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Housing Finance Reform Q&A 
 
Why is housing finance reform important? 
A strong secondary market is an essential component of our country’s housing finance system that must 
be preserved and fortified to ensure the widespread availability of and ready access to mortgage capital.  
Federal government support of the secondary market is necessary to ensure the constant and stable 
flow of capital to all housing markets at all times, including periods of economic downturn. 
 
What are NCSHA’s priorities in housing finance reform? 
NCSHA calls on the Administration and the Congress to seize the opportunity of housing finance reform 
to design a strong, federally backed secondary mortgage market system; establish within that system a 
powerful commitment to affordable housing; and deploy the highly effective and time‐tested HFA 
delivery system to fulfill this commitment in a safe and sound manner. 
 
We also recommend that housing finance reform more fully realize the affordable housing promise of 
other parts of our federally supported housing finance system, most notably the Federal Housing 
Administration (FHA) and its Ginnie Mae securitization platform and the Federal Home Loan Banks. 
While these entities are making important contributions to affordable housing today, we believe they 
could do much more, especially by engaging with HFAs in more expansive and advantaged partnerships. 
 
Didn’t affordable housing efforts cause Fannie Mae’s and Freddie Mac’s financial troubles? 
No.  Some say future GSEs should not make affordable housing investments because that is what caused 
Fannie Mae’s and Freddie Mac’s financial demise.  We disagree.  Buying affordable loans did not get 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac into financial trouble.  Buying bad loans did.   
 
While it is true that both Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac made investments in subprime, Alt‐A, and other 
nontraditional mortgages that contributed significantly to their financial woes, they also made sound 
affordable housing investments in partnership with HFAs that have performed exceedingly well.  It is 
also true that the Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) system is experiencing financial stress, but FHLB 
partnerships with HFAs have not contributed to it.   
 
How should the GSEs support affordable housing? 
We recommend directing future GSEs to prioritize the use of the proven HFA delivery system to fulfill 
this commitment in a safe and sound manner, building upon the highly productive partnerships the 
existing GSEs and HFAs have formed to expand affordable housing opportunity in this country.  This duty 
must not be relegated to a goal to which the system simply aspires without consequence should it fail to 
fulfill it.  It must be an obligation, which the system must meet to continue to receive federal support. 
 
NCSHA also feels strongly that the new secondary market system’s effective fulfillment of its affordable 
housing obligations requires it to integrate wholly within its business culture and throughout its 
operations a dedication to affordable housing and underserved market financing.  The system should 
pursue these activities broadly and consistently, not as a side or niche business. 
 
Why should HFAs be the GSEs’ preferred affordable housing partner? 
HFAs have proven over many decades that affordable housing lending done right is good lending.  HFAs 
do it right in the case of first‐time home buyer lending through a time‐tested combination of low‐cost 
financing; traditional fixed‐rate, long‐term products; flexible, but prudent, underwriting with careful 







credit evaluation; diligent loan documentation and income verification; down payment and closing cost 
assistance; homeownership counseling; and proactive servicing.  They employ the same kind of 
discipline in their multifamily housing underwriting and asset management.   
 
State HFAs play an indispensable role in the provision of affordable housing in our country today.  They 
bring statewide perspective and focus, along with a deep understanding of the needs of their local 
markets.  They are in an unparalleled position to ensure that resources are integrated with other public 
investments in our physical, economic, and human infrastructure.   
 
HFAs combine tough business acumen with a mission‐oriented public purpose to harness private capital 
to provide affordable housing.  They possess sophisticated financing, underwriting, and asset 
management capacity and a multi‐decade record of responsibility, effectiveness, accountability, and 
success in administering tens of billions of dollars of federal housing assistance.      


 
In strong and weak economies, HFAs have been a constant, reliable source of flexible, affordable 
mortgage money for lower‐income first‐time home buyers, anchoring the first‐time home buyer market.  
HFA loan performance is strong, with delinquency and foreclosure rates well below those in the 
conventional market, even in today’s troubled economy.   
 
HFAs never turned to subprime mortgage products, offering largely 30‐year, fixed‐rate mortgages.  
Through a combination of low‐cost financing, prudent underwriting, home buyer counseling, down 
payment assistance, and aggressive servicing, HFAs have proven over many decades that 
homeownership is not only possible for lower‐income families, it is sustainable.    
 
Further, HFAs have also proven to be an effective source of multifamily financing, consistently providing 
capital for much‐needed affordable housing developments. 
 
Is providing capital for a Housing Trust Fund enough? 
Though NCSHA supports a state‐administered national housing trust fund and believes its potential 
capitalization by the new secondary market system should be seriously explored, we see the fund as 
complementing and supporting the system’s affordable housing financing activities and not as an 
alternative to them. 
 
What flexibility should the GSEs have to develop new products? 
It is critical that the GSEs be given broad authority and flexibility, within prudent standards of safety and 
soundness, to practice innovation in carrying out a wide array of affordable housing and underserved 
market strategies, which may include subsidizing lending for these purposes.  These entities must be 
able to respond quickly and nimbly to changing housing markets and conditions and to take measured 
risks. 
 
What are State HFAs? 
HFAs are state‐chartered housing agencies that operate in every state, the District of Columbia, New 
York City, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands.  Though they vary widely in their characteristics, 
including their relationship to state government, HFAs have in common their public‐purpose mission to 
provide affordable housing to the people of their states who need it.   


 


 








FHA‐HFA Multifamily Loan Risk‐Sharing Q&A 
 
What is the FHA‐HFA Risk‐Sharing program? 
Congress  established  the  FHA‐HFA  Risk‐Sharing  program  in  1992  to  increase  and  speed  up  FHA’s 
multifamily mortgage  production.    The  FHA‐HFA  Risk‐Sharing  program  allows  state  Housing  Finance 
Agencies (HFAs) that meet rigorous financial standards to underwrite FHA multifamily loans in return for 
sharing the risk of losses on those loans.   
 
FHA provides full insurance on the loans, and HFAs agree to accept up to 90 percent of the risk of losses 
on those loans.  The more risk HFAs assume, the more underwriting flexibility FHA permits them.  In the 
event of a default, FHA and  the HFA apportion  the  loss according  to  the  risk‐sharing agreement  they 
have made.   
 
What Has the Program Accomplished? 
The program has been very successful, with 26 state HFAs financing over 1,000 loans, totaling nearly $6 
billion in principal and supporting more than 110,000 affordable rental homes.  According to HUD, “The 
Risk‐Sharing  program  is  an  increasingly  important  part  of meeting  HUD’s  strategic  goal  to  support 
affordable housing preservation and development.” 
   
HUD’s FY 2014 Budget estimates  total HFA Risk‐Sharing  loan activity of $170 million  in FY 2013, one 
percent of all expected FY 2013 FHA multifamily loan activity and less than a fraction of one percent of 
all estimated Ginnie Mae activity.  In FY 2012, HFAs financed 52 loans, with a total principal balance of 
$344 million, supporting 5,250 rental homes.   
 
Program  loan  default  rates  have  been  very  low  and  premium  revenue  has  exceeded  total  claims, 
generating net revenue for the federal government.   Since 2009, there have been 26 claims within the 
FHA‐HFA  Risk‐Sharing  program,  as  compared  with  434  multifamily  claims  with  full  FHA  insurance.  
According  to HUD’s Office of Evaluation,  the FHA‐HFA Risk‐Sharing program’s claim  rate has been 2.6 
percent  since  2009, while  the  claim  rate  for multifamily  loans with  full  FHA  insurance  has  been  4.9 
percent.   
 
Why should Congress allow Ginnie Mae to securitize FHA‐HFA Risk‐Sharing loans? 
Permitting Ginnie Mae  to  securitize  FHA‐HFA  Risk‐Sharing  loans would  allow HFAs  to make more  of 
these  loans  at  lower  interest  rates.    This  would  reduce  the  cost  of  financing  rental  housing 
developments, making it possible to achieve lower rents and reach even lower income tenants.  
 
If Ginnie Mae were  to  securitize  FHA‐HFA  Risk‐Sharing  loans, HFAs  predict  the  interest  rate  on  the 
underlying mortgages could be reduced by as much as 200 basis points or 2 percent.  This rate reduction 
would lower rents and potentially reduce the need for and cost of other federal housing subsidies. 
 
Does Ginnie Mae securitize other multifamily loans? 
Yes.    In  fact, most  FHA‐insured multifamily  loans  are  packaged  into Ginnie Mae  securities  issued  by 
lenders.    Ginnie Mae  guarantees  the  timely  payment  of  interest  and  principal,  increasing  investor 
interest and driving down the interest rates on the securities and the underlying loans.   
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Ginnie Mae  securitization of FHA‐HFA Risk‐Sharing  loans would  increase  liquidity, making more  loans 
possible for the development and preservation of affordable rental housing.  This housing activity would 
in turn stimulate local economies by creating jobs, increasing tax revenue, and expanding investment.    
 
Why is the need for Ginnie Mae securitization of FHA‐HFA Risk‐Sharing loans particularly acute now? 
HFAs  have  typically  sold  tax‐exempt  private  activity Housing  Bonds  to  finance  the  development  and 
preservation  of  affordable  rental  housing.    In  the  current  economic  environment,  however,  the  tax‐
exempt bond market remains very sluggish, making  it  impossible for HFAs to  issue bonds at rates that 
allow  them  to achieve  interest  rates on multifamily  loans  low enough  to produce  rents affordable  to 
low‐income families.  Conversely, the Ginnie Mae market currently is very strong, offering low rates for 
affordable multifamily mortgage financing. 
 
But even  in  a healthy Housing Bond market, HFAs need  alternative multifamily  financing executions, 
especially since their bond authority  is strictly  limited.   Alternative executions allow them to offer the 
lowest rates possible to affordable housing developers and to sustain their lending programs even when 
some tools are not available to them. 
 
Will  allowing  Ginnie  Mae  to  securitize  FHA‐HFA  Risk‐Sharing  loans  increase  federal  government 
spending? 
No.  In fact, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates that allowing Ginnie Mae to securitize HFA 
Risk‐Sharing loans would result in $20 million in mandatory savings over 10 years ($2 million annually).  
The Administration’s FY 2014 Budget documents also show that the Risk‐Sharing program  is a money‐
maker for the federal government. 
 
Who supports allowing Ginnie Mae to securitize FHA‐HFA Risk‐Sharing loans? 
Ginnie Mae, FHA, and HUD all support allowing Ginnie Mae to securitize FHA‐HFA Risk‐Sharing loans, as 
do many members of Congress.  In fact, the President’s FY 2014 Budget includes NCSHA’s proposal.  The 
House Financial Services Committee included a similar proposal in the Housing Preservation and Tenant 
Protection Act, H.R. 4868, which it reported in 2010.   
 
Would  this  proposal  expand  Ginnie  Mae’s  authority  and  involvement  in  affordable  housing  or 
increase risk to the federal government? 
This  legislation would  not  expand  significantly Ginnie Mae’s  role  in  affordable  housing.   Ginnie Mae 
already  securitizes  FHA‐insured  loans.   Congress  provided  $500  billion  in mortgage‐backed  securities 
guarantee authority  to Ginnie Mae  in FY 2013 and Ginnie Mae  is  requesting  the same amount  for FY 
2014.   HUD’s FY 2014 Budget estimates total HFA Risk‐Sharing  loan activity of $170 million  in FY 2013, 
one percent of all expected FY 2013 FHA multifamily loan activity and less than a fraction of one percent 
of all estimated Ginnie Mae activity. 
 
Allowing  Ginnie  Mae  to  securitize  FHA‐HFA  Risk‐Sharing  loans  would  in  fact  reduce  the  risk  and 
involvement of  the  federal government  in affordable housing by allowing  state HFAs, which are best 
suited to meet the needs of their communities with this innovative tool, to take on a portion of that risk 
and underwrite  the  loans.    In addition, FHA‐HFA Risk‐Sharing  loans securitized by Ginnie Mae are  less 
likely to be financed with tax‐exempt bonds. 
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Why does the law currently prohibit Ginnie Mae from securitizing Risk‐Sharing loans? 
Congress  created  the  FHA‐HFA  Risk‐Sharing  program  in  1992,  in  recognition  that  states  could  help 
finance  and  preserve  affordable  housing  in  a way  that  private  lenders  had  failed  to  do.    Congress 
designed  the  Risk‐Sharing  program  to  avoid  the  mistakes  of  an  earlier  HUD  program  called  the 
Multifamily Coinsurance Program, which provided  insurance  for  rental housing  loans made by private 
lenders who agreed to share in potential financial losses.  Under the program, private lenders assumed 
approximately  20  percent,  and  HUD  80  percent,  of  the  responsibility  for  potential  losses  incurred 
through defaulted coinsurance mortgages.   
 
The  coinsurance  program  allowed  private  lenders  to  pool  coinsured  mortgages  into  securities 
guaranteed  by  Ginnie  Mae.    When  individual  coinsured  loans  defaulted,  HUD  paid  the  lender 
approximately 80 percent of the  losses on the mortgage.    If a  lender who had pooled coinsured  loans 
into Ginnie Mae securities defaulted, however, the Ginnie Mae guarantee rendered HUD responsible for 
the lender’s entire portfolio and 100 percent of the losses.  
 
Flaws  in  the coinsurance program and  inadequate HUD enforcement of program  requirements  led  to 
significant defaults and losses to HUD.   HUD terminated the program in 1990. 
 
The FHA‐HFA Risk‐Sharing program  is a  significant departure  from  the  coinsurance program, because 
state HFAs are responsible for underwriting and up to 90 percent of the risk.   As public agencies, state 
HFAs are permanent, credit‐worthy entities that meet their obligations under the program.  In addition, 
HUD reviews all participating HFAs’ annual financial statements and revises underwriting guidelines as 
needed.   
 
The FHA‐HFA Risk‐Sharing program has been very successful since  its  inception. The portfolio has very 
low  program  loan  default  rates.    Given  the  strong  success  of  the  Risk‐Sharing  program,  lifting  the 
prohibition  on  Ginnie  Mae  securitization  is  a  prudent  decision,  which  would  benefit  the  federal 
government without imposing any additional risk or cost. 
 
Should the Ginnie Mae FHA‐HFA Risk‐Sharing loan securitization authority be temporary? 
No, permanent authorization of Ginnie Mae securitization of FHA‐HFA Risk‐Sharing  loans  is needed to 
ensure  that HFAs will be  able  to use  the best execution possible  for  their multifamily  loans  into  the 
future.  Enacting a permanent provision would provide long‐term assurance that HFAs could lower their 
borrowing costs, offer more competitive products to private sector lenders and developers, and produce 
more affordable rents to low‐income residents without interruption. 
 
What are state Housing Finance Agencies (HFAs)?   
HFAs are widely known  for  their  safe and  sound  first‐time homebuyer  lending programs, which have 
provided a  reliable  source of affordable mortgage money  for working  families over many decades  in 
strong  and  weak  economies.    They  also  provide  low‐cost  multifamily  financing  to  facilitate  the 
development of affordable rental homes.   
 
HFAs administer  several key  federal housing programs,  including  tax‐exempt Housing Bonds,  the Low 
Income Housing Tax Credit  (Housing Credit), HOME, vouchers, and Section 8 project‐based assistance, 
along with various state housing programs. 
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What is the National Council of State Housing Agencies (NCSHA)? 
 
NCSHA is a national nonprofit, nonpartisan association that represents the interests of state HFAs before 
Congress  and  the  Administration.    In  addition  to  its  policy  and  legislative  advocacy  work,  NCSHA 
provides HFAs education and training and facilitates best practice exchange among them.   


 
NCSHA’s members are the HFAs of the 50 states, the District of Columbia, New York City, Puerto Rico, 
and the U.S. Virgin Islands, along with many of their affordable housing partners. 
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Budget Control Act of 2011 
 
 
The Budget Control Act of 2011 (BCA) was enacted into law on August 2, 2011.  The BCA set caps on discretionary 
spending  for  FY  2012  through  FY  2021  and  created  the  Joint  Select  Committee  on  Deficit  Reduction  (often 
referred  to as  the Super Committee).   The BCA set  the FY 2013 spending cap at $1.047  trillion, $4 billion more 
than the FY 2012 spending cap.   The BCA  instructed the Super Committee to develop proposals that would save 
$1.5  trillion over  ten  years.    It mandated  that  if  the  Super Committee  fails  to propose  at  least $1.2  trillion  in 
savings, over ten years, automatic spending cuts, called sequestration, will occur in January 2013. January 2013 is 
several months into FY 2013, which begins on October 1, 2012. 
 
Since  the  Super  Committee was  unsuccessful  in  producing  a  proposal  to  reduce  the  deficit  by  any  amount, 
sequestration will occur  in  January 2013 unless Congress  takes  legislative action.   Sequestration will be applied 
equally  to  defense  and  nondefense  spending.    The  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  estimates  that 
sequestration will  require cuts of approximately 10 percent  to defense spending accounts and approximately 8 
percent  to nondefense  spending accounts  in  January 2013.   Many mandatory  spending accounts,  such as  food 
stamps, are exempt  from  sequestration.   HUD programs are not exempt and will be  subject  to  the across‐the‐
board cuts. 
 
The  cuts mandated  by  sequestration  are  a  cause  of  concern  to  both Democrats  and  Republicans  and  to  the 
Administration. Some proposals  to alter sequestration have already been offered  in  the House and  the Senate.  
However,  President  Obama  has  stated  that  he  will  veto  any  legislation  that  prevents  sequestration  unless 
Congress works out a deal  to reduce  the deficit.    It  is unlikely  that any deal  to avoid sequestration will happen 
before the November 2012 election. 
 
 








FY 2014 HUD/RHS Funding
(Numbers in Millions)


AIDS Housing (HOPWA) 334 332 331 315 332 5% 303 332 330 5%


Community Development Fund 3,501 3,308 3,301 3,136 3,143 0% 1,697 3,295 3,100 -1%


CDBG Formula Grants [3,336] [2,948] [3,242]vii [3,078]vii [2,798] -9% [1,637] [3,150] [3,030] -2%


Sustainable Communities Initiative [100] [0] [0] [0] [75]x N/AP [0] [75]x [0] N/AP


Catalytic Investment Competition [0] [0] [0] [0] 0 N/AP [0] [0] [0] N/AP


Rural Innovation Fund [0] [0] [0] [0] 0 N/AP [0] [0] [0] N/AP


Other Set-Asides [65] [360]v [60]vii [57]vii [270] 374% [60] [70] [70] 23%


Elderly Housing (Section 202) 399 375 374 355 400 13% 375 400 384 8%


HOME Investment Partnerships 1,607 1,000 998 948 950 0% 700 1,000 1,000 5%


Homeless Assistance Grants 1,901 1,901 2,029 1,933 2,381 23% 2,088 2,261 2,105 9%


HOPE VI 100 0 0 0 0 N/AP 0 0 0 N/AP


Choice Neighborhoods Initiative [65] 120 120 114 400 252% 0 250 90 -21%


Housing Choice Vouchers 18,371iii 18,914iii 18,901iii 17,964iii 19,989iii 11% 18,611iii 19,592iii 19,177iii 7%


Voucher Renewals [16,670] [17,242] [17,208] [16,349] [17,968] 10% [17,000] [17,568] [17,366] 6%


    Central Fund [[150]] [[103]] [[103]] [[103]] [[50]] -51% [[50]] [[50]] [[75]] -27%


HUD-VASH Vouchers [50] [75] [75] [75] [75] 0% [75] [78] [75] 0%


Tenant Protection Vouchers [110] [75] [75] [71] [150] 111% [75] [150] [130] 83%


Administrative Fees [1,447] [1,350] [1,372] [1,306] [1,685] 29% [1,350] [1,685] [1,500] 15%


Family Self-Sufficiency Program [60] [60] [60] [57] 75vi 32% 60vi 75vi 75vi 32%


Section 811 Vouchers [35] [112] [112] [106] [111] 5% [111] [111] [107] 1%


Housing Counseling Assistance 65 125 125 119 132 11% 93 132 113 -5%


HUD Housing Counseling [0] [45] [45] [43] [55] 28% [35] [55] [45] 5%


NRC National Foreclosure Mitigation [65] [80] [80] [76] [77] 1% [58] [77] [68] -11%


Housing for Persons with Disabilities (811) 150 165 165 156 126 -19% 126 126 126 -19%


Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction 120 120 120 114 120 5% 50 120 110 -3%


Housing Trust Fund (mandatory spending) 0 0 0 0 1,000 N/AP 0 0 0 N/AP


Native American Housing Block Grants 649 650 649 616 650 5% 600 675 650 5%


Project-Based Section 8 9,263iii 9,340iii 9,321iii 8,851iii 10,272iii 16% 9,451iii 10,772iii 9,917iii 12%


Contract Renewals [8,932] [9,051] [9,033] [8,577] [10,007] 17% [9,251] [10,507] [9,652] 13%


Contract Administration [325] [289] [288] [274] [265] -3% [200] [265] [265] -3%


Public Housing Capital Fund 2,040 1,875 1,871 1,777              2,000 13% 1,500 2,000 1,875 6%


Public Housing Operating Fund 4,617 3,962 4,253 4,054 4,600 13% 4,262 4,600 4,400 9%


Self Help & Assisted Homeownership (SHOP) 82 54 54 51 10ix -80% 30 54 50 -2%


Rental Assistance Demonstration 0 0 0 0 10 N/AP 0 10 0 N/AP


Transformation Initiative 71viii 50 50 47 0iv -100% 0 0iv 40 -16%


HUD Net Discretionary Budget 41,118 37,434 33,407 N/AV 33,119 N/AV 28,500 N/AV 32,800 N/AV


(excluding supplemental appropriations)


HUD Gross Discretionary Budget 45,221 43,260 44,615 N/AV 47,592 N/AV N/AV N/AV N/AV N/AV


iincludes 0.2 percent across-the-board cut, does not include sequestration
iiassumes each account is cut by approx. 5 percent due to sequestration
iiiincludes an advanced appropriation
ivplus up to 0.5 percent of funding in various program accounts
vincludes $300 million for disaster relief
vifunded as its own account, not within the voucher account
viiassumes FY 2012 disaster funding amount is moved to CDBG
viiiplus up to 1 percent of funding in various program accounts
ixup to $10 million is set aside for SHOP within the HOME account
xproposed as Integrated Planning and Investment Strategies Grants


Section 502 SF Direct Loans 1,119 900 900                 900                 360 -60% 820 900 900 0%


Section 502 SF Guaranteed  Loans 23,952 24,000 24,000            24,000            24,000 0% 24,000 24,000 24,000 0%


Section 538 MF Guaranteed Loans 31 130 150                 150                 150 0% 150 150 150 0%


Section 521/502 Rental Assistance 954 905 882                 838                 1,015 21% 1,012 1,015 1,110 32%


Section 542 Rural Voucher Assistance 14 11 10                   9                     13 41% 10 13 13 41%


iincludes 2.713 percent across-the-board cut, does not include sequestration
iiassumes accounts, not including loan accounts, received a 5 percent cut due to sequestration


Percent 
difference 


between FY13 
Sequester & 


FY14


Percent 
difference 


between FY13 
Sequester & 


FY14


Percent 
difference 


between FY13 
Sequester & 


FY14 Request


Senate 
Committee-
Passed Bill


Percent 
difference 


between FY13 
Sequester & 


FY14 Request


HUD FY 
2014 Budget 


Request


USDA FY 
2014 Budget 


Request


FY 2013 
Enacted 


Levelsi


FY 2013 
Enacted with 
Sequestration 


Cutii


FY 2013 
Enacted 


Levelsi


FY 2012 
Enacted 
Levels


FY 2012 
Enacted 
Levels


FY 2011 
Enacted 
Levels


USDA


HUD
FY 2011 
Enacted 
Levels


House 
Committee-
Passed Bill


House 
Committee-
Passed Bill


FY 2013 
Enacted with 
Sequestration 


Cutii


FY 2014 
Omnibus


Senate 
Committee-
Passed Bill


FY 2014 
Omnibus








FY 2014 HUD/RHS Funding
(Numbers in Millions)


AIDS Housing (HOPWA) 334 332 330 -1% 330 332 331 332 0%


Community Development Fund 3,501 3,308 3,143 -5% 3,210 3,404 3,301 3,143 ‐5%


CDBG Formula Grants [3,336] [2,948] [2,948] 0% [3,100] [3,344] [3,242]vii
[2,798] ‐14%


Economic Development Initiatives (EDI) [0] [0] [0] N/AP [0] [0] [0] 0 N/AP


Neighborhood Initiatives [0] [0] [0] N/AP [0] [0] [0] 0 N/AP


Sustainable Communities Initiative [100] [0] [100] N/AP [50] [0] [0] [75]x N/AP


Catalytic Investment Competition [0] [0] [0] N/AP [0] [0] [0] 0 N/AP


Rural Innovation Fund [0] [0] [0] N/AP [0] [0] [0] 0 N/AP


Other Set-Asides [65] [360]v
[95] -74% [60] [60] [60]vii


[270] 350%


Elderly Housing (Section 202) 399 375 475 27% 375 425 374 400 7%


HOME Investment Partnerships 1,607 1,000 1,000 0% 1,000 1,200 998 950 ‐5%


Homeless Assistance Grants 1,901 1,901 2,231 17% 2,146 2,005 2,029 2,381 17%


HOPE VI 100 0 0 N/AP 0 0 0 0 N/AP


Choice Neighborhoods Initiative [65] 120 150 25% 120 0 120 400 234%


Housing Choice Vouchers 18,371iii 18,914iii 19,074iii
1% 19,396iii 19,134iii 18,901iii


19,989iii 6%


Voucher Renewals [16,670] [17,242] [17,238] 0% [17,495] [17,238] [17,208] [17,968] 4%


    Central Fund [[150]] [[103]] [[75]] -27% [[75]] [[75]] [[103]] [[50]] ‐51%


HUD-VASH Vouchers [50] [75] [75] 0% [75] [75] [75] [75] 0%


Tenant Protection Vouchers [110] [75] [75] 0% [80] [75] [75] [150] 100%


Administrative Fees [1,447] [1,350] [1,575] 17% [1,575] [1,575] [1,372] [1,685] 23%


Family Self-Sufficiency Program [60] [60] 60vi
0% [60] [60] [60] 75vi 25%


Section 811 Vouchers [35] [112] [111] -1% [111] [111] [112] [111] ‐1%


Housing Counseling Assistance 65 125 141 13% 135 125 125 132 6%


HUD Housing Counseling [0] [45] [55] 22% [55] [45] [45] [55] 22%


NRC National Foreclosure Mitigation [65] [80] [86] 8% [80] [80] [80] [77] ‐4%


Housing for Persons with Disabilities (811) 150 165 150 -9% 150 165 165 126 ‐23%


Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction 120 120 120 0% 120 120 120 120 0%


Housing Trust Fund (mandatory spending) 0 0 1,000 N/AP 0 0 0 1,000 N/AP


Native American Housing Block Grants 649 650 650 0% 650 650 649 650 0%


Project-Based Section 8 9,263iii 9,340iii 8,700iii
-7% 9,876iii 8,700iii 9,321iii


10,272iii 10%


Contract Renewals [8,932] [9,051] [8,440] -7% [9,616] [8,440] [9,033] [10,007] 11%


Contract Administration [325] [289] [260] -10% [260] [260] [288] [265] ‐8%


Public Housing Capital Fund 2,040 1,875 2,070 10% 1,985 1,985 1,871 2,000 7%


Public Housing Operating Fund 4,617 3,962 4,524 14% 4,591 4,524 4,253 4,600 8%


Self Help & Assisted Homeownership (SHOP) 82 54 0 -100% 54 60 54 10ix ‐81%


Rental Assistance Demonstration 0 0 0 N/AP 0 0 0 10 N/AP


Transformation Initiative 71viii
50 0iv


-100% 43 50 50 0iv ‐100%


HUD Net Discretionary Budget 41,118 37,434 35,347 -6% N/AV 33,600 33,407 33,119 ‐1%


(excluding supplemental appropriations)


HUD Gross Discretionary Budget 45,221 43,260 44,763 3% N/AV N/AV 44,615 47,592 7%


iincludes 0.2 percent across-the-board cut, does not include sequestration
iii includes an advanced appropriation
ivplus up to 0.5 percent of funding in various program accounts
vincludes $300 million for disaster relief
vifunded as its own account, not within the voucher account
viiassumes FY 2012 disaster funding amount is moved to CDBG
viiiplus up to 1 percent of funding in various program accounts
ixup to $10 million is set aside for SHOP within the HOME account
xproposed as Integrated Planning and Investment Strategies Grants


Section 502 SF Direct Loans 1,119 900 653 -27% 900 653 900                360 ‐60%


Section 502 SF Guaranteed  Loans 23,952 24,000 24,000 0% 24,000 24,000 24,000            24,000 0%


Section 538 MF Guaranteed Loans 31 130 150 15% 150 150 150                150 0%


Section 521/502 Rental Assistance 954 905 907 0% 907 888 882                1,015 15%


Section 542 Rural Voucher Assistance 14 11 13 18% 11 11 10                  13 34%


iincludes 2.713 percent across-the-board cut, does not include sequestration
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Preamble 
 
Throughout our nation’s history, Americans have found the courage to do right by our children’s 
future.  Deep down, every American knows we face a moment of truth once again.  We cannot 
play games or put off hard choices any longer.  Without regard to party, we have a patriotic duty 
to keep the promise of America to give our children and grandchildren a better life. 
 
Our challenge is clear and inescapable:  America cannot be great if we go broke.  Our 
businesses will not be able to grow and create jobs, and our workers will not be able to compete 
successfully for the jobs of the future without a plan to get this crushing debt burden off our 
backs. 
  
Ever since the economic downturn, families across the country have huddled around kitchen 
tables, making tough choices about what they hold most dear and what they can learn to live 
without.  They expect and deserve their leaders to do the same. The American people are 
counting on us to put politics aside, pull together not pull apart, and agree on a plan to live 
within our means and make America strong for the long haul. 
 
