 46,540 | 44.30% 47,497 | 44.68% 48,954 | 45.28%
3-person household 26,209 | 24.95% 26,867 | 25.27% 27,701 | 25.62%
4-person household 21,108 | 20.09% 21,038 | 19.79% 20,907 | 19.34%
5-person household 7,884 | 7.50% 7,752 | 7.29% 7,615| 7.04%
6-person household 2,345| 2.23% 2,313| 2.18% 2,235| 2.07%
7-or-more person household 966 | 0.92% 832| 0.78% 704 | 0.65%

Housing Profile 2000-2009

Second-Ring Suburban
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Housing Profile 2000-2009 Second-Ring Suburban
2000 Census 2004 Est. 2009 Proj.
Owner-Occupied Housing Units by
Value 107,251 |100.00% 109,751 {100.00% 113,210 |100.00%
Less than $20,000 1,695| 1.58% 1,341 1.22% 1,209| 1.07%
$20,000 to $39,999 1,923| 1.79% 1,393| 1.27% 1,222 | 1.08%
$40,000 to $59,999 5,309 | 4.95% 2,878| 2.62% 2,155| 1.90%
$60,000 to $79,999 15,273 | 14.24% 7,827 | 7.13% 4,383 | 3.87%
$80,000 to $99,999 25,388 | 23.67% 15,526 | 14.15% 10,548 | 9.32%
$100,000 to $149,999 33,812 | 31.53% 43,609 | 39.73% 43,976 | 38.85%
$150,000 to $199,999 13,197 | 12.30% 20,166 | 18.37% 25,461 | 22.49%
$200,000 to $299,999 7,666 | 7.15% 12,228 | 11.14% 17,685 | 15.62%
$300,000 to $399,999 1,687 | 1.57% 2,784 | 2.54% 3,623| 3.20%
$400,000 to $499,999 513| 0.48% 1,096| 1.00% 1,625| 1.44%
$500,000 to $749,999 494 | 0.46% 475 0.43% 824 | 0.73%
$750,000 to $999,999 102| 0.10% 238 0.22% 250 0.22%
$1,000,000 or more 191| 0.18% 190| 0.17% 248 | 0.22%
Median Owner Occupied Housing
Value $105,970 129,707 $142,167
Tenure of Occupied Housing Units 155,658 |100.00% 159,072 |100.00% 163,742 |100.00%
Owner Occupied 107,232 | 68.89% 109,751 | 68.99% 113,210| 69.14%
Renter Occupied 48,426 | 31.11% 49,321 | 31.01% 50,533 | 30.86%
Housing Units by Units in
Structure 163,838 |100.00% 167,502 |100.00% 172,534 {100.00%
1 Unit Attached 4,690 2.86% 5,001| 2.99% 5,389 | 3.12%
1 Unit Detached 112,023 | 68.37% 114,329 | 68.26% 117,573 | 68.14%
2 Units 1,251| 0.76% 1,240| 0.74% 1,235| 0.72%
3 to 19 Units 33,639 | 20.53% 34,438 | 20.56% 35,561 | 20.61%
20 to 49 Units 5186| 3.17% 5274| 3.15% 5,403| 3.13%
50 or More Units 4,248 | 2.59% 4,378 | 2.61% 4,547 | 2.64%
Mobile Home or Trailer 2,829| 1.73% 2,803| 1.67% 2,790| 1.62%
Boat, RV, Van, etc. 36| 0.02% 39| 0.02% 37| 0.02%
Dominant structure type 1 Unit 1 Unit 1 Unit
Detached Detached Detached
Housing Units by Year Structure
Built 163,838 |100.00% 167,502 |100.00% 172,534 {100.00%
1999 or Later 3,559 | 2.17% 10,687 | 6.38% 18,760 | 10.87%
1995 to 1998 9,850 | 6.01% 9,792| 5.85% 9,747| 5.65%
1990 to 1994 10,281 | 6.27% 10,205| 6.09% 10,142 | 5.88%
1980 to 1989 17,540 | 10.71% 17,289 | 10.32% 17,104 | 9.91%
1970 to 1979 38,186 | 23.31% 37,389 | 22.32% 36,767 | 21.31%
1960 to 1969 39,252 | 23.96% 38,393 | 22.92% 37,621 | 21.80%
1950 to 1959 31,017 | 18.93% 30,002 | 17.91% 29,112 | 16.87%
1940 to 1949 8,379 | 5.11% 8,072| 4.82% 7,764 | 4.50%
1939 or Earlier 5,837 | 3.56% 5,674| 3.39% 5,518| 3.20%
Median Year Structure Built 1969 1970 1972

Dominant Year Structure Built

1960 to 1969

1960 to 1969

1960 to 1969
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Household Trends 2000-2009 Third-Ring Suburban
2000 % 2004 % 2009 %
Census Estimate Projection
Population 74,046 83,556 94,531
Percent Change 12.84% 13.13%
Households 27,347 31,128 35,605
Percent Change 13.83% 14.38%
Families 21,140 23,895 27,066
Percent Change 13.03% 13.27%
Housing Units 28,666 32,637 37,344
Percent Change 13.85% 14.42%
Average Household Size 2.69 2.67 2.64
Percent Change -0.83% -1.06%
Households by Household Income| 27,345 31,128 35,605
Less than $15,000 2,416 8.84% 2,466 7.92% 2,365 6.64%
$15,000 to $24,999 2,596 9.49% 2,343 7.53% 2,146 6.03%
$25,000 to $34,999 3,122 11.42% 3,228 10.37% 2,816 7.91%
$35,000 to $49,999 4,569 16.71% 4,481 14.40% 4,816 | 13.53%
$50,000 to $74,999 6,050 22.12% 6,419| 20.62% 6,657 | 18.70%
$75,000 to $99,999 3,236 11.83% 4,409 | 14.16% 5,147 | 14.46%
$100,000 to $149,999 2,989 10.93% 4,037 12.97% 6,023| 16.92%
$150,000 to $249,999 1,662 6.08% 2,497 8.02% 3,563| 10.01%
$250,000 to $499,999 536 1.96% 902 2.90% 1,413 3.97%
$500,000 or more 169 0.62% 347 1.11% 659 1.85%
Average Household Income $72,444 $84,511 $98,765
Median Household Income $54,009 $61,863 $71,255
Households by Type and Size*
Non-family Households 6,208 7,233 8,539
1-person household 5,027 80.98% 5,922| 81.87% 7,092 | 83.05%
2-person household 993 16.00% 1,108| 15.31% 1,224 | 14.33%
3-person household 123 1.98% 135 1.87% 151 1.76%
4-person household 47 0.75% 50 0.68% 53 0.62%
5-person household 13 0.20% 14 0.19% 16 0.18%
6-person household 4 0.06% 4 0.06% 4 0.05%
7-or-more person household 1 0.02% 1 0.02% 1 0.01%
Family Households 21,140 23,895 27,066
2-person household 8,608 | 40.72% 9,771| 40.89% 11,150 | 41.19%
3-person household 5,234 24.76% 5,999 | 25.11% 6,898 | 25.49%
4-person household 4,678 22.13% 5210 21.81% 5772 21.33%
5-person household 1,858 8.79% 2,078 8.70% 2,320 8.57%
6-person household 539 2.55% 616 2.58% 704 2.60%
7-or-more person household 223 1.05% 220 0.92% 222 0.82%
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Housing Profile 2000-2009 Third-Ring Suburban
2000 Census 2004 Est. 2009 Proj.
Owner-Occupied Housing Units by
Value 22,744| 100.00% 26,038 100.00% 29,955| 100.00%
Less than $20,000 723 3.18% 584 2.24% 552 1.84%
$20,000 to $39,999 815 3.58% 781 3.00% 803 2.68%
$40,000 to $59,999 875 3.85% 584 2.24% 700 2.34%
$60,000 to $79,999 2,953 12.98% 1,453 5.58% 754 2.52%
$80,000 to $99,999 4,472 19.66% 2,991 11.49% 2,113 7.05%
$100,000 to $149,999 4,082 17.95% 7,252 27.85% 8,803 29.39%
$150,000 to $199,999 2,361 10.38% 3,128 12.01% 4,083 13.63%
$200,000 to $299,999 3,685 16.20% 4,640 17.82% 5,675 18.94%
$300,000 to $399,999 1,233 5.42% 2,272 8.73% 2,864 9.56%
$400,000 to $499,999 748 3.29% 1,088 4.18% 1,693 5.65%
$500,000 to $749,999 550 2.42% 741 2.85% 1,135 3.79%
$750,000 to $999,999 97 0.43% 335 1.29% 430 1.44%
$1,000,000 or more 151 0.66% 189 0.73% 350 1.17%
Median Owner Occupied Housing
Value $118,803 145,686 $165,341
Tenure of Occupied Housing Units 27,347 | 100.00% 31,128 | 100.00% 35,605 100.00%
Owner Occupied 22,730 83.11% 26,038 83.65% 29,955 84.13%
Renter Occupied 4,618 16.89% 5,090 16.35% 5,650 15.87%
Housing Units by Units in
Structure 28,666| 100.00% 32,637| 100.00% 37,344| 100.00%
1 Unit Attached 1,060 3.70% 1,284 3.93% 1,539 4.12%
1 Unit Detached 22,842 79.68% 26,007 79.69% 29,747 79.66%
2 Units 105 0.37% 124 0.38% 145 0.39%
3 to 19 Units 2,460 8.58% 2,765 8.47% 3,112 8.33%
20 to 49 Units 315 1.10% 387 1.19% 472 1.26%
50 or More Units 115 0.40% 134 0.41% 155 0.42%
Mobile Home or Trailer 1,694 5.91% 1,905 5.84% 2,139 5.73%
Boat, RV, Van, etc. 26 0.09% 31 0.09% 36 0.10%
Dominant structure type 1 Unit 1 Unit 1 Unit
Detached Detached Detached
Housing Units by Year Structure
Built 28,666| 100.00% 32,637| 100.00% 37,344 100.00%
1999 or Later 1,778 6.20% 6,004 18.40% 10,976 29.39%
1995 to 1998 4,937 17.22% 4,925 15.09% 4,897 13.11%
1990 to 1994 3,298 11.51% 3,287 10.07% 3,274 8.77%
1980 to 1989 3,362 11.73% 3,357 10.29% 3,340 8.94%
1970 to 1979 6,135 21.40% 6,092 18.67% 6,040 16.17%
1960 to 1969 4,048 14.12% 3,994 12.24% 3,938 10.55%
1950 to 1959 3,125 10.90% 3,066 9.40% 3,002 8.04%
1940 to 1949 900 3.14% 888 2.72% 869 2.33%
1939 or Earlier 1,032 3.60% 1,023 3.14% 1,008 2.70%
Median Year Structure Built 1978 1984 1991

Dominant Year Structure Built

1970 to 1979

1970 to 1979

1999 or Later
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Population and Households by Age

Aae Proiected

Population by Age

AgeOto 4

Age 5to0 9

Age 10to 14
Adge 15to 17
Adge 1810 20
Adge 21t0 24
Age 2510 34
Adge 35to 44
Adge 45 to 49
Adge 50 to 54
Adge 55 to 59
Age 60 to 64
Age 65to 74
Age 75to 84
Adge 85 and over

Age 16 and over
Adge 18 and over
Adge 21 and over
Adge 65 and over

Median Aage
Averaae Aae

Households by Age of

Householder
Adge 15t0 24
Adge 25to 34
Adge 35t0 44
Adge 45 to 54
Adge 55 to 59
Adge 60 to 64
Adge 65 to 69
Age 70to 74
Age 75to 79
Adge 80 to 84
Aae 85 and over

Median Aae of Householder

2000
Census
239,009

15,339
15,953
15,528

9,093
10,547
13,652
34,360
37,668
17,971
14,516
10,257

8,558
17,177
13,275

5,113

189,190
183,095
172,547

35,566

36.34
37.72

104,572
7,278
18,711
21,641
19,915
6,626
5,618
5,763
6,148
5,534
4,030
3,306

47.34

%

6.42%
6.67%
6.50%
3.80%
4.41%
5.71%
14.38%
15.76%
7.52%
6.07%
4.29%
3.58%
7.19%
5.55%
2.14%

79.16%
76.61%
72.19%
14.88%

6.96%
17.89%
20.70%,
19.04%

6.34%

5.37%

5.51%

5.88%

5.29%

3.85%

3.16%

Inner
2004
Estimate
234,311
14,383
14,008
14,296
8,618
10,168
13,446
33,145
35,347
18,501
15,967
11,937
9,459
16,199
13,397
5,441

188,786
183,007
172,839

35,037

37.57]
38.69

103,368
7,011
17,795
20,019
20,828
7,592
6,107
5,439
5,611
5,374
4,130
3,461

48.29

%

6.14%
5.98%
6.10%
3.68%
4.34%
5.74%
14.15%
15.09%
7.90%
6.81%
5.09%
4.04%
6.91%
5.72%
2.32%

80.57%
78.10%
73.76%
14.95%

6.78%
17.22%
19.37%
20.15%

7.35%

5.91%

5.26%

5.43%

5.20%

4.00%)

3.35%
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2009 %
Proiection
229,272
13,537 5.90%
13,378 5.83%
13,305 5.80%
8,635 3.77%
10,134 4.42%)
13,174 5.75%
31,179] 13.60%
32,634 14.23%
18,064 7.88%
16,208 7.07%
12,911 5.63%
10,468 4.57%)
16,452 7.18%
13,268 5.79%
5,925 2.58%
186,200 81.21%,
180,418 78.69%
170,284 74.27%
35,645] 15.55%
38.46
39.39
102,101
6,991 6.85%
16,731] 16.39%
18,449 18.07%
20,677 20.25%
8,190 8.02%
6,738 6.60%
5,726 5.61%
5,458 5.35%
5,199 5.09%
4,180 4.09%
3,761 3.68%
49.29
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Aae Proiected

Population bv Aae

Age Oto 4

Acge 5t0 9

Age 10to 14
Age 15to 17
Age 18to 20
Age 21to 24
Age 25to 34
Aage 35to 44
Aage 45 to 49
Age 50 to 54
Adge 55 to 59
Aage 60 to 64
Aage 65to 74
Age 75to 84
Aae 85 and over

Aae 16 and over
Age 18 and over
Aae 21 and over
Age 65 and over

Median Aae
Averade Aae

Households by Age of

Householder
Adge 15to 24
Age 25to 34
Adge 35to 44
Adge 45 to 54
Age 55 to 59
Adge 60 to 64
Age 65 to 69
Age 70 to 74
Age 75to 79
Adge 80to 84
Age 85 and over

Median Aae of Householder

2000
Census
381,312

25,582
26,067
25,503
15,129
13,801
18,385
53,022
62,142
28,632
25,342
19,160
15,845
29,012
18,259

5,429

299,276
289,030
275,229

52,700

37.12
37.62

155,658
8,015
26,560
34,276
31,664
11,398
9,607
9,425
9,334
7,746
4,772
2,862

47.84

%

6.71%
6.84%
6.69%
3.97%
3.62%
4.82%
13.91%
16.30%
7.51%
6.65%
5.02%
4.16%
7.61%
4.79%
1.42%

78.49%
75.80%
72.18%
13.82%

5.15%
17.06%,
22.02%
20.34%

7.32%

6.17%

6.05%

6.00%

4.98%

3.07%

1.84%

Middle
2004
Estimate
385,335
24,724
23,001
24,336
14,961
13,773
18,861
52,438
60,407
30,454
28,532
22,580
17,847
28,071
19,026
6,324

308,445
298,313
284,540

53,420

38.41
38.64

159,072
8,027
25,931
32,887
34,165
13,258
10,683
9,140
8,775
7,720
5,159
3,327

48.71

%

6.42%
5.97%
6.32%
3.88%
3.57%
4.89%
13.61%
15.68%
7.90%
7.40%
5.86%
4.63%
7.28%
4.94%
1.64%

80.05%
77.42%
73.84%
13.86%

5.05%
16.30%
20.67%
21.48%

8.33%

6.72%

5.75%

5.52%

4.85%

3.24%

2.09%
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2009 %
Proiection
391,003
24,247 6.20%
22,469 5.75%
23,295 5.96%
15,768 4.03%
14,454 3.70%
19,353 4.95%
50,956 13.03%
58,050 14.85%
30,982 7.92%)
29,989 7.67%
25,011 6.40%
20,180 5.16%
29,357 7.51%
19,431 4.97%
7,462 1.91%
315,914 80.80%
305,224 78.06%
290,770 74.37%
56,250 14.39%
39.3
39.32
163,742
8,472 5.17%
25,299 15.45%
31,704 19.36%
35,438 21.64%
14,733 9.00%
12,117 7.40%
9,929 6.06%
8,859 5.41%
7,745 4.73%
5,465 3.34%
3,981 2.43%
49.63
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Ade Projected

Population by Age
AageOto 4
Age5t0 9
Age 10to 14
Adge 15to0 17
Age 18 to 20
Ade 21to 24
Age 2510 34
Adge 35to 44
Adge 45 to 49
Adge 50 to 54
Adge 55 to 59
Aage 60 to 64
Age 65 to 74
Adge 75to 84
Adge 85 and over

Ade 16 and over
Ade 18 and over
Ade 21 and over
Ade 65 and over

Median Aae
Averadge Aae

Households by Age of

Householder
Age 15to 24
Age 2510 34
Adge 35t0 44
Adge 45 to 54
Age 55 to 59
Age 60 to 64
Age 65 to 69
Age 70 to 74
Age 75to 79
Adge 80to 84
Adge 85 and over

Median Aae of Householder

2000
Census
74,046
5,698
5,901
5,497
3,077
2,366
3,100
10,751
13,372
6,117
5,363
3,905
2,868
3,912
1,753
369

55,888
53,874
51,509

6,034

35.48
34.75

27,347
969
5,061
7,033
6,405
2,293
1,704
1,366
1,143
811
376
187

45.95

%

7.69%
7.97%
7.42%
4.15%
3.19%
4.19%
14.52%
18.06%
8.26%
7.24%
5.27%
3.87%
5.28%
2.37%
0.50%

75.48%)
72.76%
69.56%

8.15%

3.54%
18.51%
25.72%
23.42%

8.39%

6.23%

4.99%

4.18%

2.97%

1.38%

0.68%

Quter
2004
Estimate
83,556
6,125
5,842
5,794
3,380
2,685
3,691
11,574
14,466
7,271
6,789
5,092
3,690
4,385
2,224
547

64,641
62,415
59,730

7,157

36.86
36.02

31,128
1,053
5,344
7.457
7,682
2,929
2,156
1,537
1,218

929
550
273

47.23

%

7.33%
6.99%
6.93%
4.04%
3.21%
4.42%
13.85%
17.31%
8.70%
8.13%
6.09%
4.42%
5.25%
2.66%)
0.66%

77.36%)
74.70%)
71.49%)

8.57%

3.38%
17.17%
23.96%
24.68%)

9.41%

6.93%

4.94%)

3.91%

2.98%

1.77%

0.88%
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2009 %
Proiection
94,531
6,671 7.06%
6,359 6.73%)
6,190 6.55%)
3,955 4,18%
3,137 3.32%
4,240 4.48%
12,526 13.25%
15,323 16.21%
8,273 8.75%
8,000 8.46%)
6,262 6.62%)
4,677 4.95%
5,412 5.73%
2,645 2.80%
862 0.91%
73,946] 78.22%
71,357] 75.49%
68,2201 72.17%
8,920 9.44%
37.73
36.87
35,605
1,208 3.39%
5,762 16.18%
7.881] 22.13%
8,866 24.90%
3,592| 10.09%
2,728 7.66%)
1,946 5.46%)
1,446 4.06%
1,064 2.99%
688 1.93%
426 1.20%)
48.33




A Quantitative and Qualitative Housing Market Analysis: Supply Side

Income by Age of Householder

2000 Income by Age of
Householder®

2000 Census
Households by Income

Less than $10,000
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $29,999
$30,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $39,999
$40,000 to $44,999
$45,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $59,999
$60,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to
$125,000 to
$150,000 to
$200,000 to
$250,000 to
$500,000 or more

Median Household
Income

All
Ages

104,570
17,930
9,398
8,295
8,498
7,515
7,007
6,034
5,061
4,581
7,368
7,107
6,927
3,227
1,735
1,611
936
842
498

$30,463

$14,653

Age
25-34

18,959
2,893
1,524
1,650
1,964
1,752
1,398
1,290

961
1,004
1,275
1,470

992

378

165

146

60
35

$29,132
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Urban Core & First-Ring Suburban

Age
35-44

21,780
2,963
1,513
1,479
1,601
1,471
1,507
1,320
1,240
1,096
1,914
1,760
1,673

831
459
444
191
181
137

$36,344

Age
45-54

19,503
2,211
1,100

948
1,037
1,248
1,345
1,169
1,101
1,012
1,852
1,820
1,999
1,051

471

432

270

278

158

$43,149

Age
55-59

6,615
1,100
424
459
504
427
502
336
258
264
477
478
533
292
180
139
102
92

48

$33,915

Age
60-64

5,734
1,090
406
421
460
388
444
300
210
237
389
370
410
210
135
109
64

60

31

$31,151

Age
65-69

5,973
1,051
726
512
548
459
338
339
273
216
373
260
366
122
115
98

81

61

34

$26,622

® Estimates for 2004 and 2009 as well as percentages within and across age ranges may be found in the appendix.