As members of the National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform, we spent the 
past eight months studying the same cold, hard facts. Together, we have reached these 
unavoidable conclusions:  The problem is real.  The solution will be painful.  There is no easy 
way out.  Everything must be on the table.  And Washington must lead. 
 
We come from different backgrounds, represent different regions, and belong to different 
parties, but we share a common belief that America’s long-term fiscal gap is unsustainable and, 
if left unchecked, will see our children and grandchildren living in a poorer, weaker nation.  In 
the words of Senator Tom Coburn, “We keep kicking the can down the road, and splashing the 
soup all over our grandchildren.”  Every modest sacrifice we refuse to make today only forces 
far greater sacrifices of hope and opportunity upon the next generation. 
 
Over the course of our deliberations, the urgency of our mission has become all the more 
apparent.  The contagion of debt that began in Greece and continues to sweep through Europe 
shows us clearly that no economy will be immune.  If the U.S. does not put its house in order, 
the reckoning will be sure and the devastation severe. 
 
The President and the leaders of both parties in both chambers of Congress asked us to 
address the nation’s fiscal challenges in this decade and beyond.  We have worked to offer an 
aggressive, fair, balanced, and bipartisan proposal – a proposal as serious as the problems we 
face.  None of us likes every element of our plan, and each of us had to tolerate provisions we 
previously or presently oppose in order to reach a principled compromise.  We were willing to 
put our differences aside to forge a plan because our nation will certainly be lost without one. 
 
We do not pretend to have all the answers.  We offer our plan as the starting point for a serious 
national conversation in which every citizen has an interest and all should have a say.  Our 
leaders have a responsibility to level with Americans about the choices we face, and to enlist 
the ingenuity and determination of the American people in rising to the challenge. 
 
We believe neither party can fix this problem on its own, and both parties have a responsibility 
to do their part.  The American people are a long way ahead of the political system in 
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recognizing that now is the time to act.  We believe that far from penalizing their leaders for 
making the tough choices, Americans will punish politicians for backing down – and well they 
should. 
 
In the weeks and months to come, countless advocacy groups and special interests will try 
mightily through expensive, dramatic, and heart-wrenching media assaults to exempt 
themselves from shared sacrifice and common purpose.  The national interest, not special 
interests, must prevail. We urge leaders and citizens with principled concerns about any of our 
recommendations to follow what we call the Becerra Rule:  Don’t shoot down an idea without 
offering a better idea in its place. 
 
After all the talk about debt and deficits, it is long past time for America’s leaders to put up or 
shut up.  The era of debt denial is over, and there can be no turning back.  We sign our names 
to this plan because we love our children, our grandchildren, and our country too much not to 
act while we still have the chance to secure a better future for all our fellow citizens. 
 
  







 
 
 


The Mission 
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Figure 1: Debt as a Percent of GDP 


The Extended-Baseline Scenario generally assumes continuation of current law. The Alternative Fiscal Scenario 
incorporates several changes to current law considered likely to happen, including the renewal of the 2001/2003 tax 
cuts on income below $250,000 per year, continued Alternative Minimum Tax (AMT) patches, the continuation of the 
estate tax at 2009 levels, and continued Medicare “Doc Fixes.” The Alternative Fiscal Scenario also assumes 
discretionary spending grows with Gross Domestic Product (GDP) rather than to inflation over the next decade, that 
revenue does not increase as a percent of GDP after 2020, and that certain cost-reducing measures in the health 
reform legislation are unsuccessful in slowing cost growth after 2020. 
 


The Looming Fiscal Crisis 
 
Our nation is on an unsustainable fiscal path.  Spending is rising and revenues are falling short, 
requiring the government to borrow huge sums each year to make up the difference.  We face 
staggering deficits.  In 2010, federal spending was nearly 24 percent of Gross Domestic Product 
(GDP), the value of all goods and services produced in the economy.  Only during World War II 
was federal spending a larger part of the economy.  Tax revenues stood at 15 percent of GDP 
this year, the lowest level since 1950.  The gap between spending and revenue – the budget 
deficit – was just under nine percent of GDP.  
 
Since the last time our budget was balanced in 2001, the federal debt has increased 
dramatically, rising from 33 percent of GDP to 62 percent of GDP in 2010.  The escalation was 
driven in large part by two wars and a slew of fiscally irresponsible policies, along with a deep 
economic downturn. We have arrived at the moment of truth, and neither political party is 
without blame. 
 
Economic recovery will improve the deficit situation in the short run because revenues will rise 
as people go back to work, and money spent on the social safety net will decline as fewer 
people are forced to rely on it.  But even after the economy recovers, federal spending is 
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projected to increase faster than revenues, so the government will have to continue borrowing 
money to spend. The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) projects if we continue on our current 
course, deficits will remain high throughout the rest of this decade and beyond, and debt will 
spiral ever higher, reaching 90 percent of GDP in 2020.  
 
Over the long run, as the baby boomers retire and health care costs continue to grow, the 
situation will become far worse. By 2025 revenue will be able to finance only interest payments, 
Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security. Every other federal government activity – from 
national defense and homeland security to transportation and energy – will have to be paid for 
with borrowed money. Debt held by the public will outstrip the entire American economy, 
growing to as much as 185 percent of GDP by 2035. Interest on the debt could rise to nearly $1 
trillion by 2020. These mandatory payments – which buy absolutely no goods or services – will 
squeeze out funding for all other priorities. 
 
Federal debt this high is unsustainable. It will drive up interest rates for all borrowers – 
businesses and individuals – and curtail economic growth by crowding out private investment. 
By making it more expensive for entrepreneurs and businesses to raise capital, innovate, and 
create jobs, rising debt could reduce per-capita GDP, each American’s share of the nation’s 
economy, by as much as 15 percent by 2035.   
 
Rising debt will also hamstring the government, depriving it of the resources needed to respond 
to future crises and invest in other priorities. Deficit spending is often used to respond to short-
term financial “emergency” needs such as wars or recessions.  If our national debt grows 
higher, the federal government may even have difficulty borrowing funds at an affordable 
interest rate, preventing it from effectively responding.   
 
Large debt will put America at risk by exposing it to foreign creditors. They currently own more 
than half our public debt, and the interest we pay them reduces our own standard of living.  The 
single largest foreign holder of our debt is China, a nation that may not share our country’s 
aspirations and strategic interests. In a worst-case scenario, investors could lose confidence 
that our nation is able or willing to repay its loans – possibly triggering a debt crisis that would 
force the government to implement the most stringent of austerity measures.  
 
Predicting the precise level of public debt that would trigger such a crisis is difficult, but a key 
factor may be whether the debt has been stabilized as a share of the economy or if it continues 
to rise.  Investors, reluctant to risk throwing good money after bad, are sure to be far more 
concerned about rising debt than stable debt. In a recent briefing on the risk of a fiscal crisis, 
CBO explained that while “there is no identifiable tipping point of debt relative to GDP indicating 
that a crisis is likely or imminent,” the U.S. debt-to-GDP ratio is “climbing into unfamiliar territory” 
and “the higher the debt, the greater the risk of such a crisis.”1


 
 


If we do not act soon to reassure the markets, the risk of a crisis will increase, and the options 
available to avert or remedy the crisis will both narrow and become more stringent. If we wait 
ten years, CBO projects our economy could shrink by as much as 2 percent, and spending cuts 
and tax increases needed to plug the hole could nearly double what is needed today. 
Continued inaction is not a viable option, and not an acceptable course for a responsible 
government. 
  


                                                 
1 CBO, Federal Debt and the Risk of a Fiscal Crisis (July 2010). 







Our Guiding Principles and Values 
 
In establishing this Commission, the President gave us a two-part mission:  to bring the budget 
into primary balance (balance excluding interest costs) in 2015, and to meaningfully improve the 
long-run fiscal outlook.  Our recommendations accomplish both of these goals, while keeping 
the following core principles in mind: 
 


We all have a patriotic duty to make America better off tomorrow than it is today.   
Americans are counting on us to pull together, not pull apart, to put politics aside and do the 
right thing for future generations.  Our country’s economic and national security depend on 
us putting our fiscal house in order.  
 
Don’t disrupt the fragile economic recovery.  We need a comprehensive plan now to 
reduce the debt over the long term.  But budget cuts should start gradually so they don’t 
interfere with the ongoing economic recovery.  Growth is essential to restoring fiscal strength 
and balance.   


 
Cut and invest to promote economic growth and keep America competitive.  We 
should cut red tape and unproductive government spending that hinders job creation and 
growth.  At the same time, we must invest in education, infrastructure, and high-value 
research and development to help our economy grow, keep us globally competitive, and 
make it easier for businesses to create jobs. 


 
Protect the truly disadvantaged.  We must ensure that our nation has a robust, affordable, 
fair, and sustainable safety net.  Benefits should be focused on those who need them the 
most.   


 
Cut spending we cannot afford – no exceptions.  We must end redundant, wasteful, and 
ineffective federal spending, wherever we find it.  We should cut all excess spending – 
including defense, domestic programs, entitlement spending, and spending in the tax code.   


 
Demand productivity and effectiveness from Washington.  We must use fiscal restraint 
to promote reforms and efficiencies that force government to produce better results and 
save money.  We should insist on consistent productivity growth in our government. 


 
Reform and simplify the tax code.  The tax code is rife with inefficiencies, loopholes, 
incentives, tax earmarks, and baffling complexity.  We need to lower tax rates, broaden the 
base, simplify the tax code, and bring down the deficit.  We need to reform the corporate tax 
system to make America the best place to start and grow a business and create jobs.   


 
Don’t make promises we can’t keep.  Our country has tough choices to make.  We need 
to be willing to tell Americans the truth: We cannot afford to continue spending more than we 
take in, and we cannot continue to make promises we know full well we cannot keep. 
 
The problem is real, and the solution will be painful.  We must stabilize and then reduce 
the national debt, or we could spend $1 trillion a year in interest alone by 2020.  There is no 
easy way out of our debt problem, so everything must be on the table.  A sensible, realistic 
plan requires shared sacrifice – and Washington must lead the way and tighten its belt.   
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Keep America sound over the long run.  We need to implement policies today to ensure 
that future generations have retirement security, affordable health care, and financial 
freedom.  To do that, we must make Social Security solvent and sound, reduce the long-
term growth of health care spending, and tackle the nation’s overwhelming debt burden. 
 


 
  







Overview 
 
We propose a six-part plan to put our nation back on a path to fiscal health, promote economic 
growth, and protect the most vulnerable among us.  Taken as a whole, the plan will: 
 


• Achieve nearly $4 trillion in deficit reduction through 2020, more than any effort in the 
nation’s history. 


• Reduce the deficit to 2.3% of GDP by 2015 (2.4% excluding Social Security reform), 
exceeding President’s goal of primary balance (about 3% of GDP).2


• Sharply reduce tax rates, abolish the AMT, and cut backdoor spending in the tax code. 


 


• Cap revenue at 21% of GDP and get spending below 22% and eventually to 21%. 


• Ensure lasting Social Security solvency, prevent the projected 22% cuts to come in 
2037, reduce elderly poverty, and distribute the burden fairly.  


• Stabilize debt by 2014 and reduce debt to 60% of GDP by 2023 and 40% by 2035. 


 
Figure 2: Annual Deficits Under Commission Proposal (as percent of GDP)


  
Note: Plausible baseline resembles CBO’s Alternative Fiscal Scenario, assuming the continuation of the 2001/2003 
tax cuts protected by Statutory PAYGO, estate tax and AMT policies at 2009 levels, and a Medicare physicians' pay 
freeze. The baseline also assumes discretionary spending as requested in the President’s Budget and a gradual 
phase down of the conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan.   


                                                 
2 Note that increases in this deficit level as compared to the Co-Chairs’ November 10, 2010, draft do not reflect major 
policy changes, but rather baseline changes to more honestly (and conservatively) account for the costs of the 
conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan 
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The plan has six major components:              
 


1) Discretionary Spending Cuts:  Enact tough discretionary spending caps to force 
budget discipline in Congress.  Include enforcement mechanisms to give the limits real 
teeth.  Make significant cuts in both security and non-security spending by cutting low-
priority programs and streamlining government operations.  Offer over $50 billion in 
immediate cuts to lead by example, and provide $200 billion in illustrative 2015 savings. 


 
2) Comprehensive Tax Reform:  Sharply reduce rates, broaden the base, simplify the tax 


code, and reduce the deficit by reducing the many “tax expenditures”—another name for 
spending through the tax code.  Reform corporate taxes to make America more 
competitive, and cap revenue to avoid excessive taxation. 


 
3) Health Care Cost Containment:  Replace the phantom savings from scheduled 


Medicare reimbursement cuts that will never materialize and from a new long-term care 
program that is unsustainable with real, common-sense reforms to physician payments, 
cost-sharing, malpractice law, prescription drug costs, government-subsidized medical 
education, and other sources.  Institute additional long-term measures to bring down 
spending growth. 


 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3: Deficit Reduction Under Commission Proposal (in billions) 


*Note: Excludes Social Security 
 
 
 
 


 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
 2012- 


2015 
2012- 
2020 


             
Discretionary Spending $49 $102 $141 $172 $194 $215 $236 $261 $291  $464 $1,661 


Mandatory Spending $1 $32 $47 $54 $64 $70 $88 $97 $104  $134 $556 


Spending in the Tax Code / 
Tax Reform 


$0 $20 $40 $80 $90 $105 $120 $150 $180  $140 $785 


Other Revenue $1 $5 $11 $18 $27 $32 $36 $39 $43  $34 $210 


Net Interest Savings $1 $5 $16 $33 $58 $87 $119 $155 $199  $56 $673 
             


Total Deficit Reduction* $52 $164 $255 $357 $433 $509 $599 $702 $817  $828 $3,885 
             
Projected Deficit Under Plan 
(excluding Social Security 
reform)  


-$943 -$655 -$469 -$440 -$456 -$404 -$332 -$343 -$333    


-6.0% -3.9% -2.7% -2.4% -2.4% -2.0% -1.6% -1.6% -1.5%    
             
Projected Deficit Under Plan 
(including Social Security 
reform) 


-$949 -$646 -$455 -$421 -$432 -$372 -$294 -$298 -$279    


-6.0% -3.9% -2.6% -2.3% -2.2% -1.8% -1.4% -1.3% -1.2%    







Figure 4: Federal Outlays, Revenue, Deficit, and Debt 
Under Commission Proposal (as percent of GDP) 


4) Mandatory Savings:  Cut agriculture subsidies and modernize military and civil service 
retirement systems, while reforming student loan programs and putting the Pension 
Benefit Guarantee Corporation on a sustainable path. 
 


5) Social Security Reforms to Ensure Long-Term Solvency and Reduce Poverty:  
Ensure sustainable solvency for the next 75 years while reducing poverty among 
seniors.  Reform Social Security for its own sake, and not for deficit reduction. 
 


6) Process Changes: Reform the budget process to ensure the debt remains on a stable 
path, spending stays under control, inflation is measured accurately, and taxpayer 
dollars go where they belong. 


  


 Outlays Revenue Deficit Debt 
     


2010 23.8% 14.9% -8.9% 62% 


2015 21.6% 19.3% -2.3% 70% 


2020 21.8% 20.6% -1.2% 65% 


2025 21.8% 21.0% -0.8% 57% 


2030 21.6% 21.0% -0.6% 49% 


2035 21.0% 21.0% 0.0% 40% 
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I.  Discretionary Spending Cuts 
 
Over the past decade, base discretionary spending (excluding war costs) has grown by 34 
percent in inflation-adjusted dollars (64 percent in nominal dollars), and the President’s Fiscal 
Year 2011budget projects it to grow by an additional 6 percent to $1.26 trillion in 2015.  In order 
to bring down the deficit, Washington will have to rein in discretionary spending.  Every aspect 
of the discretionary budget must be scrutinized, no agency can be off limits, and no program 
that spends too much or achieves too little can be spared.  The federal government can and 
must adapt to the 21st century by transforming itself into a leaner and more efficient operation.  
Like its citizens, government must also be willing to do more with less and live within its means.  


As the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Mike Mullen, has noted, the most 
significant threat to our national security is our debt.  The ability of the United States to keep our 
country secure over time depends on restoring fiscal restraint today.  Any serious attempt to 
reduce the deficit will require deliberate, planned reductions in both domestic and defense 
spending.  The government will not be able to protect those in need or invest to achieve our 
nation’s long-term potential growth if Washington squanders taxpayer dollars on duplicative 
programs with no measurable results. 


In the 1990s, discretionary spending caps played a large role in bringing the budget into 
balance.  By establishing formidable boundaries to guide spending in future years, Congress 
and the Administration will be forced to eliminate waste and excess in bloated agency budgets, 
better target funding toward programs that demonstrate real results, and reduce duplication 
throughout the federal bureaucracy. 
 
The spending path recommended by the Commission is more than simply numbers on a page. 
It is a vision for our future reflecting the values and priorities of the American people.  We must 
continue to invest in our future, but must not undermine those investments by leaving 
generations yet to come with a debt they cannot repay.  The Commission’s spending limits will 
necessitate a more efficient government that invests wisely, spends Americans’ precious tax 
dollars well, and is transparent and accountable for every dime. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 1.1:  CAP DISCRETIONARY SPENDING THROUGH 2020.  Hold 
spending in 2012 equal to or lower than spending in 2011, and return spending to pre-
crisis 2008 levels in real terms in 2013.  Limit future spending growth to half the 
projected inflation rate through 2020. 


Under the Commission proposal, discretionary spending would be frozen at 2011 levels* in 
2012, and brought down to inflation-adjusted pre-crisis levels in 2013. This path would 
require serious belt-tightening to begin in 2012, followed by substantial nominal cuts in 
2013. Underlying this path is an expectation that the government will need to decide what it 
can no longer afford to do. Over the next 18 months, agencies will need to undertake a 
thorough review of their budgets, working with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
to identify ineffective and redundant efforts, and distinguishing between core services and 
programs that have simply continued through inertia. Congress will also need to critically 
review all funded programs and make tough decisions to set priorities and reform or 
eliminate a number of them. Although this process is especially important in the short-term, 
before of 2013, it should be considered an essential part of an ongoing course of action to 
assess and reassess budget priorities. The Government Accountability Office (GAO) should 
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be tasked to assist in this effort by identifying redundancies and reviewing performance, 
where possible.  


Beyond 2013, discretionary spending caps will demand continued efficiencies from the 
government by holding spending growth to about half the rate of inflation. This approach will 
help bring spending under control immediately, but do so in a way that takes into account 
the fragile recovery in the near term and allows Congress and the President time to carefully 
evaluate budget priorities going forward. Moreover, these caps would serve as a ceiling 
rather than a floor – so members of Congress would be free to cut spending below the caps 
in the appropriations process. 


 
The path would be as follows: 
 


Figure 5: Discretionary Path Under Commission Proposal 


*Note: Levels will be set by the current Congress rather than the statutory caps, and that the 2012 levels will be at or 
below the final 2011 levels.  $1098 represents a 12-month Continuing Resolution as a default, but the actual number 
could differ significantly. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 1.2:  CUT BOTH SECURITY AND NON-SECURITY SPENDING.  
Establish firewall between the two categories through 2015, and require equal 
percentage cuts from both sides. 
 


One of the Commission’s guiding principles is that everything must be on the table.  In order 
to achieve real spending discipline, Congress and the President must be willing to cut 
excess spending wherever they find it. 
 
Past budget agreements in 1990, 1993, and 1997 established firewalls between defense 
and non-defense expenditures, requiring savings from both categories to keep spending 
levels below the caps.  Some past firewalls have also separated international affairs and 
other categories.  With new homeland security expenditures and increased spending on 
veterans and international affairs, though, a firewall between security and non-security 
spending is appropriate.  


Commission 
Proposal 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 


2012-
2015 


2012-
2020 


Total 1,098* 1,043 1,050 1,061 1,072 1,084 1,095 1,106 1,117  4,251 9,724 
Security 688* 654 658 665 672 679 686 693 700 2,664 6,095 


Non-security 410* 389 393 396 400 405 409 413 417 1,587 3,630 


President’s 
Request 1,180 1,196 1,229 1,266 1,293 1,324 1,359 1,397 1,442 4,872 11,686 


CBO baseline 1,143 1,164 1,191 1,222 1,257 1,290 1,323 1,357 1,390 4,720 11,337 


Dollar amount 
below President 84* 153 179 205 221 240 264 291 325 622 1,963 


Percentage 
below 


President’s 
request 7.1% 12.8% 14.6% 16.2% 17.1% 18.1% 19.4% 20.8% 22.5% 12.8% 16.8% 


Outlay savings 60 113 152 183 205 226 247 272 302 508 1,760 







 
The security category would include all defense spending, although for purposes of the caps 
we address war spending separately.  It would also include spending on nuclear weapons, 
homeland security, veterans, and international affairs.  All security spending, which 
constitutes about two-thirds of the discretionary budget, has one overriding goal: to keep the 
nation safe.  The remaining third of the discretionary budget is dedicated to non-security 
programs – the large array of domestic activities, including education, housing, law 
enforcement, research, public health, culture, poverty reduction, and other programs. 
 
The spending caps will remain in place through 2020, but consistent with past agreements, 
the firewalls will lapse after 2015 in case adjustments in the balance between categories 
become necessary. 
 


RECOMMENDATION 1.3:  ENFORCE CAPS THROUGH TWO MECHANISMS -- POINT OF 
ORDER AND ABATEMENT.  Require a separate non-amendable vote in House and 60-
vote point of order in Senate to spend above the caps.  If caps are exceeded, impose 
across-the-board abatement by the amount appropriations exceed the caps.  


 
Tough discretionary spending caps must be accompanied by tough enforcement.  The 
Commission recommends establishing a belt-and-suspenders approach that enforces 
discretionary caps through both a front-end point of order (to block passage of a bill that 
exceeds the caps) and a back-end, across-the-board abatement (to cut spending by  an 
amount sufficient to bring it back in line with the caps if the point of order is waived). The 
Senate would not be able to proceed to a vote on final passage of an appropriations bill as 
amended by the Senate until there is a final score of the bill from the Budget Committee. If 
the score shows that the bill would exceed its allocation or result in the discretionary 
spending limit being exceeded, it would be in order to consider a motion to re commit the bill 
with instructions to reduce spending in the bill. 
 
At the end of the session, CBO must certify that discretionary spending approved by 
Congress was within the caps. If the caps are not met, OMB will be required to implement 
an across-the-board abatement.  
 
Any appropriations bill that would cause the caps to be breached – as well as any legislation 
to suspend an abatement – would be subject to a point of order blocking passage of the bill.  
The point of order could be waived only with a separate non-amendable vote in the House 
and a separate vote in the Senate requiring 60 votes in favor.  A budget resolution 
recommending discretionary spending in excess of the caps in any year would lose its 
privileged status, effectively then requiring 60 votes in the Senate. 
 


RECOMMENDATION 1.4:  REQUIRE THE PRESIDENT TO PROPOSE ANNUAL LIMITS FOR 
WAR SPENDING.  Create a separate category for Overseas Contingency Operations 
(OCO). 
 


Discretionary spending constraints must not ignore spending for the conflicts in Iraq and 
Afghanistan and other future conflicts.  At the same time, budget rules should not determine 
war policy. In order to balance these competing goals, the Commission chose as a starting 
point the more gradual of CBO’s troop drawdown scenario, while providing the President 
and Congress with an opportunity to adjust the path to more accurately track with actual 
projections of OCO spending needs. 
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Spending for OCO would not count against the general security spending cap, but would 
constitute a separate category subject to a dollar limit of its own.  The Commission proposes 
establishing limits on OCO spending based on CBO’s projection for a reduction of troop 
levels to 60,000 by 2015.  In his FY 2012 budget, the President may propose adjustments to 
the limits on OCO spending to reflect the administration’s projections for the costs of current 
war policy.  Any spending above the OCO limit must be either offset or subject to a 60-vote 
point of order (and all other requirements established for regular emergency spending). 
 
OCO funds would be limited to spending that meets the OMB criteria for OCO designation.   
Under these criteria funding for OCO could only be used in geographic areas in which 
combat or direct combat support operations occur, and would generally be limited to: 1) 
Operations and maintenance for the transport of personnel, equipment, and supplies to, 
from and within the theater of operations; deployment-specific training and preparation for 
units and personnel to assume their directed mission; and the incremental costs above the 
funding programmed in the base budget to build and maintain temporary facilities; provide 
food, fuel, supplies, contracted services and other support; and cover the operational costs 
of coalition partners supporting US military missions; 2) Military personnel spending for 
incremental special pays and allowances for Service members and civilians deployed to a 
combat zone; and incremental pay, special pays and allowances for Reserve Component 
personnel mobilized to support war missions; 3) Procurement costs to replace losses that 
have occurred, but only for items not already programmed for replacement in the Future 
Years Defense Plan; 4) Military construction spending for facilities and infrastructure in the 
theater of operations in direct support of combat operations; and 5) Research and 
development projects required for combat operations in these specific theaters that can be 
delivered in 12 months. 


 
RECOMMENDATION 1.5:  ESTABLISH A DISASTER FUND TO BUDGET HONESTLY FOR 
CATASTROPHES.  
 


Restoring fiscal discipline requires honest budgeting.  Any given disaster may itself be 
unpredictable, but the need to pay for some level of disaster relief is not.  Yet federal 
budgets rarely set aside adequate resources in anticipation of such disasters, and instead 
rely on emergency supplemental funding requests.  The Commission plan explicitly sets 
aside funds for disaster relief and establishes stricter parameters for the use of these funds.  
 
The disaster fund budget authority (BA) will be limited to the rolling average of disaster 
spending in the most recent 10 years, excluding the highest and lowest year.  Any unused 
budget authority will be rolled forward to increase the disaster fund BA available in the 
following year.  Any spending above the disaster fund limit must be offset with reductions in 
spending or subject to a 60-vote point of order (and all other requirements established for 
regular emergency spending).  
 
The Commission recommends codifying a strict definition of what qualifies as a disaster, and 
requiring Congress and the President to separately designate spending as an emergency 
and as necessary for the purposes of disaster response. 
 
To keep Congress accountable and encourage transparency, the Commission also 
recommends the establishment of a searchable online database of all disaster spending, 
similar to that found on the Recovery.gov website, to be maintained by the Government 
Accountability Office and operational by January 1, 2012. 
 







RECOMMENDATION 1.6:  STOP THE ABUSE OF EMERGENCY SPENDING. 
 


In limited situations, some emergency costs may be necessary.  However, such spending 
must be subject to far greater accountability and transparency that it is today. Too often, 
Congress uses the emergency designation as a loophole to get around fiscal restraints.  The 
Commission proposes several steps to make sure the emergency designation is used only 
for true emergencies. 
 
Congress should codify a strict, clear legal definition of emergency, such as the one used by 
the Office of Management and Budget.  Both houses should only use the emergency 
designation to address urgent needs for costs that cannot be reasonably offset.  Further, 
Congress should designate each emergency provision individually and discontinue the 
practice of using global designations.  In the Senate, an emergency designation would be in 
order only if (1) the proposed cost is certified as an emergency by the Senate Budget 
Committee, pursuant to this definition; and (2) a point of order against the designation, if 
raised on the Senate floor, is waived by at least a three-fifths majority.  The House would 
require designation either from the Budget Committee or through a separate, non-
amendable vote.   
 
Costs not designated as emergency would be subject to discretionary spending caps, 
statutory PAYGO, and any other enforceable budgetary limits agreed by Congress, such as 
the Commission's proposed debt stabilization process.    
 


RECOMMENDATION 1.7:  FULLY FUND THE TRANSPORTATION TRUST FUND INSTEAD 
OF RELYING ON DEFICIT SPENDING.  Dedicate a 15-cent per gallon increase in the gas 
tax to transportation funding, and limit spending if necessary to match the revenues the 
trust fund collects each year.  
 


Under current law, the Transportation Trust Fund has hybrid budget treatment in which 
contract authority is mandatory, while outlays are discretionary.  This hybrid treatment 
results in less accountability and discipline for transportation spending and allows for budget 
gimmicks to circumvent budget limits to increase spending. The Commission plan 
reclassifies spending from the Transportation Trust Fund to make both contract authority 
and outlays mandatory, and then limits spending to actual revenues collected by the trust 
fund in the prior year once the gas tax is fully phased in.  Shortfalls up until that point would 
be financed by the general fund.  
 
The Commission recommends gradually increasing the per gallon gas tax by 15 cents 
between 2013 and 2015.  Congress must limit spending from trust funds to the level of 
dedicated revenues from the previous year.  Before asking taxpayers to pay more for roads, 
rail, bridges, and infrastructure, we must ensure existing funds are not wasted.  The 
Commission recommends significant reforms to control federal highway spending.  
Congress should limit trust fund spending to the most pressing infrastructure needs rather 
than forcing states to fund low-priority projects.  It should also end the practice of highway 
authorization earmarks such as the infamous Bridge to Nowhere.   
  


RECOMMENDATION 1.8:  UNLEASH AGENCIES TO BEGIN IDENTIFYING SAVINGS. 
 


Every federal agency will need to do its part to live within tough spending caps.  The 
Commission recommends that as part of their annual budget submissions and 
Congressional Budget Justifications, all agency heads should be required to identify a share 
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of their budget recommended for cancellation and to identify ways to shift from inefficient, 
unproductive spending to productive, results-based investment.  As a tool to improve 
productivity, agencies should be given a two-year window to conduct employee buyouts, 
and expanded latitude for personnel realignment.  Congress should also consider a “BRAC 
commission” for terminating major weapons systems, appointed and headed by the 
Secretary of Defense, for trimming redundant or ineffective weapons from the Defense 
Department’s inventory.   


 
RECOMMENDATION 1.9:  ESTABLISH CUT-AND-INVEST COMMITTEE TO CUT LOW-
PRIORITY SPENDING, INCREASE HIGH-PRIORITY INVESTMENT, AND CONSOLIDATE 
DUPLICATIVE FEDERAL PROGRAMS. 