Age
70-74

5,741
1,125
749
519
530
429
328
329
272
206
320
220
297
102
95

78

67

50

26

$24,511

Age
75-79

6,191
1,175
816
671
623
400
389
293
302
190
273
326
320
122
57

85

60

50

38

$23,477

Age
80-84

4,029
911
599
473
400
244
235
176
178
111
140
170
182

62
27
53
28
25
16

$20,393

Age
85+

2,859
781
503
335
278
165
148
112

91
68
79
98
88
30
24
26
14
10

$17,162
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2000 Income by Age of
Householder

2000 Census

Households by Income
Less than $10,000
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $29,999
$30,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $39,999
$40,000 to $44,999
$45,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $59,999
$60,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to
$125,000 to
$150,000 to
$200,000 to
$250,000 to
$500,000 or more

Median Household
Income

All
Ages

155,797
11,287
9,003
9,831
10,533
10,621
10,163
9,700
9,718
8,731
15,141
17,309
17,148
7,562
3,455
2,874
1,298
1,044
381

$43,479

Age
15-24

7,950
1,460
900
1,000
995
788
628
448
383
386
421
363
115
39

19

$23,095

Age
25-34

26,490
1,627
1,197
1,588
1,863
1,916
1,873
1,949
2,011
1,677
3,172
3,423
2,616

885
295
265
71
55

$43,061

Age
35-44

34,452
1,782
1,121
1,394
1,759
1,893
2,114
2,096
2,283
1,926
3,935
4,992
4,787
2,161

895
722
280
222

89

$52,180
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Second-Ring Suburban

Age
45-54

31,584
1,339
860
1,102
1,414
1,517
1,687
1,534
1,789
1,897
3,292
4,173
5,371
2,441
1,339
942
368
336
184

$58,061

Age
55-59

11,783
804
490
585
658
745
653
744
718
581

1,123
1,413
1,438
805
353
311
179
148
37

$49,258

Age
60-64

9,430
726
443
525
567
669
538
610
615
480
859

1,028

1,047
584
263
231
127

95
23

$45,231

Age
65-69

9,826
734
903
808
868
920
809
718
577
625
813
709
688
242

97
128
102

64

19

$34,198

Age
70-74

8,982
730
895
833
844
871
763
654
546
573
661
539
537
185

79
123
82
59

$32,086

Age
75-79

7,387
855
938
905
752
649
554
489
426
308
462
372
307
131

63
68
59
41
10

$26,883

Age
80-84

4,727
651
699
646
490
401
340
287
252
174
250
194
164

57
37
43
20
18

$23,744

Age
85+

3,186
579
558
444
323
252
202
171
117
104
152
104

79
32
29
22
11

$20,183




2000 Income by Age of
Householder

2000 Census
Households by Income

Less than $10,000
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $29,999
$30,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $39,999
$40,000 to $44,999
$45,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $59,999
$60,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to
$125,000 to
$150,000 to
$200,000 to
$250,000 to
$500,000 or more

Median Household
Income

All
Ages

27,345
1,500
916
1,174
1,422
1,609
1,513
1,624
1,482
1,463
2,761
3,289
3,236
1,943
1,046
1,058
604
536
169

$53,514

Age
15-24

1,021
146
33
113
84
65
115
146
85
65
80
65

oOr h~MOO

$33,015

Age
25-34

5,008
191
152
236
257
298
321
334
308
372
617
659
648
301
109
111

48
36
10

$50,568

Age
35-44

7,108
211
106
210
311
355
327
386
402
363
799

1,131
858
601
337
317
190
170

34

$61,120
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Third-Ring Suburban

Age
45-54

6,427
203
128
139
238
296
310
201
272
310
678
703
995
599
411
404
184
184

80

$67,393

Age
55-59

2,227
126
54
78
109
120
91
126
108
99
192
280
288
196
85
116
72
61
26

$60,560

Age
60-64

1,730
113
52
73
99
110
81
100
93
88
128
178
219
139
63
87
49
43
14

$54,257

Age
65-69

1,330
166
113
95
64
128
96
107
79
61
86
119
97
53
16
11
18
18

4

$35,159

Age
70-74

1,219
167
117
105

62
125
96
87
73
59
70
84
72
48
10
11
17
13

$31,779

Age
75-79

612
72
68
55
95
57
37
24
32
21
60
36
27

=

o ~NWw

$26,432

Age
80-84

385
55
51
41
59
32
22
16
19
14
30
22

=
SOr~NoOoOprONDN

$23,842

Age
85+

278

SWNONO

$21,947
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Land Use

Shown on the following pages are an overview and discussion of past and current land use
patterns, the history of home sales through the local board of Realtors and the pattern of building
permits over the past several years. Demographic data delineating the three areas may be found
in the appendix.

Shown above is an illustration of the pattern of land use in the county as estimated by LOJIC. It
must be noted that major traffic corridors are denoted as VVacant and Undeveloped. Therefore in
the data that follows, the total land area for this category is slightly overstated for each area of
the county, with the Urban Core & 1st Suburban Ring area having the greatest error of
measurement and the Third-Ring Suburban area having the least. This factor must be considered
in the consideration of the data.

The greatest inventory of undeveloped land within the county lies in the Third-Ring Suburban
area, with the bulk being in the southwestern portion of the county. On the following page is a
summary of changes in land use patterns between 1992 and 2004 based on data provided by
LOJIC and an examination of the various changes in land usage for each of the various areas of
the county.
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SINGLE FAMILY

VACANT AND UNDEVELOPED

INDUSTRIAL

PARKS, CEMETERIES, ETC.

GENERAL COMM. AND OFFICE

PUBLIC AND SEMI-PUBLIC

MULTI-FAMILY

01992
W 2004

_and Use in Jeffers

on County

I
10.0%

I I
15.0% 20.0%

I I |
35.0% 40.0% 45.0%

0.0% 5.0% 25.0% 30.0%
PUBLIC AND SEMI- | GENERAL COMM. |PARKS, CEMETERIES, VACANT AND
MULTI-FAMILY PUBLIC AND OFFICE iy INDUSTRIAL UNDEVELOPED SINGLE FAMILY
DO1992 2.4% 3.2% 3.9% 6.7% 6.6% 42.4% 34.8%
2004 2.6% 3.3% 43% 6.6%

8.8%

34.2% 40.1%

Public and semi-public
General comm. & office

Parks, cemeteries, etc.
Industrial

acant and undeveloped
Single family

Change

Total
%Change

Change Per
Year

0.93
0.61
1.73

(0.41)

8.38

(31.51)
20.29

0.2%
0.2%
0.4%
-0.1%
2.2%
-8.2%
5.3%

0.08%
0.05%
0.14%
-0.03%
0.70%
-2.63%
1.69%
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Land Use in Sqg. Miles
Urban Core &

First-Ring Second-Ring Third-Ring

Suburban Suburban Suburban
1992
General comm.& office 5.0 8.7 1.2
Industrial 7.6 14.1 3.8
Multi-family residential 3.6 4.8 0.8
Parks, cemeteries, etc. 5.8 8.0 11.9
Public and semi-public 4.5 6.9 0.9
Single family residential 27.3 73.7 32.9
Vacant and undeveloped 8.6 54.2 99.8
2004
General comm.& office 5.3 10.1 1.3
Industrial 7.5 21.6 4.7
Multi-family residential 35 5.3 1.4
Parks, cemeteries, etc. 6.1 7.0 12.2
Public and semi-public 5.0 7.1 0.9
Single family residential 28.0 82.2 43.6
Vacant and undeveloped 7.1 37.0 87.2
Change 1992-2004
General comm.& office 0.2 1.4 0.1
Industrial (0.2) 7.5 0.9
Multi-family residential (0.1) 0.5 0.6
Parks, cemeteries, etc. 0.3 (1.0) 0.3
Public and semi-public 0.5 0.2 (0.0)
Single family residential 0.7 8.6 10.8
Vacant and undeveloped (1.5) (17.2) (12.6)

As seen from the foregoing, the Second-Ring Suburban portion of the county sustained the
largest growth in single family development over the past 14 years. However over this period
vacant land in the Second-Ring Suburban section declined from 32% to 22% of the total area.
Taking into consideration the fact that a portion of the remaining vacant land is actually occupied
by highways, much of the available land in the urban and suburban areas are either smaller infill
sites, areas affected by low lying lands, or areas proximate to existing industrial uses.
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Home Sales

Also analyzed was the pattern of sales of single family residences through the Greater Louisville
Area Multiple Listing Service (GLARMS). The patterns resulting from an examination of the

sales between 1999 and 2004 are shown on the following pages.

Page 55

Avg. Sale Price Avg. Size
Core/ Overall Core/ Overall
Year 1st Ring 2nd Ring 3rd Ring Avg. Year 1st Ring 2nd Ring 3rd Ring Avg.
1999 $120,891 $126,800 $188,173 $134,220 1999 1,596 1,621 2,117 1,688
2000 $125,394 $135,885 $196,879 $142,445 2000 1,703 1,734 2,198 1,799
2001 $132,830 $139,455 $205,818 $148,264 2001 1,646 1,631 2,192 1,726
2002 $135,268 $148,890 $216,833 $156,904 2002 1,603 1,672 2,205 1,745
2003 $146,790 $151,217 $228,363 $164,665 2003 1,639 1,664 2,237 1,766
2004 $136,655 $155,402 $237,951] $165,004 2004 1,562 1,638 2,254 1,729
Overall Avg. [$133,142| $143,254] $214,639 $152,500, | Overall Avg. 1,623 1,659 2,205 1,742
Ann. Increase 2.5% 4.2% 4.8% 4.2%
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Avg. Home Age # Sold
Core/ Core/
Year 1st Ring 2nd Ring 3rd Ring| Overall Avg. Year 1st Ring 2nd Ring 3rd Ring| Grand Total
1999 61 28 14 36 1999 2,233 4,219 1,132 7,584
2000 63 29 13 36 2000 2,026 3,828 1,096 6,950
2001 64 30 13 36 2001 2,033 3,997 1,157 7,187
2002 65 29 13 36 2002 2,016 4,144 1,282 7,442
2003 67 30 13 37 2003 2,283 4,700 1,633 8,616
2004 69 32 14 39 2004 2,347 4284 1,476 8,107
Overall Avg. 65 30 13 37 Total 12,938 25,172 7,776 45,886
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HOME SALES
1999-2004
Price per Square Foot

° Under $50.00

o $50 - $75

o $75 - $100

° $100 - $125

0 $125 - $150
Over $150

Average Price/SF
Core/

Year 1stRing 2nd Ring 3rd Ring| Overall Avg.
1999 $70.74 $77.46 $85.59 $76.71
2000 $73.52 $81.02 $87.28 $79.84
2001 $78.14 $84.36 $91.07 $83.69
2002 $80.06 $87.73 $95.03 $86.92
2003 $83.64 $89.78 $98.26 $89.76
2004 $79.67 $92.52  $102.13 $90.56

Overall Avg. $77.70 $85.66 $94.00 $84.84
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Building Permits

The pattern of home sales over the past several years provides the clearest indication as to
values, sizes, and ages of properties in each area. Of less use was the pattern of building permits
for the county. We analyzed over 40,000 building permits issued in Jefferson County between
January 1999 and December 2004.

These do not include permits issued by the City of Jeffersontown. The history of permits was
provided in a printed format however we were unable, despite repeated unreturned calls to the
city IT department, to obtain the data in a format compatible with the GIS platform used.

The permit data features a less precise level of description (and is less accurate in it’s
classifications) than the sales data. For example, 4.2% of the single family permits that were
ostensibly for new construction indicated a cost of less than $40,000, obviously a level at which
new construction could not take place. The data does however tend to reinforce the geographical
development and relative price trends presented by the GLARMS data.

Estimated Cost

© Under $75,000.00

° $75,000.01 - $100,000.00
° $100,000.01 - $150,000.00
° $150,000.01 - $200,000.00

. Over $200,000

Ny A Building Permits 1999-2004
New Single Family Residences
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Subdivision Development

The great majority of the permits issued were associated with new subdivision development.
These developments were primarily east of the line of 1-65 however several were in southwest
Jefferson County. As would be expected, the larger developments in the county have been
located in the southern and eastern portions due to the availability of larger developable tracts
than found in the southwestern portion of the county.

The locations of representative subdivisions are detailed on the following pages, as are the
permitting and sales activity data. With the exception of the southwest area, recently developed
subdivisions are generally located in the Third-Ring Suburban belt. The Urban Core & 1st
Suburban Ring and Second-Ring Suburban areas have few active subdivisions due to the lack of
available development sites. The major developments in the past several years have occurred
through redevelopment of an older site (such as the Park-Duvalle neighborhood redevelopment)
with the remainder represented by small infill sites.

The subdivisions profiled in the following pages were considered to be a representative cross
section illustrating the majority of available new housing in the county.
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Avg.
Permit  Permits #of AvgSale Avg. Sale
Subdivision Cost Issued Avg.Date  Sales’  Price Date
Southwest
Charlene Estates $84,545 11 Nov-01 1  $169,000 May-03
Gardens Of Valley View $111,527 32 May-03 18 $157,540 Dec-03
Hunters Creek $96,427 218 Dec-02 7 $99,035 Aug-04
Oak Hill Estates $126,317 30 Oct-02 5 $271,910 May-03
Parkridge $178,072 18 Apr-01 29  $275,469 Jun-02
Woodridge Lake $76,158 38 Jun-01 17 $126,614 Apr-02
Woods Of Farnsley Moorman  $87,917 6 Feb-04 0
Southwest Totals $101,838 355 Sep-02 86 $178,575 Feb-03
South
Adams Run $90,671 207 Oct-01 126 $166,648 Feb-02
Bardstown Woods $143,622 117 Oct-01 40 $225,972 Sep-02
Billtown Farms $105,956 165 Mar-03 18  $199,392 Jan-04
Bridlewood $59,622 101 May-01 42  $149,995 Feb-08
Brookshire $112,200 7 Dec-03 4  $232,026 Jun-04
Cooper Farms $85,565 258 Jun-01 51 $172,086 Apr-03
Glenmary $215,814 167  Apr-01 173  $256,292 Dec-01
Heritage Creek $81,851 352 Nov-01 12 $134,771 Sep-03
Indian Falls $111,035 353 Mar-02 57 $176,762 Mar-03
Jefferson Trace $186,197 100 Jan-02 24  $314,558 Sep-03
Kellerman Place $137,397 34 Jan-03 27  $190,837 Sep-03
Little Spring Farm $184,560 62 Nov-03 26  $299,085 May-04
Saddle Pointe Estates $227,759 11 Dec-01 0
Stone Ledge Farm $126,437 140 Dec-00 31 $209,188 Jun-02
Timberbend $84,467 130 Sep-01 60 $143,444 Jun-02
South Total $114,284 2,204 Dec-01 691 $205,075 Aug-03

" Number of sales through MLS listings. Does not reflect developer or builder direct sales.
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Avg. Avg. # of Avg.
Permit.  #of permit Sales Avg Sale  Sale
Subdivision Cost Permits Date Price Date
Southeast
Academy Ridge At Landis Lakes $109,718 107 Nov-02 22 $228,021 Nov-03
Canterbrook Farms $277,570 28 Aug-00 5 $427,196 Dec-01
Crystal Valley Estates $234,089 35 Dec-02 3 $468,333 Jun-03
Dunbar Springs $255,028 22 Aug-01 3 $407,302 Sep-03
Estates Of Bradbe Forest $224,821 5 Aug-03 0
Fisherville Woods $265,908 25 Apr-01 0
Gardiner Park $272,835 42 Apr-01 5 $365,480 Sep-02
Hills Of Beckley Station $94,369 141 May-02 78 $178,935 Mar-03
Lake Forest $323,436 401 May-01 561 $404,084 Jan-02
Landis Lakes $292,138 89 Dec-02 29 $513,612 Oct-03
Locust Creek $316,999 128 Mar-03 43 $595,762 Nov-03
Polo Fields $142,807 230 Feb-02 247 $287,246 Mar-02
Stone Lakes $166,556 235 May-01 83 $232,389 Oct-01
Southeast Totals $224,311 1,488 Dec-01 1079 $373,487 Dec-02
Northeast
Cobblestone Estates $48,633 100 Nov-01 6 $121,233 Dec-01
Innisbrook $409,277 48 May-01 30 $612,174 Oct-02
Springhurst $176,475 260 Jul-00 213 $302,818 Feb-02
Sutherland $407,881 75 Jan-00 152 $547,635 Jan-02
Willow Cove $115,843 54 Dec-03 16 $171,219 Jun-04
Wolf Pen Woods $211,926 44 Dec-99 60 $329,859 Jun-01
Wolf Trace $96,682 210 Apr-01 117 $188,321 Mar-02
Woodmont $226,452 293 Oct-01 128 $340,041 Feb-03
Worthington Place $101,050 149 Sep-03 43 $180,290 Feb-04
Northeast Totals $177,050 1,233 Jul-01 765 $310,399 Sep-02
Southwest
Charlene Estates $84,545 11 Nov-01 1 $169,000 May-03
Gardens Of Valley View $111,527 32 May-03 18 $157,540 Dec-03
Hunters Creek $96,427 218 Dec-02 7 $99,035 Aug-04
Oak Hill $107,500 2 May-04 9 $150,456 Oct-01
Oak Hill Estates $126,317 30 Oct-02 5 $271,910 May-03
Parkridge $178,072 18 Apr-01 29 $275,469 Jun-02
Woodridge Lake $76,158 38 Jun-01 17 $126,614 Apr-02
Woods Of Farnsley Moorman $87,917 6 Feb-04 0

Southwest Totals

$101,838 355 Sep-02

86 $178,575 Feb-03
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Multi-Family Housing

Multifamily housing, on the basis of units in complexes over 50 units, is generally evenly
distributed throughout the Second-Ring Suburban area, with concentrations in the urban area
near the CBD and to the east of downtown. With the exception of the rapidly growing area
between Lagrange Rd. and I-71, which features excellent access to employment centers, little
significant development has occurred in the Third-Ring Suburban area. Newer complexes are
predominately found in the eastern section of the county, emulating the pattern associated with
single-family dwellings.

Complexes Avg. Avg. Yr.
Area Surveyed Units Occupancy Built Avg. # of Units
Core/1st Ring 39 7,006 93.1% 1969 184
2nd Ring 118 22,660 91.4% 1976 192
3rd Ring 14 3,046 85.2% 1984 218
Avg./Total 171 32,712 91.3% 1976 192
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Rental Units as Yoar Complex Constructed
% of all Housing ) Prigr 1o 1960
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Avg 1BD Avg.1BD Avg.1BD Avg.2BD Avg 2BD Avg. 2B
Area Size Rent Rent/s.f. Size Rent Rent/SF
Core/ 1st Ring 660 $522 $0.81 958 $663 $0.69
2nd Ring 735 $498 $0.69 974 $594 $0.61
3rd Ring 741 $525 $0.71 1,047 $646 $0.61
Avg./Total 717 $506 $0.72 977 $612 $0.63

Rent is typically — but not always — exclusive of utility costs. Virtually all properties in the
Third-Ring Suburban area exclude utility costs as do the great majority in the Second-Ring

Suburban area.



A Quantitative and Qualitative Housing Market Analysis: Supply Side Page 69
Average:
(%]
s | = 2
«a i o 2 o 5 = 55
2 |32 £ <T: g 2 g g g 23
E L2 2 5 5 T or 2 £&2 gk
S o o > - g c S S 20 20 O o
Area m | Q= #* > > »n D ] ar I xw
Core/ 1st Ring 0/1| 11 510 6.9% 1.43% 449 485  $448 $473  $1.00
1/1| 56 3,236 43.9% 9.05% 639 666  $516 $537  $0.83
1/15 2 49 0.7% 0.14% 1,036 1,036  $749 $749  $0.72
2/1| 29 1,067 14.5% 2.98% 850 886  $589 $609  $0.69
2115 7 478 6.5% 1.34% 994 1,007  $650 $661  $0.66
2/2| 30 1,461 19.8% 4.09% 1,043 1,082  $747 $768  $0.72
2125 1 1 0.0% 0.00% 1,300 1,300 $1,400 $1,400  $1.08
3/15 5 111 1.5% 0.31% 1,254 1,314  $671 $671  $0.54
3/2| 16 312 4.2% 0.87% 1,242 1,281  $825 $827  $0.66
3/25 2 103 1.4% 0.29% 1,450 1,450  $849 $854  $0.59
3/3 1 28 0.4% 0.08% 1,600 1,600  $650 $650  $0.41
4/2 1 4 0.1% 0.01% 1,938 1,938 $1,395 $1,395  $0.72
4/3 1 4 0.1% 0.01% 2,008 2,166 $1,300 $1,300  $0.62
Core/1st Ring Totals 7,364 100.0% 20.60% 874 907 $632 $649 $0.76
2nd Ring 0/1| 23 761 3.0% 2.13% 487 514  $419 $424  $0.93
1/1| 157 8,329  32.6% 23.30% 749 754  $509 $521  $0.69
1/15 10 309 1.2% 0.86% 945 973  $674 $682  $0.71
1/2 1 31 0.1% 0.09% 1,050 1,050  $569 $569  $0.54
2/1| 91 6,894 27.0% 19.28% 863 871  $508 $517  $0.60
2/15 36 1,959 7.7% 5.48% 1,002 1,004  $608 $622  $0.62
2/2| 100 5,203  20.3% 14.55% 1,113 1,121 $715 $729  $0.66
2/25 13 306 1.2% 0.86% 1,467 1,469  $925 $929  $0.63
3/1| 10 249 1.0% 0.70% 985 985  $567 $582  $0.60
3/1.5 8 152 0.6% 0.43% 1,092 1,092  $685 $686  $0.63
3/2| 49 1,122 4.4% 3.14% 1,369 1,382  $850 $865  $0.62
3/25 15 256 1.0% 0.72% 1,694 1,697  $980 $982  $0.58
2"-Ring Totals 25,571  100.0% 71.52% 966 973  $616 $627  $0.66
3rd Ring 0/1 2 15 0.5% 0.04% 288 288  $430 $430  $1.49
1/1| 22 885 31.4% 2.48% 767 768  $552 $554  $0.72
2/1| 10 537 19.1% 1.50% 878 892  $495 $500  $0.56
2115 6 181 6.4% 0.51% 916 916  $465 $465  $0.51
2/2| 18 964  34.2% 2.70% 1,176 1,177  $804 $805  $0.69
2125 2 42 1.5% 0.12% 1,198 1,198  $700 $700  $0.59
3/1 2 32 1.1% 0.09% 917 917  $509 $509  $0.56
3/15 1 16 0.6% 0.04% 1,031 1,031  $509 $509  $0.49
3/2 5 136 4.8% 0.38% 1,355 1,355  $921 $928  $0.68
3/25 1 10 0.4% 0.03% 1,832 1,832  $885 $885  $0.48
3"-Ring Totals 2,818 100.0% 7.88% 967 970  $632 $634  $0.67]

* square feet



A Quantitative and Qualitative Housing Market Analysis: Supply Side Page 70

Neighborhoods

Four separate neighborhoods within Louisville were specified for study. These are the Portland
neighborhood, a combination of the Phoenix Hill, Smoketown, and Shelby neighborhoods, an
area around Churchill Downs denoted the Oakdale neighborhood, and a larger area in western
Louisville denoted the Cane Run neighborhood.



A Quantitative and Qualitative Housing Market Analysis: Supply Side

Cane Run

Of the four neighborhoods examined, the Cane Run area features the greatest portion of land
devoted to industrial uses, which is not conducive to residential development. Only nominal

opportunity exists west of the line of Cane Run Road/I-264 for new housing.

Neighborhood |LAND USE Sqg. Miles | % of Total

Cane Run GENERAL COMM. AND OFFICE 0.440 5%
INDUSTRIAL 2.433 27%
MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 0.157 2%
PARKS, CEMETERIES, ETC. 0.146 2%
PUBLIC AND SEMI-PUBLIC 0.411 5%
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 3.609 40%
\VACANT AND UNDEVELOPED 1.812 20%

Cane Run Total 9.007 100%
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Neighborhood | Year |# Sold | Avg. Price | Avg. Size | Avg Price/SF |Avg. Age
Cane Run 1999 237 $82,565 1,217 $69.12 42
2000 | 218 $82,774 1,175 $71.98 43
2001 | 205 $87,720 1,195 $74.60 44
2002 192 $86,327 1,146 $76.10 45
2003 218 $93,130 1,182 $79.19 45
2004 213 $95,770 1,204 $80.96 46
Cane Run Totals 1,283  $87,975 1,188 $75.20 44

Average Annual Appreciation = 3.01%
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Mew Single Family
Building Permits
1999-2003

Est. Cost of Const.

& Linder 350, 000,00
& $50, 000 - 75,000
o $75, 000 - 3100, 000
- $100, 000 - $125,000
L] Cwer 3125 000
:—H""\-\.'.l
L L Ry
e 3
Permits | Avg. Reported
Neighborhood Year Issued Cost Avg. Bldg. Size Avg. Cost / SF
Cane Run 1999 5 $64,512 1,299 $51.01
2000 1 $55,000 1,060 $51.89
2001 1 $60,500 1,210 $50.00
2002 27 $63,848 1,229 $52.23
2003 47 $64,043 1,351 $48.17

Cane Run Total 81 $63,851 1,301 $49.79
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Household Trends 2000-2009 Cane Run
2000 % 2004 % 2009 %
Census Estimate Projection
Population 21,551 21,456 21,396
Percent Change -0.44% -0.28%
Households 8,994 9,091 9,240
Percent Change 1.08% 1.64%
Families 5,972 5,959 5,962
Percent Change -0.22% 0.05%
Housing Units 9,532 9,631 9,787
Percent Change 1.04% 1.62%
Average Household Size 2.38 2.34 2.3
Percent Change -1.57% -1.94%
Households by Household Income 8,975 9,091 9,240
Less than $15,000 1,715 19.11% 1,642 18.06% 1,498 16.21%
$15,000 to $24,999 1,529 17.04% 1,387| 15.26% 1,263| 13.67%
$25,000 to $34,999 1,401 15.61% 1,423 15.65% 1,288 13.94%
$35,000 to $49,999 1,607 17.91% 1,566| 17.23% 1,703| 18.43%
$50,000 to $74,999 1,654| 18.43% 1,707 18.78% 1,749 18.93%
$75,000 to $99,999 686 7.64% 784 8.62% 887| 9.60%
$100,000 to $149,999 248 2.76% 420 4.62% 649 7.02%
$150,000 to $249,999 117  1.30% 128 1.41% 150 1.62%
$250,000 to $499,999 18] 0.20% 30, 0.33% 44|  0.48%
$500,000 or more 0| 0.00% 4  0.04% 9 0.10%
Average Household Income $41,651 $45,190 $49,861
Median Household Income $33,876 $35,896 $40,029
Households by Type and Size*
Non-family Households 3,022 3,132 3,278
1-person household 2,652 87.76% 2,781 88.79% 2,954| 90.12%
2-person household 320/ 10.59% 300 9.58% 274 8.36%
3-person household 35 1.16% 35 1.12% 35 1.07%
4-person household 14/ 0.46% 15| 0.48% 14| 0.43%
5-person household 1 0.03% 1| 0.03% 1 0.03%
6-person household 0| 0.00% 0| 0.00% 0| 0.00%
7-or-more person household 0| 0.00% 0| 0.00% 0 0.00%
Family Households 5,972 5,959 5,962
2-person household 2,676 44.81% 2,712| 45.51% 2,770 46.46%
3-person household 1,600 26.79% 1,609 27.00% 1,620 27.17%
4-person household 1,039 17.40% 1,014| 17.02% 988| 16.57%
5-person household 434  7.27% 416 6.98% 400 6.71%
6-person household 150 2.51% 147  2.47% 134 2.25%
7-or-more person household 73] 1.22% 61 1.02% 50 0.84%
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Housing Profile 2000-2009 Cane Run
2000 % 2004 % 2009 %
Census Estimate Projection
Owner-Occupied Housing Units by Value 6,502| 100.00% 6,539| 100.00% 6,622| 100.00%
Less than $20,000 208 3.20% 165 2.52% 145 2.19%
$20,000 to $39,999 241 3.71% 147 2.25% 119| 1.80%
$40,000 to $59,999 808 12.43% 384 5.87% 277 4.18%
$60,000 to $79,999 1,771 27.24% 1,078 16.49% 642 9.69%
$80,000 to $99,999 2,604 40.05% 1,820 27.83% 1,242 18.76%
$100,000 to $149,999 805 12.38% 2,801 42.84% 3,671 55.44%
$150,000 to $199,999 33 0.51% 95 1.45% 462 6.98%
$200,000 to $299,999 6 0.09% 26 0.40% 48| 0.72%
$300,000 to $399,999 6 0.09% 6 0.09% 2|  0.03%
$400,000 to $499,999 0 0.00% 3 0.05% 3] 0.05%
$500,000 to $749,999 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1  0.02%
$750,000 to $999,999 8 0.12% 3 0.05% 1 0.02%
$1,000,000 or more 12 0.18% 11 0.17% 9] 0.14%
Median Owner Occupied Housing Value | $81,713 96,434 $112,068
Tenure of Occupied Housing Units 8,994| 100.00% 9,091 100.00% 9,240| 100.00%
Owner Occupied 6,503 72.30% 6,539 71.93% 6,622| 71.67%
Renter Occupied 2,491 27.70% 2,552 28.07% 2,618 28.33%
Housing Units by Units in Structure 9,532| 100.00% 9,631 100.00% 9,787| 100.00%
1 Unit Attached 79 0.83% 79 0.82% 80| 0.82%
1 Unit Detached 7,315 76.74% 7,427 77.12% 7,541 77.05%
2 Units 187 1.96% 189 1.96% 190| 1.94%
310 19 Units 1,249 13.10% 1,268 13.17% 1,303 13.31%
20 to 49 Units 267 2.80% 271 2.81% 279 2.85%
50 or More Units 93 0.98% 96 1.00% 101} 1.03%
Mobile Home or Trailer 302 3.17% 295 3.06% 287 2.93%
Boat, RV, Van, etc. 6 0.06% 6 0.06% 6| 0.06%
Dominant structure type 1 Unit 1 Unit 1 Unit
Detached Detached Detached
Housing Units by Year Structure Built 9,532| 100.00% 9,631 100.00% 9,787| 100.00%
1999 or Later 51 0.54% 300 3.11% 559 5.71%
1995 to 1998 153 1.61% 151 1.57% 149 1.52%
1990 to 1994 127 1.33% 126 1.31% 124 1.27%
1980 to 1989 264 2.77% 258 2.68% 252  2.57%
1970 to 1979 1,108 11.62% 1,097 11.39% 1,084 11.08%
1960 to 1969 3,001 31.48% 2,979 30.93% 2,948 30.12%
1950 to 1959 3,385 35.51% 3,333 34.61% 3,295| 33.67%
1940 to 1949 1,000 10.49% 986 10.24% 976 9.97%
1939 or Earlier 409 4.29% 401 4.16% 400, 4.09%
Median Year Structure Built 1,960 1,960 1,961
Dominant Year Structure Built 1950 to 1950 to 1950 to
1959 1959 1959
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Oakdale

This neighborhood is comprised of residential land uses with Churchill Downs being the major
non-residential influence. Areas on the eastern fringe formerly classified as industrial have been
or gradually will be redeveloped in a non-industrial manner, with most being office or retail uses.
Little vacant land is available for development and new housing will generally require

demolition of older housing stock.

Neighborhood LAND USE Sqg. Miles | % of Total

Oakdale GENERAL COMM. AND OFFICE 0.358 22%
INDUSTRIAL 0.072 4%
MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 0.089 6%
PARKS, CEMETERIES, ETC. 0.044 3%
PUBLIC AND SEMI-PUBLIC 0.067 4%
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 0.931 58%
VACANT AND UNDEVELOPED 0.052 3%

Oakdale Total 1.614 100%
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Neighborhood Year | #Sold | Avg. Price | Avg. Size | Avg Price/SF | Avg. Age
Oakdale 1999 108 $60,192 1,078 $58.29 65

2000 83 $64,746 1,057 $64.13 63
2001 92 $65,330 1,099 $61.51 62
2002 93 $69,798 1,101 $67.54 66
2003 99 $68,696 1,094 $64.98 69
2004 109 $69,974 1,062 $68.81 69
Oakdale Totals 584 $66,446 1,082 $64.20 66

Average Annual Appreciation = 3.06%
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Permits | Avg. Reported
Neighborhood Year Issued Cost Avg. Bldg. Size Avg. Cost / SF
Oakdale 1999 4 $22,600 1,220 $25.47
2000 5 $48,200 963 $54.90
2001 6 $30,967 1,083 $32.75
2002 9 $43,333 1,324 $34.46
2003 12 $55,300 1,753 $30.16
Oakdale Total 36 $43,633 1,377 $34.90
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Household Trends 2000-2009 Oakdale
2000 % 2004 % 2009 %
Census Estimate Projection
Population 10,727 10,598 10,477
Percent Change -1.20% -1.14%
Households 4,709 4,692 4,691
Percent Change -0.36% -0.02%
Families 2,518 2,470 2,425
Percent Change -1.91% -1.82%
Housing Units 5,090 5,074 5,077
Percent Change -0.31% 0.06%
Average Household Size 2.25 2.23 2.2
Percent Change -0.96% -1.22%
Households by Household Income 4,697 4,692 4,691
Less than $15,000 1,432, 30.49% 1,385 29.52% 1,287 27.44%
$15,000 to $24,999 962 20.48% 915/ 19.50% 889 18.95%
$25,000 to $34,999 794 16.90% 794 16.92% 739 15.75%
$35,000 to $49,999 735 15.65% 765/ 16.30% 863| 18.40%
$50,000 to $74,999 616/ 13.11% 594 12.66% 590, 12.58%
$75,000 to $99,999 132 2.81% 187 3.99% 228 4.86%
$100,000 to $149,999 14 0.30% 40 0.85% 81 1.73%
$150,000 to $249,999 8 0.17% 6 0.13% 6 0.13%
$250,000 to $499,999 4 0.09% 6 0.13% 8 0.17%
$500,000 or more 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Average Household Income $29,197 $31,148 $33,289
Median Household Income $24,527 $25,579 $27,294
Households by Type and Size*
Non-family Households 2,191 2,222 2,266
1-person household 1,808, 82.52% 1,834 82.54% 1,872 82.61%
2-person household 329 15.02% 335/ 15.08% 339 14.96%
3-person household 38| 1.73% 38 1.71% 40 1.77%
4-person household 11 0.50% 10 0.45% 10 0.44%
5-person household 3] 0.14% 3 0.14% 3 0.13%
6-person household 2|  0.09% 2 0.09% 2 0.09%
7-or-more person household 0| 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Family Households 2,518 2,470 2,425
2-person household 1,028, 40.83% 1,008, 40.81% 994 40.99%
3-person household 648 25.73% 642 25.99% 637 26.27%
4-person household 490/ 19.46% 480 19.43% 468| 19.30%
5-person household 220 8.74% 215 8.70% 210 8.66%
6-person household 94| 3.73% 91 3.68% 88 3.63%
7-or-more person household 38 1.51% 34 1.38% 28 1.15%
Housing Profile 2000-2009 Oakdale
20000 % | 2004, % | 2009 %
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Housing Profile 2000-2009 Oakdale
Census Estimate Projection
Owner-Occupied Housing Units by
Value 2,374| 100.00% 2,381| 100.00% 2,365| 100.00%
Less than $20,000 12 0.51% 71 0.29% 6 0.25%
$20,000 to $39,999 237 9.98% 111 4.66% 45 1.90%
$40,000 to $59,999 1,023 43.09% 559| 23.48% 376| 15.90%
$60,000 to $79,999 760, 32.01% 906/ 38.05% 759 32.09%
$80,000 to $99,999 257 10.83% 509| 21.38% 615 26.00%
$100,000 to $149,999 60 2.53% 233  9.79% 500 21.14%
$150,000 to $199,999 16 0.67% 38 1.60% 38 1.61%
$200,000 to $299,999 0 0.00% 9 0.38% 20 0.85%
$300,000 to $399,999 9 0.38% 5 0.21% 2 0.08%
$400,000 to $499,999 0 0.00% 4  0.17% 3 0.13%
$500,000 to $749,999 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.04%
$750,000 to $999,999 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
$1,000,000 or more 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Median Owner Occupied Housing
Value $58,338 71,336 $79,908
Tenure of Occupied Housing Units 4,709 100.00% 4,692 100.00% 4,691/ 100.00%
Owner Occupied 2,407| 51.11% 2,381 50.75% 2,365 50.42%
Renter Occupied 2,302| 48.89% 2,311 49.25% 2,326/ 49.58%
Housing Units by Units in Structure 5,090, 100.00% 5,074| 100.00% 5,077 100.00%
1 Unit Attached 38 0.75% 40, 0.79% 41 0.81%
1 Unit Detached 3,510, 68.96% 3,511 69.20% 3,490, 68.74%
2 Units 471 9.25% 463 9.12% 468 9.22%
3 to 19 Units 952| 18.70% 957| 18.86% 975 19.20%
20 to 49 Units 43 0.84% 41| 0.81% 40 0.79%
50 or More Units 46 0.90% 45 0.89% 46 0.91%
Mobile Home or Trailer 18 0.35% 17 0.34% 17 0.33%
Boat, RV, Van, etc. 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Dominant structure type 1 Unit 1 Unit 1 Unit
Detached Detached Detached
Housing Units by Year Structure
Built 5,090, 100.00% 5,074| 100.00% 5,077) 100.00%
1999 or Later 23 0.45% 117) 2.31% 202 3.98%
1995 to 1998 41 0.81% 40,  0.79% 39 0.77%
1990 to 1994 42 0.83% 42|  0.83% 42 0.83%
1980 to 1989 121 2.38% 118 2.33% 116 2.28%
1970 to 1979 111 2.18% 107) 2.11% 106 2.09%
1960 to 1969 503 9.88% 490 9.66% 482 9.49%
1950 to 1959 1,097| 21.55% 1,087 21.42% 1,074 21.15%
1940 to 1949 1,395 27.41% 1,376| 27.12% 1,352| 26.63%
1939 or Earlier 1,745 34.28% 1,697 33.45% 1,664 32.78%
Median Year Structure Built 1,946 1,946 1,946
Dominant Year Structure Built 1939 or 1939 or 1939 or
Earlier Earlier, Earlier,
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Portland

Portland represents a generally varied pattern of land use with industrial uses concentrated in two
areas. Much of the improvements are older and potential exists for redevelopment of portions of
the industrial district with alternate uses.

Neighborhood |LAND USE Sq. Miles % of Total

Portland GENERAL COMM. AND OFFICE 0.130 5%
INDUSTRIAL 0.433 17%
MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 0.079 3%
PARKS, CEMETERIES, ETC. 0.237 9%
PUBLIC AND SEMI-PUBLIC 0.108 4%
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 0.965 38%
\VACANT AND UNDEVELOPED 0.563 22%

Portland total 2.514 100%




A Quantitative and Qualitative Housing Market Analysis: Supply Side Page 82
Neighborhood | Year | # Sold | Avg. Price | Avg. Size | Avg Price/SF | Avg. Age
PORTLAND 1999 28 $50,698 1,265 $42.88 78

2000 23 $63,535 1,451 $46.25 81
2001 28 $54,379 1,316 $44.31 84
2002 35 $59,230 1,415 $43.96 72
2003 31 $55,891 1,272 $46.46 82
2004 29 $54,079 1,257 $43.72 81
PORTLAND Totals 174 $56,192 1,328 $44.55 79