 
The Commission recommends creating a new, bipartisan Cut-and-Invest Committee to be 
charged each year with identifying 2 percent of the discretionary budget that should be cut 
and identifying how to redirect half of that savings, or 1 percent, into high-value investment.  
Over the next decade, the Cut-and-Invest Committee will be expected to recommend more 
than $200 billion in discretionary cuts, freeing up $100 billion for high-priority investments 
America will need to remain competitive, such as  increasing college graduation rates, 
leveraging private capital through an infrastructure bank, and expanding high-value research 
and development in energy and other critical areas. 
 
The significant growth in domestic spending over the last decade has brought an alarming 
proliferation of federal programs – many of which duplicate pre-existing federal efforts and 
each other.  Instead of eliminating outdated or ineffective initiatives, Congress often simply 
creates more programs to address the same concerns.  The result is a patchwork of 
thousands of duplicative programs, nearly impossible to track and even harder to evaluate 
for effective outcomes.  Duplication results in unnecessary deficit spending and crowds out 
important investments. 


 
For example, the government funds more than 44 job training programs across nine 
different federal agencies, at least 20 programs at 12 agencies dedicated to the study of 
invasive species, and 105 programs meant to encourage participation in science, 
technology, education, and math.  Many of these programs cannot demonstrate to Congress 
or taxpayers they are actually accomplishing their intended purpose.  Programs without 
demonstrable results costs taxpayers billions of dollars and fail those the programs are 
intended to serve.  The Government Accountability Office (GAO) will soon release its first 
annual duplication review of overlapping federal programs, agencies, and initiatives.  The 
Commission recommends that in 2011, congressional authorizing committees report out 
legislation to consolidate and eliminate duplicative programs within their jurisdiction, and that 
Congress rescind savings from reduced overhead and program elimination.   
 


RECOMMENDATION 1.10:  ADOPT IMMEDIATE REFORMS TO REDUCE SPENDING AND 
MAKE THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT MORE EFFICIENT. 


 
In addition to these proposals, the Commission advises that through executive action, 
congressional rule, and legislation, a number of steps be taken immediately to show 
Washington can lead by example.  The collected recommendations that follow wouldreduce 
spending on both the security and non-security sides of the discretionary budget.  Together, 
they will save more than $50 billion in 2015 alone: 


 







1.10.1 Reduce Congressional and White House budgets by 15 percent.  Although the 
nation’s economy continues to struggle, there’s no recession in Washington.  Like 
most areas of government, the budgets for Congress and the Executive Office of the 
President have grown significantly in recent years.  For example, spending on the 
legislative branch rose close to 50 percent from FY 2000 through FY 2010.  Last 
year Congress gave itself a nearly four percent budget increase.  In order to tackle 
our impending fiscal crisis, everyone must sacrifice – especially Washington. The 
Commission’s proposal would reduce the budgets for Congress and the White 
House by 15 percent. This proposal will save $800 million in 2015.  


 
1.10.2 Impose a three-year freeze on Member pay.  Unlike most Americans, members of 


Congress benefit from an automatic salary increase every single year – deserved or 
not.  Before Congress can ask the American people to sacrifice, it should lead by 
example.  The Commission recommends an immediate three-year salary freeze for 
all members of Congress.  


 
1.10.3 Impose a three-year pay freeze on federal workers and Defense Department 


civilians.  Out of duty and patriotism, hardworking federal employees provide a great 
service to this country.  But in a time of budget shortfalls, all levels of government 
must trim back.  In the recent recession, millions of private sector and state and 
municipal employees had their wages frozen or cut back, and millions more lost their 
jobs altogether.  In contrast, federal workers’ wages increase annually due to 
automatic formulas in law, providing them with cost-of-living-adjustments totaling 
more than five percent in the last two years.  This proposal would institute a three-
year government-wide freeze on federal pay at every government agency, including 
the Department of Defense civilian workforce.  This proposal will save $20.4 billion in 
2015. 


 
1.10.4 Reduce the size of the federal workforce through attrition.  The federal 


government currently employs about two million people, and extends federal staffing 
through thousands more contractors. Washington needs to learn to do more with 
less, using fewer resources to accomplish existing goals without risking a decline in 
essential government services.  Over time, the Commission recommends cutting the 
government workforce – including civilian defense – by 10 percent, or by 200,000.  
As part of the transition to a smaller, more efficient workforce, this would mean hiring 
only two new workers for every three who leave service.  This proposal will save 
$13.2 billion in 2015. 


 
1.10.5 Reduce federal travel, printing, and vehicle budgets.  Despite advances in 


technology, federal travel costs have ballooned in recent years, growing 56 percent 
between 2001 and 2006 alone.  Government fleets, meanwhile, have grown by 
20,000 over the last four years.   Printing costs are still higher than necessary 
despite technological advancement.  We propose prohibiting each agency from 
spending more than 80 percent of its FY 2010 travel budget and requiring them to do 
more through teleconferencing and telecommuting.  We also recommend a 20 
percent reduction in the nearly $4 billion annual federal vehicle budget, excluding the 
Department of Defense and the Postal Service.  Additionally, we recommend 
allowing certain documents to be released in electronic-only form, and capping total 
government printing expenditures.  This proposal will save $1.1 billion in 2015. 
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1.10.6 Sell excess federal real property.  The federal government is the largest real 
property owner in the country, with an inventory of more than 1.2 million buildings, 
structures, and land parcels.  Holding this unneeded property carries maintenance 
costs and forgoes the opportunity to sell potentially valuable property.  We propose 
directing the GSA to loosen agency restrictions associated with selling unused 
buildings and land. This proposal will save at least $100 million in 2015. 


 
1.10.7 Eliminate all congressional earmarks.  In FY 2010, Congress approved more than 


9,000 earmarks costing taxpayers close to $16 billion.  Earmarks are not 
competitively bid and are not subject to accountability metrics, making it difficult to 
measure effectiveness or conduct cost-benefit analysis.  Many of these earmarks are 
doled out by members of Congress for parochial concerns in their districts and to 
special interest groups.  Examples of parochial earmark spending include $1.9 
million for a Pleasure Beach Water Taxi Service in Connecticut, $900,000 for a 
program encouraging Oklahoma students to role-play how to make tough choices as 
members of Congress, and $238,000 for ancient-style sailing canoes in Hawaii, 
among countless others.  The Commission recommends the elimination of all 
congressional appropriations and authorizing earmarks as well as limited tax and 
tariff benefits.  This proposal will save at least $16 billion in 2015. 


 
RECOMMENDATION 1.11: FIND ADDITIONAL CUTS IN SECURITY AND NON-SECURITY 
SPENDING.       


 
To meet the discretionary spending caps we recommend above, Congress will have to 
make tough choices.  The list of illustrative savings options accompanying this report 
includes $200 billion in potential savings in security and non-security discretionary spending.  
This list includes more than enough specific savings options to meet our proposed caps.  
Although not every option is supported by every Commissioner, this list is included to 
illustrate a realistic, feasible path Congress could take to rein in discretionary spending. 


  







II.  Tax Reform  
 
America’s tax code is broken and must be reformed.  In the quarter century since the last 
comprehensive tax reform, Washington has riddled the system with countless tax expenditures, 
which are simply spending by another name.  These tax earmarks – amounting to $1.1 trillion a 
year of spending in the tax code – not only increase the deficit, but cause tax rates to be too 
high.  Instead of promoting economic growth and competitiveness, our current code drives up 
health care costs and provides special treatment to special interests.  The code presents 
individuals and businesses with perverse economic incentives instead of a level playing field. 
 
The current individual income tax system is hopelessly confusing and complicated.  Many 
taxpayers are required to make multiple computations to see if they qualify for a number of 
benefits and penalties, and many dole out large sums of money to tax preparers.  Meanwhile, 
other taxpayers underreport their income and taxes, hoping to avoid the audit lottery.  In short, 
the Commission has concluded what most taxpayers already know – the current income tax is 
fundamentally unfair, far too complex, and long overdue for sweeping reform. 
 
The corporate income tax, meanwhile, hurts America’s ability to compete.  On the one hand, 
statutory rates in the U.S. are significantly higher than the average for industrialized countries 
(even as revenue collection is low), and our method of taxing foreign income is outside the 
norm.  The U.S. is one of the only industrialized countries with a hybrid system of taxing active 
foreign-source income.  The current system puts U.S. corporations at a competitive 
disadvantage against their foreign competitors.  A territorial tax system should be adopted to 
help put the U.S. system in line with other countries, leveling the playing field.   
 
Tax reform should lower tax rates, reduce the deficit, simplify the tax code, reduce the tax gap, 
and make America the best place to start a business and create jobs.  Rather than tinker around 
the edges of the existing tax code, the Commission proposes fundamental and comprehensive 
tax reform that achieves these basic goals: 
 


Lower rates, broaden the base, and cut spending in the tax code.  The current tax code 
is riddled with $1.1 trillion of tax expenditures:  backdoor spending hidden in the tax code. 
Tax reform must reduce the size and number of these tax expenditures and lower marginal 
tax rates for individuals and corporations – thereby simplifying the code, improving fairness, 
reducing the tax gap, and spurring economic growth.  Simplifying the code will dramatically 
reduce the cost and burden of tax preparation and compliance for individuals and 
corporations. 
 
Reduce the deficit.  To escape our nation’s crushing debt and deficit problem, we must 
have shared sacrifice – and that means a portion of the savings from cutting tax 
expenditures must be dedicated to deficit reduction.  At the same time, revenue cannot 
constantly increase as a share of the economy.  Deficit reduction from tax reform will be 
companied by deficit reduction from spending cuts—which will come first. Under our plan, 
revenue reaches 21 percent of GDP by 2022 and is then capped at that level. 
 
Maintain or increase progressivity of the tax code.  Though reducing the deficit will 
require shared sacrifice, those of us who are best off will need to contribute the most.  Tax 
reform must continue to protect those who are most vulnerable, and eliminate tax loopholes 
favoring those who need help least. 
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Make America the best place to start a business and create jobs.  The current tax code 
saps the competitiveness of U.S. companies.  Tax reform should make the United States the 
best place for starting and building businesses.  Additionally, the tax code should help U.S.-
based multinationals compete abroad in active foreign operations and in acquiring foreign 
businesses. 
 


RECOMMENDATION 2.1:  ENACT FUNDAMENTAL TAX REFORM BY 2012 TO LOWER 
RATES, REDUCE DEFICITS, AND SIMPLIFY THE CODE.  Eliminate all income tax 
expenditures, dedicate a portion of the additional revenue to deficit reduction, and use 
the remaining revenue to lower rates and add back necessary expenditures and credits.  


 
Fundamental tax reform will require significant revisions to the current tax code and will 
need to take into account the transition to new and modified provisions.  These tasks are not 
insignificant and the Commission recognizes that for Congress and the President to 
consider and implement these sweeping changes, a comprehensive process will be needed.  
To this end, the Commission recommends requiring the House Committee on Ways and 
Means and the Senate Committee on Finance, in cooperation with the Department of the 
Treasury, to report out comprehensive tax reform legislation through a fast track process by 
2012.  
 
The Commission proposes tax reform that relies on “zero-base budgeting” by eliminating all 
income tax expenditures (but maintaining the current payroll tax base, which should be 
modified only in the context of Social Security reform), and then using the revenue to lower 
rates and reduce deficits.  The revenue from eliminating tax expenditures should be 
dedicated to three clear purposes:  1) substantially lowering marginal tax rates; 2) reducing 
the reduction; and 3) supporting a small number of simpler, more targeted provisions that 
promote work, home ownership, health care, charity, and savings.  As a matter of principle, 
tax reform must increase or maintain progressivity. 
 
A “zero plan” could reduce income tax rates to as low as 8%, 14%, and 23%.  Even after 
adding back a number of larger tax expenditures, rates would still remain significantly lower 
than under current law. 
 
Figure 6: Tax Rates Under Various Scenarios 


 Bottom Rate Middle Rate Top Rate Corporate 
Rate 


Current Rates for 2010 10% 15% 25% 28% 33% 35% 35% 


Scheduled Rates for 2011 15% 28% 31% 36% 39.6% 35% 


Eliminate all Tax 
Expenditures* 8% 14% 23% 26% 


Keep Child Tax Credit + 
EITC* 9% 15% 24% 26% 


Enact Illustrative Tax Plan 
(Below)* 12% 22% 28% 28% 


*Dedicates $80 billion to deficit reduction in 2015 and taxes capital gains and dividends as ordinary income. 







In designing tax reform, Congress must abide by the following parameters in order to 
receive a fast-tracked status: 


 
2.1.1 Cut rates across the board, and reduce the top rate to between 23 and 29 


percent.  Real tax reform must dedicate a portion of the savings from cutting tax 
expenditures to lowering individual rates.  The top rate must not exceed 29%. 


 
2.1.2 Dedicate $80 billion to deficit reduction in 2015 and $180 billion in 2020.  In 


additional to reducing rates, reform must be projected to raise $80 billion of 
additional revenue (relative to the alternative fiscal scenario) in 2015 and $180 billion 
in 2020. To the extent that the dynamic effects of tax reform result in additional 
revenue beyond these targets, excess funds must go to rate reductions and deficit 
reduction, not to new spending. 


 
2.1.3 Simplify key provisions to promote work, homes, health, charity, and savings 


while increasing or maintaining progressivity.  Congress and the President must 
decide which tax expenditures to include in the tax code in smaller and more 
targeted form than under current law, recognizing that any add-backs will raise rates. 
The new tax code must include provisions (in some cases permanent, in others 
temporary) for the following:  


• Support for low-income workers and families (e.g., the child credit and EITC); 
• Mortgage interest only for principal residences; 
• Employer-provided health insurance; 
• Charitable giving; 
• Retirement savings and pensions. 


 
Additional tax expenditures could be added to the provisions above, but must be paid for 
with higher rates.  Furthermore, the revised code must increase or maintain progressivity, 
across the income spectrum, relative to the alternative fiscal scenario.  In enacting tax 
reform, Congress and the President should design appropriate transition rules that minimize 
economic distortions, achieve the necessary revenue targets, and allow taxpayers to adapt 
to the changes. 
 
Though the precise details and exact transition rules should be worked out in a variety of 
ways by the relevant congressional committees and the Treasury Department, the 
Commission has designed an illustrative set of reforms that would accomplish the necessary 
parameters for tax reform.  
 
The plan below is an illustrative attempt to reflect the priorities of Commission members, but 
Congress could choose different options.  We developed this illustrative plan  to 
demonstrate that it is possible both to  reduce rates dramatically and to achieve significant 
deficit reduction if tax expenditures are eliminated or scaled back and better targeted. 
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Figure 7: Illustrative Individual Tax Reform Plan 
 Current Law Illustrative Proposal (Fully Phased In) 


Tax rates for 
Individuals 


In 2010, six brackets: 
10%|15%|25%| 28%|33%|35%. In 


2011, five brackets: 
15%|28%|31%|36%|39.6% 


Three brackets: 12%|22%|28% 


Alternative 
Minimum Tax 


Scheduled to hit middle-income 
individuals but “patched” annually Permanently repealed 


PEP and Pease3 Repealed for 2010, resumes in 2011  Permanently repealed 


EITC and Child 
Tax Credit 


Partially refundable child tax credit 
of $1000 per child. Refundable EITC 


of between $457 and $5,666 


Maintain current law or an equivalent 
alternative 


Standard 
Deduction and 


Exemptions 


Standard deduction of $5,700 
($11,400 for couple) for non-


itemizers; personal and dependent 
exemptions of $3,650 


Maintain current law; itemized 
deductions eliminated, so all individuals 


take standard deductions 


Capital Gains and 
Dividends 


In 2010, top rate of 15% for capital 
gains and dividends. In 2011, top 
rate of 20% for capital gains, and 


dividends taxed as ordinary income4


All capital gains and dividends taxed at 
ordinary income rates


 
5


Mortgage Interest 


 


Deductible for itemizers; Mortgage 
capped at $1 million for principal and 


second residences, plus an 
additional $100,000 for home equity 


12% non-refundable tax credit available 
to all taxpayers; Mortgage capped at 
$500,000; No credit for interest from 


second residence and equity 


Employer 
Provided Health 
Care Insurance 


Excluded from income. 40% excise 
tax on high cost plans (generally 


$27,500 for families) begins in 2018; 
threshold indexed to inflation 


Exclusion capped at 75th percentile of 
premium levels in 2014, with cap frozen 


in nominal terms through 2018 and 
phased out by 2038; Excise tax reduced 


to 12% 


Charitable Giving Deductible for itemizers 
12% non-refundable tax credit available 
to all taxpayers; available above 2% of 


Adjusted Gross Income (AGI) floor 
State and 


Municipal Bonds Interest exempt from income Interest taxable as income for newly-
issued bonds 


Retirement 
Multiple retirement account options 


with different contribution limits; 
saver’s credit of up to $1,000 


Consolidate retirement accounts; cap 
tax-preferred contributions to lower of 
$20,000 or 20% of income, expand 


saver’s credit 
Other Tax 


Expenditures Over 150 additional tax expenditures  Nearly all other income tax expenditures 
are eliminated6


 
 


                                                 
3 PEP is the Personal Exemption Phase-out; Pease is the phase-out of itemized deductions.  PEP and Pease have phase-outs at different levels and are viewed 


as stealth taxes. 
4 Collectibles (e.g., coin, art, antiques) are taxed at 28% and unrecaptured gain on real estate is taxed at 25%. 
5 An alternative could be to exclude a portion of capital gains and dividends from income (e.g. 20%), reducing the effective top rate on investment income. To 


offset this while maintaining progressivity in the code, the top rate on ordinary income would need to be increased.  
6 Under this plan, a few tax expenditures remain, for instance no changes are made to the tax treatment of employer pensions and tax provisions under PPACA 


largely remain in place. Note that the payroll tax base would remain the same as under current law, though there will be secondary revenue effects on the payroll 


tax side. 







Below is a preliminary distributional analysis of a plan similar to the Illustrative Individual Tax 
Plan put together by the Tax Policy Center. This estimate assumes rates of 12.7%, 21%, and 
28% (instead of 12% 22%, and 28%). They also include the effects of the gas tax and other tax 
provisions elsewhere in our proposal. Rates of 12%, 22%, and 28%, as described in the 
illustrative plan, would result in a slightly more progressive outcome. 
 
Figure 8: Illustrative Distributional Analysis 


              
Source: Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center Microsimulation Model (version 0509-4).    
      
RECOMMENDATION 2.2:  ENACT CORPORATE REFORM TO LOWER RATES, CLOSE 
LOOPHOLES, AND MOVE TO A TERRITORIAL SYSTEM.  


 
The U.S. corporate tax is a patchwork of overly complex and inefficient provisions that creates 
perverse incentives for investment.  Corporations engage in self-help to decrease their tax 
liability and improve their bottom line.  Moreover, corporations are able to minimize tax through 
various tax expenditures inserted into the tax code as a result of successful lobbying. 


 
Without reform, it is likely that U.S. competitiveness will continue to suffer.  The results of 
inaction are undesirable: the loss of American jobs, the movement of business operations 
overseas, reduced investment by foreign businesses in the U.S., reduced innovation and 
creation of intellectual property in the U.S., the sale of U.S. companies to foreign multinationals, 
and a general erosion of the corporate tax base. 


 
Reform of the corporate tax structure should include the following:   


 
2.2.1 Establish single corporate tax rate between 23 percent and 29 percent. Corporate 


tax reform should replace the multiple brackets (the top being 35 percent), with a single 
bracket as low as 23 percent and no higher than 29 percent.   


        
Cash Income 


Percentile 
 Percent Change 


in After-Tax 
Income 


Share of Total 
Federal Tax 


Change 


 Average Federal Tax Change  
  Dollars Percent  


        
Bottom Quintile  -0.2 0.4  24 4.1  


2nd Quintile  -1.6 5.9  464 13.5  


Middle Quintile  -1.5 8.4  722 7.2  


4th Quintile  -1.5 11.5  1,193 5.8  


Top Quintile  -3.7 73.5  8,686 10.4  


All  -2.6 100.0  1,746 9.3  


        


Addendum        


80-90  -2.0 10.0  2,354 6.5  


90-95  -1.9 6.7  3,203 6.0  


95-99  -1.7 8.6  5,114 5.0  


Top 1 Percent  -7.8 48.2  112,533 18.0  


Top 0.1 Percent  -11.8 32.1  735,172 24.0  
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2.2.2 Eliminate all tax expenditures for businesses.  Corporate tax reform should eliminate 


special subsidies for different industries.  By eliminating business tax expenditures – 
currently more than 75 – the corporate tax rate can be significantly reduced while 
contributing to deficit reduction. A lower overall tax rate will improve American business 
competitiveness.  Abolishing special subsidies will also create an even playing field for 
all businesses instead of artificially picking winners and losers.  


 
2.2.3 Move to a competitive territorial tax system. To bring the U.S. system more in line 


with our international trading partners’, we recommend changing the way we tax foreign-
source income by moving to a territorial system.  Under such a system, income earned 
by foreign subsidiaries and branch operations (e.g., a foreign-owned company with a 
subsidiary operating in the United States) is exempt from their country’s domestic 
corporate income tax.  Therefore, under a territorial system, most or all of the foreign 
profits are not subject to domestic tax.  The taxation of passive foreign-source income 
would not change.  (It would continue to be taxed currently.)  


 
As with the individual reforms, a number of details and transition rules will need to be worked 
out.  However, the code should look similar to the following illustrative proposal: 
 
Figure 9: Illustrative Corporate Tax Reform Plan 


 Current Law Illustrative Proposal (Fully Phased 
In) 


Corporate Tax 
Rates 


Multiple brackets, generally 
taxed at 35% for large 


corporations 
One bracket: 28% 


Domestic 
Production 
Deduction 


Up to 9% deduction of Qualified 
Production Activities Income  Eliminated 


Inventory Methods 
Businesses may account for 
inventories under the Last In, 


First Out (LIFO) method of 
accounting 


Eliminated with appropriate 
transition  


General Business 
Credits Over 30 tax credits  Eliminated 


Other Tax 
Expenditures Over 75 tax expenditures Eliminated 


Taxation of Active 
Foreign-source 


Income 
Taxed when repatriated 


(deferral) Territorial system 


Taxation of Passive 
Foreign-source 


Income 
Taxed currently under Subpart F Maintain Current Law 


 
 
RECOMMENDATION 2.3:  PUT FAILSAFE IN PLACE TO ENSURE SWIFT PASSAGE OF 
TAX REFORM. 
 







To ensure Congress moves quickly to enact comprehensive tax reform, the Commission 
recommends enacting a “failsafe” that will automatically trigger should Congress and the 
Administration not succeed in enacting legislation by 2013 that meets specified revenue 
targets.  If Congress and the Administration do not act, the failsafe would impose either: 1) 
an across-the-board reduction of itemized deductions, above-the-line deductions, non-
refundable credits for individuals, the income tax exclusion for employer-provided health 
care, general business credits, the domestic production activities deduction beginning in 
2013 and increasing over time to raise $80 billion in FY 2015 and $180 billion in FY 2020; or 
2) a trigger which reduced tax expenditures further and moved rates and expenditures down 
toward the levels specified in Recommendation 2.1, assuming such a trigger met the same 
revenue and progressivity targets.  
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III.  Health Care Savings 
 
Federal health care spending represents our single largest fiscal challenge over the long-run.  
As the baby boomers retire and overall health care costs continue to grow faster than the 
economy, federal health spending threatens to balloon.  Under its extended-baseline scenario, 
CBO projects that federal health care spending for Medicare, Medicaid, the Children’s Health 
Insurance Program (CHIP), and the health insurance exchange subsidies will grow from nearly 
6 percent of GDP in 2010 to about 10 percent in 2035, and continue to grow thereafter.  
 
These projections likely understate true amount, because they count on large phantom savings 
– from a scheduled 23 percent cut in Medicare physician payments that will never occur and 
from long-term care premiums in an unsustainable program (the Community Living Assistance 
Services and Supports Act, or “CLASS Act”).  
 
The Commission recommends first reforming both the formula for physician payments (known 
as the Sustainable Growth Rate or SGR) and the CLASS Act, and finding savings throughout 
the health care system to offset their costs.  In addition, we recommend a number of other 
reforms to reduce federal health spending and slow the growth of health care costs more 
broadly. 
 
Over the longer term (2020 and beyond), the Commission recommends setting targets for the 
total federal budgetary commitment to health care and requiring further structural reforms if 
federal health spending exceeds the program-specific and overall targets.  We recognize that 
controlling federal health spending will be very difficult without reducing the growth of health 
care costs overall.  To that end, the Commission’s recommendations on tax reform regarding 
reducing and potentially eliminating the exclusion for employer-provided health insurance will 
help decrease growth in health care spending, according to virtually all health economists. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 3.1:  REFORM THE MEDICARE SUSTAINABLE GROWTH RATE.   
Reform the Medicare Sustainable Growth Rate for physician payment and require the fix 
to be offset. (Saves $3 billion in 2015, $26 billion through 2020, relative to a freeze) 
 


The Sustainable Growth Rate (SGR) – known as the “doc fix” – was created in 1997 to 
control Medicare spending by setting payment targets for physician services and reducing 
payment updates if spending exceeded the targets.  The SGR formula has required 
reductions in physician payments every year since 2002, but beginning in 2003 Congress 
blocked the reductions each year, requiring even larger reductions every subsequent year.  
Because of the accumulated shortfall from deferred reductions, the SGR formula would 
require a 23 percent reduction in 2012 payments, and will increase every year the problem 
is not fixed.  
 
Freezing physician payments from 2012 through 2020, as we assume in our baseline, would 
cost $267 billion relative to current law.  The Commission believes that this amount – or the 
cost of any “doc fix” – must be fully offset, and recommends enforcing this principle by 
eliminating its exemption in statutory PAYGO.  In the near term, we also recommend 
replacing the reductions scheduled under the current formula with a freeze through 2013 
and a one percent cut in 2014.  
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For the medium term, the Commission recommends directing the Centers for Medicare and 
Medicaid Services (CMS) to develop an improved physician payment formula that 
encourages care coordination across multiple providers and settings and pays doctors 
based on quality instead of quantity of services.  In order to maintain pressure to establish a 
new system and limit the costs of physician payments, the proposal would reinstate the SGR 
formula in 2015 (using 2014 spending as the base year) until CMS develops a revised 
physician payment system.  The Medicare actuary would be required to certify the new 
payment system would not cost more than would have been allowed under the SGR 
formula.   
 
This proposal would cost about $22 billion less than simply continuing to freeze physician 
payments, and therefore would reduce the deficit by that amount relative to our baseline.   
 


RECOMMENDATION 3.2:  REFORM OR REPEAL THE CLASS ACT.  
(Costs $11 billion in 2015, $76 billion through 2020) 
 


The Community Living Assistance Services and Supports (CLASS) Act established a 
voluntary long-term care insurance program enacted as part of the Affordable Care Act 
(ACA).  The program attempts to address an important public policy concern – the need for 
non-institutional long-term care – but it is viewed by many experts as financially unsound.  
The program’s earliest beneficiaries will pay modest premiums for only a few years and 
receive benefits many times larger, so that sustaining the system over time will require 
increasing premiums and reducing benefits to the point that the program is neither appealing 
to potential customers nor able to accomplish its stated function.  Absent reform, the 
program is therefore likely to require large general revenue transfers or else collapse under 
its own weight, Commission advises the CLASS Act be reformed in a way that makes it 
credibly sustainable over the long term.  To the extent this is not possible, we advise it be 
repealed.  Technically, repealing the CLASS Act will increase the deficit over the next 
decade, because the program’s premiums are collected up front and its benefits are not paid 
out for five years. To address this, we would replace the deficit reduction on paper from the 
CLASS Act with real options that truly save the federal government money and put it on a 
more sustainable path.  


 
RECOMMENDATION 3.3:  PAY FOR THE MEDICARE “DOC FIX” AND CLASS ACT 
REFORM.  Enact specific health savings to offset the costs of the Sustainable Growth 
Rate (SGR) fix and the lost receipts from repealing or reforming the CLASS Act.   
 


To offset the cost of the SGR fix and recover lost receipts in the first decade from repealing 
or reforming the CLASS Act, the Commission proposes a set of specific options for health 
savings that, combined, total nearly $400 billion from 2012 to 2020.  


 
Medicare Savings 
 
3.3.1 Increase government authority and funding to reduce Medicare fraud.  
(Saves $1 billion in 2015, $9 billion through 2020) 


The Commission recommends increasing the ability of CMS to combat waste, fraud, 
and abuse by providing the agency with additional statutory authority and increased 
resources (through a cap adjustment in the discretionary budget.) 


 
3.3.2 Reform Medicare cost-sharing rules.  
(Saves $10 billion in 2015, $110 billion through 2020) 







Currently, Medicare beneficiaries must navigate a hodge-podge of premiums, 
deductibles, and copays that offer neither spending predictability nor protection from 
catastrophic financial risk.  Because cost-sharing for most medical services is low, 
the benefit structure encourages over-utilization of health care.  In place of the 
current structure, the Commission recommends establishing a single combined 
annual deductible of $550 for Part A (hospital) and Part B (medical care), along with 
20 percent uniform coinsurance on health spending above the deductible.  We would 
also provide catastrophic protection for seniors by reducing the coinsurance rate to 5 
percent after costs exceed $5,500 and capping total cost sharing at $7,500. 


 
3.3.3 Restrict first-dollar coverage in Medicare supplemental insurance. 
(Medigap savings included in previous option.  Additional savings total $4 billion in 
2015, $38 billion through 2020.) 
  The ability of Medicare cost-sharing to control costs – either under current law or as 


proposed above – is limited by the purchase of supplemental private insurance plans 
(Medigap plans) that piggyback on Medicare.  Medigap plans cover much of the 
cost-sharing that could otherwise constrain over-utilization of care and reduce overall 
spending.  This option would prohibit Medigap plans from covering the first $500 of 
an enrollee’s cost-sharing liabilities and limit coverage to 50 percent of the next 
$5,000 in Medicare cost-sharing.  We also recommend similar treatment of 
TRICARE for Life, the Medigap policy for military retirees, which would save money 
both for that program and for Medicare, as well as similar treatment for federal 
retirees and for private employer-covered retirees. 