Average Annual Appreciation = 1.30%
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Permits | Avg. Reported
Neighborhood Year Issued Cost Avg. Bldg. Size Avg. Cost / SF
PORTLAND 1999 35 $38,900 1,180 $32.97
2000 32 $44,031 1,350 $34.99
2001 54 $37,194 1,451 $28.87
2002 36 $53,944 1,363 $40.76
2003 18 $41,750 1,179 $32.64
PORTLAND Totals 175 $42,700 1,333 $33.65
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Household Trends 2000-2009 Portland
2000 % 2004 % 2009 %
Census Estimate Projection
Population 12,348 11,842 11,222
Percent Change -4.10% -5.24%
Households 4,424 4,274 4,079
Percent Change -3.39% -4.57%
Families 2,996 2,860 2,689
Percent Change -4.52% -5.99%
Housing Units 5,120 4,954 4,739
Percent Change -3.25% -4.34%
Average Household Size 2.73 2.71 2.68
Percent Change -0.87% -0.96%
Households by Household Income 4,421 4,274 4,079
Less than $15,000 1,695| 38.34% 1,530| 35.79% 1,317 32.28%
$15,000 to $24,999 798| 18.06% 771| 18.04% 738 18.10%
$25,000 to $34,999 589| 13.33% 565| 13.21% 524 12.85%
$35,000 to $49,999 690| 15.62% 585| 13.68% 555 13.61%
$50,000 to $74,999 453| 10.26% 561 13.12% 581 14.24%
$75,000 to $99,999 92| 2.09% 138 3.22% 199 4.89%
$100,000 to $149,999 47] 1.06% 71 1.65% 100 2.46%
$150,000 to $249,999 49| 1.11% 46| 1.08% 37 0.91%
$250,000 to $499,999 6/ 0.14% 8 0.19% 25 0.61%
$500,000 or more 0 0.00% 1 0.02% 2 0.05%
Average Household Income $29,323 $31,881 $35,861
Median Household Income $21,454 $22,877 $24,788
Households by Type and Size*
Non-family Households 1,428 1,414 1,390
1-person household 1,165| 81.54% 1,145| 81.01% 1,113 80.11%
2-person household 222| 15.55% 227| 16.05% 234 16.82%
3-person household 29| 2.03% 29| 2.05% 30 2.16%
4-person household 10| 0.67% 10, 0.67% 10 0.68%
5-person household 2 0.14% 2| 0.14% 2 0.15%
6-person household 1 0.07% 1 0.07% 1 0.07%
7-or-more person household 0| 0.00% 0| 0.00% 0 0.00%
Family Households 2,996 2,860 2,689
2-person household 924| 30.84% 886| 30.97% 833 30.98%
3-person household 859| 28.66% 825| 28.85% 783 29.10%
4-person household 623| 20.80% 593| 20.74% 556 20.69%
5-person household 337| 11.25% 317| 11.10% 293 10.91%
6-person household 144, 4.79% 139| 4.86% 134 4.99%
7-or-more person household 110| 3.66% 99| 3.48% 89 3.32%
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Housing Profile 2000-2009 Portland
2000 % 2004 % 2009 %
Census Estimate Projection
Owner-Occupied Housing Units by
Value 2,324| 100.00% 2,219| 100.00% 2,110 100.00%
Less than $20,000 324 13.94% 180 8.11% 114 5.40%
$20,000 to $39,999 769 33.09% 541 24.39% 421| 19.93%
$40,000 to $59,999 692 29.76% 601 27.07% 475 22.52%
$60,000 to $79,999 434| 18.66% 494| 22.26% 446| 21.15%
$80,000 to $99,999 99 4.24% 298| 13.43% 356| 16.86%
$100,000 to $149,999 7 0.31% 104 4.68% 289| 13.68%
$150,000 to $199,999 0 0.00% 1 0.05% 10 0.46%
$200,000 to $299,999 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
$300,000 to $399,999 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
$400,000 to $499,999 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
$500,000 to $749,999 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
$750,000 to $999,999 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
$1,000,000 or more 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Median Owner Occupied Housing
Value $41,995 52,924 $62,031
Tenure of Occupied Housing Units 4,424 100.00% 4,274 100.00% 4,079 100.00%
Owner Occupied 2,304 52.09% 2,219 51.92% 2,110, 51.73%
Renter Occupied 2,119 47.91% 2,055/ 48.08% 1,969 48.27%
Housing Units by Units in Structure 5,120, 100.00% 4,954 100.00% 4,739 100.00%
1 Unit Attached 133 2.61% 127 2.56% 120 2.54%
1 Unit Detached 3,735| 72.94% 3,625 73.17% 3,461 73.04%
2 Units 466 9.10% 454 9.16% 433 9.15%
3 to 19 Units 638 12.46% 628 12.68% 606/ 12.80%
20 to 49 Units 30 0.59% 31 0.63% 31 0.65%
50 or More Units 80 1.56% 82 1.66% 79 1.67%
Mobile Home or Trailer 7 0.14% 7 0.14% 7 0.15%
Boat, RV, Van, etc. 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Dominant structure type 1 Unit 1 Unit 1 Unit
Detached Detached Detached
Housing Units by Year Structure Built 5,120, 100.00% 4,954 100.00% 4,739 100.00%
1999 or Later 52 1.02% 82 1.66% 98 2.07%
1995 to 1998 168 3.28% 170 3.43% 166 3.50%
1990 to 1994 36 0.70% 36 0.73% 35 0.74%
1980 to 1989 147 2.87% 143 2.89% 135 2.85%
1970 to 1979 131 2.55% 128 2.58% 122 2.57%
1960 to 1969 204 3.99% 196 3.96% 186 3.93%
1950 to 1959 438 8.55% 426 8.60% 409 8.62%
1940 to 1949 729 14.23% 703] 14.20% 667 14.07%
1939 or Earlier 3,185 62.21% 3,069 61.96% 2,921 61.65%
Median Year Structure Built 1,932 1,932 1,932
Dominant Year Structure Built 1939 or 1939 or 1939 or
Earlier Earlier Earlier




A Quantitative and Qualitative Housing Market Analysis: Supply Side Page 86

Phoenix-Shelby

This area features an extremely diverse pattern of land use as well as a wide variety of buildings
in terms of age and condition. A significant increase in interest if not demand for housing has
been seen in the northern portion of the area while the entire neighborhood has been viewed as
having an attractive location due to the proximity of employment centers (downtown and the
medical district) and the recreational/social offerings along the Baxter Ave./Bardstown Rd.
corridor.

= Land Use _
| [ cexERAL COMM. AND OFFICE |
. [ mousTRIAL

[T LLT-FanaL Y RENCENTIAL

-5+ PUBILIC AND SEMI-PUBLIC

B seusLE FaLy RESIDEMTIAL

Neighborhood LAND USE Sqg. Miles | % of Total

Phoenix-Shelby GENERAL COMM. AND OFFICE 0.258 19%
INDUSTRIAL 0.220 16%
MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 0.174 13%
PARKS, CEMETERIES, ETC. 0.038 3%
PUBLIC AND SEMI-PUBLIC 0.164 12%
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 0.360 26%
VACANT AND UNDEVELOPED 0.170 12%

Phoenix-Shelby Total 1.385 100%
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Neighborhood | Year | # Sold | Avg. Price | Avg. Size | Avg Price/SF |Avg. Age
Phoenix-Shelby | 1999 17 $56,518 1,184 $49.10 86

2000 16 $67,791 1,370 $52.64 88
2001 10 $63,485 1,299 $48.57 94
2002 14 $54,302 1,270 $43.86 83
2003 40 $69,622 1,378 $53.16 78
2004 32 $73,127 1,332 $56.95 83
Phoenix-Shelby Total 129 $66,399 1,323 $52.15 83

Average Annual Appreciation = 5.29%
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Permits | Avg. Reported
Neighborhood Year Issued Cost Avg. Bldg. Size Avg. Cost / SF
Phoenix-Shelby 0 $24,500
1999 24 $52,625 1,471 $35.04
2000 10 $44,700 1,478 $33.48
2001 25 $69,540 1,696 $42.18
2002 20 $58,090 1,410 $41.25
2003 14 $53,750 1,401 $30.45
Phoenix-Shelby Total 93 $57,312 1,510 $37.51
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Household Trends 2000-2009 Phoenix Hill / Shelby
2000 % 2004 % 2009 %
Census Estimate Projection
Population 10,124 10,087 10,043
Percent Change -0.36% -0.44%
Households 4,316 4,302 4,289
Percent Change -0.33% -0.30%
Housing Units 4,820 4,813 4,810
Percent Change -0.16% -0.05%
Average Household Size 2.22 2.21 2.21
Percent Change -0.40% -0.43%
Households by Household Income| 4,226 4,302 4,289
Less than $15,000 2,474 58.54% 2,458 57.13% 2,331 54.35%
$15,000 to $24,999 576 13.64% 603| 14.01% 647 15.08%
$25,000 to $34,999 449 10.61% 456| 10.61% 427 9.94%
$35,000 to $49,999 275 6.52% 318 7.40% 397 9.25%
$50,000 to $74,999 317 7.50% 302 7.02% 282 6.58%
$75,000 to $99,999 103 2.44% 113 2.62% 126 2.94%
$100,000 to $149,999 25 0.60% 43 1.01% 67 1.56%
$150,000 to $249,999 6 0.14% 9 0.21% 11 0.27%
$250,000 to $499,999 0 0.00% 0| 0.00% 1 0.02%
$500,000 or more 0 0.00% 0| 0.00% 0 0.00%
Average Household Income $19,749 $21,113 $22,646
Median Household Income $12,811 $13,129 $13,799
Households by Type and Size*
Non-family Households 2,099 2,111 2,127
1-person household 1,834 87.40% 1,844| 87.35% 1,860, 87.44%
2-person household 223 10.65% 223 10.55% 219 10.28%
3-person household 25 1.21% 25 1.21% 27 1.28%
4-person household 10 0.48% 12| 0.57% 13 0.60%
5-person household 3 0.12% 3] 0.16% 4 0.20%
6-person household 1 0.04% 1 0.04% 1 0.04%
7-or-more person household 2 0.09% 3] 0.12% 3 0.16%
Family Households 2,218 2,191 2,162
2-person household 856 38.61% 850 38.78% 843 39.00%
3-person household 595 26.85% 595 27.14% 588 27.19%
4-person household 412 18.57% 399 18.19% 384 17.78%
5-person household 198 8.94% 196/ 8.95% 194 8.99%
6-person household 99 4.48% 99| 4.50% 100 4.63%
7-or-more person household 57 2.55% 54 2.44% 52 2.42%
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Housing Profile 2000-2009 Phoenix Hill / Shelby
2000 % 2004 % 2009 %
Census Estimate Projection
Owner-Occupied Housing Units by
Value 827| 100.00% 850/ 100.00% 849| 100.00%
Less than $20,000 51 6.20% 37 4.30% 30 3.55%
$20,000 to $39,999 279 33.76% 224 26.33% 170, 20.00%
$40,000 to $59,999 220 26.64% 194 22.86% 176| 20.72%
$60,000 to $79,999 161 19.49% 177 20.87% 184 21.65%
$80,000 to $99,999 94| 11.34% 112 13.20% 130, 15.33%
$100,000 to $149,999 10 1.22% 92 10.87% 141 16.67%
$150,000 to $199,999 3 0.42% 6 0.72% 100 1.13%
$200,000 to $299,999 8 0.94% 6 0.76% 4 0.51%
$300,000 to $399,999 0 0.00% 1 0.09% 3 0.37%
$400,000 to $499,999 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.09%
$500,000 to $749,999 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
$750,000 to $999,999 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
$1,000,000 or more 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Median Owner Occupied Housing
Value $47,541 56,942 $65,299
Tenure of Occupied Housing Units 4,316 100.00% 4,302 100.00% 4,289| 100.00%
Owner Occupied 854 19.78% 850 19.75% 849 19.79%
Renter Occupied 3,463 80.22% 3,452 80.25% 3,441 80.21%
Housing Units by Units in Structure 4,820/ 100.00% 4,813 100.00% 4,810| 100.00%
1 Unit Attached 104 2.15% 104 2.16% 104 2.15%
1 Unit Detached 1,570 32.57% 1,559 32.40% 1,561 32.44%
2 Units 249 5.17% 244 5.07% 240 4.99%
3 to 19 Units 1,827 37.91% 1,848 38.39% 1,863| 38.74%
20 to 49 Units 298 6.19% 304 6.31% 303 6.31%
50 or More Units 735 15.26% 747 15.53% 732| 15.22%
Mobile Home or Trailer 7 0.14% 7 0.14% 7 0.14%
Boat, RV, Van, etc. 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Dominant structure type 3to 19 3to19 3to 19
Units Units Units
Housing Units by Year Structure Built 4,820, 100.00% 4,813 100.00% 4,810| 100.00%
1999 or Later 26 0.54% 144 2.99% 240 4.99%
1995 to 1998 158 3.27% 159 3.30% 156 3.24%
1990 to 1994 109 2.26% 110 2.28% 109 2.27%
1980 to 1989 366 7.60% 364 7.57% 363 7.54%
1970 to 1979 392 8.13% 387 8.03% 380 7.89%
1960 to 1969 759 15.76% 758 15.75% 740/ 15.39%
1950 to 1959 446 9.25% 440 9.13% 432 8.98%
1940 to 1949 577 11.97% 566 11.76% 557 11.59%
1939 or Earlier 1,958 40.62% 1,885 39.17% 1,833 38.11%
Median Year Structure Built 1,948 1,949 1,950
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5. Elen Janes ~eigabarhood Yo - Fao’ Report

1. Introduction

The “ew Albany Rodevelopment Coawaissizn is conducling o series af neighberhood piunmng
sadiens hiorachzut the cily. Thes reperl pesents the S, Ellen Jorcz Meigkbebood Plan.

The: neighbs-heod plan:

W Frovides a 20-yeor ime fiome for imzroving the neigldierhoacd nzloding goels asd ok jectives;

m Wil ke adaptad inle 1w comprehersve plan to seve gy e aficiol development guide ine 1o
he used by the PC/BZA iy Canaril,

® Inclodes dela cnd mans el wil be referenced dor fulune aeigh b hoce? peoje s

& Pieserivn “arejact bank” that denbdies projecls fe be uncertaker os pocl of the plar.

The planmirg process wos condched janly with <he 5. Ellen Jomes Meichbarheod Assacinlion. The
rrocess incuded throe puble neetings ard nvelvement o the project consukant i neighburk oo
aclivilies.

The preject cuagultant jar -he naigabarhood pion was The Corading Group, npionning and

angincenng consuling Tiee thel has worked cedens.ysly in Mew Albany, includmg prepuiclion of the
Feasibility study Ihat wos dene Fer the 5 Ellen fores Sunool Pork.

-
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-
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5. ZMer Jones Meighborhood Plan - Fino Bepart

2. Neighborhood Profile

Tkis seclion prosenls o proble of edsing concitions i the 5. Fler Jones MWeiq-borhced. The study
arec for tho neighborheed (Froure 2-13 5 essentially the sehoal slishict bourdory. The aoordaries
are Meorket Steeet on fhae sauth, Vincennss

Lireel ar the eost, 5" Street on the Was-, Figura2.1

anil B Jreel an1ae nodh. P shoold ke Neighborhood Sudy Arco

roler *hal e nrigabarheod ogsacntioe

generolly consides el e repiesear o I A
smoller arze with B% S1oet an e west, 'O i Fllen Jones

o -

Eprirg on 1ne south, cnd Beeler an the
rarlh.

The wiea kncwn tadey oz 1ne “5. F len
Joes g lioor o comparmes sonme ol
the: fr=* adcitions k> The original plot of
blews M bany, incleding crens {30t have
bean davelopec tormare than 140 years.
The venminder hee beer orbanced “or
mers mor 123 yacrs, 0 thase mony
years ©f development, [ew - if gry -
requiraments esistod [nal selate bo ond
uzes cr devalsgmen- -andards or
b lding regulctions, whica ara rela-ively
reren, eloting o the pos-Wordd “War |l
grar. Tlis pallaca of davalopmant seaalied
i land pses ard q_le:vn::njprnr:.l'l' Sobhesnz
thet do not neat’y [1 inle stardod
ralece~ zabons feund ia zonirg ar
builcing code: in uze iodav.

Deveapaeal did [allew precictakla
attenrs: Inclosiey lecote] aear rail liees,
ard husiress .eccled near heavily-
trgwaled sircels, and “o'd-fimers® will
rememazr the comer siares lho doitec the re'chberhood. Some uses, however, sprong ap where
oy they creale o oaisoncs Lo e neighborheod.

This plan podresse: those iszues with a seties of goals ond objectives il wl auild an the best
asaects of the 5. Fllen Jones aeighbormood ane by crechicg o project hank to crecle reighbork g
impraverseels and aderess nefyhborhan:d proklamns.

Face 2
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5. El em Janes Meighberkoad Plen - Final Sepoed

21 Study Arett Boundary

L& I'scussed above, tre neichborboad sudy arem poundory is sroaller than the acheol diskict
boan:lary, whizl zravides the stody arza be:dhe alan. [2was qoted inothe [i-s) po bz eesticg that an
origingl goal <l he pegglilolb oo associatizn wes 1a reprezent 1ne ealire ares icpreseniod by 1he
schoal distr e=.  Desgite ke seboal dishics baundary, the nath and wesl boundorizs of tawe
neighaorkood ara ot clearly defired,  pnmorly beeraine of geograoky - 1he Foiriew cereery ord
Mew albeny County Cluk. As tis plen is implemenied, © fkely eflect will be ensuring thas a
resizlents af ihe nelghlbornoad are aware of apearturilies and resources in fhe neighhorhaod.

22 Population Characteristics

The 5. Flles Jonss Meighborhood has a nopuelation of eppraz molely 5,000 (Tol:le 201]. The estimaie:
prese-lal in his section are bosed an " 920 sercuc data, which s the enly dula oeriiolle or the
neyghboriood jevel, Bosed 20 pro’eetiaas that exiss f2- ke ci end counsy, some minor cloeges
hove oecorred bud, beze domo ore considered 16 he valid. 2000 gola arc sxpectes bo be aveiluble
in earv s.cmmner 2001, An vodaied Teble 2-1 will be atinchad os on cddenduT. to thiz plar.

Ahaw 14 percen at the papulctior, ar 700 peeple, are c'oedy, while alinesl o guerer ave unzer
uge LH. I conngnssan e camparaale skristics bor the City of Mew Albeny §15% elderly and 1 5%
underage 181, the oveiull popwation of The neighborhood is younge-.

About 25 peccert of the papulaticn alends sehonl, The schocls in 1-e neighberhood inclede
preate elemeniary 5t Mer's Colnolic School and & Ellen Jases HNemenioy. New Albcny High
Sehonl is 'mented ar Vincenres Sireet. There ara avar 200 collegesonivesity stodenls v ke shudy
arda,

In arms of inceme, The household one per cania
income a-a sligatly lower-kan those for Mew Albany
and Floyd Coarty (323,533 was -he city's medion
hevusehald incawe aned 328,690 wos the counby's
apes] o gy sehald nome).

23 Lond Use and Zaning

231 LondUse

The lard Lse i the neighaobood w prmaile residentiao . Thers are aleo commereial, incusinal,
zchoal, religious and pork usa:.

I here mie mony homes i1 "3 aeighlbathoad Aol pie b eallart sencilicn

The ~nst obe' o eorresidentiol nnd use in the neichbarhood is ke 5. Ellen ones Scoowi ord Poik
OMher nonresicenhal vses skol cre sigeiffconl ore the counches in the reighbartbood gnd the Mew
Elbary Caanlry Chik.

217 Exisling Lapd Use

Figure 2 2 pirsents the exizling lznd use in tha 5. Zllen Janes neigh baacood - The predeminast land
e is 5 ngle-lonily sewsing b 1nere is alse a sizeab’s presoaca of mull-lar y bousing. Vincewres
Slree s the predom’nonl neledl/commercial strees in 19e nzighborhood.
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%, Flan lones chailhurlmud Flan - rFirol Seport

Takle 1.1

5. Ellen Jones Heig hborhaod Drinegraphic Charaderistic

Populotion
10490 2000+
Ape _ # g 7 o
Indar 1% _ -, 161 24.2 —
19 g &4 Yeers 255 ar 0
45 and OQlder 4559 13.7
Talsl 4,795 ¢80
Source- 15790 Caraos of Flesgerg ored Populelios, User-Oetned deos Frooeom
Schanl Errallmen
18200 20003
. # T # W
Pre-Fe meary ] 45 A0
Kadergurlen - 12k #52 1.4
Cl;lll:gi;:,."L_h_'i'.-'l,'.r$il'§,I “HI 255[
o _ ] 1,057 s,
Secova. 1980 Ceasus &f Haosing ane 'spa'atan, Jeer- Celined Areay Piugiam
Hausehalds
1530 2002
lipe . #* L # i
Feoeely Mewsehalds 2912 a5 |
kon-Forly Hauselicldy 1, 54 R
[nefituiona ized i 24
Tl 4,795]. 100.0

tame ¥ aewe el | laning ool Papilelion, User Oslined &reon fozgom

* To he sunplicd wheq availobla.
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Table 2-1 dcantirued)
8. Ellen fures Meighbutload Demageaphic Chamebzridics

Ircane Cluspniferic)®s

| 7o) 2000"
Sedian 1=ousehale incame FI14.151
Medion Family |-come 212409
Per i cpiin Inccme F10.534

daurce: | FPe Censs of Housing and Fopra clon,
User-Cluliney: fusmy Moz n

Icnirg Clossidicotions

Clusligatlin oaflend
Rosicanlic] BF
O Ao, _1]
[cdus! al Zb
[Caen Spoce _ __1n
Todul 10

Scuece: E6ipal done Mop lor ke iy of BMue
aapy and Jninu-;l'lllpl,:'qd Taudidie :l'il'lgll [ ]

Owelling Units
Type # _
T lud Urnls 22500 110 .
[(Swiar-Chooypiog . 1.0Aa0 A,
R lal "dinils 1,170 LZ.0
‘Oczupied P01 | 9
“‘ocant 24 ! 11.1
Eingla-Farnily B | R -
Wagli-Famly Pl 420

Sourze. hFP Consos =l daasing ad Popolafon, Usai-Dieliaml
Aruas Freevom,

" To ke supplied when ouc’lobl 2.
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g e Existifig Land Use™ gy
= T LR f'll v HI Mulii-Family 420 i

TSN -Hulti-Family {3-£]

Ml li-Fomily 17+
Instify liqma |
Lo mensic
Olfice
Ralail A
Heulth Lare Foc
[d uslriel
Public Fark
Privale Bec /Camelery
{ther
Histaric
Study Areq
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Tteie n o sirilunil memeicol preserce obing Yircznoes Stiee’ znl dlsa of 1 |wlian e 15 ond Bk,

Tha neigabarhooe has a mix of single-fomily ana multi-Femily heusing, w0 ubaot 32 perceat of the
ard crea zoned os residertial irefer bo Taole 2-1% Muck of the mulli-Temly hoosi-a o giloote:] in

siryle-Tamily struciures tha- hove been divided. Thare ore scverc| apadmert baldings.

lhere s commiegrcicl ooty o Yicee1es 3heel frar ke Walgreen's up to the Colla- Gereral S'oro
just nerth et “Jew Albcry High Sehozl and the carcerl-alion of businzsses along Grent Line Rooo.
There iz also o srall rela |fcomme rcia, comples cH~e nfersezlisn s 150 e Fln ord concantee fons
o offices, churches, and re.oted pub ic sses on Sprirg Slcetsuck as te B Ly le Reige Coatiruing
Zrusatinn Faci ity or 3oAng Street.

A signifizant arl on of the slucly areo is deslicated iacestial use (24 sercenl of the re‘ghaorthood
is zanad ircusfrial]. A mojor porlon of iz is e Bolinson-Mogent, nc. camplax on O sireaet.

The ramnincer ot the stody orec i= decicaied 1o 3. Ellen Jooaes 3chool ond Pedk, oro the esnonc
Mairdiew Cemeley. The New Alkany Countny Clob bordars
e narthern bowndary ol the sty oren.

133  Zoning

Foure 2.3 prasents zoning as it exists taday 'n -he 3 Ellen
.nnes neighaorhaad. The ezishing 2ering in the
neiy b s

B RM-1 Residertiol Me ghoorhood

m RZ Urban Residanticl i :
m R I".-"Il.'|‘|"-+-!'.l"|'i|'|r I:I".:"IE-"J iLm e I'|5i|','.|I Thee a1 Hry U LT Ibaal bar Epee aegleded.
m R4 A1 Jaraily (High De=nsiy)

W E-o3 rAH fomily Ol

m . L'mi‘ed Locel Buziress

m il Leeal Business

m .32 (e | Posjnens

E |-Ta L:gh! Irddustrial

m O54p0  Opan Epacs (flocd a.ein)
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4 Ellen _ores deighborkaod Plon - =inol Report

As saewn an tng map, much ol the s o s
ncightarheed is zened R 40 This zoring el

. . . ] re
PEMTIi*S dewelaament af mwlt Family houwsing TR gk g
; : i | raks
in the rechhahaod. Muck af ke other R PO S T B

= L. i . T orrldTak Ml o o Bk

aonng in 1o |'|E|gr.|:u:|rr|:|c|d i .RF-EEIHI: o B 4011 1+ — ol e - Py

o N T R TELTTLA eE
parliriiar blacks er uses. There is o unigus e

zone categary, RM-1, . that has bean
esinklished F2rthe Cedus Javahs/Tathzrng
Plecce bluck. This wos ewnblishod
respanse b lie neighborhood’s cencarn
ohrut vecaost lels and redeve opment. This
zon. calegety slipalates thel any
develuynant be congisignt with exshing
density wndd aesthetics.

- a
*rahdrraiHd
. e

rhdh=rrr
=rer- =rrr: -

o I o e ol L W r kol

A CEX ralrznd line fravels Ihraugh the  The 15th St ilad hachs wauin geshietc tralle, owl apsy onmse. The

nsigrborhoue or 14" Street. The presence curiloe b ercled islea cltar ol syl wsnsinnl,ard ieidealic] L.

of Ihe roil comidor alorg 15% Sreet nas

rosuliedd in ihe lacahon nf several manefnctoring-lype busiresses clong 13" Sl The presere o
the roi’ comidarars fhe roise ond fraf delay caused |y 1ne brcing iz e significon] soaere of ceneern
" tne neig-lerhood oz wepressad cwring pubiic mecings.

The exizt'ng lard use ond zoning hos resulked -1 0 neigqnbarhaad wiln small Foses, sl |:g, ard
nurresus molfi-loreily residences  This nas crecled a scenario whara thore are mony low-incams

proole corceniraied in the orea, a-d results iv propetes being welecred.

- rrrrrTTTTTITE

24 Heighborhood Problems  EuMARREREE e o

e — a

1 ; 7 H
e gy e SR e v

[ L]
=rr-rrr-l--li-l-lil-l"iiiii-l---r-rii Mk
-dr

As with oy alder, innee zity neghbor-
hood, {agre are praalems resulling fror

density, oldes infrasiruciure, and e ofec 1 i iaddinidatiia
ispues. ki caisting land wse ann zaning ¥
Fns rescled in @ e 'ghbarhaad walh small

hongses, smal ko and rumerows cwli-
*arrily residences. This hos cracted o sce
nario whara there are iory low-income
ceople corceniroted in the nrea, obsen-

|
L]
a
+
r

tze lardlas, people maving inend ook T T T T T iih emsmiieciiiiiiill
. =rd+ddhddr + 'r.::‘ll r+r‘i--'r.:‘r'rr-r'r!--' -H-.- e
nf I'hE r.n;grl;-;rlpg_'u;_u:;], and I"IEglE‘dGI:I |:'.‘Ir-ili.'l- Pt b d Il ek -l A

=rrdd+=-rdr=r-r-r=r=:-=vrdrrr==-r

erles.

In Coiaber 20300, the hhoyar met wiln members o tha neighbedood o review concorns in the
geaa. Ir cdditon, os part of the developrment af 1's plan, ¢ serd=y of public mestiags wes hlel.
I he bosic goncerns worg caqstan theow:haat:

a  Muisance ormperiss
« Irgempelible butinessa:
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5. Ellen Jenes Meignberhood Plan - Final Rapors

» Tl i oligyy
1 raidr | d 3 lrzel
= Irginc an Elm and 3Enng alrecls
»  Childrg and familie: in zznitant Ik astion
*  Criminal acliby
Logze dogs
Leww i, lew-rainfernance, mulk fgmily housing
150 St ral ine nojae epe snlety

2.5 S. Ellen Jones in 2020

In 20 yeears iz 5, Lllen Janes neighbarhasd will laee moch ce it does loday if devalcpment confinues
os il deos now. Witk wery bl socan? lard ‘nthe neighborhood, there may be slight changes in
populafion ord very lisely o higher popolaticn of seniors. There will b some "genlsificolion,"” wish
pecple Twing up eider hauses but hare alsa will be marz problen: louses wa the weerall stock o

hewiesiog npes.

e recenl| L,‘!I;,'.\Iﬁll'_:-rj|1|tjll1 ol 5, Cller: Joswes Selioo] Pork, 1ne current remoceling ot tha schoal itselt, The
dovelapnent of New Alzany's dovmtowr, and projects sugh os the devalopren? of assieted-livieg
I2ursing and ct 13" and Spring o 5. Edwords Caor (Frowdence Zetireroen® o] uparbnets wil
uali bene®tshe neighborood. There are olhar posifive activities dhet will entanee the ne:ghbarhecd.
Ind:nna ‘Universiy Southecs (UE) hes infiosd ¢ canmerity serdce program an wiich it will wark
wilhlke 5. Ellcr Jenes Meig-borhood Association. Seeei| of the area churches hove jeined fogether
to creale youth pregramming cro activitos. 5. Ellen lones Flementary School and the pork continue
to be a cotolys® fercemmenity impravament. Finclly, [he cily hos been vary piooctive ia wording with
neighbaraoeds to imarava.

Pagr 10
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5. Elles Jones Meighberiged Flon - Finsl Repe

3. Alternative Development Scenarios

Tuble 3-1 precents ~wo scenazizs for
developnen! enwisloned for the

e . . S

e
neighbarioed.  Te ficst sornario, : b T as
Treditionel Jroan Moighocrhoed, o
mix of residentio., commerzial, relal,
aned ver industdal activity. Tha cocl
ol ke Teudivicnal Liibian MW eighborh2ed
is 1o provide vpporrmmity fer o mia of
aclivitics in on o’co, wilh appropioce
opporunitics for rmsidets 1o golher,
wall:, recreate, et

-
T
-
-
T
-
-
-
-
b -
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
b -
-
-
b -
-
-
-
r
-
-
-
-
-
-

Ihe seeord oernalive focuzes an Toeeee

rr_:n;Jl._lr_i"g e cope marcial and incuslial  The nofilisml wilan rakliae-hogd iarsat incleces mnsdetian of apgragizie
presonce in ke neighborhooed aned o reghbehads.

focusing mare on cesdeitic] wieey,

The berefis of *hiz scerono are pliasing oul land uses that are rot considersd comprlible with o
neighborfhced ond rorecsing lower density resdential apporunties. T-is atornalive fecuses on
crgahng @ raie “suborbor' Feel -o -he neigiborhooed,

O Jecember 5, 30040, o rogelingg wos held witk the 5. Ellen Jonss Nﬁiﬂ:ﬁhﬁlhﬂﬂd Aasociasicn al
thair e'gtth annual Chili Supper. The alkernatives defined i Tabie 3- 1 wers prese stec g discussed
al ergth. As a esult of the meeling, the clea: indication from the neighborlew] wos nopoaee
Allz~ilivg | - The Tredifioncl croon MeighLorbared - The lallawic g comeent zumemznzes she pidl
sf *he re ghberhaed: “Th's naighboriood Fas the polentiel to be much like the "CliHon™ oree of
Lavisells .., sorae ideas ... Fnd'ng one or two or mare celi colles shaps and stares ... merc green
spocas w [ gfundings .. onpadorities ta- our youth th-ough be school anc churches o clean vp
the aileys, aove al ey beatileotior contests .. have sare sireed cvenls,.”

Frzed an Ae inpul receivad ix the meslirys whh the neighbarhazd, there is o cleor wision residents
wiay ' lika *nnchieve. The visior rovolves cround huveng u safe, cl2on, pedesl-icn-ricrdly crviron teet
ot encouicges individund suslainailily cnd opperiunities 1o e youl™ 0 the reighosrhood. The
folimwi-g seclin prowides o list of goels and objedives thel a-c deliced e aznizve “haot visicn,

PacE 11
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5. E'ler lanes Meiglberhaad Piar - Final Repart

Table 3-1

Allarnative Devalopment Stenorios

Alvernative . Trodilionol Urban Meighbarhead

Alcinulive 2. Residentiug deighierhead

Frous single lamcly residential in core.
B Iacrzase hama owaership

B Asnonconlerning uses ronsilian,
phtase out nan esiHdenkal

M Resteer abllily 10 splic- houses nlo '
auarmenls )

Focus mubi-fTam Ty sesidential and
aoprepree ca—meronl alaag rgunl
carrdors, Spring and Yincannes.

ainlan ond enhgnee exisling rermil
sarlewe oo Flen oot 15 Sheol.

Speclic project cppalumties:

B Grocaryfoofefgarden shop, ete

| N:ei;_]|1:1r||huud cenlen sots lline
m TayCarein b Elen Janes arso '
B 1I" Glvest comdor wpqioce

m  Csichlish commurily cevelrpmand
CArEorgtiog

W Toeet specsic properties for
acqus.han cid rescle ta eligible
= By =T 1Y T TN TSN

m  Fsinhliszh Insqet goal kar hameawne-s
1o 40 parcenl

M Reirlorce historic disiricts and
encocurase compdatiole recidandial
and carmmercial vses.

Facus on develepiin additional
rasidential when possibla.

® Where pl::-.'.uihll:. cogaire looa
neneanicrming lond usg ard
capver] fhem *m regidendial.

Pl:ose oot agicl'ng commars al aned
intlualila, i neighbarhaad ane cawe-
imte res denlal.

Incragse homo ewnership geol 10 25
percani.
Reinforoe Fislasic cishicls e

arcournge resicertn i

Pacze 12
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5. Elen lones Meichborhood 2lon - Final Keport

L] L] ".r. i
4. Goals and Objectives
[h:s secticn presencs o sel of poali and whijeclves bo guide
the develupmet of the 5. E len Jones Meighbo: hoo:d over
the reel 20 yeers. These goals and ebjeclives ore based
en input provided by sremness of ke 80 E cn Jooes i - R i
“Jrignbarhaod Associal wn vl thres publ'c meelings.

#T =wrTEFrrr-r
srTrTTT- TT-T
r LR |
rerrdldrrrrrd

rrr

. I-r-i'r'r'r'r'r'r-r -4
- . rr
rdrr

1 REEEEEF A FAARAARERRFRR R

rr=r r L rlarrd-rrrr-rddr=--r [ ]
ANkEs Addbd=rd rvhs rhSdrSddddd rrhdBr rdddrrdddddhrd

izlp oportaent.

Goal 1: Incrense Percent of Owner-Ocwpied Residents

The 5. Efllen Jenes Mewbboshaed Asseciation recogoizes the reed to increpsc stawlivy in he
neigg-bofood end te vest the neiyshorz wiln respenzbility fo- *he a-ea’s fuure.

Obberlivas

B Ircrease peerent of owne~occup ad bousiog units do micimuem of 82 zercesn

m Wark walh lecal Lanks, The bew Aloany-flopd Counry Cammuonily Housing Developanent
Dirganizchian, <ivy cnd others o pramate heme-owee-ship programs i na'shbo-haad

B Identify porential infi| prope-ly mnd develop it as affardabie single fari 3 ;omes.

B [wevelop o arcgram with wead un versities whare nracual:ng studenls e encolrroge foinwsl
ir ¢ horre gady in tha'r carcars .. in e 5. Clen Ja-es Meghaarhood.

Goal 2: Improve Existing Rental Housing in the Neighborhood

The 5l Jones Seighbarhoos A=scicticn underslands
that a wilal, diverse szighbersazd mos eller nomiz of
kawsing types and costs. The 5. E len Jo=es Meighbrrberr
Assecotian aclicens that rental hauzing should ke sule,
sounc, cnd socnikany.

Obijectives

& FEorgroe ewsting oullding codes.

B Frovice loadloeds oogess o cesaurces for mnted
houzing rehabililalion. B — e ]

m Educale terants and landiords okour cghis and Praperilas I Bisrepsir deirod frem The Imagn aad 3iFmctieenes
respong il fies, ¢f e neighborhead.

Goal 3: Eliminate Eyesore Properties

The 5. Elen Jones Maighborhonel Azsociatian werks Io elimiqwt gl Farn Ine reighborhoog e
cicer to nigare ar clrective, pleusand, aac sale place I ivae, work, ond ploy.

£
-
o
11
-
0.




%. Fllan lones Muightarhaed @an - Final Rezaort

CORRADIHO

Ohjectives

B Coeals o propety sevice commiles tu periodicelly survey the neighoathoed ker govizus
deter.wrating propeety.

M Wark wilh Builling Cammizsiores io cenlify o set of procedures lz- coal ng with prablam
pronectias bz include, Lot not be limited fo, rehobil 1clon ossistarca oregrarrs.

B Wk wilh local agoncies ond wryanizalizns for aczess o resawcesfunds for mojor ol
minzr -ekobitizaticn such cs Qepair Affor. '

®  "omaish shuvuluies ealy when 1ney are aranamically unfeosib © o ncirkin or preseat an
immediare [nraat "o haeclin and sclaky.

Goal 4: Maintain and Improve [nfrostructure

Tre 5. Ellan Jenzs Meighborkood Associulan
=gcognizes -he irves'mont < Bnth pullic and grivale
aectars i1 the reigabarscod e tke qucliy and
ceniitio of the intrastrocture 15 represenintive of the
quahly ol ki ~e ghoorhood,

{bjerrives

m  Carinue 1o implemens tha eity's sidewa k
mester plan a5 adopted o 15991,

B aricidicoly apdata (e cxistiog gidawclk
irpen®ory vaininined by the city using "black’
cagizing o orovele inkematien on s dewuls

Same huifdings in IBe meighBerkead oee nof consislenl with Tha
condifiors on a regola: hasis so problem plonping gooh.

rras can be identfied mol Feounht bo ke
tily's ertenton.

B Eslabbizh o sedestfar-frieedly nlersection i mprovement pragecin af Tojer interseclions
inclading Lrossing stripas, povers, lordsuuping, and benckos suck ot naw aists on Vinco e
Jrech.

M Take acticn to slow cawre irabic an Em ond Spring Slreets incuding pulgmially retusning
reighborhood strecls o o "wo-woy sestEm.

B uplement o curo-ard-gole imprevemant pragram anel 2 pasement managermest spstiem
‘or nzighborhzad slroels,

B mplement a contnuous alley maiennnes pregram weith ity wmnl neinhharhesd resouices

Goal 5: Increose Neighborhood-Bosed Communily Resources

A diverss popoletion recuires o variety of resources In mo ez Fial: The S, 2l er L ones Meighbort.ood
Associatian bolisves |hese suaanees shoo o ke veailuble i the neighoarhooc.

fbjectives

B ol a saicllife ueiyhbarhasd scwce eonter facusing so doy core und senior activikies.

M C-eate addiforal neighivedicad-bosed comeecin nccivilies in aporopriase urans in fhe
irdericr ol tae neighbaraand. These cauld include colesfiestacrants, garde snaps,
neichberheed grazary, ice erenm i, e slher tepical aeighboraoor [wisiness enlerprises.

m [reourcge uses rf highar intensily on Yivceares and Sarirg Sl-ee's

m  Phps= oot poncorelrrming wses as opportumly permils.

o
u
1]
"
o




CORRADI

8. [ler lones Meighborhoed Flan - Firo! Yeza-

B Fpcounge home eczupetions That have lille or no impect o o slrocture ar vicinity [ie., o
modicel 'rapzoip st warking oul of ine kouea).

W Discau-age uses in Hie intericr of the neighborhioad that huve howrs inconsishen will
resicenidal uses.

B Huild apan the fremencous ressuices ovoiltble Ihrough e schools ord cherches in the
nernlilarhoad to create recrealional, cducatianai, and zociol ocaparunities tor the
raighborheiad’s voulk and ba sure all residents ore awora ni these resourcse.

Gool 6: Develop Tronsportation Resources

The 5. Ellen Jones Neighharhood Assacialion suapasts 1he mekility ot its residenls and the naed o
assish rasidsrts with a veriehy of hunspatlabon aplions.

Objeciiies

N Esoblish o noighborhaed wae service ot can link with TARC,
®  Comalete the urbon miceclefpodastritg Arbwark to lisk the 3. Ellun Jonss Meighkelhood
wih Sam Peden Communily Park.

Goal 7: Implement Neighborhood Redevelopment Standards that Conserve ond
Protert the Existing Traditional Urban Neighbarhoad

The §. Ellen Jores Neighborood Associaiion balioves thal e neighbechoad has the apporuaity 1o
becoma o unique wrkan aiew st presenits options kor mony powple.

(1 wetives

m  Encearcge land uses that corform iz the slated geais ond objecives.
B Irtablish deve’apment slar dards -hat pravida reosenatile racevelapment copariunity williour
werlicldlig inelividual sites ord blocks.

Goal 8: Capitolize on Historic Character of Neighborhood

The 5, Elen Jonee Maighborhood Assecioion understuny that praservation of ils hstoric resuurces
iz essential ‘o monlaingag end enharcing the nefghkorkeed's wose of place.

(ectives

m Maminale local disieict: to Matienzl Register of Histaric Ploces end seek O Counedl
elasignatior 03 local hisionc dislvich

m .. the histaric distict cesignation to chroct gratls ond far reighbarhood rehabilitabon,

W Write desiga guidelines foe new cosstuction and miebilition.

m ientify and ieeplamend specilic prajecs [ie., street amp, informlion sions, gic.) that re‘nfa-ce
e Liigtemin churches of the |1::ighb|:|r|!nnd.

Gool 9. Daovelop Aesthetic Improvements

Ihe 5. Ellen Jores Meighborhood fssociaros recagnizes the success of the 5. Elar Joncs paik sels
a slandeard kar guality ot skouid be o benchnerk far fofcre puble and priverec davelopmu:at
nvojects.

KF
(4
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5. Ellern Jones Meighbarhcoe Man - Final Separl

Cljectives

Adopl urlkon dasign cuidelines [or public :eats ond plures thatinelude loedscaping, lig hiing
and streat fumitue,

Lerote a sense of ploce aat of he 5. Ellen lones Neighlborhaad by stronglhesing entries
[rezuggh a signage and woyfnding pracram.

Eziablish weitorm municipal sign slendard for plucement and design.

|dentfify o erivriies for pockel puiks.

Mainiein ond enhonce the urben foresl,

S luwide o praperly enlicnceTent orogrora to imMprowe Nouses ard buringses in the
~oighinwhond.

Alleys shoutd be usad tor service delivery by publ ¢ and privote ulihlies o eeep wircs ook
ielotec imfrasiroclure ol The slceals.

Pase 18
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5. Flen dones “eighborhoad Plaa - Finol Repart

5. Fuiure Land Use

ke future lond use plan w smowe in Fioure 5 1. The future: lnnd
wee alam s Losed on fhe coneept of develoging o Tradifiona’ Lirann
\righberhoud, which was ideatiFed in the neighberhood
wankshaps as ke peferred developmen clheenaiive, Table 3-1
presenis the key choractaristes of & Traditoaw' Lraon
Moig-hiar aad.

The wsizn prajpeed in Figure 5-1 calls kerconze:ting rore al ke
multi- b ily “osing fo s ngle-fomily. “he ermphas s [ lis asiviby
drould be “m fie souinera half of fe study area [Culbersar k=
hAareet Sireai. Progects o help ocheve 1075 wsion are presentec
in Chopier &

A sacond wampanent of tee plen cals far develsprert o
neichberhood resawrca corters und business ochities. Patartul
lucrsticns ore id=in fiesd in Figure 5-1. Thesa foculions have baen .
ideifiedd besed en mput in pubbe mertings os gancral [calizn: wocing oed adiresing delzinmling fawing
that muy be suitoble fer develspmast. e eaample, -he 5. Fllen  slusdwes I8 Inpoimi w0 Tae whkhng vinlay of
Jones Hemsntary Scheol omn wauld be dusi-nble fo- ¢ duy core he mlghbarheod.

cnd/or noighburoad service center becauze uf the presence of

the schoal, patk, ard aren churcies sch s Al lanr's Prezayleniun Thurch, 5t Mory's Caothulr
Choich, and Cenhel Cheisian Shueh.