 
3.3.4 Extend Medicaid drug rebate to dual eligibles in Part D.   
(Saves $7 billion in 2015, $49 billion through 2020) 


Drug companies are required to provide substantial rebates for prescription drugs 
purchased by Medicaid beneficiaries.  We recommend extending these rebates to 
Medicaid beneficiaries who are also eligible for Medicare (individuals known as “dual 
eligibles”) and who receive prescription drug coverage through the Medicare Part D 
program.  


 
3.3.5 Reduce excess payments to hospitals for medical education.  
(Saves $6 billion in 2015, $60 billion through 2020) 


Medicare provides supplemental funding to hospitals with teaching programs for 
costs related to residents receiving graduate medical education (GME) and indirect 
costs (IME).  The Commission recommends bringing these payments in line with the 
costs of medical education by limiting hospitals’ direct GME payments to 120 percent 
of the national average salary paid to residents in 2010 and updated annually 
thereafter by chained CPI and by reducing the IME adjustment from 5.5 percent to 
2.2 percent, which the Medicare Payment Advisory Commission has estimated 
would more accurately reflect indirect costs.  


 
3.3.6 Cut Medicare payments for bad debts.  
(Saves $3 billion in 2015, $23 billion through 2020) 


Currently, Medicare reimburses hospitals and other providers for unpaid deductibles 
and copays owed by beneficiaries.  We recommend gradually putting an end to this 
practice, which is not mirrored in the private sector. 


 
3.3.7 Accelerate home health savings in ACA.   
(Saves $2 billion in 2015, $9 billion through 2020) 







The Moment of Truth: Report of the National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform 
 


39 
 


The Affordable Care Act included several policies changing reimbursements for 
home health providers.  The Commission recommends accelerating these changes 
to incorporate productivity adjustment beginning in 2013 and directing the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services (HHS) to phase in rebasing the home health 
prospective payment system by 2015 instead of 2017.  


 
Medicaid Savings 
 
3.3.8 Eliminate state gaming of Medicaid tax gimmick.   
(Saves $5 billion in 2015, $44 billion through 2020) 


Many states finance a portion of their Medicaid spending by imposing taxes on the 
very same health care providers who are paid by the Medicaid program, increasing 
payments to those providers by the same amount and then using that additional 
“spending” to increase their federal match.  We recommend restricting and 
eventually eliminating this practice. 


 
3.3.9 Place dual eligibles in Medicaid managed care. 
(Saves $1 billion in 2015, $12 billion through 2020) 


Approximately nine million low-income seniors and disabled individuals are covered 
by both Medicaid and Medicare.  The divided coverage for dual eligibles results in 
poor coordination of care for this vulnerable population and higher costs to both 
federal and state governments.  We recommend giving Medicaid full responsibility for 
providing health coverage to dual eligibles and requiring that they be enrolled in 
Medicaid managed care programs.  Medicare would continue to pay its share of the 
costs, reimbursing Medicaid.  Medicaid has a larger system of managed care than 
does Medicare, and this would result in better care coordination and administrative 
simplicity. 


 
3.3.10 Reduce funding for Medicaid administrative costs.  
(Saves $260 million in 2015, $2 billion through 2020) 


We recommend asking states to take responsibility for more of Medicaid’s 
administrative costs by eliminating Medicaid payments for administrative costs that 
are duplicative of funds originally included in the Temporary Assistance for Needy 
Families (TANF) block grants. 


 
Other Savings   
 
3.3.11 Allow expedited application for Medicaid waivers in well-qualified states. 


In order to give states new flexibility to control costs and improve quality, we 
recommend increasing the availability of state Medicaid waivers. Specifically, we 
recommend establishing presumptive eligibility criteria for up to 10 states over the 
next decade. These eligible states would be required to proactively seek out the 
waiver and to meet certain objective threshold criteria, including: improved quality, 
efficiency, and cost of care; and not increasing the uninsured population. 
Applications would be evaluated and overseen by the Medicaid Center for 
Innovation.  


 
3.3.12 Medical malpractice reform.  
(Saves $2 billion in 2015, $17 billion through 2020) 


Most experts agree that the current tort system in the United States leads to an 
increase in health care costs.  This is true both because of direct costs – higher 







malpractice insurance premiums – and indirect costs in the form of over-utilization of 
diagnostic and related services (sometimes referred to as “defensive medicine”).  
The Commission recommends an aggressive set of reforms to the tort system.   
 
Among the policies pursued, the following should be included: 1) Modifying  the 
“collateral source” rule to allow outside sources of income collected as a result of an 
injury (for example workers’ compensation benefits or insurance benefits) to be 
considered in deciding awards; 2) Imposing a statute of limitations – perhaps one to 
three years – on medical malpractice lawsuits; 3) Replacing  joint-and-several liability 
with a fair-share rule, under which a defendant in a lawsuit would be liable only for 
the percentage of the final award that was equal to his or her share of responsibility 
for the injury; 4) Creating specialized “health courts” for medical malpractice lawsuits; 
and 5) Allowing “safe haven” rules for  providers who follow  best practices of care. 


 
Many members of the Commission also believe that we should impose statutory 
caps on punitive and non-economic damages, and we recommend that Congress 
consider this approach and evaluate its impact. 
 


3.3.13 Pilot premium support through FEHB Program.   
(Saves $2 billion in 2015, $18 billion through 2020) 


The Commission recommends transforming the Federal Employees Health Benefits 
(FEHB) program into a defined contribution premium support plan that offers federal 
employees a fixed subsidy that grows by no more than GDP plus 1 percent each 
year.  For federal retirees, this subsidy could be used to pay a portion of the 
Medicare premium.  In addition to saving money, this has the added benefit of 
providing real-world experience with premium support.  
 
Several Commissioners support transforming Medicare into a “premium support” 
system – such as one proposed by Representative Paul Ryan and Alice Rivlin – that 
offers seniors a fixed subsidy (adjusted by geographic area and by individual health 
risk) to purchase health coverage from competing insurers.  A voucher or subsidy 
system holds significant promise of controlling costs, but also carries serious 
potential risks.  To assess the balance of benefits and risks, we recommend a 
rigorous external review process to study the outcomes of the FEHB premium 
support program to determine its effects on costs, health care utilization, and health 
outcomes.  Although the population covered by FEHB is different from the Medicare 
population, if this type of premium support model successfully holds down  costs 
without hindering quality of care in FEHB program, that experience would be useful 
in considering a premium support program for Medicare.  
 


RECOMMENDATION 3.4:  AGGRESSIVELY IMPLEMENT AND EXPAND PAYMENT 
REFORM PILOTS.  Direct CMS to design and begin implementation of Medicare payment 
reform pilots, demonstrations, and programs as rapidly as possible and allow successful 
programs to be expanded without further congressional action. 
 


The Affordable Care Act requires CMS to conduct a variety of pilot and demonstration 
projects in Medicare to test delivery system reforms which have the potential to reduce costs 
without harming quality of care.  These pilots include Accountable Care Organizations 
(ACOs), bundling for post-acute care services, and other programs to pay for performance.  
We recommend CMS be directed to aggressively pursue these and other reforms, including 
introduction of downside risk to ACOs and bundled payment pilots.  CMS should also 
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ensure that the private sector is an active partner in the research and design of payment 
reforms, building on concepts that have been proven to work at the state, regional, or 
federal level. In addition to Medicare pilots, we recommend that CMS be required to fast-
track state Medicaid waivers that offer demonstrable promise in improving care and 
returning savings, such as Rhode Island’s Global Consumer Choice Demonstration, which 
provides a capped federal allotment for Medicaid over five years; Vermont’s all-payer 
advanced primary care practice reform, called Blueprint for Health; and Community Care of 
North Carolina, a provider-led medical home reform that has increased access to primary 
care, decreased emergency department usage, and saved money. 
 
Pilots that succeed in controlling costs should be expanded as rapidly as is feasible.  The 
Commission recommends shifting the presumption toward expanding reforms by requiring 
the Secretary to implement any pilot projects that have shown success in controlling costs 
without harming the quality of care by 2015.  The Commission recommends utilizing the new 
Center for Medicare and Medicaid Innovation as the vehicle for accelerating these pilots.  
The Commission’s plan does not assume any savings from expansion of these pilot projects 
in its deficit estimates, but believes that there could be substantial savings in Medicare, 
Medicaid, CHIP, and other health from aggressive implementation of successful pilots. 


 
RECOMMENDATION 3.5:  ELIMINATE PROVIDER CARVE-OUTS FROM IPAB.  Give the 
Independent Payment Advisory Board (IPAB) authority to make recommendations 
regarding hospitals and other exempted providers. 
 


The Affordable Care Act established the Independent Payment Advisory Board to 
recommend changes in Medicare payment policies if per-beneficiary Medicare spending 
grows too quickly.  However, the law exempted certain provider groups, most notably 
hospitals, from any short-term changes from IPAB’s authority.  The Commission 
recommends eliminating these carve-outs.   


 
RECOMMENDATION 3.6:  ESTABLISH A LONG-TERM GLOBAL BUDGET FOR TOTAL 
HEALTH CARE SPENDING.  Establish a global budget for total federal health care costs 
and limit the growth to GDP plus 1 percent. 
 


Commission members, and virtually all budget experts, agree that the rapid growth of 
federal health care spending is the primary driver of long-term deficits.  Some Commission 
members believe that the reforms enacted as part of ACA will “bend the curve” of health 
spending and control long-term cost growth.  Other Commission members believe that the 
coverage expansions in the bill will fuel more rapid spending growth and that the Medicare 
savings are not sustainable.  The Commission as a whole does not take a position on which 
view is correct, but we agree that Congress and the President must be vigilant in keeping 
health care spending under control and should take further actions if the growth in spending 
continues at current rates. 


 
The Commission recommends setting up a process for reviewing total federal health care 
spending – including Medicare, Medicaid, the Children’s Health Insurance Program, FEHB, 
TRICARE, the exchange subsidies, and the cost of the tax exclusion for health care – 
starting in 2020, with the target of holding growth to GDP plus 1 percent and requiring action 
by the President and Congress if growth exceeds the targets. This target should be adjusted 
to account for any changes in the health care exclusion enacted under tax reform.  The 
target should be measured on a per-beneficiary basis if it is applied only to certain federal 
health programs, rather than globally.  If health care costs continue to grow as fast as CBO 







and the Medicare actuaries project, or even faster as some Commission members believe 
will be the case, this process will require Congress and the President to consider further 
actions that make more substantial structural reforms.  If the reforms in ACA are more 
successful in controlling costs than the estimates by CBO and the Medicare actuary 
suggest, as some Commission members believe, spending growth should be within the 
targets and this process would not be triggered.   
 
We recommend requiring both the President and Congress to make recommendations 
whenever average cost growth has exceeded GDP plus 1 percent over the prior five years. 
To the extent health costs are projected to grow significantly faster than that pace, we 
recommend the consideration of structural reforms to the health care system. 
Commissioners have suggested various policy options, including: moving to a premium 
support system for Medicare; giving CMS authority to be a more active purchaser of health 
care services using coverage and reimbursement policy to encourage higher value services; 
expanding and strengthening the Independent Payment Advisory Board (IPAB) to allow it to 
make recommendations for cost-sharing and benefit design and to look beyond Medicare; 
adjusting the federal-state responsibility for Medicaid, such as block grants for acute or long-
term care; establishing a robust public option in the health care exchanges; raising the 
Medicare retirement age; and moving toward some type of all-payer system.   
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Fostering an Economic Recovery 
 
The Government Accountability Office has said that we could have double-digit growth for a 
decade and still not grow out of the current fiscal situation.  At the same time, we cannot get out 
of this fiscal hole without sustained economic growth. According to the Office of Management 
and Budget, a one-time 1 percent decrease in GDP would increase the deficit by more than 
$600 billion over the course of the decade; if annual growth were 1 percent lower every year, 
the deficit would be over $3 trillion larger.  A plan to reduce the deficit must therefore promote 
economic growth and not undermine the economic recovery. Our plan would accomplish these 
goals in at least four ways: 
 


Reduce the deficit gradually. In order to avoid shocking the fragile economy, the 
Commission recommends waiting until 2012 to begin enacting programmatic spending cuts, 
and waiting until fiscal year 2013 before making large nominal cuts. In addition, revenue 
changes would not begin until calendar year 2013, after spending cuts are already well 
underway. 


 
Put in place a credible plan to stabilize the debt. A number of economists have argued 
that putting into place a credible plan to reduce future deficits can have a positive effect on 
the economy. This so-called “announcement effect” could help to prevent interest rate 
increases and also mitigate uncertainty among individuals and businesses. In addition, 
stabilizing the debt will improve the country’s long-term growth prospects by reducing the 
“crowd out” of private investment and by forestalling a potential fiscal crisis.   
 
Consider a temporary payroll tax holiday in FY 2011. In order to spur short-term 
economic growth, the Domenici-Rivlin Bipartisan Policy Center Commission recommended 
a temporary payroll tax holiday in 2011.  Assuming it is accompanied by sufficient future 
deficit reduction, Congress should consider a temporary suspension of one side of the 
Social Security payroll tax, financed by transfers from general revenue.  Though this would 
cost $50-100 billion in lost revenue (depending on the design), CBO estimates that a payroll 
tax holiday of this magnitude would result in significant short-term economic growth and job 
creation. 


 
Implement pro-growth tax and spending policies. In designing its proposal, the 
Commission made growth and competitiveness a priority. For example, our discretionary 
plan maintains important funding for education, infrastructure, and high-value R&D, and 
establishes a Cut-and-Invest Committee to continue to reprioritize spending toward 
investment. Our tax plan, meanwhile, cuts corporate and individual rates significantly, while 
simplifying the code, broadening the base, and lowering the deficit.  It also makes us more 
globally competitive by moving to a territorial tax system like those of our international 
partners.  







IV.  Other Mandatory Policies 
 
Slightly less than one-fifth of the federal budget is dedicated to other mandatory programs.  
These include civilian and military retirement, income support programs, veterans’ benefits, 
agricultural subsidies, student loans, and others. 
 
These mandatory programs are not projected to be the main drivers of rising deficits over the 
next ten years, but they nevertheless should be part of a comprehensive plan to correct our 
fiscal path.  This is especially true because mandatory spending is not subject to the scrutiny of 
the annual appropriations process – so poorly directed spending can continue for years with 
minimal oversight.  The Commission’s goals in reforming these policies are: 
 


Protect the disadvantaged.  About 20 percent of mandatory spending is devoted to income 
support programs for the most disadvantaged.  These include programs such as 
unemployment compensation, food stamps, and Supplemental Security Income (SSI).  
These programs provide vital means of support for the disadvantaged, and this report does 
not recommend any fundamental policy changes to these programs.   
 
End wasteful spending.  The first place to look for savings must be wasteful spending, 
including subsidies that are poorly targeted or create perverse incentives, and improper 
payments that can be eliminated through program integrity efforts. 
 
Look to the private sector.  Some mandatory programs, like federal civilian and military 
retirement systems, are similar to programs in the private sector.  When appropriate, we 
should apply innovations and cost-saving techniques from the private sector. 
 


RECOMMENDATION 4.1:  REVIEW AND REFORM FEDERAL WORKFORCE RETIREMENT 
PROGRAMS.  Create a federal workforce entitlement task force to re-evaluate civil 
service and military health and retirement programs and recommend savings of $70 
billion over ten years. 
 


Military and civilian pensions are both out of line with pension benefits available to the 
average worker in the private sector, and in some cases, out of line with each other across 
different categories of federal employment.  The Commission recommends a federal 
workforce entitlement review to analyze civil service and military retirement programs in 
order to 1) Make program rules more consistent across similar programs, and 2) Bring both 
systems more in line with standard practices from the private sector.  The review will have a 
ten-year savings target of $70 billion; recommendations of the task force would receive fast 
track consideration in Congress.  Examples of program design reforms that the task force 
should consider include: 
 


Use the highest five years of earnings to calculate civil service pension benefits for new 
retirees (CSRS and FERS), rather than the highest three years prescribed under current 
law, to bring the benefit calculation in line with the private sector standard.  
(Saves $500 million in 2015, $5 billion through 2020) 
 
Defer Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) for retirees in the current system until age 62, 
including for civilian and military retirees who retire well before a conventional retirement 
age.  In place of annual increases, provide a one-time catch-up adjustment at age 62 to 
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increase the benefit to the amount that would have been payable had full COLAs been in 
effect. 
(Saves $5 billion in 2015, $17 billion through 2020)  
 
Adjust the ratio of employer/employee contributions to federal employee pension plans 
to equalize contributions.  
(Saves $4 billion in 2015, $51 billion through 2020) 


 
RECOMMENDATION 4.2:  REDUCE AGRICULTURE PROGRAM SPENDING THROUGH 
2020.  Reduce net spending on mandatory agriculture programs by $10 billion from 2012 
through 2020 with additional savings to fund an extension of the agriculture disaster 
fund, and allow the Agriculture Committees to reallocate funds as necessary according 
to their priorities in the upcoming Farm Bill. 
(Saves $1 billion in 2015, $10 billion through 2020) 


 
The Commission proposal recommends $15 billion in gross reductions in mandatory 
agriculture programs to achieve gross savings of $15 billion programs from FY 2012 to FY 
2020, of which $10 billion will be dedicated to deficit reduction and $5 billion will be 
redirected to extending the Agriculture disaster fund program to mitigate the need for future 
ad hoc disaster funding.  
 
The Commission recommends that the savings be drawn from across mandatory agriculture 
programs, including: reductions in direct payments when prices exceed the cost of 
production or other reductions in subsidies; limits on conservation programs such as the 
Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP) and Environmental Quality Incentive Program 
(EQIP); and reduced funding for the Market Access Program.  The Agriculture Committees 
will be responsible for revising policies to meet their priorities in the upcoming Farm Bill 
within the lower baseline recommended by the Commission. 


 
RECOMMENDATION 4.3:  ELIMINATE IN-SCHOOL SUBSIDIES IN FEDERAL STUDENT 
LOAN PROGRAMS.  Eliminate income-based subsidies for federal student loan 
borrowers and better target hardship relief for loan repayment. 
(Saves $5 billion in 2015, $43 billion through 2020) 


 
In light of recent legislation targeting student loan subsidies based on the income of the 
payer, the Commission proposes to eliminate in-school interest subsidies in federal student 
loan programs, which   Over the past several years, federal student loan policy has 
emphasized the principle of focusing student loans subsidies on reducing the burden of 
repayment and providing generous repayment protection.  Targets subsidize student loans 
subsidies based on family income prior to the student’s enrollment in college, rather than on 
the student’s ability to pay after completion.  According to a recent paper by The College 
Board, the most important consideration in enrollment decisions is how much the student 
will owe at the completion of studies, and there is no evidence that eliminating in-school 
interest is critical to that amount or to individual matriculation 


 
RECOMMENDATION 4.4:  GIVE PENSION BENEFIT GUARANTEE BOARD AUTHORITY TO 
INCREASE PREMIUMS. 
  


The Pension Benefit Guarantee Corporation (PBGC) is a federal agency created to protect 
the pensions of participants and beneficiaries covered by private-sector defined-benefit 
plans.  The PBGC is financed mainly through premiums assessed on employers offering 







defined benefit pension plans, as well as the assumed pension fund investments of failed 
companies; the agency receives no appropriations from general revenue.  According to 
CBO and others, premiums are much lower than what a private financial institution would 
charge for insuring the same risk, but unlike private insurers (or even other similar agencies, 
such as the FDIC), the PBGC is unable to adjust the premiums it assesses from plan 
sponsors to cover potential liabilities.  This has led to chronic and severe underfunding of 
the agency: as of the end of FY 2010, the PBGC’s estimated liabilities exceeded its assets 
by $23 billion.  


 
The Commission recommends allowing the PBGC’s board to increase both flat- and 
variable-rate premiums (which are recorded in the budget as offsetting collections).  Giving 
the PBGC board the authority to raise the premium rate to restore solvency and cover this 
shortfall will achieve mandatory budget savings in the near term, and more importantly, will 
sharply reduce the likelihood of a government rescue in the future.  
(Saves $2 billion in 2015, $16 billion through 2020) 


 
In addition to the options above, the Commission makes recommendations for a number of 
small programs. Savings are totaled; option descriptions follow. 
(Saves $1 billion in 2015, $8 billion through 2020) 
 
RECOMMENDATION 4.5:  ELIMINATE PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR ABANDONED MINES. 
 


The Abandoned Mine Land program at the Department of the Interior operates a fund for the 
reclamation of abandoned coal mines across the United States.  The program is financed by 
a fee paid by the coal industry.  In 2006, Congress authorized payments from the 
Abandoned Mine Land fund to states and tribes certified as having completed the 
reclamation of their abandoned coal mines – though payments can  be used for any 
purpose.  The Commission recommends eliminating these payments because they no 
longer serve their stated purpose -- contributing to reclaiming abandoned coal mines. 
Instead, they are paid to states and tribes whose mines have  already been reclaimed.   


 
RECOMMENDATION 4.6:  EXTEND FCC SPECTRUM AUCTION AUTHORITY.   
 


Since 1993, the Federal Communication Commission (FCC) has raised about $55 billion 
through its authority to assign radio spectrum licenses by competitive bidding.  The 
Commission recommends that this authority, set to expire in 2012, should be made 
permanent.  The Commission also encourages Congress to consider granting the FCC 
authority to conduct incentive auctions to free up spectrum for commercial wireless 
providers, which the FCC estimates could generate significant mandatory receipts.  


 
RECOMMENDATION 4.7:  INDEX MANDATORY USER FEES TO INFLATION. 
 


The federal government charges user fees or licensing fees for a variety of products and 
services it provides to individuals and businesses.  Where applicable, these fees should be 
indexed for inflation and should match market rates so that the burden of maintaining these 
programs is not shifted to taxpayers.   


 
RECOMMENDATION 4.8:  RESTRUCTURE THE POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS 
TO CHARGE MARKET RATES. 
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Power marketing administrations, part of the Department of Energy, generate and sell 
electricity from federally owned hydroelectric facilities and power plants.  By statute, they are 
required to sell the electricity at cost.  Raising prices to market rates would raise around 
$200 million in additional revenue each year.  
 


RECOMMENDATION 4.9:  REQUIRE TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY TO IMPOSE 
TRANSMISSION SURCHARGE. 
 


The Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) is a federally owned corporation that provides 
electricity to around 9 million people in the Southeast.  TVA sells electricity below market 
rates, and its revenues are not sufficient to cover both its current operations and its debts.  
Adding a surcharge for all electricity transmitted by TVA would require TVA’s customers – 
rather than American taxpayers at large – to cover TVA’s costs.   


 
RECOMMENDATION 4.10:  GIVE POST OFFICE GREATER MANAGEMENT AUTONOMY 
 


The Postal Service has run multi-billion dollar losses since 2007, and in 2010 maintained an 
operating deficit of $8.5 billion, even after receiving a $4 billion bailout from Congress the 
previous year.  With the dramatic expansion of electronic mail, the volume of traditional air-
mailed items will continue to fall, only worsening these enormous budget shortfalls and 
requiring even more federal funding in the future.  To put the Postal Service on a path 
toward long-term solvency, the Commission recommends reversing restrictions that prevent 
the Postal Service from taking steps to survive – such as shifting to five-day delivery and 
gradually closing down post offices no longer able to sustain a positive cash-flow.  


 
 







V.  Social Security 
 
Social Security is the foundation of economic security for millions of Americans.  More than 50 
million Americans – living in about one in four households – receive Social Security benefits, 
with about 70 percent going to retired workers and families, and the rest going to disabled 
workers and survivors of deceased workers.  Social Security is far more than just a retirement 
program – it is the keystone of the American social safety net, and it must be protected. 
 
Three quarters of a century after its creation, we must renew the promise of Social Security for 
the century ahead.  When Franklin Roosevelt signed Social Security into law, average life 
expectancy was 64 and the earliest retirement age in Social Security was 65.  Today, 
Americans on average live 14 years longer, retire three years earlier, and spend 20 years in 
retirement.  In 1950,  there were 16 workers per beneficiary; in 1960, there were 5 workers per 
beneficiary.  Today, the ratio is 3:1 – and by 2025, there will be just 2.3 workers “paying in” per 
beneficiary.  
 
Unless we act, these immense demographic changes will bring the Social Security program to 
its knees.  Without action, the benefits currently pledged under Social Security are a promise we 
cannot keep.  Today, the program is spending more on beneficiaries than it is collecting in 
revenue.  Although the system’s revenues and expenditures are expected to return to balance 
temporarily in 2012, it will begin running deficits again in 2015 if interest from the trust fund is 
excluded and in 2025 including interest payments.  After that point, the system’s trust fund will 
be drawn down until it is fully exhausted in 2037.  
 
Unfortunately, the default plan in Washington is to do nothing.  The do-nothing plan would lead 
to an immediate 22 percent across-the-board benefit cut for all current and future beneficiaries 
in 2037.  Over the next 75 years, the program faces a shortfall equal to 1.92 percent of taxable 
payroll.  Seventy-five years from now, that gap will increase to 4.12 percent of payroll. 
 
The Commission proposes a balanced plan that eliminates the 75-year Social Security shortfall 
and puts the program on a sustainable path thereafter.  To save Social Security for the long 
haul, all of us must do our part.  The most fortunate will have to contribute the most, by taking 
lower benefits than scheduled and paying more in payroll taxes.  Middle-income earners who 
are able to work will need to do so a little longer.  At the same time, Social Security must do 
more to reduce poverty among the very poor and very old who need help the most.  
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RECOMMENDATION 5.1:  MAKE RETIREMENT BENEFIT FORMULA MORE 
PROGRESSIVE.  Modify the current three-bracket formula to a more progressive four-
bracket formula, with changes phased in slowly.  Change the current bend point factors 
of 90%|32%|15% to 90%|30%|10%|5% by 2050, with the new bend point added at median 
lifetime income. 


In order to control costs, the Commission proposes gradually moving to a more progressive 
benefit formula that slows future benefit growth, particularly for higher earners.  Currently, 
initial benefits are calculated using a progressive three-bracket formula that offers 
individuals 90 percent of their first $9,000 of (wage-indexed) average lifetime income, 32 
percent of their next $55,000, and 15 percent of their remaining income, up to the taxable 
maximum. The Commission recommends gradually transitioning to a four-bracket formula 
by breaking the middle bracket in two at the median income level ($38,000 in 2010, $63,000 
in 2050), and then gradually changing the replacement rates from 90 percent, 32 percent, 
and 15 percent to 90 percent, 30 percent, 10 percent, and 5 percent.  


        Figure 11: Social Security Bend Points 


Bend Point 
Locations in 2010 


Current 
Law Proposal 


Projected Bend Point 
Locations in 2050 (in 


2010 Dollars) 
$0 to $9,000 90% 90% $0 to $15,000 


$9,000 to $38,000 32% 30% $15,000 to $63,000 
$38,000 to $64,000 10% $63,000 to $102,000 
$64,000 to $107,000 15% 5% $102,000 to $173,000 


>$107,000 n/a $173,000 to tax max 
Note: All numbers are FC staff estimated and rounded to the nearest $1000. 


Figure 10: Commission Social Security Plan and Present Law as Percent of Taxable Payroll 







 
This benefit formula change will be phased in very slowly, beginning in 2017 and not fully 
phasing in until 2050.  Because all bend point factors will continue to be wage-indexed, 
future beneficiaries will continue to have inflation-adjusted benefits larger than those 
received by equivalent beneficiaries today. 


 
RECOMMENDATION 5.2:  REDUCE POVERTY BY PROVIDING AN ENHANCED MINIMUM 
BENEFIT FOR LOW-WAGE WORKERS.  Create a new special minimum benefit that 
provides full career workers with a benefit no less than 125 percent of the poverty line in 
2017 and indexed to wages thereafter. 


 
Social Security reform must ensure that the program can continue to meet its basic mission: 
to prevent people who can no longer work from falling into poverty.  The Commission 
recommends creating a new special minimum benefit which provides full-career (30-year) 
minimum wage workers with a benefit equivalent to 125 percent of the poverty line in 2017 
and wage-indexed thereafter. The minimum benefit would phase down proportionally for 
workers with less than 30 but more than 10 years of earnings.  


 
RECOMMENDATION 5.3:  ENHANCE BENEFITS FOR THE VERY OLD AND THE LONG-
TIME DISABLED.  Add a new “20-year benefit bump up” to protect those Social Security 
recipients who have potentially outlived their personal retirement resources. 


 
The oldest old population – those over age 85 – is projected to expand rapidly over the 
coming decades: from 5.8 million this year to 19 million in 2050. To better insure against the 
risk of outliving one’s own retirement resources, the Commission proposes a new “20-year 
benefit bump-up” that offers a benefit enhancement, equal to 5 percent of the average 
benefit, 20 years after eligibility.  The enhancement is phased in over five years (1 percent 
per year).  Eligibility is defined by the earliest eligibility age (EEA) for retirees and the 
determination of disability for disabled workers.  


 
RECOMMENDATION 5.4:  GRADUALLY INCREASE EARLY AND FULL RETIREMENT 
AGES, BASED ON INCREASES IN LIFE EXPECTANCY.  After the Normal Retirement Age 
(NRA) reaches 67 in 2027 under current law, index both the NRA and Early Eligibility Age 
(EEA) to increases in life expectancy, effectively increasing the NRA to 68 by about 2050 
and 69 by about 2075, and the EEA to 63 and 64 in lock step. 
 


To account for increasing life expectancy, the Commission recommends indexing the 
retirement age to gains in longevity.  The effect of this is roughly equivalent to adjusting the 
retirement ages by one month every two years after the NRA reaches age 67 under current 
law.  At this pace, the NRA would reach 68 in about 2050, and 69 in about 2075; the Early 
Eligibility Age (EEA) would increase to 63 and 64 in step.  
 