A Ikisd componand ot Hie slan is davelopinent oo roighbanhasd circulnter sesce. Fhe enly puttic
jrensporlaliea in ke reigsbo-hood s 1ARC senice on Spring Sirazl. |he h'ch denz by af the
neichbarood (mare than 3,020 per square m el suggests *hat o iraasporiation systam weold be
well uzad. A sewvice -hot could e ased by sernors erd pewrh b arcess shopping, recrectar, aril
calated cotiviios hes been ioortifie] us cesicable. As pen of 1+e Meighborhood Center prograse
being ‘mpiemanted Yy the City of o lrorspatation a-sgoor has Jeen iwlen-ited. The 5. Fllzn Jones
Meghbotaod delinite'y need *o b krkerd w0 ks or a sieni nr ransposloticn systam.

Creol'ng o "ice visualfoesthal'c” exper ooce ond goed woking environment i very imocram and
i an croo het -he neighbornod assaciation ad city car cdliess without purchazing oroprrly.
The tact is 5. Fllan is alrecdy o vy wnl2ab.e neighborhocd bul sidewles need o be rrainmained. In
a<lddion, a pedestrinn lickage ‘rom e neighberheod nech fo 5am Fedsr Communivy Park olang
i Line Rood showld be developed.

Bast 17
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5 Fllen lanes Maighborhood Piar - Finai Keport

Table 55
Trodiziona! Urbon Heighbarhoed _

1. Fecus srgle-lomnily rasidanticl n core.
m Incraase home cwnarstip.
B A5 nonconlanmg wses irensifizn, phase oot non residenliol,
m  Racteet abiliy 1o salit houses inle wpatmenls.

9. Feaeus mulli-Somly resicdential ot cppopriote com-vescial along trovel
cortders, Speng ond Viacennes.

2. Maintoin and arhance exising retail sicleve on Oak o 15" Strect.
4. Speohic prujed opporenilics:

R Srocery;

[ NEEghI:DrI':u:-L! ey |er

B Loy core ia 5 E len Jones orec;

|

151 Svae: corridor upcrasle;

“slublish rornmunity dovelupment corpanarion;

B Torget specitc proparlics [or ncouisition und rescle 1o eligible
Fra Pﬂr"f CIAnRTE!

Establish fzrre poal jar homewwners to 63 percent; and

w  Feirtorce hisleis dislids and enceurage sorapalible reslJecriol
o-d caamercial uses.

“Zhearting Your Moigheeiood- Jused Cganialion, ~wiunopalis tesouize Cenle, L334
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5. Fllen Junas Meaighborhood Pler - Final Repod

CORRALRIMO

6. Implementation

61 Adoption os Element of Comprehensive Flan

The first sep 11 she impiemeatation af ths neighkarhewed alan scud he submittol of ha plon o tne
Mew £ bony Cite Souneil, Mow Aleany Plon Commissior, end M.ARC, Foradopfion as o corpenant
of the zomprahewsive plam.

4.2 Fstublish Acceptable Densifies

A palicotiars [ dewa opmenl e oroscabse b
ime Flin Cammission, it is reccnumended that the
minimurs lat sizes cnad Arcsifioe oy defired ia e
Maw Allany Taring Code be maictuired. The
reighbomood density (34826 perzans per scuare
il is ot g level shat cou'd vt be significartly
inzreased without stroimmy intrasinezture

TSSO LR

The exist.ng euing i7 *he relchborhondd snould
b reviewer bo delzrmine whalher some preas con
be -psonsd oo lowsr dansitics thon R4,

63 Incorgorafion of the Neighborhood Assoriafion

A key cuzstion jor any neigh barhood ossaciaticn is whelnar o incorporote. As e statirg paing, the
% Ellen “ones Weighborhood Assecictior hos o solid histary and membershp. Incerporoling ihe
argonirttion woull a-ovide a sructare far fhe ssaciaton's ope-clicns and erzole o laga. cnfily -hnt
would nllow the srgunization to apily ber grams, purchose swapery, unel nct as a vewrlaper. The
raport “Starting Youw Meighborbood- fosed Crgonzeion - A Manunl jar Ne ghhorhocd
Ceve pprment” presenls eslensive informetian cnoincaiporaling o mgig *bork pod ssocighiur

64 Projed Bank

Tla+e a8 o var ely of shar- crd long-term praigcts fot sheand be considared as puil of neighboroad
develommen. Theze will range feoere fizing a sidewalk to dewrloping ord otacling o =gi nhbarnaaod
markel. This projed barik wauld soowve as the rignaarhesd's “To Do” lut and ke rovizwed cnd
npccted periadica ly.

Takble §-1 presents the “projeci pan'” saogesizn lar -+ neignberhood.
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5. Zilen lones Neighbarhoed Flen - Fingl Repert

TANTE 4-1

5. Elien Jones Meighborhood Plan Project Bank
fThis Project Bank will be continucusly updated thraugh the Heighborbood Assoclation}

Aarenilics )

Project Responsible Entity L.nst Fundinyg Woar
Markes-rate Hobsing MARC L1600, 003 £LRG 200
Hurmestead Propram [FyIn01]

Levorage Funds, Services, SEFMA 573,000 Frivate 001
andfer Materials for
Homesboad Program _
T_ Ellen Jones Pack Parks Cepartment 525,000 CDBG 2001 +
Rerealion Program L fFraa0t) _
After-Schiol HA-FC Seham 530,000 frants 2001 +
Enrchment Pragraen Lorporation, Parks
Depackment, SE1HA,
Jthers
Relec| Site and Progam Mew Slbany 512,500 LLEG 200
for Meighborhocd Co- [FYZCaT1t
catellile Co-Location Center Lealicst Cenker
Development Carp. _ )
Cevelop Satellite Mew Alhary S0, Q0L CLEG [Secticn 108 Fisnr
a-Location Cenler Meighborhoad Co- (esHmated) Lean Program),
Lacatlan Center Grants,
Developmant Carp. Priwate
Inoarporatc SEIHA 250 COBG 7001
Meighbor hese Assoclation (LIRS fee}
7 Street & Alley Cleaning SEINA, 51,500 BEJHA, T A001 -
Beautificaticn Mrogram Privatuw ;
Huisance Property Prograin SEJA - - 001 +
_ Slpnage § Gatsway Frogram SEJHA 510,000 Grants FTLA
;U5 Heighbarhond L%, SEJHA, Cthers - HUL Program 2001 +
Improvemeant Partnersinp (ran-CO3G]
Fnhrnre Fublic Trarsil SEJHA, TARC, {ithers - - 2002
fidewa’k Imarcvemcnt ARG, CITY, CHners T COOG, City Capltal | 7001+
Program [mgraveimeant
Frogran:,
Private
Lireet ! Pedestiidn HARLC L1d,000 L DB Vo002
Ienprosenent Stugy
RerzaninT Skisly HACPC -- 2R
East 15" Stragt CITY, InOOT, C52, -- 2002
Rail Road Mitidation SF. WA, Others .
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Bank Owned and Foreclosed Properties in the S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood

Foreclosure
Site Address Deeded Owner
E 818 11th New Alb Bank, U.S. National Association

E 816 11th New Alb Rhodes, Donna & Walker, Debra & Ch

1117 Culbertson N¢Clevinger, Joseph M.

1605 Culbertson A\ Spitznagel, David W. & Shannon

1605 CULBERTSON . Arthur W. Enteman, Jr.

1122 Beeler New A Beeler Land Trust

1213 Ekin New Albi Manning, Chris L

E 1518 Oak New Alk Berry, Edward O.

E 1509 Spring New , Green, Ricky Earl & Betty Jean
1502 Spring NEW A Kruer, Glenda

E 330 13th NEW ALI Gray, Kathleen

E 703 Oak New Albz Williams, Marty

E 525 8th New Alba Smith, Albert H. Jr.

E 509 ElIm New Albz Birdsong, Betsy

E 616 Oak New Albz Williams, Marty A. & Barbara J.
E 614 Oak New Albz Williams, Marty A. & Barbara J.
E 524 7th NEW ALB. Leach, Elizabeth A

Bank Owned

Site Address Deeded Owner

E 818 11th New Alb Bank, U.S. National Association
1522 Ekin New Albi Bank, River City, Inc.

E 910 11th NEW ALIBank, PNC National Association
1002 EIm NEW ALB Bank Inc, River City

E 612 13th New Alb Bank, 1st Independence

914 Culbertson Ne\ Bank, Inc., River City

E 1607 Oak NEW AL Bank, First Harrison

E 1409 Oak New Alk Bank, JP Morgan Chase

Occupancy

Owner Occupied
Owner Occupied

Owner Occupied

Owner Occupied

Occupancy

Bank Own Vacant Lot For Sale
Bank Owned
Vacant Lot

For Sale
Bank Own Vacant Lot For Sale
Bank Owned
Bank Owned For Sale
Bank Owned
Bank Owned
Bank Owned
Bank Owned For Sale
Bank Owned
Bank Owned

Foreclosure
Foreclosure
Foreclosure
Foreclosure
Foreclosure
Foreclosure
Foreclosure
Foreclosure
Foreclosure
Foreclosure
Foreclosure
Foreclosure
Foreclosure
Foreclosure
Foreclosure
Foreclosure
Foreclosure
Foreclosure

Foreclosure
Foreclosure

Condition
Remove/Demolish
Rehab/Remodel
Remove/Demolish

Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Remove/Demolish
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound

Sound
Remove/Demolish
Rehab/Remodel
Sound

Sound
Remove/Demolish

Condition
Remove/Demolish
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Remove/Demolish
Sound
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E 323 12th NEW ALIBank, First Savings

E 617 EIm New Albz Bank, U.S.

E 330 12th New Alb Bank, River City, Inc.

E 522 8th New Alba Bank, River City, Inc.

E 527 9th New Alba Bank Inc., River City

E 611 8th St NEW A Bank, River City, Inc.

E 618 8th New Alba Bank, New Washington State
E 516 EIm New Albz Bank Inc., River City

E 515 EIm New Albz Bank, Inc., River City

600 Culbertson NE\Bank, First Savings

E 501 Oak NEW ALB Bank, River City, Inc.

620 5th New Alban Bank, New Washinton State

Bank Owned
Bank Owned
Bank Owned
Bank Owned
Bank Owned
Bank Owned
Bank Owned
Bank Owned
Bank Owned
Bank Owned
Bank Owned
Bank Owned

Vacant Lot

For Sale
For Sale

For Sale

For Sale

Sound

Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Remove/Demolish
Remove/Demolish
Sound
Remove/Demolish
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Remove/Demolish
Rehab/Remodel
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Houses for Sale in the S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood

Site Address DeededOwne Occupancy Bank Own Vacant Lot For Sale Foreclosure Condition Listing Price
1516 Culbertson New Albany Lewis, Sharon T For Sale Sound $74,900.00
1522 Ekin New Albany Bank, River City, Inc. Bank Owned For Sale Sound $44,900.00
816 Cedar Bough New Albany Faulk, Dagney G. Owner Occupied For Sale Sound $168,850.00
810 Cedar Bough New Albany Duff, George S. For Sale Rehab/Remodel $110,000.00
1303 Culbertson New Albany Smith, Andrew B. Owner Occupied For Sale Sound $128,821.00
E 923 11th NEW ALBANY BAM Investments, LLC For Sale Rehab/Remodel $60,000.00
E 814 11th New Albany Crowe, Richard L. & Sally Owner Occupied For Sale Rehab/Remodel

E 1312 Oak New Albany Winternheimer Management, LLC For Sale Rehab/Remodel $33,000.00
E 905 Oak NEW ALBANY BAM Investments, LLC For Sale Rehab/Remodel $60,000.00
914 Culbertson New Albany Bank, Inc., River City Bank Owned For Sale Rehab/Remodel $59,000.00
912 Culbertson New Albany Gernon, William M. Sr. For Sale Sound $99,900.00
1113 Culbertson New Albany Delling, Robert L. For Sale Rehab/Remodel $59,900.00
1322 Culbertson New Albany Mallory, Jason P. Owner Occupied For Sale Sound $72,500.00
1410 Culbertson New Albany Miller, Gregory D. For Sale Remove/Demolish $59,900.00
1502 Spring NEW ALBANY Kruer, Glenda Bank Owned For Sale  Foreclosure Rehab/Remodel $38,000.00
E 1401 Elm New Albany DuVal, Teresa E. For Sale Rehab/Remodel $63,900.00
E 1402 Elm New Albany Bean, LLoyd & Debbie Owner Occupied For Sale Sound $93,973.00
E 1413 Spring New Albany Fox, Ronald Joseph Owner Occupied For Sale Sound $175,000.00
E 325 13th NEW ALBANY BAM Investments, LLC For Sale Rehab/Remodel $70,000.00
E 330 12th New Albany Bank, River City, Inc. Bank Owned For Sale Rehab/Remodel $44,900.00
N 316 12th New Albany Corrao, Peter A. For Sale Rehab/Remodel $74,900.00
E 522 8th New Albany Bank, River City, Inc. Bank Owned For Sale Remove/Demolish $99,900.00
E 310 14th NEW ALBANY Clark, Scott L. & Jyl B. For Sale Sound $74,973.00
E 907 Market New Albany HS Investment Group, LLC For Sale Rehab/Remodel $89,900.00
E 330 13th NEW ALBANY Gray, Kathleen Owner Occupied For Sale  Foreclosure Sound

E 339 14th NEW ALBANY Englehart, Marvin H. For Sale Sound $63,900.00
E 529 8th New Albany Snyder, Troy D & Kimberly M For Sale Remove/Demolish $79,900.00
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E 717 Elm New Albany

E 715 11th New Albany

E 516 EIm New Albany

602 Culbertson NEW ALBANY
E 615 EIm New Albany

E 407 7th NEW ALBANY

E 601 EIm NEW ALBANY

E 501 Oak NEW ALBANY
612 Culbertson New Albany
E 601 Oak New Albany

E 616-618 5th New Albany

Middleton, Terry D.
Shephard, Thad C.
Bank Inc., River City
Gernon, William M. Sr.
Walls, Jared

Haydon, Mark S

BAM Investments, LLC
Bank, River City, Inc.
Winternheimer Il, LLC
Smith, Roy

Corrao, Peter A. & Philip R.

Owner Occupied
Bank Owned

Owner Occupied Bank Owned
Owner Occupied

Bank Owned

For Sale
For Sale
For Sale
For Sale
For Sale
For Sale
For Sale
For Sale
For Sale
For Sale
For Sale

Remove/Demolish
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound

Sound
Remove/Demolish
Sound
Remove/Demolish
Sound

Total

Average Listing

$139,900.00
$79,000.00
$39,900.00
$97,900.00
$69,000.00
$49,900.00
$64,000.00
$44,900.00
$39,000.00

$84,900.00

$2,709,317.00

$77,409.06
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Owner Occupied Parcels in the S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood

Site Address Deeded Owner Occupancy

925 Vincennes N Church, Depauw Memori Owner Occupied
1603 Ekin New A Coe, David W. Owner Occupied
1607 Ekin New A Brim, Vickie Owner Occupied
1615 Ekin New A Pickles, Michael J & Osbo Owner Occupied
1619 Ekin New A Himmelheber, Brian & Dz Owner Occupied
1509 Ekin New A Goodwin, Madeline J. Owner Occupied
1515 Ekin New A Murphy, Margaret P. Owner Occupied
1517 Ekin Ave NE Jeffrey, Linda Owner Occupied
E 822 11th New A Melcher, Amanda Owner Occupied
E 808 11th New A Reid, Judy M. & Hoffman, Owner Occupied
E 806 11th New A Richards, Edmund Wayne Owner Occupied
1125 Greenaway Saleh, Jihad Owner Occupied
1110 Greenaway Baylor, Joel & Tammy Owner Occupied
1112 Greenaway Hodge, Larisa A. Owner Occupied
1120 Greenaway Orman, Robert D. & Patri Owner Occupied
1126 Greenaway Schindler, Carl J. & Virgin Owner Occupied
1128 Greenaway Shannon-Smith, Janice Owner Occupied
1130 Greenaway Bailey, Paul J. & Barbara Owner Occupied
1510 Culbertson Davis, Justin M & Schotte Owner Occupied
1518 Culbertson Phillips, Stewart W. & Pat Owner Occupied
1512 Ekin New A Watkins, Elizabeth Owner Occupied
1514 Ekin New A Quinley, Shari L Owner Occupied
1518 Ekin New A Hublar, Ralph W. & Shelb Owner Occupied
1520 Ekin New A Spray, Thurman L. & lona Owner Occupied
1602 Ekin New A Reeb, Larry E. Owner Occupied
1606 Ekin New A Hernandez, Donna Owner Occupied
1608 Ekin New A Rudolph, James D. & Thel Owner Occupied
1612 Ekin New A Bostock, Gary W. & Nanc Owner Occupied
1614 Ekin New A Seaton, David M. Owner Occupied
1616 Ekin New A Rea, Laura J.
1620 Ekin New A Briles, Charles A.

Owner Occupied
Owner Occupied

Bank Own For Sale

Foreclosure Condition

Sound

Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound
Remove/Demolish
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Sound

Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Sound

Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Sound

Sound
Remove/Demolish
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E 902 11th St. #2 Snider, Ann Owner Occupied
E 908 11th New A Brown, Melanne P Owner Occupied
1113 Ekin New A Timmons, David Leroy. St Owner Occupied
1621 Ekin New A Jensen, Kirk & Sizemore, Owner Occupied
925 Vincennes N Church, Depauw United  Owner Occupied
925 Vincennes N Church, Depauw United  Owner Occupied
1338 Beeler New Ford, Joseph U. & Sharon Owner Occupied

E 909 15TH New : Vansickle, Lucas Owner Occupied
832 Cedar Bough Sustek, Laurie A. Owner Occupied
830 Cedar Bough Myers, Jackie E. & Joyce  Owner Occupied
816 Cedar Bough Faulk, Dagney G. Owner Occupied
812 Cedar Bough Lescault, Randall J. T. & W Owner Occupied
808 Cedar Bough Campbell, Hazel L. Owner Occupied
843 Cedar Bough Sidebottom, Robert Ray ¢ Owner Occupied
839 Cedar Bough Carroll, Cheryl Owner Occupied
837 Cedar Bough Arbaugh, William C. Il & L Owner Occupied
811 Cedar Bough Tallon, Sheila Owner Occupied

801 Cedar Bough Cherry, Dugles W. & Lind: Owner Occupied
826 Cedar Bough Herndon, Joseph E. & Dol Owner Occupied

1521 Ekin New A Drescher, Rosetta Owner Occupied
1526 Oak New Al Bierly, Celeste Mae Owner Occupied
E 1528 Oak New / May, Robert K. Owner Occupied
1303 Culbertson Smith, Andrew B. Owner Occupied
E 616 13th New A Receveur, Gary L. Owner Occupied
1306 Culbertson Bonee, Paige L Owner Occupied

E 1010 ElIm New £ Tyra, Daniel Douglas & St Owner Occupied
E 417 11th New A Nance, Michael Scott Owner Occupied
415 11th New AllThompson, Charles I. Owner Occupied
E 1006 ElIm New / Eaglin, Mary Ann P. Owner Occupied
E 511 11th New A Riggs, Michael D. & Thers Owner Occupied
E 1007 Elm New / Beckley, Dennis M & Lind Owner Occupied
E 1005 ElIm New /£ Corum, Robert T. Jr. Owner Occupied
E 1003 ElIm New /Ward, Daryl & Hodge, Lin Owner Occupied
E 1103 ElIm New £ Cannon, Daniel H. & Mari Owner Occupied

For Sale

For Sale

Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound

Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Sound
Sound
Sound

Remove/Demolish

Sound
Sound

Remove/Demolish

Sound
Sound
Sound
Sound
Sound
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E 416 Ninth New Quatman, Janet Owner Occupied
E 813 Spring New Church, First Baptist Owner Occupied
E 912 Elm New Al Smith, Ernest W. & Janet Owner Occupied
E 1409 Market Ne Milam, Gwendolin & Artk Owner Occupied

844 Cedar Bough Tonini, Mary Anne Owner Occupied
838 Cedar Bough Fulmore, Ted Owner Occupied
836 Cedar Bough Egan, Nora L. Owner Occupied
E 911 11th New A Zoeller, Kathy L. Owner Occupied

E 834 8th New All Ester, Earl L. DBA Earl's Se Owner Occupied
E 814 11th New A Crowe, Richard L. & Sally Owner Occupied
1113 Greenaway Clark, Floyd G. & Patricia Owner Occupied
1115 Greenaway Schaffner, Louis E. & Alm. Owner Occupied
1106 Ekin New A Watson, Timothy L. Owner Occupied
910 Oak New Alk Church, New Albany Miss Owner Occupied
908 Oak New Alk Wright, Kory W. & Reba [ Owner Occupied
E 1406 Oak New / Green, Alfred & Pat BuffiiOwner Occupied

1414 Oak St NEW Linnert, Glenn R. Jr. Owner Occupied
1410 Ekin New A Masterson, Mollie K. Owner Occupied
1414 Ekin New A Barnes, Ronald S. Owner Occupied
1423 Culbertson Petty, Sanford Owner Occupied