This approach would also maintain a constant ratio of years in retirement to years in 
adulthood; as life expectancy grows by one year, individuals will still be able to spend an 
additional 4 months in retirement, as compared to today. 
 


RECOMMENDATION 5.5:  GIVE RETIREES MORE FLEXIBILITY IN CLAIMING BENEFITS 
AND CREATE A HARDSHIP EXEMPTION FOR THOSE WHO CANNOT WORK BEYOND 62.  
Allow Social Security beneficiaries to collect half of their benefits as early as age 62, and 
the other half at a later age.  Also, direct the Social Security Administration to design a 
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hardship exemption for those who cannot work past 62 but who do not qualify for 
disability benefits. 
 


As workers approach retirement, they are faced with varying needs, and different retirement 
patterns make sense for different workers and their families.  In recognition of these diverse 
experiences, the Commission’s proposal introduces significant new flexibilities and 
protections in addition to an indexed retirement age.   
 
First, the Commission proposes allowing beneficiaries to collect up to half of their benefits as 
early as age 62, with applicable actuarial reduction, and the other half at a later age 
(therefore incurring a smaller actuarial reduction). This increased flexibility should provide for 
a smoother transition for those interested in phased retirement, or for households where one 
member has retired and another continues to work.  
 
Second, we propose a hardship exemption for those who may not qualify for disability 
benefits, but are physically unable to work beyond the current EEA.  A recent RAND 
analysis reported that 19 percent of early retirees claimed a work-limiting health condition 
that would have limited their ability to continue in the paid labor force.  To protect this 
population, the Commission proposal sets aside adequate resources to fund a hardship 
exemption for up to 20 percent of retirees. This exemption would allow beneficiaries to 
continue to claim benefits at age 62 as the EEA and NRA increase, and hold them harmless 
from additional actuarial reduction resulting from increased NRA.  The Commission is 
charging the Social Security Administration with designing a policy over the next ten years 
that best targets the population for whom an increased EEA poses a real hardship, and 
considering relevant factors such as the physical demands of labor and lifetime earnings in 
developing eligibility criteria.  
 
At the same time, the Commission recommends eliminating a provision that allows retirees 
who claim benefits early to withdraw a benefit application and return benefits received – 
even years after claiming – without paying interest or inflation, before reapplying for benefits 
at a later age and with a smaller actuarial reduction.  This loophole is in effect an interest-
free loan for wealthier retirees able to take advantage of it. 
 


RECOMMENDATION 5.6:  GRADUALLY INCREASE THE TAXABLE MAXIMUM TO COVER 
90 PERCENT OF WAGES BY 2050. 
 


As recently as the early 1980s, the Social Security payroll tax covered 90 percent of wages 
(in other words, 9 of every 10 dollars in wages were subject to the payroll tax).  Since then, 
however, the taxable maximum wage cap (currently $106,800) has not grown as fast as 
wages above the cap; as a result, less than 86 percent of wages were subject to the payroll 
tax in 2009, and less than 83 percent will be subject to the tax by 2020.  The Commission 
proposes to gradually increase the taxable maximum so that it covers 90 percent of wages 
by 2050.  This recommendation would result in a taxable maximum of about $190,000 in 
2020, versus approximately $168,000 in current law.  The proposal will also de-link 
increases in the taxable maximum from increases in the Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA), 
allowing the taxable maximum to increase even in zero-COLA years.   
 


RECOMMENDATION 5.7:  ADOPT IMPROVED MEASURE OF CPI.  Use the chained CPI, a 
more accurate measure of inflation, to calculate the Cost of Living Adjustment for Social 
Security beneficiaries. 
 







As with the rest of the mandatory budget and the tax code, we recommend relying on the 
“chained CPI” to calculate the Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) in Social Security, rather 
than the standard CPI.  The Bureau of Labor Statistics has stated that the chained CPI is 
designed to more closely approximate a cost-of-living index than the standard CPI, and 
experts on both sides of the aisle have supported this technical improvement to the index.  
 


RECOMMENDATION 5.8:  COVER NEWLY HIRED STATE AND LOCAL WORKERS AFTER 
2020.  After 2020, mandate that all newly hired state and local workers be covered under 
Social Security, and require state and local pension plans to share data with Social 
Security. 
 


Under current law, more than 90 percent of all workers are covered by Social Security, but a 
small share of states and localities exclude their employees from Social Security and 
instead maintain separate retirement systems.  As states face a double hardship of 
prolonged fiscal challenges and an aging workforce, relying entirely on this pension model 
has become riskier for both government sponsors and for program participants, and a 
potential future bailout risk for the federal government.  To mitigate this risk and to plan for 
an orderly transition to comprehensive Social Security coverage, the Commission proposes 
to mandate coverage for all state and local workers newly hired after 2020.  
 
Full coverage will simplify retirement planning and benefit coordination for workers who 
spend part of their career working in state and local governments, and will ensure that all 
workers, regardless of employer, will retire with a secure and predictable benefit check.  To 
improve the coordination of benefits for existing part-career state and local workers, the 
Commission also recommends requiring state and local pension plans to share data with 
Social Security.  
 


RECOMMENDATION 5.9:  DIRECT SSA TO BETTER INFORM FUTURE BENEFICIARIES 
ON RETIREMENT OPTIONS.  Direct the Social Security Administration to improve 
information on retirement choices, better inform future beneficiaries on the financial 
implications of early retirement, and promote greater retirement savings. 
 


Working longer and saving more has significant positive implications for both individuals and 
society as a whole.  Yet the mixed signals sent to individuals often lead them to make less 
informed, and potentially precarious, choices.  To help correct this, we propose directing 
SSA to provide better information to the public on the full implications of various retirement 
decisions, with an eye toward encouraging delayed retirement and enhanced levels of 
retirement savings.  We encourage SSA to consider behavioral economics approaches 
(such as structured choice and others based in sound science) when providing this 
information. 


 
Note that the Commission does not make specific recommendations to reform the Social 
Security Disability Insurance (DI) program or the Supplemental Security Insurance (SSI) 
program beyond program integrity investments discussed in recommendation 6.4.  The 
Commission recommends a comprehensive redesign of the DI program to modernize both 
the program objectives and the eligibility criteria to better provide adequate and appropriate 
support to the disabled community without putting in place barriers to work and full 
community participation.  This redesign is a critical next step, but is beyond the scope of this 
Commission. 
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RECOMMENDATION 5.10:  BEGIN A BROAD DIALOGUE ON THE IMPORTANCE OF 
PERSONAL RETIREMENT SAVINGS. 


Individuals need more financial assets and less debt, especially for retirement. Social 
Security forms the first tier of support for retirement but was never intended to be the sole 
source of retirement income. Retirement security solutions need to recognize and 
incorporate the challenges for self-reliant Americans who take responsibility for their families 
through a lifetime of work. Business owners and employees have historically negotiated 
over retirement benefits, and government employers face revenue challenges. Many private 
and public pension plans face serious underfunding of their long-term obligations. 
 A serious bipartisan conversation needs to take place regarding incentives to generate 
personal retirement savings that supplement Social Security and addresses the gap 
between what Americans need for retirement and what they currently have. Employers and 
employees can both play a role in strengthening the personal retirement savings of 
Americans. An ideal system should be open to all, portable, prevent leakage from high fees 
and early withdrawals and allow for pooled investments that can spread risk. It should 
encourage Americans to build wealth through savings and investment that will generate a 
return sufficient to allay fears that retirees will outlive their savings, and should permit 
Americans to have the option to transmit the remainder of their accumulated savings to their 
heirs. Americans need a fiscally responsible personal retirement savings system that is 
advanced funded, supplements the pay-as-you-go Social Security system, and accumulates 
funds for investments in business and infrastructure to help sustain a healthy economic 
growth rate. 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


The plan proposed by the Commission is designed to restore actuarial balance as a stand-alone 
proposal. However, the tax reform process recommended by the Commission may separately 
result in additional payroll tax revenues into the Social Security system as a result of base 
broadening measures which would likely cause employers to shift some portion of non-wage 
compensation into wages (with resulting indirect increase in payroll tax revenues). As noted in 
the tax reform section, the Commission recommends that the precise details of tax reform be 
developed under a fast track procedure over the next two years. The impact of this reform on 
trust fund revenues will depend on the decisions Congress makes in the process.  If Congress 
considers the Commission’s Social Security recommendations in conjunction with or 
subsequent to tax reform legislation that results in additional trust fund revenue, this additional 
revenue will provide flexibility to moderate the changes in benefits or taxation recommended by 
the Commission. 
  


Figure 12: Social Security Reform Provisions 
 


 75 Year 75th Year 
Gradually phase in progressive changes to benefit 
formula, modifying PIA factors to 90%|30%|10%|5% by 
2050 


45% 51% 


 
Offer minimum benefit of 125% of poverty for an 
individual with 25 years of work; index minimum benefit 
level to wage growth 


-8% -6% 


 
Index normal retirement age (NRA) and earliest eligibility 
age to longevity so that they grow about 1 month every 
two years. Also direct SSA to create “hardship 
exemption” 


18% 30% 


 
Provide benefit enhancement equal to 5% of the average 
benefits (spread out over 5 years) for individuals who 
have been eligible for benefits for 20 years 


-8% -6% 


 
Gradually increase taxable maximum to cover 90% of 
earnings by 2050 


35% 22% 


 
Apply refined cost of living measure (chained-CPI) to 
COLA 


26% 17% 


 
Cover newly hired state and local workers after 2020 8% 0% 


 
Add increased flexibility in retirement claiming options 
by allowing retirees to collect half of their benefits at a 
time, including by allowing them to collect the first half at 
age 62 
 


- - 


SHARE OF EXISTING SHORTFALL CLOSED: 112% 102% 
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Figure 13: Social Security Distributional Analysis  
 


  
2050 Distribution (Including Illustrative Hardship Benefit)     


 Average Annual Benefit  


 
Mean Change in 


Benefits   
 Scheduled Payable Plan  Payable Scheduled  


Bottom Quintile $9,732 $7,656 $10,284  31.9% 3.8%  
2nd Quintile $14,268 $11,208 $14,340  27.3% 0.0%  


Middle Quintile $18,000 $14,148 $16,488  16.2% -8.7%  
4th Quintile $22,140 $17,400 $18,840  8.4% -14.8%  
Top Quintile $27,480 $21,600 $22,416  3.4% -18.7%  


        
2070 Distribution (Including Illustrative Hardship Benefit)   


 Average Annual Benefit  


 
Mean Change in 


Benefits   
 Scheduled Payable Plan  Payable Scheduled  


Bottom Quintile $12,300 $9,432 $12,708  33.8% 2.6%  
2nd Quintile $17,880 $13,716 $17,664  27.5% -2.2%  


Middle Quintile $22,308 $17,100 $19,512  14.5% -12.2%  
4th Quintile $27,612 $21,180 $21,336  4.2% -20.1%  
Top Quintile $34,092 $26,148 $24,624  -3.8% -26.2%  


        
2050 Distribution (Excluding Hardship Benefit)   


 Average Annual Benefit  


 
Mean Change in 


Benefits   
 Scheduled Payable Plan  Payable Scheduled  


Bottom Quintile $9,732 $7,656 $10,164  30.2% 2.4%  
2nd Quintile $14,268 $11,208 $13,872  23.2% -3.2%  


Middle Quintile $18,000 $14,148 $16,344  14.0% -10.4%  
4th Quintile $22,140 $17,400 $18,804  7.6% -15.4%  
Top Quintile $27,480 $21,600 $22,416  3.1% -19.0%  


        
2070 Distribution (Excluding Hardship Benefit)   


 Average Annual Benefit  


 
Mean Change in 


Benefits   
 Scheduled Payable Plan  Payable Scheduled  


Bottom Quintile $12,300 $9,432 $12,480  31.1% 0.5%  
2nd Quintile $17,880 $13,716 $16,884  21.8% -6.6%  


Middle Quintile $22,308 $17,100 $19,236  11.5% -14.5%  
4th Quintile $27,612 $21,180 $21,300  3.3% -20.8%  
Top Quintile $34,092 $26,148 $24,624  -4.3% -26.6%  


 







VI.  Process Reform 
 
RECOMMENDATION 6.1:  SWITCH TO A MORE ACCURATE MEASURE OF 
INFLATION FOR INDEXED PROVISIONS.  Rely on chained CPI to index all CPI-
linked provisions across government. 
 


The Commission recommends adopting the “chain-weighted” Consumer Price Index 
for Urban Consumers (C-CPI-U) for all federal programs and tax provisions that 
currently rely on the CPI-U and CPI-W.  The C-CPI-U is an alternative measure 
developed by the Bureau of Labor and Statistics that uses a technical improvement 
to more appropriately adjust for upper level substitution bias – one factor in how 
consumers change purchase decisions as relative market prices change.  For 
example, when one product in the market basket (apples) becomes more expensive, 
consumers will forego purchasing that item in favor of a cheaper alternative 
(oranges). 


 
RECOMMENDATION 6.2:  ESTABLISH A DEBT STABILIZATION PROCESS TO 
ENFORCE DEFICIT REDUCTION TARGETS.  Establish a debt stabilization process 
to provide a backstop to enforce savings and keep the federal budget on path to 
achieve long term targets. 


 
The Commission proposal includes recommendations that would achieve enough 
savings to more than restore primary balance—that is, a federal budget balanced 
excluding interest payments on the debt—by 2015.  Achieving primary balance for 
the budget would also stabilize the debt, meaning the debt would not grow as a 
percentage of GDP.   
 
The Commission believes it is important for Congress and the President to remain 
vigilant to ensure the budget remains on a course to primary balance and a stable 
debt to GDP ratio.  Previous budget enforcement mechanisms that placed limits on 
the deficit failed because they attempted to use budget process as a substitute for 
the tough choices needed to reduce the deficit.  By contrast, this proposal provides a 
failsafe ensuring the fiscal goals envisioned by the Commission’s recommendations 
actually materialize in the future. 
 
The Commission recommends an enforcement mechanism to ensure the budget 
achieves primary balance by 2015 and the debt is stabilized thereafter.  The 
Commission’s proposal would require action by the President and Congress on 
budget stabilization legislation if the budget (excluding interest costs) is projected to 
have a deficit in 2015, or if the debt held by the public has not stabilized thereafter.  
The debt stabilization process would include fast-track procedures to facilitate 
changes in law necessary to protect the fiscal health of the federal budget.  
 
The debt stabilization process recommended by the Fiscal Commission reflects a 
new standard for the President and the Congress to react in a timely manner to fiscal 
imbalance. Requiring the President to provide detailed legislative changes in law with 
his budget, coupled by the enactment of the Congressional budget resolution with 
directives to committees of jurisdiction to act by a date certain, will provide 
accountability and transparency to the federal budget process.   
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At the beginning of each year, OMB would report to the President and CBO would 
report to the Congress whether 1) the budget is projected to be in primary balance in 
2015; 2) whether the debt held by the public as a percentage of GDP is projected to 
be stable at 2015 levels for the following five years; and 3) beginning in fiscal year 
2016, whether the actual debt-to-GDP ratio will exceed the prior year’s ratio.  
  
In a year in which OMB indicates any one of these conditions has not been met, the 
President’s budget would be required to include legislative recommendations that 
would restore primary balance in 2015 or, after 2015, stabilize the debt-to-GDP ratio.   
 
If the Congressional budget resolution also shows that one of these conditions has 
not been met, the resolution would be required to include instructions for stabilization 
legislation to bring the budget back within the deficit or debt targets.   This legislation 
would be considered under fast-track procedures similar to reconciliation.   The 
legislation could include changes in law governing spending and/or taxes, including 
changes in discretionary spending limits.  Discretion would be left to the committees 
of jurisdiction to determine the specific policies by which these goals are met.  If 
Congress cannot agree upon a budget resolution in a timely manner, and CBO’s 
report predicts one of these conditions has not been met, then any Member may 
introduce a stabilization bill, and a motion to proceed to that bill shall be considered 
on the floor of each House. 
 
Congressional action on stabilization action would be enforced by a supermajority 
point of order against any legislation that would provide new mandatory budget 
authority or reduce revenues until a stabilization bill has been passed in years during 
which a budget resolution includes a stabilization instruction.    
 
The stabilization process would be suspended if nominal GDP grew by less than one 
percent in the prior year.  The process could also be suspended by the enactment of 
a joint resolution stating that stabilization legislation would cause or exacerbate an 
economic downturn.  
 
Additional enforcement provisions to ensure Congressional action on stabilization 
legislation would strengthen this process.  The Commission recommends Congress 
consider an automatic failsafe to keep the budget on course to meet these targets if 
future Congresses cannot agree on policies that achieve this result.   
 


RECOMMENDATION 6.3:  ALLOW CAP ADJUSTMENTS FOR PROGRAM 
INTEGRITY EFFORTS. 
 


The Commission proposal includes cap adjustments to ensure appropriations are 
provided for Continuing Disability Reviews, Internal Revenue Service enforcement, 
and HHS and Department of Labor  anti-fraud efforts (up to a specified amount).  
 


RECOMMENDATION 6.4: REVIEW AND REFORM BUDGET CONCEPTS. 
 
Current scoring rules and definitions cause policy makers to undervalue some 
policies and overvalue others. The Commission recommends a complete review of 
all budget scoring practices (“budget concepts”) by the budget committees, the 







Congressional Budget Office, and the Office of Management and Budget. Changes 
should aim to more accurately reflect the true cost of government liabilities, including 
by considering accrual accounting, risk-adjusted credit reforms, and similar concepts. 
In addition, the assessment should also include a review of current scorekeeping 
practices concerning program integrity savings and to what extent budgetary scoring 
practices should be updated to more accurately reflect savings from provisions 
designed to combat fraud and produce future savings. In addition, scoring agencies 
should review the possible benefit of providing secondary budget estimates to certain 
major legislation which more fully reflect their potential economic impact. 


 
RECOMMENDATION 6.5: DESIGN EFFECTIVE AUTOMATIC TRIGGERS FOR 
EXTENDED UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS. 


 
Under current law, extended unemployment benefits are triggered when 
unemployment in a state meets certain criteria. However, these criteria are poorly 
calibrated to the current economy, as evidenced by Congress’s frequent decisions to 
intervene with legislation providing ad-hoc extensions.  As a consequence of these 
inefficient on and off switches, extended benefits are often provided too late, turned 
off too quickly, applied too broadly, or provide too much stimulus after recovery has 
begun.  
 
The Commission recommends putting into place a more precise trigger mechanism 
that will both turn on more quickly when unemployment levels exceed a threshold 
and are increasing, and remain on should unemployment levels remain elevated at 
levels above a set threshold. Similarly, benefits should automatically turn off when 
unemployment falls below the threshold level. A second tier trigger could 
automatically turn on and off second tier extend benefits only in hardest hit states. 
 
Such a trigger would both ensure a reliable, timely intervention when needed, and 
would divorce key countercyclical programs from the political whims of Congress.  
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AN OPEN LETTER TO THE AMERICAN PEOPLE 
 
 


November 17, 2010 
 
To Our Fellow Citizens: 
 
We believe that America is facing two huge challenges that can only be surmounted if both 
political parties work together: recovery from the recession and restraining the soaring federal 
debt.  We also believe that these two challenges must be addressed simultaneously.  Strong action 
to curb the mounting debt will reinforce the recovery, not impede it.  
 
The federal budget is on a dangerous, unsustainable path.  Even after the economy recovers from 
this deep recession, federal spending is projected to rise substantially faster than revenues and the 
government will be forced to borrow ever-increasing amounts.  Federal debt will rise to 
unmanageable levels, which will push interest rates up, endanger our prosperity, and make us 
increasingly vulnerable to the dictates of our creditors, including nations whose interests may 
differ from ours.  
 
This alarming prospect was created by the actions of both political parties over many years, with 
strong public approval.  Promises to provide benefits and services through Medicare, Medicaid, 
Social Security and many other spending programs, as well as reductions in taxes, were extremely 
popular and both parties took credit for them.  But now, with an aging population and increasingly 
expensive health care, federal spending will rise much faster than revenues if those popular 
policies are not changed.  However, the actions needed to reduce the growth of national debt and 
bring deficits back to manageable levels are all unpopular.  Neither party can take the required 
actions alone without suffering adverse political consequences.  The only hope is for the two 
parties to come together around a bipartisan plan – which liberals, moderates, and conservatives 
alike see as fair – and work together to make it a reality. 
 
On January 25, 2010, the Bipartisan Policy Center (BPC) – founded by former Senate Majority 
Leaders Howard Baker (R-TN), Tom Daschle (D-SD), Bob Dole (R-KS), and George Mitchell (D-
ME) – launched a Debt Reduction Task Force to develop a long-term plan to reduce the debt and 
place our nation on a sustainable fiscal path.  The BPC asked us to co-chair the Task Force and we 
were honored to accept. 
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The two of us share strong beliefs that America must learn to live within its means, that the current 
budget path endangers the future of our country, and that bipartisan action is urgently needed.  
Each of us played a significant role in the successful bipartisan efforts that brought the federal 
budget into surplus for four years in a row starting in the late 1990s and reduced the debt held by 
the public.  Senator Domenici was a leader in bipartisan negotiations that crafted the Budget 
Enforcement Act of 1990 and the Balanced Budget Act of 1997.  Alice Rivlin was part of the 
Clinton Administration’s effort, working first with a Democrat-led and then a Republican-led 
Congress that achieved those surpluses. 
 
We know from personal experience that bipartisan budget agreements are extremely difficult to 
create – neither side gets what it wants – but they are possible.  The budget outlook is even more 
threatening today than it was then, but we have faith that our political leaders will see the urgency 
of working together to take the difficult actions that will restore America to economic health and 
constructive world leadership. 
   
Our Task Force – 19 Americans from across the country, with diverse backgrounds and views – 
has examined a broad range of spending and revenue options for the federal government.  Today 
we are releasing our plan, “Restoring America’s Future.”  We believe that it provides a 
comprehensive, viable path to restore our economy and build a stronger America for future 
generations and for those around the world who look to the United States for leadership and hope. 
 
We offer this plan as proof that a group of Republicans, Democrats, and Independents can work 
together to create a balanced package of spending cuts and revenue increases that solves the debt 
crisis.  Other groups might prefer other combinations of policies to reach the same ends.  We 
created this plan to show that it can be done – and thereby encourage others from both political 
parties to bring their ideas to a constructive, respectful, and ultimately successful dialogue.  
 
 
Co-Chair Senator Pete V. Domenici 
Senior Fellow, Bipartisan Policy Center 
Former Chairman, Senate Budget Committee (R-NM) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Overview 
 
America is the strongest, most prosperous, and most resilient nation in history.  However, 
America’s leadership and greatness, our strength and prosperity, are not guaranteed.  We face two 
huge challenges simultaneously.  First, we must recover from the deep recession that has thrown 
millions out of work, slashed home values and closed businesses across the country.  Second, we 
must take immediate steps to reduce the unsustainable debt that will be driven by the aging of the 
population, the rapid growth of healthcare costs, exploding interest costs, and the failure of 
policymakers to limit and prioritize spending.  
 
These two challenges must be addressed at the same time, not sequentially.  We need immediate 
action to sustain the recovery and create jobs, but we cannot delay putting in place measures that 
will restrain the buildup of debt.  If we do not control the debt, the recovery will not be 
sustainable.     
 
With current policies in place, even when we recover from the recession, the debt will grow far 
larger than the economy itself, forcing the nation to borrow enormous and unprecedented sums of 
money, increasing our dependence on China and other foreign lenders, diminishing our living 
standards, raising risks of an economic crisis, and reducing America to a second-rate power. 
 
At stake are both our economic security and our national security.  Federal Reserve Chairman Ben 
Bernanke warns that threats to our economy are “real and growing” and that our path is 
“unsustainable” because, at some point, our creditors will refuse to lend to us.  Joint Chiefs of 
Staff Chairman Mike Mullen calls the debt “the single biggest threat to our national security.”  
 
That’s why we face a fundamental choice: 
 
We can close our eyes, keep avoiding the problem, and generate more debt that will threaten our 
economy, mortgage our children’s future, and diminish our leadership around the world. 


To arrive at consensus on a plan of this size and complexity, each of the Task Force 
members made significant compromises.  Not every member agrees with every element 
of this plan.  But, each member agrees on the urgency of economic recovery and 
stabilizing the debt and believes that, as a whole, this plan offers a balanced, effective, 
and reasonable approach to the twin challenges at hand.  Perhaps most importantly, 
the plan demonstrates that at this time of political uncertainty, a bipartisan group can 
craft a comprehensive and viable blueprint to tackle the nation’s most serious 
economic challenges. 
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Or, we can choose a new course – one that can revive our economy, create new and better jobs, 
restore our financial independence, and ensure that America remains the world’s preeminent 
economic, military, and political power. 
 
This report, “Restoring America’s Future,” is a plan for that new course that we believe will meet 
both the short- and the longer-run challenges simultaneously.  It was developed by the Bipartisan 
Policy Center’s Debt Reduction Task Force, which is chaired by former Senate Budget Committee 
Chairman Pete V. Domenici and former White House Budget Director Alice M. Rivlin and 
includes 19 leading citizens from across America. 
 
The Task Force members are former White House and Cabinet officials, former Members of 
Congress, former governors and mayors, business and labor leaders, economists and budget 
experts.  They are Democrats, Republicans, and Independents.  They are Americans from across 
the country, with widely diverse views about public policy and the role of government. 
 
By 2020, the plan will reduce and stabilize the national debt below 60 percent of the gross 
domestic product (GDP) – an internationally recognized standard – and ensure that the debt stops 
growing faster than our economy.  
 


Debt Drops Dramatically Under 
Bipartisan Plan
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Source: CBO’s “Alternative Fiscal Scenario” constructed from the August 2010 Budget and Economic Outlook, 
additionally assuming that troops in Iraq and Afghanistan are reduced to 30,000 by 2013.
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The plan will balance the “primary budget,” the budget other than interest payments, by 2014.  
On a “unified budget basis,” i.e., including interest, the plan will ensure that future budget deficits 
are small and manageable.  But, above all, it will ensure a strong economy for future generations 
of Americans.  
 
The Task Force approached its task as both a challenge and an opportunity, and recommends 
significant and sorely needed changes to both taxes and spending. 
 
On the spending side, this plan fixes Social Security, which is on an unsustainable path, reins in 
rising healthcare costs, and freezes both defense and domestic discretionary spending.    
 
On the tax side, this plan dramatically simplifies taxes by eliminating years of tax breaks – 
allowing major tax rate reductions, while raising additional revenues to reduce the debt.  Lower 
corporate rates will make America more competitive, and lower individual rates with a simplified 
tax system will give taxpayers renewed confidence that our system is fair and understandable.  A 
Debt Reduction Sales Tax (DRST), along with the plan’s spending cuts, will reduce our debt. 
 
Reviving the economy and creating up to 7 million new jobs 
 
Currently, millions of Americans cannot find jobs or are underemployed.  At the same time, we 
face the long-term problem of soaring deficits and debt.   
 
Some politicians and economists present a false choice: reduce unemployment or stabilize the 
debt.  Restoring America’s future, however, requires that we do both – and begin now. 
  
The key to both reducing unemployment and stabilizing the debt begins with a strong economy 
that reignites demand for goods and services and encourages businesses to invest and create jobs.  
This bipartisan plan calls for suspending Social Security payroll taxes for one year (in 2011) – 
called a “payroll tax holiday” – which will immediately add money to employee paychecks while 
incentivizing companies to hire new workers.  This tax cut of nearly $650 billion will provide a 
big shot in the arm to revive our economy and create jobs. 
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Our growing debt and the risks of inaction 
 
At the same time, we must restore optimism about the economy’s future in order to boost 
investment.  A comprehensive debt-reduction package will assure investors worldwide that 
America is back on track, with a solid plan and a stable economic future. 
 
Without action, growing deficits and debt will create serious problems for our economy, our 
prosperity, and our leadership role in the world. 
 
First, the higher the debt, the more interest we have to pay.  At the moment, interest rates are at 
historically low levels because of our weak economy and because the fiscal problems of other 
countries leave investors around the world few attractive alternatives to U.S. Treasury securities.  
But as our economy recovers and other nations address their problems, interest rates will return to 
higher levels, which will increase interest costs on our debt significantly. 
 
In 2020, the federal government will pay $1 trillion – 17 percent of all federal spending – just 
for interest payments.  Viewed another way, the federal government will have to allocate about 
half of all income tax receipts to pay interest, and interest payments will exceed the size of the 
defense budget. 
 
 


Restoring America’s Future will: 
 


• Revive the economy and create 2.5 to 7 million new jobs over two years with a 
payroll tax holiday. 
 


• Balance the primary budget in 2014, reduce deficits including interest to small and 
manageable levels, and stabilize the debt below 60 percent of GDP by 2020. 
 


• Create a simple, pro-growth tax system that broadens the base, reduces rates, makes 
America more competitive, and raises revenue to reduce the debt. 
 


• Reduce the unsustainable rate of growth in healthcare costs.  
 


• Strengthen Social Security to ensure that it will pay benefits for 75 years and beyond, 
while not increasing the retirement age and protecting the most vulnerable elderly. 
 


• Freeze domestic and defense discretionary spending.  
 


• Cut other spending, including farm and government retirement programs. 
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Net Interest Payments Drop 
Dramatically Under Bipartisan Plan
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Source: CBO’s “Alternative Fiscal Scenario” constructed from the August 2010 Budget and Economic Outlook, 
additionally assuming that troops in Iraq and Afghanistan are reduced to 30,000 by 2013.
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Moreover, by 2025, federal revenues will be completely consumed by the combination of interest 
payments, Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security.  The Treasury will have to borrow money to 
finance all of its other obligations – including defense, homeland security, law enforcement, food 
and drug inspection and other vital operations. 
 
These projections are based on fairly moderate assumptions about future interest rates.  The 
nation’s outlook will grow far more ominous if America’s creditors lose confidence in the federal 
government’s commitment to address its debt problem – which will increase interest rates.  A loss 
of confidence in the markets could also send the value of the dollar plunging overseas, which 
could trigger runaway inflation and still higher interest rates. 


Rising debt and rising interest costs could evolve into a “death spiral,” with the two feeding off 
one another in an ever-more vicious cycle.  No one knows when such a catastrophe might occur, 
but no prudent nation would put itself at such risk. 
 
Even without a crisis, rising debt will increase our reliance on foreign lenders, raising a host of 
other economic and national security issues.  Already, more than half of U.S. federal debt is 
foreign-owned and China is the largest foreign holder.   
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Revenues Completely Consumed by 
Major Entitlements and Interest by 2025
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Rising deficits and debt will weaken the nation in other serious ways as well.  Federal deficits 
soak up private savings that would otherwise be available for investment in factories, equipment, 
and jobs.  
 
At some point, without a change in policy, the federal government’s out-of-control borrowing will 
have to stop.  The only question is whether policymakers address the debt problem now in a 
deliberative and thoughtful manner – or whether they will be forced to do so by a sudden 
economic crisis. 
 
No easy answers 
 
Most Americans would be reluctant to cut several key categories of federal spending.  In fiscal 
year (FY) 2010:   
 


• Medicare and Medicaid consumed 21 percent of federal spending;  
• Social Security consumed 20 percent;  
• Defense consumed 20 percent;  
• Other mandatory spending (for example, veterans’ compensation, unemployment 


insurance, and food stamps) consumed 17 percent; and  
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• Interest on the debt consumed 6 percent.   
• That leaves only 16 percent for everything else – veterans’ health care, homeland security 


and law enforcement, education and student aid, roads and bridges, food and drug 
inspection, energy and the environment, and so on.  Clearly, there are no easy answers to 
the debt crisis. 


 


 
 
 
Policymakers cannot solve the debt crisis simply by eliminating congressional earmarks (less than 
one percent of the discretionary budget) or foreign aid, which is less than one percent of the total 
budget. 
 
Nor can policymakers significantly reduce the debt by eliminating “waste, fraud, and abuse,” 
although they surely should undertake efforts to eliminate as much waste, fraud, and abuse as 
possible.  
 
Nor can policymakers realistically solve the problem simply by cutting domestic discretionary 
spending.  Stabilizing the debt by 2020 through domestic discretionary cuts alone would require 
eliminating nearly all such spending – everything from law enforcement and border security to 
education and food and drug inspection. 
 
Nor can policymakers rely on hopes of a strong economy to “grow our way out of the deficit.”  
Just to stabilize the debt at 60 percent of GDP, the economy would have to grow at a sustained 
rate of more than 6 percent per year for at least the next ten years.  The economy has never grown 
by more than 4.4 percent in any decade since World War II. 
 
Nor can policymakers solve the problem simply by raising taxes on wealthy Americans.  Reducing 
deficits to manageable levels by the end of the decade though tax increases on the most well-to-do 
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Americans would require raising the top two bracket rates to 86 percent and 91 percent (from the 
current 33- and 35-percent rates). 
 
There are no easy answers, no quick fixes.  Following is a bipartisan, fair and reasonable plan that 
calls for reforms to every part of the budget and the participation of all Americans to restore 
America’s future for our children and grandchildren. 
 


Sources of Debt Reduction in BPC Plan: 
Spending Cuts, Tax Expenditure Cuts, and New 
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Summary of Recommendations 
 
1. Revive the Economy and Create Jobs 


 
• Enact a “payroll tax holiday” for one year (2011) – excusing employers and employees 


from paying the 12.4 percent tax into the Social Security Trust Funds.   
 


• Under Congressional Budget Office (CBO) assumptions, this will create between 2.5 and 
7 million new jobs. 
 


• The tax holiday will not impact the solvency of the Trust Funds, which will be reimbursed 
in full from general revenues at the same time that they would have received payments in 
the absence of the holiday. 


 
2. Reduce and Stabilize the Debt 
 


• By 2020, reduce and stabilize the federal debt below 60 percent of GDP, an internationally 
recognized standard for fiscal stability, and reduce annual budget deficits to manageable 
levels.  
 


• The plan will balance the primary budget (the budget other than interest) by 2014.   
 


• On a “unified budget basis,” which includes interest, the plan will ensure that future budget 
deficits are small and manageable.  But, above all, it will ensure a strong economy for 
future generations of Americans.  
  


• Reduce federal spending from a projected 26 percent of GDP to 23 percent by 2020, with 
revenues at 21.4 percent. 
 


• These fiscal changes will enable the Federal Reserve to hold interest rates down longer in 
order to strengthen the economic recovery. 
 


3. Create a Simple, Pro-growth Tax System 
 


• Cut tax rates; broaden the tax base; boost incentives to work, save, and invest; and ensure, 
by 2018, that nearly 90 million households (about half of potential tax filers) no longer 
have to file tax returns. 
 
 Cut individual income tax rates and establish just two rates – 15 and 27 percent – 


replacing the current six rates that go up to 35 percent. 
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 Cut the top corporate tax rate to 27 percent from its current 35 percent, making the 
United States a more attractive place to invest. 


 Eliminate most deductions and credits and simplify those that remain while making 
them better targeted and more effective. 


 Replace the deductions for mortgage interest and charitable contributions with 15 
percent refundable credits that anyone who owns a home or gives to charity can 
claim. 


 Restructure provisions that benefit low-income taxpayers and families with 
children by making them simpler, more progressive, and enabling most recipients 
to receive them without filing tax returns.  


 
• Establish a new 6.5 percent national Debt Reduction Sales Tax (DRST) that – along with 


the spending cuts outlined in this plan – will reduce the debt and secure America’s 
economic future. 
 


• These reforms, taken together, will make the tax system more progressive. 
 
 


4. Restrain Rising Healthcare Costs (Savings through 2020: $756 billion, excluding interest) 
 


• Incentivize employers and employees to select more cost-effective health plans:   
 
 Cap the exclusion of employer-provided health benefits in 2018, and then phase it 


out over ten years. 
 


• Control Medicare costs in the short term: 
 
 Gradually raise Medicare Part B premiums from 25 to 35 percent of total program 


costs (over five years). 
 Use Medicare’s buying power to increase rebates from pharmaceutical companies. 
 Modernize Medicare’s benefits package, including the copayment structure. 
 Bundle Medicare’s payments for post-acute care to reduce costs. 


 
• Preserve Medicare for the long term: 


 
 Transition Medicare, starting in 2018, to a “premium support” program that limits 


growth in per-beneficiary federal support (to GDP-plus-1 percent, as compared to 
current projections of GDP-plus-1.7 percent).  The new system maintains 
traditional Medicare as the default, but will charge higher premiums if costs rise 
faster than the established limits.  Alternatively, beneficiaries can opt to purchase a 
private plan on a health insurance exchange.  Competition among plans will 
improve the quality of care and increase efficiency.    
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• Control Medicaid costs in the short term: 
 


 Apply managed care principles in all states to aged Supplementary Security Income 
(SSI) beneficiaries. 


 
• Control Medicaid costs in the long term:   


 
 Beginning in 2018, reduce the amount by which Medicaid is growing faster than 


the economy (that is, reduce annual per-beneficiary cost growth by 1 percent). 
 There are various approaches to achieving these savings.  One option would be to 


reform the shared financing arrangement between the federal and state 
governments, which has led to gaming of the matching payment system and rising 
healthcare costs.  Through a federal-state negotiation, allocate program 
responsibilities between the federal government and the states, so that each will 
fully finance and administer its selected components of the Medicaid program.  
This will restore incentives for cost containment, and slow future program spending 
growth. 
 


• Reform medical malpractice laws:    
 


 Cap awards for noneconomic and punitive damages for medical malpractice. 
 Start large-scale testing of systemic reforms, including safe harbors for practices 


that conform to accepted guidelines, specialized malpractice courts, and 
administrative proceedings to resolve disputes.   
 


• Help reduce long-term healthcare spending to treat obesity-related illnesses – including 
diabetes, heart disease, cancer, and stroke – by imposing an excise tax on the manufacture 
and importation of beverages sweetened with sugar or high-fructose corn syrup.  
 


• The Task Force plan accommodates a permanent fix to the sustainable growth rate (SGR) 
mechanism that currently requires unrealistic automatic cuts in physician payments (which 
Congress has been annually delaying).   


 
 
5. Strengthen Social Security 


 
In order to guarantee that Social Security can pay benefits for the next 75 years and beyond:  


 
• Gradually raise the amount of wages subject to payroll taxes (currently $106,800) over the 


next 38 years to reach the 1983 target of covering 90 percent of all wages. 
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• Change the calculation of annual cost-of-living adjustments (COLAs) for benefits to more 
accurately reflect inflation.  (This is a technical change that will be applied in all 
government programs that use COLAs, including the indexation of tax brackets.) 
 


• Slightly reduce the growth in benefits compared to current law for approximately the top 
25 percent of beneficiaries. 
 


• Increase the minimum benefit for long-term, lower-wage earners, and protect the most 
vulnerable elderly with a modest benefit increase.  The former is particularly targeted to 
address the needs of long-time laborers who are unable to remain in the workforce due to 
the demanding nature of their work. 
 


• Beginning in 2023, index the benefit formula for increases in life expectancy and require 
the Social Security Administration to ensure that early retirees understand that they are 
opting for a lower monthly benefit.  These changes will increase the incentive to work 
longer, while not changing either the age of full retirement or the early retirement age from 
those in current law.   
 


• Cover newly-hired state and local government workers under the Social Security system, 
beginning in 2020, to increase the universality of the program. 
 


 
6. Freeze  Domestic Discretionary Spending (Savings through 2020: $1 trillion, excluding 


interest) 
 


• Freeze domestic (i.e., non-defense) discretionary spending for four years and cap at GDP 
thereafter. 
 


• Implementing the freeze will require policymakers to terminate ineffective programs and 
set priorities across the broad range of government programs.  Savings can also be 
achieved through adopting state and local best practices, modernizing the federal 
government’s regional office structure, and sharing human resources, procurement, and 
other services across federal agencies. 
 


• Enforce the freeze through statutory spending caps, enforceable through automatic across-
the-board cuts in all domestic discretionary programs.   


 
7. Freeze Defense Spending (Savings through 2020: $1.1 trillion, excluding interest) 
 


• Freeze defense discretionary spending for five years and cap at GDP thereafter (from a 
baseline that assumes reduction of troop levels deployed in combat to 30,000 by 2013). 
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• Among the options for achieving the required savings are streamlining military end 


strength, prioritizing defense investment, maintaining intelligence capabilities at a reduced 
cost, reforming military health care, and applying the savings from Defense Secretary 
Robert Gates’ efficiency measures to deficit reduction. 
 


• Implement the freeze through statutory spending caps, enforceable through automatic 
across-the-board cuts in all defense programs.   
 


 
8. Cut Spending in Other Programs (Savings through 2020: $89 billion, excluding interest) 


 
• Reduce farm program spending by eliminating all farm payments to producers with 


adjusted gross income greater than $250,000, imposing limits on direct payments to 
producers, consolidating and capping 16 conservation programs, and reforming federal 
crop insurance. 
 


• Reform civilian retirement by calculating benefits based on a retiree’s annual salary from 
his or her highest five years of government service; and reform the age at which career 
military can retire to be consistent with federal civilian retirement. 
 


• Achieve other cost savings by raising fees for aviation security, actuarially adjusting flood 
insurance subsidies for risk, adjusting Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation fees to better 
cover unfunded liabilities, and adopting a more accurate inflation measurement to calculate 
COLAs for all federal programs.  
 


 
9. Enforce the Budget, Reform the Process 


 
• Enforce the four-year domestic discretionary freeze and the five-year defense discretionary 


freeze, and the limits in annual growth in the years thereafter, by imposing statutory caps 
on both categories of spending. 


 
 Exempt emergency spending from the caps – but strictly limit such emergencies to 


specific situations, subject to certification by the President and Congress. 
 Require the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), by law, to impose across-


the-board cuts in all programs within the relevant category – i.e., domestic or 
defense programs – if spending exceeds the caps in any fiscal year. 
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• Prevent new tax cuts or new entitlement spending from worsening the fiscal situation by 
enacting a strict, statutory “pay-as-you-go” (PAYGO) requirement: 
 
 Require policymakers to fully offset new tax cuts, expansions of existing 


mandatory spending, or new mandatory spending with increases in revenues or 
reductions in mandatory spending. 


 Trigger fully offsetting automatic cuts in predetermined mandatory programs if 
policymakers violate the requirement. 


 
• Convert the federal budget process from annual to biennial budgeting.  


 
• Enact explicit long-term budgets for the major entitlement programs. 


 
 Create a Fiscal Accountability Commission that will meet every five years to assess 


whether program growth is remaining within the long-term budgets and, if not, to 
propose measures to restore long-term sustainability. 
 


 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


A note on the data:  For assumptions about the path of deficits and debt under current federal policies, the 
Task Force adopted the “Alternative Fiscal Scenario” of the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), based on 
CBO’s August 2010 Budget and Economic Outlook.  In addition, the Task Force adopted CBO’s assumption 
that the number of U.S. troops deployed in combat would fall to 30,000 by 2013.  All tax estimates have been 
provided by the Tax Policy Center and Social Security estimates by the Chief Actuary of the Social Security 
Administration. 
 


 
Cumulative Savings: 


(Fiscal Years, Billions of Dollars) 
2012-
2020 


2012-
2025 


2012-
2030 


2012-
2040 


     
TOTAL:  SPENDING POLICY REDUCTIONS $2,677 $5,728 $10,197 $25,895 


     TOTAL:  TAX EXPENDITURE CUTS $1,873 $4,046 $7,483 $17,160 


     TOTAL:  NEW REVENUES $435 $1,487 $2,738 $6,389 


     TOTAL DEBT SERVICE SAVINGS $877 $3,184 $8,271 $34,160 


     TOTAL DEBT REDUCTION* $5,866 $14,498 $28,852 $84,171 
 


* The budget savings from covering newly-hired state & local workers under the Social Security program                                                
is included in this total, but not in any of the subtotals because it is a coverage provision. 
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Neugebauer, Randy, 19th TX ..................... 54005 1424
Noem, Kristi L., At Large, SD .................... 52801 1323
Nolan, Richard M., 8th MN ........................ 56211 2447
Norton, Eleanor Holmes (Delegate), DC ... 58050 2136
Nugent, Richard B., 11th FL ...................... 51002 1727
Nunes, Devin, 22d CA ............................... 52523 1013
Nunnelee, Alan, 1st MS ............................. 54306 1427
Olson, Pete, 22d TX ................................... 55951 312
O'Rourke, Beto, 16th TX ............................ 54831 1721
Owens, William L., 21st NY ....................... 54611 405
Palazzo, Steven M., 4th MS ....................... 55772 331
Pallone, Frank, Jr., 6th NJ ......................... 54671 237
Pascrell, Bill, Jr., 9th NJ ............................ 55751 2370
Pastor, Ed, 7th AZ ..................................... 54065 2465
Paulsen, Erik, 3d MN ................................. 52871 127
Payne, Donald M., Jr., 10th NJ .................. 53436 103
Pearce, Stevan, 2d NM ............................... 52365 2432
Pelosi, Nancy, 12th CA .............................. 54965 235
Perlmutter, Ed, 7th CO .............................. 52645 1410
Perry, Scott, 4th PA ................................... 55836 126
Peters, Gary C., 14th MI ............................ 55802 1609
Peters, Scott H., 52d CA ............................ 50508 2410
Peterson, Collin C., 7th MN ....................... 52165 2109
Petri, Thomas E., 6th WI ............................ 52476 2462
Pierluisi, Pedro R.


(Resident Commissioner), PR ................. 52615 1213
Pingree, Chellie, 1st ME ............................ 56116 1318
Pittenger, Robert, 9th NC ........................... 51976 224
Pitts, Joseph R., 16th PA ............................ 52411 420
Pocan, Mark, 2d WI ................................... 52906 313
Poe, Ted, 2d TX ......................................... 56565 2412
Polis, Jared, 2d CO .................................... 52161 1433
Pompeo, Mike, 4th KS ............................... 56216 107
Posey, Bill, 8th FL ..................................... 53671 120
Price, David E., 4th NC ............................. 51784 2162
Price, Tom, 6th GA .................................... 54501 100
Quigley, Mike, 5th IL ................................. 54061 1124


Name Phone Room


[Radel, Trey], 19th FL ............................... 52536 1123
Rahall, Nick J., II, 3d WV .......................... 53452 2307
Rangel, Charles B., 13th NY ...................... 54365 2354
Reed, Tom, 23d NY ................................... 53161 1504
Reichert, David G., 8th WA ....................... 57761 1127
Renacci, James B., 16th OH ....................... 53876 130
Ribble, Reid J., 8th WI ............................... 55665 1513
Rice, Tom, 7th SC ...................................... 59895 325
Richmond, Cedric L., 2d LA ...................... 56636 240
Rigell, E. Scott, 2d VA .............................. 54215 418
Roby, Martha, 2d AL ................................. 52901 428
Roe, David P., 1st TN ................................ 56356 407
Rogers, Harold, 5th KY .............................. 54601 2406
Rogers, Mike, 3d AL .................................. 53261 324
Rogers, Mike, 8th MI ................................. 54872 2112
Rohrabacher, Dana, 48th CA ...................... 52415 2300
Rokita, Todd, 4th IN .................................. 55037 236
Rooney, Thomas J., 17th FL ...................... 55792 221
Roskam, Peter J., 6th IL ............................. 54561 227
Ros-Lehtinen, Ileana, 27th FL .................... 53931 2206
Ross, Dennis A., 15th FL ........................... 51252 229
Rothfus, Keith J., 12th PA .......................... 52065 503
Roybal-Allard, Lucille, 40th CA ................. 51766 2330
Royce, Edward R., 39th CA ....................... 54111 2185
Ruiz, Raul, 36th CA ................................... 55330 1319
Runyan, Jon, 3d NJ .................................... 54765 1239
Ruppersberger, C. A. Dutch, 2d MD .......... 53061 2416
Rush, Bobby L., 1st IL ................................ 54372 2268
Ryan, Paul, 1st WI ..................................... 53031 1233
Ryan, Tim, 13th OH ................................... 55261 1421
Sablan, Gregorio Kilili Camacho


(Delegate), MP ....................................... 52646 423
Salmon, Matt, 5th AZ ................................. 52635 2349
Sánchez, Linda T., 38th CA ........................ 56676 2423
Sanchez, Loretta, 46th CA .......................... 52965 1114
Sanford, Mark, 1st SC ................................ 53176 322
Sarbanes, John P., 3d MD ......................... 54016 2444
Scalise, Steve, 1st LA ................................. 53015 2338
Schakowsky, Janice D., 9th IL .................... 52111 2367
Schiff, Adam B., 28th CA ........................... 54176 2411
Schneider, Bradley S., 10th IL .................... 54835 317
Schock, Aaron, 18th IL .............................. 56201 328
Schrader, Kurt, 5th OR .............................. 55711 108
Schwartz, Allyson Y., 13th PA .................... 56111 1227
Schweikert, David, 6th AZ ......................... 52190 1205
Scott, Austin, 8th GA ................................. 56531 516
Scott, David, 13th GA ................................ 52939 225
Scott, Robert C. “Bobby”, 3d VA ............... 58351 1201
Sensenbrenner, F. James, Jr., 5th WI .......... 55101 2449
Serrano, José E., 15th NY .......................... 54361 2227
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Name Phone Room


Sessions, Pete, 32d TX ............................... 52231 2233
Sewell, Terri A., 7th AL ............................. 52665 1133
Shea-Porter, Carol, 1st NH ........................ 55456 1530
Sherman, Brad, 30th CA ............................ 55911 2242
Shimkus, John, 15th IL .............................. 55271 2452
Shuster, Bill, 9th PA .................................. 52431 2209
Simpson, Michael K., 2d ID ....................... 55531 2312
Sinema, Kyrsten, 9th AZ ............................ 59888 1237
Sires, Albio, 8th NJ .................................... 57919 2342
Slaughter, Louise McIntosh, 25th NY ......... 53615 2469
Smith, Adam, 9th WA ................................. 58901 2264
Smith, Adrian, 3d NE ................................. 56435 2241
Smith, Christopher H., 4th NJ .................... 53765 2373
Smith, Jason T., 8th MO ............................ 54404 2230
Smith, Lamar, 21st TX ............................... 54236 2409
Southerland, Steve, II, 2d FL ...................... 55235 1229
Speier, Jackie, 14th CA .............................. 53531 211
Stewart, Chris, 2d UT ................................. 59730 323
Stivers, Steve, 15th OH .............................. 52015 1022
Stockman, Steve, 36th TX .......................... 51555 326
Stutzman, Marlin A., 3d IN ........................ 54436 1728
Swalwell, Eric, 15th CA ............................. 55065 501
Takano, Mark, 41st CA .............................. 52305 1507
Terry, Lee, 2d NE ...................................... 54155 2266
Thompson, Bennie G., 2d MS ..................... 55876 2466
Thompson, Glenn, 5th PA .......................... 55121 124
Thompson, Mike, 5th CA ............................ 53311 231
Thornberry, Mac, 13th TX ......................... 53706 2329
Tiberi, Patrick J., 12th OH ......................... 55355 106
Tierney, John F., 6th MA ........................... 58020 2238
Tipton, Scott R., 3d CO .............................. 54761 218
Titus, Dina, 1st NV .................................... 55965 401
Tonko, Paul, 20th NY ................................ 55076 2463
Tsongas, Niki, 3d MA ................................ 53411 1607
Turner, Michael R., 10th OH ...................... 56465 2239
Upton, Fred, 6th MI ................................... 53761 2183


Name Phone Room


Valadao, David G., 21st CA ....................... 54695 1004
Van Hollen, Chris, 8th MD ........................ 55341 1707
Vargas, Juan, 51st CA ............................... 58045 1605
Veasey, Marc A., 33d TX ........................... 59897 414
Vela, Filemon, 34th TX .............................. 59901 437
Velázquez, Nydia M., 7th NY ..................... 52361 2302
Visclosky, Peter J., 1st IN .......................... 52461 2256
Wagner, Ann, 2d MO ................................. 51621 435
Walberg, Tim, 7th MI ................................ 56276 2436
Walden, Greg, 2d OR ................................. 56730 2182
Walorski, Jackie, 2d IN .............................. 53915 419
Walz, Timothy J., 1st MN ........................... 52472 1034
Wasserman Schultz, Debbie, 23d FL .......... 57931 118
Waters, Maxine, 43d CA ............................ 52201 2221
[Watt, Melvin L.], 12th NC ......................... 51510 2304
Waxman, Henry A., 33d CA ....................... 53976 2204
Weber, Randy K., Sr., 14th TX .................. 52831 510
Webster, Daniel, 10th FL ........................... 52176 1039
Welch, Peter, At Large, VT ........................ 54115 2303
Wenstrup, Brad R., 2d OH ......................... 53164 1223
Westmoreland, Lynn A., 3d GA ................. 55901 2433
Whitfield, Ed, 1st KY ................................. 53115 2184
Williams, Roger, 25th TX .......................... 59896 1122
Wilson, Frederica S., 24th FL .................... 54506 208
Wilson, Joe, 2d SC ..................................... 52452 2229
Wittman, Robert J., 1st VA ........................ 54261 2454
Wolf, Frank R., 10th VA ............................ 55136 233
Womack, Steve, 3d AR .............................. 54301 1119
Woodall, Rob, 7th GA ............................... 54272 1725
Yarmuth, John A., 3d KY ........................... 55401 403
Yoder, Kevin, 3d KS .................................. 52865 215
Yoho, Ted S., 3d FL .................................. 55744 511
[Young, C. W. Bill], 13th FL ...................... 55961 2407
Young, Don, At Large, AK ........................ 55765 2314
Young, Todd C., 9th IN ............................. 55315 1007
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UNITED STATES SENATE
SENATORS


Democrats in roman; Republicans in italic; Independents in SMALL CAPS


Room numbers beginning with SD are in the Dirksen Senate Office Building, room numbers beginning with SH are
in the Hart Senate Office Building, and room numbers beginning with SR are in the Russell Senate Office Building.


Calls from outside the Capitol complex can be made by dialing (202) 22 plus the five-digit number listed in this directory.


Washington, DC 20510


Name Phone Room


Vice Pres. Biden, Joseph R., Jr. .................. 42424 .............
Alexander, Lamar (TN) ............................. 44944 SD-455
Ayotte, Kelly (NH) ..................................... 43324 SR-144
Baldwin, Tammy (WI) ............................... 45653 SH-717
Barrasso, John (WY) ................................. 46441 SD-307
Begich, Mark (AK) .................................... 43004 SR-111
Bennet, Michael F. (CO) ............................ 45852 SR-458
Blumenthal, Richard (CT) .......................... 42823 SH-724
Blunt, Roy (MO) ........................................ 45721 SR-260
Booker, Cory A. (NJ) ................................. 43224 SH-141
Boozman, John (AR) ................................. 44843 SH-320
Boxer, Barbara (CA) .................................. 43553 SH-112
Brown, Sherrod (OH) ................................ 42315 SH-713
Burr, Richard (NC) .................................... 43154 SR-217
Cantwell, Maria (WA) ............................... 43441 SH-311
Cardin, Benjamin L. (MD) ......................... 44524 SH-509
Carper, Thomas R. (DE) ............................ 42441 SH-513
Casey, Robert P., Jr. (PA) .......................... 46324 SR-393
Chambliss, Saxby (GA) .............................. 43521 SR-416
Coats, Daniel (IN) ..................................... 45623 SR-493
Coburn, Tom (OK) .................................... 45754 SR-172
Cochran, Thad (MS) .................................. 45054 SD-113
Collins, Susan M. (ME) ............................. 42523 SD-413
Coons, Christopher A. (DE) ....................... 45042 SR-127A
Corker, Bob (TN) ...................................... 43344 SD-425
Cornyn, John (TX) .................................... 42934 SH-517
Crapo, Mike (ID) ....................................... 46142 SD-239
Cruz, Ted (TX) .......................................... 45922 SD-185
Donnelly, Joe (IN) ..................................... 44814 SH-720
Durbin, Richard J. (IL) .............................. 42152 SH-711
Enzi, Michael B. (WY) .............................. 43424 SR-379A
Feinstein, Dianne (CA) .............................. 43841 SH-331
Fischer, Deb (NE) ..................................... 46551 SR-383
Flake, Jeff (AZ) ......................................... 44521 SR-368
Franken, Al (MN) ...................................... 45641 SH-309
Gillibrand, Kirsten E. (NY) ........................ 44451 SR-478
Graham, Lindsey (SC) ............................... 45972 SR-290
Grassley, Chuck (IA) ................................. 43744 SH-135
Hagan, Kay R. (NC) .................................. 46342 SD-521
Harkin, Tom (IA) ...................................... 43254 SH-731


Name Phone Room


Hatch, Orrin G. (UT) ................................. 45251 SH-104
Heinrich, Martin (NM) .............................. 45521 SH-702
Heitkamp, Heidi (ND) ............................... 42043 SH-502
Heller, Dean (NV) ..................................... 46244 SH-324
Hirono, Mazie K. (HI) ............................... 46361 SH-330
Hoeven, John (ND) .................................... 42551 SR-338
Inhofe, James M. (OK) .............................. 44721 SR-205
Isakson, Johnny (GA) ................................ 43643 SR-131
Johanns, Mike (NE) ................................... 44224 SR-404
Johnson, Ron (WI) ..................................... 45323 SH-328
Johnson, Tim (SD) ..................................... 45842 SH-136
Kaine, Tim (VA) ....................................... 44024 SR-388
KING, ANGUS S., Jr. (ME) .......................... 45344 SD-359
Kirk, Mark (IL) .......................................... 42854 SH-524
Klobuchar, Amy (MN) .............................. 43244 SH-302
Landrieu, Mary L. (LA) ............................. 45824 SH-703
Leahy, Patrick J. (VT) ................................ 44242 SR-437
Lee, Mike (UT) .......................................... 45444 SH-316
Levin, Carl (MI) ........................................ 46221 SR-269
Manchin, Joe, III (WV) .............................. 43954 SH-306
Markey, Edward J. (MA) ........................... 42742 SR-218
McCain, John (AZ) .................................... 42235 SR-241
McCaskill, Claire (MO) ............................. 46154 SH-506
McConnell, Mitch (KY) ............................. 42541 SR-317
Menendez, Robert (NJ) .............................. 44744 SH-528
Merkley, Jeff (OR) .................................... 43753 SH-313
Mikulski, Barbara A. (MD) ........................ 44654 SH-503
Moran, Jerry (KS) ..................................... 46521 SR-361A
Murkowski, Lisa (AK) ............................... 46665 SH-709
Murphy, Christopher (CT) ......................... 44041 SH-303
Murray, Patty (WA) ................................... 42621 SR-154
Nelson, Bill (FL) ....................................... 45274 SH-716
Paul, Rand (KY) ........................................ 44343 SR-124
Portman, Rob (OH) ................................... 43353 SR-448
Pryor, Mark L. (AR) .................................. 42353 SD-255
Reed, Jack (RI) .......................................... 44642 SH-728
Reid, Harry (NV) ....................................... 43542 SH-522
Risch, James E. (ID) .................................. 42752 SR-483
Roberts, Pat (KS) ...................................... 44774 SH-109
Rockefeller, John D., IV (WV) .................. 46472 SH-531
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Name Phone Room


Rubio, Marco (FL) ..................................... 43041 SR-284
SANDERS, BERNARD (VT) .......................... 45141 SD-332
Schatz, Brian (HI) ...................................... 43934 SH-722
Schumer, Charles E. (NY) ......................... 46542 SH-322
Scott, Tim (SC) .......................................... 46121 SR-167
Sessions, Jeff (AL) ..................................... 44124 SR-326
Shaheen, Jeanne (NH) ................................ 42841 SH-520
Shelby, Richard C. (AL) ............................ 45744 SR-304
Stabenow, Debbie (MI) .............................. 44822 SH-133
Tester, Jon (MT) ........................................ 42644 SH-706
Thune, John (SD) ...................................... 42321 SD-511


Name Phone Room


Toomey, Patrick J. (PA) ............................. 44254 SR-248
Udall, Mark (CO) ...................................... 45941 SH-730
Udall, Tom (NM) ...................................... 46621 SH-110
Vitter, David (LA) ..................................... 44623 SH-516
Walsh, John E. (MT) ................................. 42651 SR-C2
Warner, Mark R. (VA) ............................... 42023 SR-475
Warren, Elizabeth (MA) ............................ 44543 SH-317
Whitehouse, Sheldon (RI) .......................... 42921 SH-530
Wicker, Roger F. (MS) .............................. 46253 SD-555
Wyden, Ron (OR) ...................................... 45244 SD-221
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COMMITTEES


HOUSE COMMITTEES AND SUBCOMMITTEES


Three-digit room numbers are in the Cannon House Office Building, four-digit room numbers beginning with 1 are in the Longworth
House Office Building, and four-digit room numbers beginning with 2 are in the Rayburn House Office Building. Room numbers


beginning with H2 are in the Ford House Office Building, and room numbers beginning with CVC, HVC, or SVC are in the Capitol Visitor
Center. Calls made from outside the Capitol complex can be made by dialing (202) 22 plus the five-digit number listed in this directory.