1417 Culbertson Trouy, John F. & Kathleer Owner Occupied
1413 Culbertson Black, Troy Young & Glen Owner Occupied
1411 Culbertson Hardesty, Patricia Kay =~ Owner Occupied
1409 Culbertson Roesner, Ted E. Owner Occupied
1503 Shelby New Darr, John P & Savanah L Owner Occupied
1505 Shelby New Martin, John & Day, Jenn Owner Occupied

1507 Shelby New Willman, Jane D. Owner Occupied
1509 Shelby New Hand, Katherine Dianne Owner Occupied
1609 Shelby New Walker, Steven E. Owner Occupied
1607 Shelby New Sullivan, Keith D. Owner Occupied
1605 Shelby Plac Hash, Lewis R. & Florence Owner Occupied
1603 Shelby New Brown, Brendan Owner Occupied
1601 Shelby New Mc Cafferty, Mark W. & M Owner Occupied
E 515 11th New A Codey, John R. Jr. Owner Occupied

Rehab/Remodel

Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Remove/Demolish
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound

Sound
Remove/Demolish
Sound

Sound

Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Sound

Sound

Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Remove/Demolish
Sound

Sound

Sound

Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Sound

Sound

Sound
Rehab/Remodel

Map 2 Table Page 3



E 1106 Oak New / Thomas, Gary W. & Melis Owner Occupied
E 1112 Oak New s Howerton, Christopher Owner Occupied
E 1118 Oak New / Lilly, Vincent & Letha Owner Occupied
835 Cedar Bough Weber, Michael A. & HeicOwner Occupied
833 Cedar Bough Wilson, Gladys E. Owner Occupied
821 Cedar Bough Burnett, Jason & Burr, McOwner Occupied
819 Cedar Bough Cherry, Dugles R. & Ana N Owner Occupied
815 Cedar Bough Moyer, William C. & Jan £ Owner Occupied
813 Cedar Bough Griffin, Stephen K & Rita | Owner Occupied
E 907 15th New A Wills, Harold A. & Dawn L Owner Occupied
E 905 15th New A Denhart, Evelyn N. - Life l Owner Occupied
E 903 15th New A Bratcher, Beverly S. Owner Occupied
E 901 15th New A Longest, Herbert C. & Lor Owner Occupied
E 845 15th New A Piotrski, Robert D.,Jr.  Owner Occupied
E 845 15th New A Piotrski, Robert D., Jr.  Owner Occupied

1415 Ekin New A Carter, Martha H. Owner Occupied
1110 Ekin New A Hillerich, Bonita Starr Owner Occupied
1112 Ekin New A Fawbush, Shelly Owner Occupied

1114 Ekin New A Pfund, Arlo R. & Sherry L. Owner Occupied
1120 Ekin New A Bryant, Anthony L. & Cha Owner Occupied
1202 Ekin New A Sears, Barry N & Katherin Owner Occupied

1204 Ekin New A Railey, Bessie E. Owner Occupied
1210 Ekin New A Southerland, Richard L. Owner Occupied
1214 Ekin New A Nunn, Rita C. Owner Occupied

1220 Ekin New A Thomas, Irvin & Elizabeth Owner Occupied
1216 Ekin New A Morris, Christopher R. & Owner Occupied

1221 Culbertson
1215 Culbertson
1213 Culbertson
1211 Culbertson
1209 Culbertson

Powell, Paul C.

Owner Occupied

Foster , Karen & Annette Owner Occupied

Sinnott, Althea E.
Bennett, Jeffrey
Bradley, Laura L.

Owner Occupied
Owner Occupied
Owner Occupied

1201 Culbertson Allen, Dori F. & Gary Owner Occupied
1121 Culbertson La Coursiere, Michelle L. Owner Occupied
1121 Culbertson Lacoursiere, Michelle Owner Occupied

Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel

Remove/Demolish

Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Sound

Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Sound
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Sound
Sound
Sound
Sound
Sound
Sound
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
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1602 Culbertson Bonebrake, Melvin R. & F Owner Occupied
621 Vincennes N Rissler, Dewey P. & Kathe Owner Occupied
1607 Culbertson Morgan, Mary Jane Life E Owner Occupied
1304 Ekin New A Lescault, Laura E Owner Occupied
1509 Culbertson Collins, Scheryll L. & Judit Owner Occupied
1505 Culbertson Buckel, Mary E. - Life Este Owner Occupied
1506 Ekin New A Elliott, William J. Owner Occupied
1506 Ekin New A Elliott, William J. Jr. Owner Occupied
1510 Ekin New A Randall, Steven B. & Rebe Owner Occupied
1114 Beeler New Hardin, Jerry W. & Mary ] Owner Occupied
1116 Beeler New Harrell, Brenda S. Owner Occupied
1116 Beeler New Harrell, Brenda S. Owner Occupied
1122 Beeler New Beeler Land Trust Owner Occupied
1124 Beeler New Lane, Ricky & Linda Owner Occupied
1126 Beeler New Fullerton, George E. & Dii Owner Occupied
1128 Beeler New Warner, Jill M. & William Owner Occupied
1132 Beeler New Warner, William & Jill Owner Occupied
1213 Ekin New A Manning, Chris L Owner Occupied
822 Catherine Ne Schmidt, Chris & Sherri  Owner Occupied
822 Catherine Ne Schmidt, Chris & Sherri  Owner Occupied
826 Catherine Pl: Senn, Patrick R. & Jennife Owner Occupied
828 Catherine Ne Troutman, Nathan E. & B. Owner Occupied
830 Catherine Ne Heavrin, William H. & She Owner Occupied
810 Catherine Ne Couch, Jason B. Owner Occupied
812 Catherine Ne Bramble, Debra L. Owner Occupied
814 Catherine Ne Buckner, Lisa Owner Occupied
818 Catherine Ne Allen, Gary L. Owner Occupied
818 Catherine Ne Strunk, Joshua W. & Jessi Owner Occupied
821 Catherine NEBogdon, John C & Linda L Owner Occupied
817 Catherine NI Carpenter, Charles D & El Owner Occupied
813 Catherine Ne Land, Charles Owner Occupied
809 Catherine N¢ Fox, Lorinda L. Owner Occupied
805 Catherine Nt Homeister, Terry J. Owner Occupied
E 828 8th New All Moeller, Shanda L. Owner Occupied

Foreclosure

Foreclosure

Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Sound
Sound
Rehab/Remodel

Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel

Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound

Rehab/Remodel

Remove/Demolish

Rehab/Remodel

Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound

Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel

Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Sound

Remove/Demolish

Sound
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E 826 8th New All Hubert, Richard W. Owner Occupied
E 836 8th St New Ester, Earl L. DBA Earl's S¢ Owner Occupied
1102 Beeler New Hoback, Jerry L. Owner Occupied

1106 Beeler New Kavathas, John & Mary El Owner Occupied
925 Vincennes N Church, Depauw United  Owner Occupied
925 Vincennes N Church, Depauw United  Owner Occupied
1117 Ekin New A Cox, Robert D. & Ruby E. Owner Occupied
1201 Ekin New A Robert, Samuel K & Anna Owner Occupied
1203 Ekin New A Kitchel, Dwain L & J ElainiOwner Occupied
1205 Ekin New A Mitchell, Marshall & Shirl Owner Occupied
925 Vincennes N Church, Depauw United  Owner Occupied

E 1321 Oak New /Sourdry, Victor J. Owner Occupied
E 1317 Oak New / Lovett, Bryon R. & Rachel Owner Occupied
E 1119 Market Ne Seabrook, Co. Owner Occupied
E 324 11th New A Scara, Thomas Owner Occupied
E 601 10th New A Morton, David R. Owner Occupied

E 1208 EIm New / De Spain, Adam R. & Ehal Owner Occupied
E 1206 ElIm New £ Taylor, Melissa G. & A. Br Owner Occupied

E 1122 Elm New /Richards, Bruce M. Owner Occupied
E 1120 ElIm New / Boofter, Emily S. Owner Occupied
E 1118 Elm NEW . Dillon, Nikki Owner Occupied
E 1116 ElIm New / Harshfield, Charles Owner Occupied
E 1109 Elm New / Paris, K. Adam Owner Occupied
E 1522 ElIm New £Johnson, David E. & Jo Ar Owner Occupied
E 1516 ElIm New / Eddleman, Bruce E. Owner Occupied

1501 EIm NEW A Woods, Dewey Kevin & D Owner Occupied
E 1505 Elm New /Howard, Arthur T. Jr. & R Owner Occupied
E 1507 ElIm New £ Cunningham, David & Est Owner Occupied

E 1513 ElIm New /Fetz, Donna M Owner Occupied
E 1523 ElIm New /£ Hussung, James M. & LincOwner Occupied
E 1601 ElIm New /£ Wisehart, Donna Owner Occupied

1605 EIm New Al Porch, Joshua & Elisabett Owner Occupied
E 1609 EIm NEW . Estes, Kenneth W. & Catk Owner Occupied
E 1410 Spring Ney Carney, Patrick E. Jr. & KiiOwner Occupied

Rehab/Remodel

Sound
Sound
Sound
Sound
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel

Sound
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Sound
Sound
Sound
Sound
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
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E 1410 Spring Ne\ Carney, Patrick E. Jr. & KiiOwner Occupied
E 1406 Spring Ney Mouser, Robert J. Owner Occupied
925 Vincennes N Church, Depauw Memori Owner Occupied
1606 Shelby New Allen, Frederick L. & Chlo Owner Occupied

1604 Shelby New Renwick, Laura A. Owner Occupied
1602 Shelby New Waller, Mildred E. Owner Occupied
1517 Shelby New Adams, Michele M. Owner Occupied

1515 Shelby New Welliver, Timothy & Gwy Owner Occupied
1511 Shelby New Chaney, Margaret E. & W Owner Occupied
1518 Shelby New Stewart, Starr W. Owner Occupied
1516 Shelby New Reynolds, James H. Jr. & | Owner Occupied
1512 Shelby New Norwood, Ryan & Cotner Owner Occupied
1506 Shelby New Barger, Albert L. & Eva De Owner Occupied
1504 Shelby PI. N Briscoe, Michael A & Evel Owner Occupied
1510 Shelby New Tarter, Janice A. & Cather Owner Occupied
1508 Shelby New Durbin, Christopher / Mis Owner Occupied
1616 Beeler Geoi Wallace, Freddie L. IlI Owner Occupied
925 Vincennes N Church, Depauw Memori Owner Occupied
1307 Oak New AlLone, Katie Owner Occupied
E 1301 Oak New /Arnold, Matthew M. & M Owner Occupied
E 516 13th New A Blair, Barret Owner Occupied
E 1307 ElIm New £ Church, St. John United P Owner Occupied
E 1307 Elm New /£ Church, St. John U. Presb Owner Occupied
E 1314 Oak New / Allen, Kristen L Owner Occupied
E 1324 Oak New / Fanning, Oscar L. & Patsy Owner Occupied
E 1404 Oak New / Gibson, Larry Neal & Jacqg Owner Occupied
E 1416 Oak NEW Rosenberg, Brian & RobiOwner Occupied

E 1504 Oak New / Hanke, David J. Owner Occupied
E 1509 ElIm New /£ Marshall, Brian D. Owner Occupied
E 1511 Elm New £ Bird, Darryl Owner Occupied
E 510 15th NEW /Clark, Nancy Owner Occupied
E 903 Oak New Al Fulton, Ruth D Owner Occupied
901 Oak New Alk La Hue, Rufus L. & Virgini Owner Occupied
922 Culbertson NRicci, Kara L. Owner Occupied

Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Sound
Sound
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Sound
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound
Rehab/Remodel

Sound
Remove/Demolish
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E 617 10th New A Spears, Kelly Owner Occupied
921 Culbertson N Chaffin, Franklin J. & Darl Owner Occupied
909 Culbertson NSmith, Michael & Littrell, Owner Occupied
1104 Ekin New A Haller, Donna & Matherly Owner Occupied
1405 Culbertson Fisher, Troy Owner Occupied
1317 Culbertson Burres, Richard E. & Ther Owner Occupied
E 1001 Spring Ney Crook, John / Jean & Hoftf Owner Occupied
E 515 10th New A Church, Pearl Baptist, Inc Owner Occupied
E 515 10th New A Chruch, Pearl Baptist, Inc Owner Occupied
1111 Culbertson Bell, Michael L. Owner Occupied
E 1206 Oak New /Russell, Audrey M. Owner Occupied
E 1208 Oak New / Lytle, Ernest & Mildred Owner Occupied
E 1208 Oak New / Lytle, Ernest E & Mildred Owner Occupied
E 1212 Oak New / Kruer, Frank J. Sr. & Shirle Owner Occupied
E 1413 Oak New / Fountain, Stephen D & C: Owner Occupied
E 1409 Oak New /Bank, JP Morgan Chase Owner Occupied
E 1407 Oak New / Plaza, David C. & Pedro C Owner Occupied
E 1403 Oak New / Dudley, Charles F. Jr. & Fr Owner Occupied
639 Linden New . Buchheit, Peter Raymonc Owner Occupied
1619 Culbertson Haydon, Mark S Owner Occupied
1615-16 Culberts Colaw, William Owner Occupied
1606 Culbertson Wilson, Kenneth & April Owner Occupied
E 1603 Oak New /Kitterman, Robert L. & M Owner Occupied
E 1527 Oak New / Seiberling, Scott M. & Ga Owner Occupied

E 1519 Oak New / Huguley, Danny J. Owner Occupied
E 1515 Oak New / Taylor, Janet M. Owner Occupied
E 1511 Oak New / Mc Lean, Diane Owner Occupied
E 1509 Oak New / Flaherty, Kristen A. Owner Occupied
E 1507 Oak New / Wheatley, Daniel Thomas Owner Occupied
1622 Ekin New A Miiller, Christopher Owner Occupied

725 Vincennes N H. & K. Truck & Auto Serv Owner Occupied
639 Linden New . Buchheit, Peter Ray & Cai Owner Occupied
1308 Ekin New A Mc Peak, Carol Owner Occupied
1310 Ekin New A Reifsnyder, Lynn L. Owner Occupied

Sound
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Sound
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Sound

Sound

Sound
Remove/Demolish
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Sound

Sound

Sound
Remove/Demolish
Sound
Rehab/Remodel
Rehab/Remodel
Sound

Sound
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1320 Ekin New A Williams, Scott Edward Owner Occupied
1402 Ekin New A Mc Intosh, Charlotte J.  Owner Occupied
E 1520 Oak New / Perry, Clifford Jr. & Albert Owner Occupied
E 1317 Oak New / Lovett, Bryon R. & Rachel Owner Occupied
1308 Culbertson Henderson, Roger & Geol Owner Occupied
1310 Culbertson Luckett, Michelle Rae Owner Occupied
1312 Culbertson Brooks, Joseph Earl & Cor Owner Occupied
1312 Culbertson Brooks, Joseph E. & Conn Owner Occupied
1318 Culbertson Wright, Carl Owner Occupied
1322 Culbertson Mallory, Jason P. Owner Occupied
1402 Culbertson South, William R. & Nanc Owner Occupied
1408 Culbertson Mc Gill, Joseph L. & Joyce Owner Occupied
1510 Oak New Al Moffett, Larry & Linda  Owner Occupied
E 1512 Oak New / Bowen, Michael J. & Krist Owner Occupied
E 1609 Oak New / Schmidt, Bradley A. & Pre Owner Occupied
E 411 11th New A Garvin, Michael Owner Occupied
E 1017 Spring Ne\ Coffman, John E & Juanit: Owner Occupied
E 1110 ElIm New £ Transue, William & Grace Owner Occupied
E 410 11th New A Roberts, Gregory Owner Occupied
1101 Spring New Good, Pete Owner Occupied
1105 Spring New Phipps, Greg H Owner Occupied
1206 Spring New Jennings, William E. Jr.  Owner Occupied
E 1120 Spring Ney Wathen, Charles D. Jr. & : Owner Occupied
E 1118 Spring Ne\Bryan, Robert M. & Barb: Owner Occupied
1507 Spring New Brewer, Suzette M. Owner Occupied
E 1515 Spring Ne' Summers, Larry M. & Ash Owner Occupied
E 1601 Spring Ne\ Speth, Gary R & Hardy , Ji Owner Occupied
E 918 ElIm New Al Berryman, Timothy R & B Owner Occupied
E 916 EIm New Al Bertrand, Frank & Karen Owner Occupied

E 919 Spring New Garner, William H. llI Owner Occupied
E 919 Spring New Garner, William H. lll Owner Occupied
E 907 Spring New Loew, Jude & Wooley, Ba Owner Occupied
E 907 EIm New Al Lockhart, Patrick D. Owner Occupied

E 913 ElIm New Al Terrell, Guy A. & Sandra Owner Occupied

For Sale
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E 901 Spring New Williams, Judy Ann & Dor Owner Occupied
E 901 Spring New Williams, Don & Judy Anr Owner Occupied
E 414 9th New All Mc Spaddin, Robert H. & Owner Occupied
E 904 Spring New Lifespring Mental Health Owner Occupied

E 908 Spring New Habermel, Jeffrey S. Owner Occupied
E 922 Spring New Ryan, Brenda Owner Occupied
E 920 Spring New Sanders, Mark Owner Occupied
E 1000 Spring Ney Family Health Center Of F Owner Occupied
E 1006 Spring Ne\ Anshutz, Stephen K. Owner Occupied
E 1010 Spring NeySonshine Properties, LLC Owner Occupied
E 1105 Spring Ne\ Phipps, Gregory H. Owner Occupied

E 1109 Spring NeyStemm, Wilson E. & Ella P Owner Occupied
E 1117 Spring Ne\ Welch, Diana K. & Baylor, Owner Occupied
E 1119 Spring Ne\ Frye, Harold L. Owner Occupied
1201 Spring NEW Marlow, Lea Owner Occupied
E 1113 ElIm New £Jones, Charles H & Jacque Owner Occupied
E 1117 Elm New /Keeler, Mark D. & Janie A Owner Occupied
E 1121 ElIm New £ Koestel, Gary L.and Debr: Owner Occupied
E 1123 Elm New /Smith, Patricia A. Family " Owner Occupied

E 1207 ElIm New £ Richert, Jacob L. Owner Occupied
E 1211 Elm New /£ Goodman, Marla & Beelr Owner Occupied
E 1215 Elm New /£ Rudolph, James E. Owner Occupied
E 1219 Elm New / Potts, Paul W. Owner Occupied

E 1217 Elm New £ Clipp, Richard E. & Mary | Owner Occupied
E 1220 Elm New / Mullineaux, George A. & Owner Occupied
E 1218 ElIm New /Keeler, Adam J. Owner Occupied
1216 ElIm New Al Wells, John T. & Mary K. Owner Occupied
E 1214 Elm New £ Redding, William & Delor Owner Occupied
E 1512 Spring Ne\ Spalding, Vickie L. Owner Occupied
E 1514 Spring Ne\ Keithley, Stacy D. Owner Occupied
E 1606 Spring Ne\ Walker, John Robert & Pz Owner Occupied
E 1606 Spring Ney Walker, John R. & Pati S. Owner Occupied
E 702 Oak NEW A Tibbitts, Burleigh J Owner Occupied
E 522 7th New All Lyninger, Rose & OverstriOwner Occupied
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E 1307 Elm New /£ Church, St. John United P Owner Occupied
E 1307 ElIm New £ Church, St. John United P Owner Occupied
E 1307 Elm New /£ Church, St. John United P Owner Occupied
E 1420 ElIm New £ Vines, Dionne Owner Occupied
E 1420 Elm New £ Vines, Dionne Owner Occupied
E 1418 Elm NEW . Davis, R. Family Enterpris Owner Occupied
E 1402 ElIm New /Bean, LLoyd & Debbie =~ Owner Occupied
1324 Elm New Al Baxter, James A Owner Occupied
E 1119 Market Ne Seabrook, Dieckmann & Owner Occupied
E 1119 Market Ne Seabrook, Co. Owner Occupied
E 319 12th New AJones, Jerry A Owner Occupied
E 327 12th New A Smith, James & Brittingh: Owner Occupied
E 1103 Market Ne Mc Callister, Phillip G. & [ Owner Occupied
E 1103 Market Ne Mc Callister, Mary A. & PIOwner Occupied
E 1119 Market Ne Seabrook, Co. Owner Occupied
E 1119 Market Ne Seabrook, Co. Owner Occupied
E 1306 EIm New /Reardon, Ron & Karen ~ Owner Occupied
E 416 13th New A Reardon, Ronnie L. & Kar Owner Occupied
E 1315 Spring Ne\ Church, Central Christian Owner Occupied
E 1315 Spring Ney Church, Central Christian Owner Occupied
E 1315 Spring Ne\ Church, Central Christian Owner Occupied
E 1315 Spring Ney Church, Central Christian Owner Occupied
E 1315 Spring Ne\ Church, Central Christian Owner Occupied

E 1413 Spring Ne\ Fox, Ronald Joseph
E 1421-14 Spring Watson, Terry L.

E 1418 Spring Ney Wells, William W.