STANDING COMMITTEES
Phone Room


Agriculture .......................................................................................................................... 52171 1301
Conservation, Energy, and Forestry ................................................................................. 52171 1301
Department Operations, Oversight, and Nutrition ............................................................ 52171 1301
General Farm Commodities and Risk Management ......................................................... 52171 1301
Horticulture, Research, Biotechnology, and Foreign Agriculture ..................................... 52171 1301
Livestock, Rural Development, and Credit ...................................................................... 52171 1301


Appropriations .................................................................................................................... 52771 H305
Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies . 52638 2362A
Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies ......................................................... 53351 H310
Defense ............................................................................................................................. 52847 H405
Energy and Water Development, and Related Agencies .................................................. 53421 2362B
Financial Services and General Government (RHOB) .................................................... 57245 B300
Homeland Security (RHOB) ........................................................................................... 55834 B307
Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies (RHOB) .................................................... 53081 B308
Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, and Related Agencies ............................ 53508 2358B
Legislative Branch ........................................................................................................... 67252 HT2
Military Construction, Veterans Affairs, and Related Agencies ....................................... 53047 HVC227
State, Foreign Operations, and Related Programs ............................................................ 52041 HT2
Transportation, and Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies ................. 52141 2358A


Armed Services ................................................................................................................... 54151 2120
Intelligence, Emerging Threats and Capabilities .............................................................. 62843 2340
Military Personnel ............................................................................................................ 57560 2340
Oversight and Investigations ............................................................................................ 65048 2117
Readiness .......................................................................................................................... 68979 2340
Seapower and Projection Forces ...................................................................................... 62211 2340
Strategic Forces ................................................................................................................ 51967 2216
Tactical Air and Land Forces .......................................................................................... 54440 2340


Budget ................................................................................................................................. 67270 207
Education and the Workforce ........................................................................................... 54527 2181


Early Childhood, Elementary, and Secondary Education ................................................. 54527 2181
Health, Employment, Labor, and Pensions ...................................................................... 54527 2181
Higher Education and Workforce Training ...................................................................... 54527 2181
Workforce Protections ...................................................................................................... 54527 2181


Energy and Commerce ...................................................................................................... 52927 2125
Commerce, Manufacturing, and Trade ............................................................................. 52927 2125
Communications and Technology .................................................................................... 52927 2125
Energy and Power ............................................................................................................ 52927 2125
Environment and the Economy ........................................................................................ 52927 2125
Health ............................................................................................................................... 52927 2125
Oversight and Investigations ............................................................................................ 52927 2125







COMMITTEES
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Phone Room


Ethics ................................................................................................................................... 57103 1015
Financial Services ............................................................................................................... 57502 2129


Capital Markets and Government Sponsored Enterprises ................................................. 57502 2129
Financial Institutions and Consumer Credit ..................................................................... 57502 2129
Housing and Insurance ..................................................................................................... 57502 2129
Monetary Policy and Trade .............................................................................................. 57502 2129
Oversight and Investigations ............................................................................................ 57502 2129


Foreign Affairs ................................................................................................................... 55021 2170
Africa, Global Health, Global Human Rights, and International Organizations ................ 67812 H2-259A
Asia and the Pacific ......................................................................................................... 67825 H2-255
Europe, Eurasia, and Emerging Threats ........................................................................... 66434 H2-257
Terrorism, Nonproliferation, and Trade ........................................................................... 61500 H2-340
The Middle East and North Africa .................................................................................. 53345 2401A
The Western Hemisphere ................................................................................................. 69980 H2-256


Homeland Security ............................................................................................................. 68417 H2-176
Border and Maritime Security .......................................................................................... 68417 H2-176
Counterterrorism and Intelligence .................................................................................... 68417 H2-176
Cybersecurity, Infrastructure Protection, and Security Technologies ............................... 68417 H2-176
Emergency Preparedness, Response and Communications .............................................. 68417 H2-176
Oversight and Management Efficiency ............................................................................ 68417 H2-176
Transportation Security .................................................................................................... 68417 H2-176


House Administration ........................................................................................................ 58281 1309
Commission on Congressional Mailing Standards:
Majority ................................................................................................................... 60647 1313
Minority .................................................................................................................. 59337 1307


Judiciary .............................................................................................................................. 53951 2138
Courts, Intellectual Property, and the Internet (RHOB) ................................................... 55741 B352
Crime, Terrorism, Homeland Security, and Investigations (RHOB) ................................ 55727 B370B
Immigration and Border Security (RHOB) ..................................................................... 53926 B353
Regulatory Reform, Commercial, and Antitrust Law ....................................................... 67680 517
The Constitution and Civil Justice ................................................................................... 52825 H2-362


Publications (CHOB) .............................................................................................. 50408 B29
Natural Resources .............................................................................................................. 52761 1324


Energy and Mineral Resources ........................................................................................ 59297 1333
Fisheries, Wildlife, Oceans and Insular Affairs ............................................................... 60200 140
Indian and Alaska Native Affairs .................................................................................... 69725 1337
Public Lands and Environmental Regulation ................................................................... 67736 1017
Water and Power .............................................................................................................. 58331 1522


Oversight and Government Reform ................................................................................. 55074 2157
Economic Growth, Job Creation, and Regulatory Affairs ................................................ 55074 2157
Energy Policy, Health Care, and Entitlements ................................................................. 55074 2157
Federal Workforce, U.S. Postal Service, and the Census ................................................. 55074 2157
Government Operations ................................................................................................... 55074 2157
National Security .............................................................................................................. 55074 2157


Rules .................................................................................................................................... 59191 H312
Legislative and Budget Process ....................................................................................... 52231 2233
Rules and Organization of the House .............................................................................. 51002 1517


Minority .................................................................................................................. 59091 1627
Science, Space, and Technology ........................................................................................ 56371 2321


Energy .............................................................................................................................. 56371 2319
Environment ..................................................................................................................... 56371 2319
Oversight .......................................................................................................................... 56371 2321
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Phone Room


Research and Technology (RHOB) ................................................................................ 56371 B374
Space (RHOB) ............................................................................................................... 56371 B374


Small Business .................................................................................................................... 55821 2361
Agriculture, Energy and Trade ......................................................................................... 55821 2361
Contracting and Workforce .............................................................................................. 55821 2361
Economic Growth, Tax and Capital Access ..................................................................... 55821 2361
Health and Technology .................................................................................................... 55821 2361
Investigations, Oversight and Regulations ....................................................................... 55821 2361


Transportation and Infrastructure ................................................................................... 59446 2165
Aviation ............................................................................................................................ 63220 2251
Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation ....................................................................... 63552 H2-507
Economic Development, Public Buildings, and Emergency Management ....................... 53014 H2-586
Highways and Transit (RHOB) ...................................................................................... 56715 B376
Railroads, Pipelines, and Hazardous Materials (RHOB) .................................................. 60727 B376
Water Resources and Environment (RHOB) ................................................................... 54360 B370A


Veterans' Affairs ................................................................................................................ 53527 335
Disability Assistance and Memorial Affairs .................................................................... 59164 337
Economic Opportunity ..................................................................................................... 65491 335
Health ............................................................................................................................... 59154 338
Oversight and Investigations ............................................................................................ 53569 337A


Ways and Means ................................................................................................................ 53625 1102
Health ............................................................................................................................... 53943 1135
Human Resources ............................................................................................................. 51025 1129
Oversight .......................................................................................................................... 55522 1136
Select Revenue Measures ................................................................................................. 55522 1136
Social Security (RHOB) ................................................................................................. 59263 B317
Trade ................................................................................................................................ 56649 1104


SELECT COMMITTEE


Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence ................................................................... 54121 HVC304
Oversight and Investigations ............................................................................................ 54121 HVC304
Technical and Tactical Intelligence .................................................................................. 54121 HVC304
Terrorism, Human Intelligence, Analysis, and Counterintelligence .................................. 54121 HVC304
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SENATE COMMITTEES


Room numbers beginning with SR are in the Russell Senate Office Building, room numbers beginning with SD are
in the Dirksen Senate Office Building, and room numbers beginning with SH are in the Hart Senate Office Building.


STANDING COMMITTEES
Phone Room


Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry ............................................................................. 42035 SR-328A
Appropriations ................................................................................................................. 47363 S-128
Armed Services ................................................................................................................ 43871 SR-228
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs ........................................................................... 47391 SD-534
Budget ............................................................................................................................... 40642 SD-624
Commerce, Science, and Transportation ....................................................................... 40411 SR-254
Energy and Natural Resources ...................................................................................... 44971 SD-304
Environment and Public Works ..................................................................................... 48832 SD-410
Finance ............................................................................................................................. 44515 SD-219
Foreign Relations ............................................................................................................. 44651 SD-444
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions ....................................................................... 45375 SD-428
Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs ............................................................. 42627 SD-340
Indian Affairs .................................................................................................................. 42251 SH-838
Judiciary ........................................................................................................................... 47703 SD-224
Rules and Administration ............................................................................................... 46352 SR-305
Small Business and Entrepreneurship ........................................................................... 45175 SR-428A
Veterans' Affairs .............................................................................................................. 49126 SR-412


SPECIAL AND SELECT COMMITTEES
Phone Room


Aging ................................................................................................................................. 45364 SD-G31
Ethics ................................................................................................................................ 42981 SH-220
Intelligence ....................................................................................................................... 41700 SH-211


JOINT COMMITTEES
Phone Room


Economic ...................................................................................................................................... 45171 SD-G01
Library .......................................................................................................................................... 58281 1309
Printing ......................................................................................................................................... 46352 SR-305
Taxation


LHOB ..................................................................................................................................... 53621 1625
DSOB ..................................................................................................................................... 45561 SD-G18
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LIAISON OFFICES
Phone Room


Air Force (Virginia: 703-695-7364) (RHOB) ..................................................... 56656 B322
Army (RHOB) ...................................................................................................... 53853 B325
Coast Guard (RHOB) ......................................................................................... 54775 B320
Marine Corps (RHOB) ........................................................................................ 57124 B324
Navy (RHOB) ....................................................................................................... 57126 B324
Office of Personnel Management (RHOB) ........................................................ 54955 B332
Social Security (RHOB) ...................................................................................... 53133 G3, Lobby1
State Department (RHOB) .................................................................................. 64640 B330
Veterans Affairs (RHOB) ................................................................................... 52280 B328
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MISCELLANEOUS HOUSE NUMBERS
Three-digit room numbers are in the Cannon House Office Building, four-digit room numbers beginning with 1 are in the Longworth


House Office Building, and four-digit room numbers beginning with 2 are in the Rayburn House Office Building. Room numbers
beginning with H2 are in the Ford House Office Building, and room numbers beginning with CVC, HVC, or SVC are in the Capitol Visitor


Center. Calls made from outside the Capitol complex can be made by dialing (202) 22 plus the five-digit number listed in this directory.


Phone Room Phone Room


Acquisitions Management ........ 52921 H2-358
ADA-TTY Services (LHOB) .... 51904 B227
Architect of the Capitol ............ 81793 SB15


Accounting Office .................. 62552 H2-205
Curator .................................. 81222 HT5
Human Resources .................. 51231 H2-295
Payroll ................................... 69906 H2-291B
Procurement Division ............. 62557 H2-261


Art and Archives (CHOB) ........ 61300 B53
Assistant Minority Leader  –


James E. Clyburn ................. 63210 H132
Attending Physician ................. 55421 H166
Bill Status (CHOB) .................. 51772 B106
Botanic Garden ........................ 58333 245 1st St.


SW
Conservatory ......................... 60672 100 Md.


Ave. SW
Cannon Salon .......................... 54008 139
Capitol Visitor Center


Communications and Media
Inquiries ............................ 593-1816 SVC101


Executive Office .................... 593-1816 SVC101
Special Events and Room


Booking ............................. 593-1775 CVC266
Visitor Services - General


Tour Questions ................... 593-1762 HVC102
Caucus Room .......................... 56450 345
Chaplain .................................. 52509 HB25
Chief Administrative Officer .... 56969 HB28


First Call (LHOB) .................. 58000 B227
TTY .................................... 51904


Child Care Center .................... 69320 H2-147
Clerk of the House ................... 57000 H154
Cloakrooms


Republican ............................ 57350 H223
Legis. Program .................... 52020 H223


Democratic ............................ 57330 H222
Floor Information ................ 57400 H222
Legis. Program .................... 51600 H222
Messages Only .................... 50466 H222


Commission on Security and
Cooperation in Europe .......... 51901 H2-234


Communications, Office of
(Clerk) (CHOB) ................... 51908 B28


Compliance, Office of .............. 724-9250 LA200
Congressional Budget Office .... 62600 H2-405
Congressional Ethics, Office of . 59739 425 3rd St.


SW
Congressional-Executive


Commission on China .......... 63766 H2-243
Congressional Research Service


(CRS) .................................. 707-5700 213 J. Mad.
Bldg.


CRS Center (RHOB) .............. 52030 B335
CRS La Follette Cong.


Reading Rm. ...................... 77100 204 J.
Mad.
Bldg.


Congresswomen's Suite ............ 54196 H235
Credit Union ............................ 63100
Daily Digest ............................ 52868 HT13
Dem. Caucus ........................... 51400 1420
Dem. Steering and Policy


Committee ........................... 50100 H204
Dry Cleaning (LHOB) .............. 68698 B239
Emergency Management,


Office of .............................. 60950 H2-192
Employee Assistance ................ 52400 H2-140
Equipment (LHOB) .................. 58000 B227
Financial Counseling (LHOB) .. 57474 B245
First Call (LHOB) .................... 58000 B227


TTY ...................................... 51904
Flag Office .............................. 84239 HT12
Food Services


Capitol Market .................... 53919 HB9A
Ford Cafe ............................ 52238 H2-135
Longworth Cafe ................... 56372 B223
Rayburn Cafe ...................... 69067 B357


Carryout Food Services
Cannon Cafe ....................... 56230 B114
Ford Carryout ...................... 52238 H2-126
Heroes on the Hill (RHOB) .. 56768 B326
The Creamery (LHOB) ........ 56372 B224A


Caterer
Capitol Host (RHOB) .......... 51403 B339B


Goodie's (LHOB) ................... 56372 B224B
Restaurants


Capitol Visitor Center .......... 593-1785 CVC266
Members' Dining Room ....... 56300 H117







MISCELLANEOUS HOUSE NUMBERS
Three-digit room numbers are in the Cannon House Office Building, four-digit room numbers beginning with 1 are in the Longworth
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Reservations ...................... 56300 H117
Vending, 24-hr (LHOB) ......... 64358 B219


Furniture and Furnishings
(LHOB) ............................... 58000 B227


General Counsel ....................... 59700 219
Gift Shops


Capitol Visitor Center Gift
Shop .................................. 593-1883 SVC300


Gift Shop (LHOB) ................. 65362 B218
Government Printing Office


Congressional Publishing
Services ............................. 512-0224 GPO


Congressional Record Index ... 512-0275 GPO
Congressional Record Mail


List Section ........................ 512-0268 GPO
Public Document Envelopes ... 512-0224 GPO
Receiving & Shipping Clerk


Supervisor (RHOB) ............ 51565 SB353C
Graphics (CHOB) .................... 63799 B72
Guide and Special Services


(Capitol) .............................. 56827 South
Visitor
Facility


TTY ...................................... 44049
Health Units


Capitol .................................. 55421 H166
CHOB ................................... 53470 110
CVC ...................................... 55442 HVC100
FHOB ................................... 52442 H2-145
LHOB ................................... 52500 1204
RHOB ................................... 57131 B344
Senate .................................... 64830 S153


House Employment Counsel ..... 57075 1036
House Historian (CHOB) ......... 65525 B56
House Library .......................... 59000 263
House Security ......................... 62044 HVC301
House Staff Fitness Center


(RHOB) ............................... 51500 G224
Human Resources (CAO) ......... 52926 H2-102
ID, Employee (CHOB) ............. 53820 321
Information Systems Security ... 64988 H2-650
Information Technology


Support ................................ 56002 H2-614
Inspector General ..................... 61250 H2-386
Interparliamentary Affairs ........ 61766 HC4
Law Revision Counsel ............. 62411 H2-308
Learning Center ....................... 63800
Legislative Computer Systems .. 51182 2401


Legislative Counsel .................. 56060 136
Legislative Operations .............. 57925 HT13


Bill Clerk .............................. 57598 HT13
Enrolling Clerk ...................... 53153 HT13
Journal Clerk ......................... 55558 HT13
Reading Clerk ........................ 57584 HT13
Tally Clerk ............................ 57347 HT13


Legislative Resource Center
(CHOB) ............................... 65200 B106


Bill Status (CHOB) ................ 51772 B106
Library of Congress


Congressional Relations ......... 76577 LM-611
Locksmith (RHOB) .................. 58000 WA-15
Mail


FHOB Post Office ................. 65413 H2-121
LHOB Post Office ................. 65425 B202
Mail Collections (RHOB) ....... 63764 G1-17A
Postal Operations (LHOB) ...... 63764 B240


Majority Leader  –  Eric Cantor 54000 H329
Majority Whip  –  Kevin


McCarthy ............................. 50197 H107
Members and Family


Committee ........................... 50622 H324
Members Services .................... 53644 139A
Minority Leader  –  Nancy


Pelosi ................................... 50100 H204
Minority Whip  –  Steny Hoyer . 53130 H148
Office Supply/Gift Shop


(LHOB) ............................... 53321 B217
Official Reporters


Committees ........................... 52627 1718
Floor ..................................... 55621 HT59


Parking Security Offices
(CHOB) ................................. 55090 Court
(RHOB) 1st St. ...................... 56750 G2-28
(RHOB) C St. ........................ 54310 G3-22
Underground East Office ........ 57565 B Level
Underground West Office ....... 57600 B Level


Parliamentarian ........................ 57373 H209
Payroll and Benefits


Members ............................... 53644 139A
Staff (LHOB) ........................ 51435 B215


Photography (RHOB) ............... 52840 B302
Physician, Attending ................ 55421 H166
Police Headquarters ................. 82800 119 D St.


Emergency ............................ 911
TTY .................................... 80911


Chief's Office ........................ 49806 119 D St.
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Property & Supply (FHOB) .... 63016 H2-116
RHOB Main Entrance


Independence Ave. ............. 56893
RHOB Subway Terminal ........ 56897
RHOB SW Loading Platform . 57570


Power Plant ............................. 54556 E St. SE
Press/Media Galleries


Periodical .............................. 52941 H304
Press ...................................... 53945 H315
Radio and TV ........................ 55214 H320


Publication Services (CHOB) ... 65200 B106
Rayburn Barber Shop ............... 57024 B323
Recording Studio (RHOB) ........ 53941 B310
Republican Conference ............ 55107 202A
Republican Policy Committee ... 52132 228
Republican Study Committee .... 69717 2338
Resume Referral Service


(LHOB) ............................... 58000 B227
Sergeant at Arms ..................... 52456 H124


TTY ...................................... 62473
Chamber Security .................. 50067 HB6


Shoe Shine
Cannon Basement Rotunda ..... 50075
Ford HOB - 3d St. Entrance .... 62236
House Cuts (RHOB) .............. 57024 B323


Speaker
Speaker's Office - John A.


Boehner ............................. 50600 H232
Speaker's Floor Office ............ 53400 H209
Speaker's Congressional


Office ................................ 56205 1011
Superintendent of House Office


Buildings (RHOB) ................ 54141 B341
Air Conditioning (RHOB) ...... 54141 B341
Carpenter Shop (Capitol) ........ 88800 HT42


House Office Bldgs. (RHOB) 54141 B337
Electrician (Capitol) ............... 88800 HT42


House Office Bldgs. (RHOB) 54141 B341
Elevators (RHOB) ................. 54141 B341
Engineer (Capitol) ................. 88800 HT42


House Office Bldgs. (RHOB) 54141 B341
Laborers' Room (RHOB) ........ 51957 HT47
Machine Shop (Capitol) ......... 88800 HT42
Paint Shop (Capitol) ............... 88800 HT42


House Office Bldgs. (RHOB) 54141 B341
Plumber (Capitol) .................. 88800 HT42


House Office Bldgs. (RHOB) 54141 B341
Recycling (Capitol) ................ 88800 HT42


House Office Bldgs. (RHOB) 54141 B341
Sheet Metal Shop (Capitol) ..... 88800 HT42


House Office Bldgs. (RHOB) 54141 B341
Subway Shop (RHOB) ........... 54141 B341
Superintendent's Office


(Capitol) ............................ 88800 HT42
Switchboard, Congressional ...... 0 6th Fl.


Postal
Square


Telecommunications ................ 56002 H2-677
Tom Lantos Human Rights


Commission ......................... 53599 H2-258
Travel


Airlines Ticket Office (LHOB) 703-522-2286 B222
Amtrak 1-800-872-7245


TTY (Telecommunications for
the Deaf)


Incoming Calls ...................... 51904
Machine Location for


Outgoing Calls
LHOB ................................. B227
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Message to Banking Committee Members 
 
When meeting with House Financial Services and Senate Banking Committee members: 
 


• Stress the importance of and the state or district benefits of: 
 


 A housing finance system backed by the federal government with a strong commitment to 
provide affordable homes through HFAs. 


 Section 8 project-based rental assistance and Housing Choice Vouchers. 
 FHA single-family and multifamily mortgage insurance. 
 Affordable housing preservation.  
 


• On Housing Finance Reform 
 
Describe how the GSEs—Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, Ginnie Mae, and the Federal Home Loan 
Banks— play a critical role in our housing finance system, making affordable mortgage financing 
available to responsible borrowers.  Explain why it is important that any future secondary 
housing market established via housing finance reform maintain a federal backstop and a strong 
commitment to affordable housing.  Tell your members how your agency utilizes the GSEs, in 
both single-family and multifamily programs, to fulfill its affordable housing mission.  
 
 Ask Congress to ensure that any GSE reform it considers maintain federal backing of the 


secondary housing finance market. 
 Urge Congress to instill in any federal entities established by housing finance reform a 


strong commitment to ensuring the availability of affordable housing options for all 
consumers and communities. 


 Urge Congress to direct any new federally backed secondary market entities to advance 
their affordable housing mission by engaging HFAs as preferred affordable housing lending 
partners.  


 Request that state HFAs be able to access any entity or mechanism established to help small 
lenders and other market participants benefit from the new secondary market on terms that 
recognize HFAs’ unique position as mission-driven lenders.  


 Ask that Congress not adopt overly-restrictive underwriting standards for loans benefiting 
from the federal guarantee so that HFAs can utilize the system to extend responsible 
affordable loans to low-and moderate-income borrowers.  


 Urge Congress to secure a dedicated funding stream for the Housing Trust Fund while 
allowing states maximum flexibility in administering the funds.  


 Urge Congress to include authorization of Ginnie Mae securitization within the FHA-HFA 
Risk-Sharing program as part of broader housing finance reform legislation. 
 


• On FHA: 
 
 Stress the importance of low down payment lending to your affordable housing activity.  


Remind them about the important countercyclical role that FHA played in supporting the 
housing market during the recent economic crisis. 







 Ask committee members to support a strong and active FHA and preserve its ability to offer 
affordable low down payment lending to responsible low- and moderate-income borrowers. 


 Urge Congress to ensure that FHA-reform legislation does not impede FHA’s ability to fulfill 
its homeownership mission.  


 
• On Rental Assistance: 


 
Describe the importance of project-based rental assistance and vouchers and the need to 
maintain adequate funding for them.  Explain how the voucher program is bound by 
unnecessary rules that reduce its efficiency and limit voucher administrators’ flexibility to 
respond to their most pressing needs.   
 
 Ask them to press appropriators to adequately fund the project-based rental assistance and 


voucher programs for the full year, without partially funding some rental contracts in FY 
2015 and thereby requiring additional funds for them in future fiscal years.  


 Urge them to ensure that successful HFA project-based contract and voucher administrators 
continue in and are adequately compensated for these critical roles. 


 Urge them to simplify the voucher program to help states and localities assist more families 
with the funds they have and help families achieve self-sufficiency.   


 Ask them to provide states flexible rental assistance resources they can project-base or 
tenant-base to make Housing Bond, Housing Credit, HOME, and other rental housing 
affordable to some of our lowest-income and most vulnerable families. 


 
• On Risk-Sharing: 
 
 Explain that the FHA-HFA Risk-Sharing program allows state HFAs that meet rigorous 


financial standards to underwrite FHA multifamily loans in return for sharing the risk of 
losses on those loans.   


 Tell them that the program has been very successful, with 26 state HFAs financing nearly 
1,000 loans, totaling more than $5 billion in principal and supporting more than 101,000 
affordable rental homes. 


 Ask them to support allowing Ginnie Mae to securitize Risk-Sharing loans to allow state 
HFAs to reduce the cost of financing rental housing developments, making it possible to 
achieve lower rents and reach even lower income tenants.   


 
• On Preservation:   


 
 Remind them that even the highly successful Housing Credit, Housing Bonds, and HOME 


programs do not meet all our affordable housing production needs.   
 Urge them to support legislation that strengthens and expands affordable housing 


preservation tools and incentives, including Housing Credits, Housing Bonds, HOME, the 
Housing Trust Fund, Section 8, and other programs that support preservation. 


 


 








 


 


 


Why Congress Should Preserve the Housing Credit in Tax Reform 
 


 The Housing Credit  is essential  to addressing  the housing affordability crisis.    It accounts  for most of  the 
country’s  new  rental  housing  affordable  to  low‐income  people,  creating  opportunities  for  the millions  of 
families  in our country today who pay more than half of their  income  for housing,  live  in substandard and 
overcrowded conditions, or have no housing at all.    In 2001, 8.7 million extremely  low‐income (ELI) renters 
competed  for  3.8 million  available  and  affordable units,  leaving  a  gap of  4.9 million units.   In  2011,  11.8 
million  ELI  renters  competed  for 4.2 million  available  and  affordable units,  expanding  the  shortfall  to 7.6 
million units.  In addition, one in six households pays more than 50 percent of their income for housing.   
 


 The Housing Credit produces  substantial economic gains with minimal administrative bureaucracy.   The 
program generates approximately $7.1 billion  in  income; $2.8 billion  in  federal, state, and  local  taxes; and 
95,000  jobs  per  year  across  all  U.S.  industries.    IRS  oversight,  state  agency  scrutiny,  and  private  sector 
involvement have become essential elements of  the program’s  success and have eliminated  the need  for 
extensive  federal  involvement  and  bureaucratic  regulations.    Only  0.65  percent  of  Housing  Credit 
developments have ever  resulted  in  foreclosure, an unparalleled  record  compared  to all other  real estate 
asset classes.   
 


 The Housing Credit is the product of tax reform.  It was signed into law by President Reagan as part of the 
Tax Reform Act of 1986.   The  legislative history for the Housing Credit states Congress created the Housing 
Credit because  “it was  concerned  that  the  tax preferences  for  low‐income  rental housing available under 
prior law were not effective in providing affordable housing for low‐income individuals.  Congress believed a 
more efficient mechanism  for encouraging the production of  low‐income rental housing could be provided 
through the low‐income rental housing tax credit.”  Over its 25‐year life, the Housing Credit has become the 
most successful affordable rental housing production program in history.   
 


 The Housing Credit  is  a purchased  tax benefit,  and  substantially  all of  the net  economic benefit of  the 
program goes  to  low‐income  families, not corporations.    In contrast  to other corporate  tax expenditures, 
corporations are only the intermediaries that enable private resources to be used to deliver affordable rental 
housing  to  low‐income  and  special  needs  populations.    Therefore,  the  Housing  Credit  should  not  be 
eliminated or cut to finance lower tax rates for corporations.  
 


 Unlike many other tax expenditures, which subsidize activity that would occur at some level without a tax 
benefit,  virtually  no  affordable  rental  housing  development  would  occur  without  the  Housing  Credit.  
Harvard’s  Joint  Center  for Housing  Studies  states  that,  “to  develop  new  apartments  affordable  to  renter 
households with incomes equivalent to the full‐time minimum wage, the construction cost would have to be 
28 percent of the current average (which is already 30 percent below the 2007 peak in real terms).”   
 