E 1502 ElIm New / Espinoza, Eustquia
E 813 Spring New Church, First Baptist

Owner Occupied
Owner Occupied
Owner Occupied
Owner Occupied
Owner Occupied

E 611 EIm New Al Johnson, Steven A. & Car.Owner Occupied

E 613 ElIm New Al Day, Cletus G.

Owner Occupied

E 1315 Spring Ne\ Church, Central Christian Owner Occupied
E 327 13th New A Johnston, Phillip D. & Ang Owner Occupied
E 323 13th New A Smith, Jeffery S. Owner Occupied
E 317 13th New A Higgins, Raymond B. & El Owner Occupied

For Sale

For Sale
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E 321 13th New A Stanfield, Trevor Owner Occupied
E 318 12th NEW / Powers, Stephanie Owner Occupied
E 327 13th New A Mullins, John & Elta Owner Occupied
E 1119 Market Ne Seabrook, Deickman & N Owner Occupied
E 1215 Market Ne Sorg, Timothy J. & Belita . Owner Occupied
E 520 8th New All Dimler, Rhoda J. Owner Occupied
E 516 8th New All Cunningham, John P. Owner Occupied
E 809 EIm New Al Hassett, Mark W. & Kylia Owner Occupied

E 523 9th New All Wells, Magdalen Owner Occupied
E 519 9th New All Chesher, Kevin T. & Tina | Owner Occupied
E 517 9th New All Conrad, Bonnie Owner Occupied
E 821 ElIm New Al Lewis, Stephen H. & Elva Owner Occupied
E 817 EIm New Al Higdon, Susan Owner Occupied
E 1419 Market Ne Doering, Tressa Owner Occupied
E 1401 Market Ne Stewart, Kenneth G. Owner Occupied
E 1007 Market Ne Rambo, Wanda D. Owner Occupied
E 1009 Market Ne Farmer, Alcie A. Owner Occupied
E 1011 Market Ne Borden, Mark L. Owner Occupied

E 1013 Market Ne Brewer, John A. & Barbar Owner Occupied
E 1000 Spring Ney Family Health Center Of F Owner Occupied
E 316 10th New A Smith, Kenneth & Christir Owner Occupied
E 620 Ninth New  Gordon, Dawn G. Owner Occupied
E 616 9th New All Ketterman, Aaron J. & WIOwner Occupied
618 9th New Alb: Middleton, Edward T & J: Owner Occupied
E 609 9th New All Melton, Roger & Barbara Owner Occupied

620 Culbertson N Easton, Sarah L. Owner Occupied
618 Culbertson N Coakley, Donnie Owner Occupied
E 626 8Th NEW A Skaggs, Kathryn Owner Occupied
E 622 8th New All Cruz, Yaquelin Owner Occupied

E 627 8th New All Thompson, Roger & Tina Owner Occupied
E 314 9th New All Lyons, Troy A. & Bonnie ¢ Owner Occupied
E 310 9th New All Benavidez, Francisco & D Owner Occupied
E 308 9th New AllBlake, Rebecca Owner Occupied
E 306 9th NEW Al Raidy, Daniel Owner Occupied
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913 Market New Huth, Richard L. & Joyce | Owner Occupied
E 315 10th NEW / Church, Emmanuel Hts Fe Owner Occupied
E 331 14th New A Bierman, Jeannette Ann Owner Occupied
E 329 14th. New ; Morris, Lindsey R. Owner Occupied
E 327 14th New A Freemantle, Elizabeth & E Owner Occupied
E 325 14th New A Robinson, Toni Owner Occupied
E 323 14th New A Stallings, Francelle A. Owner Occupied
E 319 14th New A Blake, Betty L. & Sorrow, Owner Occupied
E 315 14th New A Johnson, Forrest & Elizab Owner Occupied
E 1315 Market Ne Elder, David Owner Occupied
1319 Market Ne\ Henley, Jeffrey T. Owner Occupied
E 1305 Market Ne Hinkel, Kneina R. Owner Occupied
E 1301 Market Ne Murrell, Charles Calvin  Owner Occupied
E 314 13th New A Riggs, Daniel T. & Michell Owner Occupied
E 316 13th New A Riggs, Daniel T. & Michell Owner Occupied
E 320 13th New A Jeffrey, Linda Owner Occupied
E 324 13th New A Skelley, Shaun M. & Raus Owner Occupied
E 330 13th NEW / Gray, Kathleen Owner Occupied
E 341 14th NEW /Espinosa, Eustaquia C.  Owner Occupied
E 337 14th New A Prenatt, Robert E. Owner Occupied
1401 Grant New Wellner, Ronald J. Owner Occupied
1403 Grant New Shrader, Rita J. Owner Occupied
E 343 15th New A Sutton, Crystal Owner Occupied
E 316 14th New A Little, Delores Ann Owner Occupied
1414 Grant New Carter, Raymond F. & AlicOwner Occupied
E 325 15th New A Taggart, Michael & Phipp Owner Occupied
E 323 15th New A Carter, Raymond F. Jr.  Owner Occupied
E 321 15th New A Swift, Donna & Clifton R. Owner Occupied
E 319 15th New A Day, Paul & Mabel Owner Occupied
317 15th New All Gillespie, Marcus R. Owner Occupied
1402 Grant New Corcoran, Cindy A. Owner Occupied
E 316 14th New A Little, Delores Ann Owner Occupied
E 312 14th NEW £/ Modica, David Owner Occupied
809 Oak New Alk Snider, Ann Owner Occupied

Foreclosure
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710 Culbertson N Goodman, George & Catt Owner Occupied
E 701 Oak Floyds Craig, Russell A. & Roubie Owner Occupied
E 619 8th NEW Al Ryan, Patrick A & Brenda Owner Occupied
E 617 8th New All Snider, Ann Owner Occupied
E 813 EIm New Al Dillman, John M. Owner Occupied
E 822 ElIm New Al Henretty, John B. & Joyce Owner Occupied
E 520 7th New All Schellenberger Holdings, Owner Occupied
E 514 7th New All Barnes, Arvil L. ETAL Owner Occupied
E 604 8th New All Keene, Alexander M Owner Occupied
814 Culbertson NHenriott, Charles D. - Tru: Owner Occupied
E 525 8th New All Smith, Albert H. Jr. Owner Occupied
E 523 8th New All Pierson, Helen S. Owner Occupied
E 715 ElIm NEW A Mata, Isaac Owner Occupied
E 719 Elm New Al Kirchgessner, Clifford Owner Occupied
1411 Grant New Riggs, Adam P. & Rhonda Owner Occupied
E 813 Spring New Church, First Baptist Owner Occupied
E 727 11th New A Hickerson, Anna C. & Jam Owner Occupied
E 727 11th New A Hickerson, James & Anna Owner Occupied
E 715 11th New A Shephard, Thad C. Owner Occupied
E 717 11th NEW / Grossman, Vanessa C Owner Occupied
E 411 Spring New New Albany Motor Co. In Owner Occupied
E 411 Spring New New Albany Motor Co. In Owner Occupied
417 Vincennes N Lucky 7 Ky, Inc. Owner Occupied
E 512 ElIm New Al Dugan, Kevin W. & Meliss Owner Occupied
E 518 EIm New Al Gilbert, Richard & Loyd, S Owner Occupied
E 520 ElIm New Al Harvey, Eric W. & Georgi: Owner Occupied
E 512 Oak New Al Cozart, Nicholas & Adam:Owner Occupied
E 522 5th New All Kull, Kathleen Owner Occupied
E 520 5th New All Murphy, Charles E. & Jacc Owner Occupied
E 518 5th New All Lanham, John L. Owner Occupied
E 516 5th New All Warth, Joan & Warth, Au Owner Occupied
508 Oak NEW AL Chaffin, Douglas M Jr. & [ Owner Occupied
E 514 Oak New Al Barr, Larry Wayne Owner Occupied
E 514 Oak New Al Mc Lean, John & Fern Owner Occupied

For Sale

Foreclosure
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E 514 Oak New AlBarr, Larry & Brenda Owner Occupied
E 511 ElIm New Al Gray, Steven R. & Karen [ Owner Occupied
E 519 ElIm New Al Stone, Jim & Sandra Owner Occupied
E 523 ElIm New Al Riley, Charles Michael = Owner Occupied
E 411 Spring New New Albany Motor Co. In Owner Occupied
E 424 5th New All Coyle, Chevrolet Co. Owner Occupied
E 422 5th New AllJohnson, Amos Wayne & Owner Occupied
E 214 Elm New Al Sprigler, Louis J. / Genevi Owner Occupied
E 519 EIm New Al Stone, Jim & Sandra Owner Occupied
E 432 5th NEW Al Walker, Christina & Geor;Owner Occupied
E 411 Spring New New Albany Motor Co. In Owner Occupied
E 615 ElIm New Al Walls, Jared Owner Occupied
E 513 7th New All Tyree, Kelly Owner Occupied
E 517 7th New All Martin, Curtis W. Owner Occupied
E 426 6th New All Allgood, Lydia Jean Owner Occupied
E 416 6th New AllSisk, John Robert Owner Occupied
E 601 Spring New Sisk, John R. Owner Occupied
E 513 Main New / Smith, Donald N. Owner Occupied
E 407 7th NEW Al Haydon, Mark S Owner Occupied
E 623 Spring New Goldberg, Maury K. & Brt Owner Occupied
E 415 7th New All Schuppert, Timothy & W Owner Occupied
E 601 Spring New Sisk, John Robert / Hadde Owner Occupied
E 611 Spring New Sisk, John Robert Owner Occupied
E 601 Spring New Sisk, John Robert / Hadde Owner Occupied
E 614 EIm New Al Mascio, Gary Victor & Fre Owner Occupied
E 608 EIm New Al Armstrong, Barbara & Kit Owner Occupied
E 608 EIm New Al Armstrong, Barbara & Kit Owner Occupied
E 316 14th New A Little, Delores Ann Owner Occupied
E 602 Oak New Al Cozart, Danny & Penny Owner Occupied
E 505 Oak New Al Berryman, W. Dennis & S Owner Occupied
610 Culbertson NHollis, Terra Owner Occupied
614 Culbertson N Faulkenberg, Robert & EL Owner Occupied
E 623 Oak New Al Amaya, Andres E & Maric Owner Occupied
E 623 Oak New Al Amaya, Andres E & Maric Owner Occupied

Bank Ownec For Sale
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E 613 Oak New Al Mayfield, Melvin Owner Occupied

E 605 Oak New Al Tingle, Jill Owner Occupied
E 521 Oak New Al Five Twenty One E. Oak S Owner Occupied
E 519 Oak New Al Sarles, Paul S. Owner Occupied
E 515 Oak New Al Cozart, Nicholas & Adam:Owner Occupied
512 Culbertson N Coakley, Donnie Owner Occupied
E 622 5th New AllKaralfa, Robert J Jr Owner Occupied
522 Culbertson N Cornell, Charles T. & Dian Owner Occupied
524 Culbertson N Arnold, Dolly Fay Owner Occupied
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Inventory of Vacant Houses in the S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood

Site Address Ownership

1125 Greenaway New , Jihad Saleh

2028 Budd New Albany Kenneth W. Ogden

1110 Greenaway New ;Joel & Tammy Baylor

1114-11 Greenaway NETraub Properties, LLC

E 910 11th NEW ALBAN PNC National Bank Association
418 10th NEW ALBANY James & Lizabeth Masterson
1117 Greenaway New ; Grimes, Bob LLC

1102 Oak New Albany,|Charles F. Il & Rita J. Stumler

E 1110 Oak New Albany William T Logsdon

E 1112 Oak New Albany Christopher Howerton

E 1114 Oak New Albany Clara Knuckles & Vera Fulton
831 Cedar Bough New . Terry J. Keehner & Regina A. Blum
834 Catherine New Alb Brian S & Linda C Simon

E 1114 Spring NEW ALB Premiere Il Properties, LLC

E 1112 Spring NEW ALB Neel Family, LLC

E 1110 Spring NEW ALB William T. Logsdon

E 1312 Oak New Albany Newburg Ventures, LLC

E 1322 Oak New Albany Personal Finance Company, LLC
E 414 10th New Albany,James P. & Lizabeth A. Masterson
E 716 11th New Albany, Stephen L. Roberts

E 710-712 11th New Alk Halilina Togonon & Darren L. Perkins
E 1323 Oak New Albany Victor J. Sourdry

1615-16 Culbertson NE William Colaw

E 1106 EIm NEW ALBAN Robert & Stephanie Piotrski

E 1202 Spring New AlbaJack M. JR. & Virginia Holt

E 1509 Spring New Alba Martha Meyer

E 417 10th St New Alba Teddy Smith Rudy

E 1010 Spring New Alba Sonshine Properties, LLC

E 1512 Spring New Alba Vickie L. Spalding

E 320 11th New Albany, Nicholas Cozart & Crystal Adams
E 1505 Spring New Alba Newburg Ventures, LLC

Occupancy
Owner Occupied

Owner Occupied

Owner Occupied

Owner Occupied

Owner Occupied
Owner Occupied

Bank Owned

Bank Owned

Vacant For Sale Foreclosure Condition
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E 617 EIm New Albany,| Bank, U.S.

E 325 13th NEW ALBAN BAM Investments, LLC

E 317 13th New Albany, Raymond B. & Elnora M Higgins
326 12th NEW ALBANY Ronald Niehoff

E 330 12th New Albany, River City Bank, Inc.

E 329 13th New Albany, Burleigh Tibbetts

N 316 12th New Albany Peter A Corrao

E 1413 Market New Alb P & L Leasing, LLC

E 1401 Market New Alb Kenneth G. Stewart

E 331 14th New Albany, Jeannette Ann Bierman

E 329 14th. New Albany Lindsey R Morris

E 341 14th NEW ALBAN Eustaquia C Espinosa

E 323 15th New Albany, Raymond F. Jr. Carter

E 1407 Market New Alb Ed Scott Properties, LLC

E 710 Oak St NEW ALBA Knobs Ridge Properties, LLC
1411 Grant New Alban'Adam P. & Rhonda Riggs

E 511 Elm New Albany,| Steven R. & Karen D. Gray

606 Culbertson New Al William T Logsdon

E 517 Oak New Albany,| Nicholas Cozart & Crystal Adams

E 608 EIm New Albany,| Barbara Armstrong & Sharon Kitch
E 616 Oak New Albany,| Bank, Stock Yards Bank & Trust Compan

E 612 5th NEW ALBANY Leona A. Lehr

E 501 Oak NEW ALBAN\ Bank, River City, Inc.

E 603 Oak New Albany,| Candice J Sullivan

502 Culbertson NEW Al Ronald Joshua McCool

510 Culbertson New Al Exceed Plus, LLC

E 524 7th NEW ALBANY Countrywide Home Loans, Inc

E 605 8th Stephen Roberts

E 608 8th Timothy Dawson

E 522 8th River City Bank, Inc.
E 620 9th Dawn Gordon

E 622 9th Betty Bertrans

E 526 8th GDS Properties
Ekin Mike Barker

Owner Occupied

Owner Occupied
Owner Occupied
Owner Occupied
Owner Occupied
Owner Occupied

Owner Occupied
Owner Occupied

Owner Occupied

Bank Owned
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Bank Owned
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E 611 9th Raymond Davis

E 525 8th Albert Smith, Jr.
1201 Ekin Samuel Robert
1115 Culbertson Sheldon McCullum
1117 Culbertson Joseph Clevinger

E 721 11th Mark Schroder

1602 Ekin New Albany, Reeb, Larry E.

1612 Beeler NEW ALBA Speth, Gary R. Sr.

1603 Culbertson New £ Logwood, Dan E Sr.

916 Culbertson New Al Brockman, Ricky A. & Lori
1321 Culbertson New £Hanke 1, LLC

E 1508 Oak New Albany Reid, Lee R. & Rita C.
1502 Spring NEW ALBA Kruer, Glenda

2963 Old Hill NEW ALB, Church, Augustus D. & Elizabeth J.

E 703 Oak New Albany,| Williams, Marty
E 516 EIm New Albany,| Bank Inc., River City

Owner Occupied

Bank Owned

Bank Owned

For Sale

For Sale

Foreclosure

Foreclosure

Foreclosure
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Vacant Lots in the S. Ellen Jones Neighborhood

Site Address Deeded Owner Occupancy
Ekin New Albany,IN 4 Lifespring, Inc

E 919 11th NEW ALBAI Doty, Gregory T.

E 511 11th New Alban Riggs, Michael D. & Therasa L.

E 1103 ElIm New Alban Cannon, Daniel H. & Marilyn E.

E 907 11th NEW ALBAI Mockingbird Properties, Inc.

E 826 11th NEW ALBAI Gregory VI, LLC
918 Culbertson New 2 Ricci, Kara L.

1416 Ekin New Albany Mc Kinley, David J. & Wells, Michael L.

E 1002 Oak New Alban Price Properties, LLC

E 845 15th New Alban Piotrski, Robert D., Jr.

Rear 15th NEW ALBA Ballew, Jesse

1302 Ekin New Albany Long, Cecil Jr.

1501 Culbertson NEW Ballew, Jesse
1502 Ekin NEW ALBAL Richey, Albert
1116 Beeler New Alba Harrell, Brenda S.

1122 Beeler New Alba Beeler Land Trust
1128 Beeler New Alba Warner, Jill M. & William A.

822 Catherine New Al Schmidt, Chris & Sherri
818 Catherine New Al Allen, Gary L.

E 11th NEW ALBANY,l Mockingbird Properties, Inc.

E 901 11th NEW ALBAI Mockingbird Properties, Inc.

E 829 11th NEW ALBAI Mockingbird Properties, Inc.

925 Vincennes New A Church, Depauw United Meth.

E 809 11th NEW ALBAI Mockingbird Properties, Inc

E 1510 Elm NEW ALBA Traub, Larry M & Joyce K

E 1410 Spring New Alb Carney, Patrick E. Jr. & Kimberly A.
907 Vincennes New A Church, De Pauw Mem. United Method
Culbertson NEW ALB/ Mockingbird Properties, Inc
Culbertson NEW ALB/ Mockingbird Properties, Inc
907 Culbertson NEW / Mockingbird Properties, Inc
Culbertson NEW ALB/ Mockingbird Properties, Inc
1102 Ekin NEW ALBAI Byrd, Mary K.

1808 Beechwood New Floyds Knobs Body Repair, Inc.

E 1208 Oak New Alban Lytle, Ernest E & Mildred M.

E 1222 Oak NEW ALBA Ritter, Cardinal Birthplace Foundation
1416 Culbertson NEW Lukemeier, Louis H. & Mary E.
Spring New Albany,IN Garner, William IlI

E 901 Spring New Alba Williams, Judy Ann & Don

E 1316 Spring New Alb Mc Kercher, Bruce E & Arnold, John

E 1607 Spring NEW ALl Board of County Commissioners of Floy
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1613 Spring NEW ALB. Board of County Commissioners of Floy
E 1606 Spring New Alb Walker, John R. & Pati S.

E 1307 ElIm New Alban Church, St. John United Presbyterian, h
E 1420 ElIm New Alban Vines, Dionne

E 1315 Spring New Alb Church, Central Christian

E 1315 Spring New Alb Church, Central Christian

E 327 13th New Alban' Mullins, John & Elta

E 516 8th New Albany, Cunningham, John P.

E 1000 Spring New Alb Family Health Center Of F.C.

E 321 11th NEW ALBAI Eswine, Vernon W. & Donna

E 611 9th New Albany, Reed, Charles R. & Wanda

E 611 9th New Albany, Davis, Raymond

E 915 Market New Alb Castile, Bill & Gloria

E 324 13th New Alban Skelley, Shaun M. & Rausch, Sara E.
332 13th NEW ALBAN Mc Kercher, Bruce & Mary

702 Culbertson New A CAS Contracting, LLC

E 309 & 311 10th NEW Castile, Bill G. & Gloria J.

E 1407 Market New Al Scott, Ed Properties, LLC

E 510 ElIm New Albany Walker, Christina & George

E 514 Oak New Albany Mc Lean, John & Fern ~ Owner Occupi
E 514 Oak New Albany Barr, Larry & Brenda Owner Occupi
E Elm NEW ALBANY,INHay, W. Edward & Marth

E 601 Spring New Alba Sisk, John Robert / Hadd: Owner Occupi
E 608 EIm New Albany Armstrong, Barbara & Kit Owner Occupi
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	1_Development_Name: New Albany Homes
	2_Development_Type_NC_AR_SR: NC
	3_Applicant_Name_Attach_Resume: City of New Albany
	4_Developer_Attach_Resume: Housing Partnership, Inc.
	5_General_Partners: HPI and NSP Project
	6_Applicant_controls_the_sites: Through SEJ NSP Project
	7_Sites_properly_zoned: Yes
	8_Total_annual_credit_amount: $173,233
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	11_Anticipated_Source_of_Funds: Listed below
	Source_of_Funds: Equity Investment
	Date_of_Application: 
	Date_of_Commitment: 
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	Date_of_Commitment2: 
	Amount_of_Funds2: 
	Source_of_Funds3: 
	Date_of_Application3: 
	Amount_of_Funds3:                     $1,792,902
	12_SyndicatorInvestor: Unknown at this time.
	Source_of_Funds4: 
	Date_of_Application4: 
	Date_of_Commitment3: 
	Amount_of_Funds4: 
	Total_Amount_of_Funds: 