 Repeal of  the program would have only a modest economic  impact on  corporations, but would have a 
dramatic impact on low‐income families.  Although often listed in the top ten of corporate tax expenditures, 
the cost of the Housing Credit  is dwarfed by the top  four corporate tax expenditures and all of the  largest 
corporate  tax  expenditures  are  smaller  than  the  smallest  of  the  top  ten  individual  tax  expenditures.  
Furthermore, the revenue raised from the program’s repeal would be minimal because the Housing Credit is 
purchased up front but given out over ten years and, thus, taxpayers would continue to receive their credits 
for several years after repeal.  
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Andy Harris (MD)


Martha Roby (AL)


Mark Amodei (NV)


Chris Stewart (UT)


House Appropriations Committee


Updated 2/14/14
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Majority Minority


Tom Latham (IA) Ed Pastor (AZ)


Frank Wolf (VA) David Price (NC)


Charlie Dent (PA) Mike Quigley (IL)


Kay Granger (TX) Tim Ryan (OH)


Jaime Herrera Beutler (WA)


David Joyce (OH)


Mike Simpson (ID)


Majority Minority


Robert Aderhold (AL) Sam Farr (CA)


Tom Latham (IA) Rosa DeLauro (CT)


Alan Nunnelee (MS) Sanford Bishop (GA)


Kevin Yoder (KS) Chellie Pingree (ME)


Jeff Fortenberry (NE)


Tom Rooney (FL)


David Valadao (CA)


and Related Agencies


House Appropriations Subcommittee on


Transportation, Housing and Urban Development,


House Appropriations Subcommittee on


Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Administration,


and Related Agencies
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Majority Minority


Patty Murray (WA) Jeff Sessions (AL)


Ron Wyden (OR) Chuck Grassley (IA)


Bill Nelson (FL) Michael Enzi (WY)


Debbie Stabenow (MI) Mike Crapo (ID)


Bernie Sanders (VT) Lindsey Graham (SC)


Sheldon Whitehouse (RI) Rob Portman (OH)


Mark Warner (VA) Pat Toomey (PA)


Jeff Merkley (OR) Ron Johnson (WI)


Chris Coons (DE) Kelly Ayotte (NH)


Tammy Baldwin (WI) Roger Wicker (MS)


Tim Kaine (VA)


Angus King (ME)


Majority Minority


Paul Ryan (WI) Chris Van Hollen (MD)


Tom Price (GA) John Yarmuth (KY)


Scott Garrett (NJ) Bill Pascrell (NJ)


John Campbell (CA) Tim Ryan (OH)


Ken Calvert (CA) Gwen Moore (WI)


Tom Cole (OK) Kathy Castor (FL)


Tom McClintock (CA) Jim McDermott (WA)


James Lankford (OK) Barbara Lee (CA)


Diane Black (TN) Hakeem Jeffries (NY)


Reid Ribble (WI) Mark Pocan (WI)


Bill Flores (TX) Michelle Lujan Grisham (NM)


Todd Rokita (IN) Jared Huffman (CA)


Rob Woodall (GA) Tony Cardenas (CA)


Marsha Blackburn (TN) Earl Blumenauer (OR)


Alan Nunnelee (MS) Kurt Schrader (OR)


Scott Rigell (VA)


Vicky Hartzler (MO)


Jackie Walorski (IN)


Luke Messer (IN)


Tom Rice (SC)


Roger Williams (TX)


Sean Duffy (WI)


Senate Budget Committee


House Budget Committee


Updated 2/14/14
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Majority Leader Harry Reid (NV)
Minority Leader Mitch McConnell 


(KY)


Democratic Whip Richard Durbin 


(IL)
Republican Whip John Cornyn (TX)


Democratic Conference 


Committee Vice Chair and Policy 


Committee Chair Chuck Schumer 


(NY)


Republican Conference Chair John 


Thune (SD)


Democratic Conference Secretary 


Patty Murray (WA)


Republican Policy Committee 


Chair John Barrasso (WY)


Majority Minority


Speaker John Boehner (OH)


Majority Leader Eric Cantor (VA) Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi (CA)


Majority Whip Kevin McCarthy 


(CA)
Minority Whip Steny Hoyer (MD)


Republican Conference Chairman 


Cathy McMorris Rodgers (WA)


Assistant Democratic Leader Jim 


Clyburn (SC)


Republican Policy Committee 


Chairman James Lankford (OK)


Democratic Caucus Chair Xavier 


Becerra (CA)


Senate Leadership


House Leadership


Updated 2/14/14













 


Tips for Meeting with Congress 


Meeting Members of Congress in person is an excellent way to communicate your concerns and priorities to 
your representatives in Washington. The following are a few tips to keep in mind as you head to your Senator or 
Representative's office. 


Before your head to Capitol Hill, prepare for your meeting. 


 NCSHA strongly encourages you to contact your Representative's office and schedule an appointment. 
You can find the phone numbers for your Representatives here. You can find the phone numbers for 
your Senators here. When you call, be sure to give your contact information to the staffer in case your 
meeting is rescheduled. If you do not have an appointment, you will most likely not be able to meet with 
anyone in the office and will only be able to drop off materials. 
 


 If there is a particular bill that you wish to discuss, know its name and number. Also see if there is 
companion legislation in the other chamber. It is also important to know what relevant committees and 
subcommittees your Member of Congress sits on, as you want them to be prepared to take action once 
your priorities can be inserted into upcoming legislation. You can view the complete list of members of 
key committees here. 
 


 If you are bringing printed materials to leave behind, be sure to have at least three copies for the 
Member of Congress and his or her staff. 
 


 Be ready to deliver a short, concise message on your issue. Your objective is to be brief and clear with 
what you would like done. The person you are meeting with may not be familiar with your organization 
and your priorities, so avoid acronyms and lingo. Be prepared to give a quick overview regarding your 
organization. 
 


 For the House of Representatives, three-digit office numbers are located in the Cannon House Office 
Building. Four digit office numbers that begin with a "1" are located in the Longworth House Office 
Building. Four digit office numbers that begin with a "2" are located in the Rayburn House Office 
Building. The hundreds number indicates which floor the office is on. For example, Representative John 
C. Carney’s office number is 1429. This indicates that his office is on the fourth floor of the Longworth 
House Office Building. 
 


  For the Senate, office numbers are preceded with SR-, SD-, or SH-. These designate which building, 
Russell, Dirksen, or Hart, the office is located in. For example, Senator Charles Schumer’s office 
number is SH-314. This indicates that his office is on the third floor of the Hart Senate Office Building. 
 


 Be sure to keep an eye on your phone and/or e‐mail on the day of the meeting. Unplanned, last-minute 
activities may delay your meeting. The situation on Capitol Hill can be very fluid as new bills and 
amendments are brought to the floor or other circumstances arise. 


 


 



http://clerk.house.gov/member_info/ttd.html

http://senate.gov/general/resources/pdf/senators_phone_list.pdf

http://www.ncsha.org/resource/key-congressional-committee-rosters





Make the most of your time. 


 Be early. Give yourself some extra time to enter through security and to locate your Representatives’ 
offices. Be sure to ask for directions if you need help. 
 


 Prohibited items in Congressional office buildings include sealed boxes, closed envelopes, and weapons 
of any kind, including mace and knives of any size. Any bags you have may be searched. 
 


 When you arrive at your member's office, tell the receptionist who you are and supply a business card. 
The staffer with whom you are meeting may be delayed so you may encounter waits of ten minutes or 
more. You may also meet with a less senior person than expected. 
 


 Space in Congressional offices is often limited. Your meeting may take place in the reception area, in 
the hallway, or in another location. Do not take schedule changes personally, as oftentimes the change is 
due to circumstances outside the Member or staffer's control. Remember to always be gracious and 
flexible. 
 


 When in the meeting, introduce yourself, everyone in your party, and your organization. Thank your 
Member of Congress or the staffer for his or her time and, if applicable, thank him or her for their past 
support for your priorities. 
 


 Be brief and clear in your message. The Member or staffer may only have a short time to meet with you, 
so be sure to get your point across. 
 


 Listen carefully to the Member or staffer's response. Even if they disagree with your position, be cordial 
and understanding. 
 


 The person you are meeting with may be unfamiliar with the issue and may only be able to tell you that 
they will pass along your message. Be understanding, as this staffer is most likely your best chance to 
influence your Member of Congress. 
 


 When the meeting is over, trade business cards with the staffer with whom you just met. Ask for their 
preferred mode of communication. 
 


 Follow up later with a thank you note. Express appreciation for the time spent in the meeting and 
reiterate your main points. Briefly go over your priorities and what you would like to see done. If the 
Member or staffer requested additional information, supply it for them in an easy-to-understand manner. 
  


 








NCSHA 2014 Business, Legislative, and Regulatory Priorities 


 


The National Council of State Housing Agencies (NCSHA) is a national, nonprofit organization 


created  by  the  nation’s  state Housing  Finance  Agencies  (HFAs)  to  advance  through  advocacy  and 


education their efforts to provide affordable housing to those who need it.  NCSHA’s priorities, adopted 


annually by  its Board of Directors after consultation with all state HFAs, set  the agenda  for NCSHA’s 


business  development  activities  and  advocacy  before  Congress,  the Administration,  and  the  federal 


agencies concerned with housing, including HUD, USDA, and the Treasury.   


 


NCSHA is committed to assisting HFAs in maximizing their effectiveness and leading advocacy 


efforts on  its priorities  in collaboration with other housing stakeholders who share  them.    Its member 


HFAs in turn recognize their responsibility to engage actively in the pursuit of NCSHA’s priorities. 


 


NCSHA’s overarching goal is an affordably housed nation.  To achieve this, NCSHA is committed 


to  protecting,  expanding,  and  increasing  the  effectiveness  of  federal  affordable  housing  programs 


responsive to the wide range of housing needs HFAs serve, including the need for homeowner and rental 


housing, affordable housing  in rural areas, and supportive housing for persons with special needs and 


individuals and families that are experiencing homelessness.  NCSHA also supports efforts to streamline, 


better coordinate, and realign federal housing programs to increase their effectiveness and simplify state 


and user administration of them.  In addition, NCSHA seeks maximum flexibility for states to administer 


the resources entrusted to them in a manner responsive to their unique needs and circumstances. 


 


  In addition  to  the priorities  listed below, NCSHA also recognizes  the  importance of affordable 


housing preservation, the Federal Housing Administration, and a strong secondary mortgage market that 


engages HFAs as preferred affordable lending partners and responds to their capital and liquidity needs.  


NCSHA  also  supports  programs  that  help HFAs  improve  affordable  housing  energy‐efficiency  and 


facilitate sustainable development, including directing revenues generated by energy‐related legislation to 


HFAs.  NCSHA also supports Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) reform that increases investor interest 


in purchasing Housing Bonds  and Credits  and  enhances  rural  and  smaller markets’  access  to CRA‐


motivated investment while not negatively impacting investment in other such areas.  NCSHA recognizes 


that disaster‐affected areas may need additional resources and program flexibility to address their disaster‐


related housing needs.  


 


 


Business Priorities 


 


In 2014, to assist HFAs improve the execution of their business activities, maintain their relevancy, 


and promote business‐oriented innovation, NCSHA will: 


 


 Help HFAs develop potential new lending executions and facilitate their capital access options, 


which might include alternative pass‐through bond structures and a private label security product 


for HFA loans, for example, in addition to traditional tax‐exempt bond issuance.  
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 Investigate the possibility of HFA cooperative arrangements to leverage their collective strength 


and combined capacity. 


 


 Enhance  the availability and disclosure of HFA performance data  to demonstrate  the value of 


HFA lending programs. 


 


 Retain  existing  and  pursue  new  preferred  HFA  lending  relationships  with  HUD,  Rural 


Development, the Federal Housing Finance Agency, Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, the Federal Home 


Loan Banks, and Private Mortgage Insurance (PMI) companies. 


 


 Continue to execute NCSHA’s Power of Housing at Work communications plan, with priority focus 


on more proactive outreach to the media, with the goal of getting the HFA brand and success story 


communicated more broadly; maximizing the impact of NCSHA’s Faces of Home campaign; and 


refreshing NCSHA messaging with the latest affordable housing impact and needs analyses and 


data, including economic impacts. 


 


 Encourage and facilitate HFA adherence to the Board‐adopted HFA Advocacy Compact, asking for 


HFAs’ continued commitment to their federal advocacy work. 


 


 


Legislative and Regulatory Priorities 


 


In 2014, in pursuit of its goal of an affordably housed nation, NCSHA will seek: 


 


 To protect,  strengthen, and expand  the production potential of  the  tax‐exempt Housing Bond 


program (and its Mortgage Credit Certificate option) and the Low Income Housing Tax Credit.   


 


 A  strong  secondary mortgage market  system with  a  robust  affordable  housing mission  that 


engages HFAs as preferred affordable housing lending partners in meeting the needs of low and 


moderate‐income families, enables them to maximize their lending potential, and responds to their 


capital and liquidity needs, including through any successor entities to Fannie Mae and Freddie 


Mac.   


 


 To work with the Federal Housing Finance Agency and the Federal Home Loan Banks (FHLBs) it 


regulates to strengthen and expand HFA‐FHLB partnerships. 


 


 Protect  and  restore HOME  funding, while working  to  increase  program  flexibility,  improve 


efficiency, and eliminate needless bureaucracy. 


 


 Section 8 funding adequate to renew all authorized vouchers; provide for new ones; compensate 


PHAs fairly for their administrative costs; and honor and, if expiring, extend existing project‐based 


assistance commitments.   
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 To  aggressively  represent  the  interests  of  HFAs  in  HUD’s  Performance‐Based  Contract 


Administration (PBCA) program and ensure that HUD recognizes HFAs’ proven capacity and 


track record to serve as PBCAs. 


 


 New state‐administered funding for project‐based operating subsidies to support affordable rental 


housing  development  and  preservation  and  tenant‐based  rental  assistance  to  support  state‐


determined  priorities  unmet  under  the  Housing  Choice  Voucher  program,  with maximum 


flexibility for program administrators and limited federal regulation. 


 


 Dedicated  and  sustainable  funding  for  the  state‐administered  Housing  Trust  Fund,  with 


maximum flexibility for program administrators and limited federal regulation. 


 


 Expanded  federal  commitment  to  address  the  preservation  of  affordable  rental  housing  in  a 


comprehensive manner,  including additional resources, changes  to existing housing programs, 


and the creation of new ones to support state and federal preservation efforts.   


 


 To preserve and  expand HFAs’ authority  to provide  secondary  financing and other  forms of 


down payment and closing cost assistance in transactions involving FHA single‐family mortgage 


insurance and to secure authority for Ginnie Mae to securitize multifamily FHA‐HFA risk‐sharing 


loans. 


 


 To advance HFA interests in federal agency implementation of the Dodd‐Frank financial reform 


legislation, including its Qualified Mortgage, Qualified Residential Mortgage, and ability‐to‐repay 


regulations.   NCSHA should also seek opportunities to minimize the administrative burden on 


HFAs of these and other federal single‐family lending rules and regulations. 


 


 To advance HFA interests to modify the definition of rural areas for purposes of USDA program 


eligibility, including maintaining USDA rural housing funding and guarantee program eligibility 


for jurisdictions needing such assistance at‐risk of losing their eligibility as USDA incorporates data 


from the 2010 Census into its program eligibility criteria. 


 


 To ensure  that USDA does not administratively remove existing Section 521 Rental Assistance 


units from the program or cancel Section 521 Rental Assistance contracts from assisted properties 


that USDA removes from the program. 
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Appendix:  NCSHA’s Housing Bond and Credit Priorities 


 


 Make permanent the temporary 9 percent Credit fix included in the Housing and Economic Recovery 


Act of 2008 (HERA).  


 


 Fix the 4 percent Credit in addition to the 9 percent Credit. 


 


 Establish a state‐determined basis boost for 4 percent Credits.  


 


 Increase  access  to  Housing  Credit  apartments  for  working  families  that  cannot  afford  decent, 


reasonably  priced  rental  homes  and  for  extremely  low‐income  families  that  cannot  afford most 


Housing Credit apartments without assistance.  


 


 Extend the HERA 9 percent Credit rural income limit flexibility to 4 percent Credit deals. 


  


 Eliminate the MRB purchase price limits.  Meanwhile, work with Treasury to improve its proposed 


safe harbor purchase price methodology.   


 


 Repeal the MRB refinancing limitation. 


 


 Increase the MRB home improvement loan limit by an amount at least adequate to reflect the rise in 


construction costs since  it was  first established and  index  it  for construction cost  inflation annually 


thereafter.      


 


 Exempt all refunding Housing Bonds from the Alternative Minimum Tax (AMT). 


 


 Strengthen the Mortgage Credit Certificate (MCC) program by making it more efficient and easier to 


administer, including by: 


 


 Allowing HFAs to recycle MCCs.   


 Allowing HFAs the flexibility to shorten the MCC term and/or to “front‐load” its benefits.   


 Simplifying the MCC calculation.   


 Eliminating the annual credit cap.   


 Allowing HFAs to restrict MCC eligibility to homebuyers using HFA mortgage products.   


 Extending the MCC revocation period.   


 Extending the MCC expiration period.   


 Reducing the MCC public notice requirement.   


 Modifying or eliminating the lenders’ annual reporting requirement.   


 Changing the program name.   


 


 Support the Administration’s proposal to give states the option of converting up to 7 percent of their 


annual PAB authority into Housing Credit authority, with the conditions that it remain a voluntary 


state  determination  that  provides  states  the maximum  flexibility  possible  in  deciding what  PAB 
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authority to convert, and is not considered a sufficient response to the need for more Housing Credit 


authority.   


 


 Oppose  the Administration’s proposal  to add  to  the  ten Housing Credit Qualified Allocation Plan 


(QAP) selection criteria an eleventh criteria for preservation of federally assisted affordable housing.   








 
 


The Legislative Process 
 


 Legislation may begin in either the House of Representatives or the Senate, except for tax‐
related measures, which must begin in the House. After a “sponsor” introduces a bill, it is given 
a number and referred to the appropriate committee for hearings and amendments. 
 


 The committee to which the bill is referred may in turn refer the bill to the appropriate 
subcommittee. The subcommittee then holds hearings during which the subcommittee hears 
testimony from the executive branch, other public officials, and leading experts. After the 
hearing, the subcommittee members may hold a “markup” session during which they amend 
the legislation. If a majority of subcommittee members are in favor of the bill, they “report” the 
bill favorably to the larger committee. 


 


 Once the committee receives the bill, the members may hold more hearings and offer more 
amendments to the proposed legislation. If it is approved by a majority of committee members, 
the bill is reported out. 
 


 Next, the leadership places the bill on the legislative calendar and brings it to the floor for 
action. In the House, important bills are often coupled with a special rule that determines how 
the floor debate will be organized. House members can debate the bill and offer and vote on 
amendments. After the allotted debate time has expired, the bill moves to a final vote. A simple 
majority is required to pass the bill. 
 


 In the Senate, unless a special rule is adopted, a 3/5ths majority is needed to end debate and 
bring the bill to a final vote. For final passage of the bill a simple majority is needed. 
 


 Once the bill passes one chamber, it must also be passed in the other. Related bills are often 
introduced simultaneously in both chambers to speed along the process. If the two chambers 
pass slightly different bills, they can amend one bill to conform to the other and bring it to the 
floor again for final passage. 
 


 If the two chambers pass bills with major differences, however, both chambers put together a 
conference committee, made up of members from both the House and the Senate, which 
reconciles differences and agrees to a conference report that irons out the disagreements. The 
conference report and the newly agreed upon bill are then brought to the floor of each chamber 
and passed. 
 


 Once identical versions of the bill have been passed by each chamber, the bill is brought to the 
President to sign into law. If the President signs the bill, it becomes law. If the President does 
not act on the bill within ten days, it automatically becomes law if Congress is in session. If the 
President vetoes the bill, it will only become law if 2/3rds of the members in each chamber vote 
to override the veto. 







 Note: Along the way, certain steps in the legislative process may be skipped. An introduced bill 
might not be referred to a committee, and may instead be brought to the floor for immediate 
action. Similarly, a bill could only pass through a committee and might not be referred to a 
subcommittee. The only requirement for a bill to become a law is for identical versions to be 
passed by both chambers and for the bill to be either signed by the President or for the 
President’s veto to be overridden. 








 
 


The Low Income Housing Tax Credit:  


The Most Successful Affordable Rental Housing Production Program in our Nation’s History  


Summary 


 The Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) was created as part of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 as a 


more effective mechanism for producing affordable housing. 


 Nearly half of the nation’s renters are rent burdened and need affordable options. 


 According to the 2011 Harvard study, “America’s Rental Housing: Meeting Challenges, Building on 


Opportunities,” construction costs would have to be 28% of the current average to serve renter 


households earning the minimum wage. This is not possible without the LIHTC or other government 


programs.  


 The LIHTC is a job creator, generating approximately $7.1 billion in economic income and 


approximately 95,000 jobs per year across all U.S. industries. 


What is the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC)? 


 The LIHTC is the most successful affordable rental housing production program in U.S. history.  


 Through construction of new apartments, preservation of existing affordable housing, and rehabilitation 


of older multifamily buildings, the LIHTC adds to the nation’s supply of affordable housing. 


 Since its inception, the program has produced and financed more than two million affordable 


apartments.  


 The LIHTC serves households earning 60% or less of the area median income with rents restricted to 


keep the units affordable.   


How does the LIHTC work? 


 The LIHTC is a public/private partnership bringing together the federal government, state allocating 


agencies and the private sector. 


 Developers receive an allocation of LIHTCs from the allocating agency through a competitive 


application process designed by the allocating agency to meet local housing needs. 


 The tax credits are then sold to private investors to raise equity for an LIHTC project. The investors are 


part owners of the project, usually as limited partners. LIHTC syndicators typically bring the developer 


and investors together. 


 The federal tax credit allows private equity to be raised at lower cost, in turn allowing rental projects to 


be developed, built, and operated successfully with below-market rents that serve lower-income 


families.   


 LIHTC properties must remain affordable for a minimum of 30 years. 


 The state allocating agency, syndicator, investor and developer monitor project compliance, resulting 


in a low foreclosure rate of less than 0.1%, as reported by a recent study from Novogradac & Company 


LLP. 


 Most administrative costs associated are thus borne by state allocating agencies, rather than the 


federal government.







 


 


The LIHTC Has a Positive Impact on the U.S. and Local Communities 


 Using 2009 data from the National Council of State Housing Agencies Fact Book and its national impact of 


home building model, the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) estimates that, annually, the 


LIHTC: 


o Created approximately 95,000 new full-time jobs and added $7.1 billion in income to the U.S. 


economy. 


o Generated approximately $2.8 billion in federal, state and local taxes. 


 


These impacts are broad-based and include jobs, income, and taxes in industries such as manufacturing 


trade, and services, in addition to construction. The jobs are measured in full-time equivalents — that is, 


enough work to keep a worker employed full time for a year. Income includes business profits as well as 


wages and salaries paid to workers. 


 


 An NAHB study based on these considerations estimates that the first-year economic impacts of building 


100 apartments in a typical LIHTC development include: 


o $8.7 million in income (wages for local workers and profits for proprietors, small businesses, and 


corporations), 


o $3.3 million in taxes for federal, state and local governments 


o 116 jobs, about half of which are in the construction sector 


 


 At the local level, an LIHTC project directly impacts the community in which it is built. The community does 


not usually experience the employment and income impacts generated in industries such as 


manufacturing, because markets for most manufactured products are at least regional in scope.  


However, an LIHTC community will realize additional benefits when a share of the local income earned 


during construction is spent and recycled in the local economy. 


Continuing Need for Affordable Rental Housing Production 


 According to 2010 American Community Survey data, over 19 million households, or 49% of total renters 


are rent burdened, paying more than 30% of their household income toward rent. 


 In recent years, the LIHTC has produced approximately 75,000 new apartments annually, which is not 


sufficient to replace the number of affordable apartments lost each year to obsolescence, conversions to 


other uses and demolitions. 


 The latest rental dynamics study produced by the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 


shows that between 6 million and 7 million existing affordable housing units were lost through conversions 


(from rental to owner) and filtering (rents increasing relative to incomes) over a two-year period, which 


was roughly offset by a similar number of existing units becoming affordable through conversion and 


filtering in the opposite direction.   


 According to the 2011 Harvard study, more than 28% of the 1999 low-cost stock was lost by 2009. 


 These numbers are large relative to the amount of rental housing that can be produced even with 


maximum effort in a given year.   


 To develop new affordable apartments without assistance from the LIHTC or other housing programs, the 


Harvard study also reports that the construction cost would have to be 28% of the current average (which 


is already 30% below the 2007 peak in real terms). 


 








 
 


Capitol Hill Security Policy 


 
 For Congressional Office Buildings, prohibited items include sealed boxes, closed envelopes, and 


weapons of any kind, including mace and knives of any size. Furthermore, any bags you have 


may be searched. 


 


 For the Capitol Building and the Capitol Visitor Center, prohibited items also include aerosol 


containers, any pointed object, any bag larger than 14”x12”x4”, cans and bottles, and any food 


or beverage. 


 


If you are unsure whether or not an item violates the Capitol Hill security policy, it is 


recommended that you leave the item behind. When in doubt, leave it out. 








 


House and Senate Gift Ban and Ethics Rules 


The House and Senate each have updated ethics rules that could impact how you interact with 


Members of Congress and their staffs.  


Both the House and Senate have banned gifts from registered lobbyists or private entities that retain or 
employ them. Non‐lobbyists can give gifts valued at less than $50, such as a meal at a briefing for a 
Member of Congress and their staff that is valued at less than $50 per person.  
 
While most HFAs do not retain or employ registered lobbyists, some Members of Congress may apply 
the gift ban to all entities with whom they do business.  
 
Exceptions to the ban include, but are not limited to:  


 informational materials;  


 anything paid for by the federal government, or state or local governments;  


 a plaque, trophy, or other item that is substantially commemorative in nature and that is 
intended for presentation;  


 free attendance at a widely attended event—  
o if the Member or staffer participates in the event as a speaker or panel participant 


by presenting information related to Congress or matters before Congress, or by 
performing a ceremonial function; or  


o if attendance at the event is appropriate to the performance of official duties or 
representative functions of the Member or staffer;  


 food or refreshments of a nominal value offered other than as part of a meal (for example, 
small bags of peanuts valued at less than $10);  


 donations of products from the district or state that the Member represents that are 
intended primarily for promotional purposes; and  


 items of nominal value such as greeting cards, baseball caps, or t‐shirts.  
 
Comprehensive information about Congressional gift rules can be found on the House Ethics Committee 


website, in Chapter 2 of the House Ethics Manual and in Chapter 2 of the Senate Ethics Manual.  



http://ethics.house.gov/Subjects/List.aspx?subid=1

http://ethics.house.gov/Subjects/List.aspx?subid=1

http://ethics.house.gov/Media/PDF/2008_House_Ethics_Manual.pdf

http://ethics.senate.gov/downloads/pdffiles/manual.pdf






Table of Contents


Table 1


Table 2


Table 3


Print the Full Article


See previous Special Studies


HousingEconomics.com Home > Special Studies > The Direct Impact of Home Building and Remodeling on the U.S. 


Economy


THE DIRECT IMPACT OF HOME BUILDING 
AND REMODELING ON THE U.S. 
ECONOMY 


Normal View


Special Studies, October 7, 2008
By Helen Fei Liu and Paul Emrath


Report available to the public as a courtesy of HousingEconomics.com


Introduction
Residential construction - including the building of new 
structures as well as the remodeling of existing ones - has 
direct, positive impacts on the U.S. economy. The most obvious 
impacts are the work opportunities created in the housing 
industry, as well as in other industries that provide products or 
services to home builders and buyers. Workers are employed to 
directly engage in the construction activity. Jobs are generated 
in the industries where lumber, concrete, lighting fixtures, 
heating equipment, and other products that go into a home are 
produced. More jobs are created when real estate agents, 
lawyers, and brokers provide services to home builders and 
home buyers.


Other economic impacts include the revenues generated for 
federal and local governments. The incomes of workers are subject to federal, state and Social Security taxes. 
Profits made by the business owners are similarly taxed. Beyond this, states often impose sales taxes on 
material sold to home builders, and many local jurisdictions levy fees for approving building permits and 
extending utility services.


This article estimates the direct economic impacts of new residential construction and remodeling at the 
national level, which includes the number of jobs and income created, as well as the amount of government 
revenue generated. These estimates are based on national averages and are designed to capture the impacts of 
home building on the aggregate economy.


In 2008, NAHB estimates that the impacts include the following:


• 3.05 jobs and $89,216 in taxes (from building an average new single family home).
• 1.16 jobs and $33,494 in taxes (from building an average new multifamily rental unit).
• 1.11 jobs and $30,217 in taxes (from $100,000 spent on residential remodeling).
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As used here, taxes are a shorthand for government revenue from all sources, including construction-related 
fees imposed by local governments.


Two previous articles have reported national impact estimates for average home building and representative 
remodeling jobs undertaken in 2005.[1] This article updates the statistics and makes several improvements in 
the methodology. In particular, it uses average 2008 home values as inputs, employs government estimates of 
residential construction technology that are five years more current, distinguishes between condominiums and 
rental apartments, takes average differences between custom and built-for-sale single family homes into 
account, and takes additional steps to account for items like landscaping, that are directly attributable to 
construction, but are sometimes not treated as part of a new home in federal government statistics.


Value of Residential Construction in 2008
The employment and income impacts reported here are based on the dollar value of construction. For new 
construction, we look at average housing units built in 2008.  The value of construction for these new units is 
not the same as their final sale price (or for multifamily rental units, the market value of the entire project 
prorated to individual units), as the market price of a building incorporates the value of raw land. The creation 
of raw land does not require labor, and so should not be counted as a construction activity that generates jobs. 
However, all of the work involved in developing and preparing a lot to build on does require conventional 
construction labor and therefore is properly counted as part of construction.


New homes can be separated into homes built for sale, and “custom” homes built on a customer's lot (where 
the owner of the new home may either function as a general contractor or hire a general contractor), which do 
not technically go through the process of a sale.  The single family impact estimates reported in this study are 
based on an average of for-sale and custom homes. The accounting of the two types of single family 
construction are somewhat different.


The Census Bureau provides estimates of the prices of new for-sale homes. Adjusting the most recent Census 
estimate for inflation using NAHB’s forecast of the OFHEO repeat home sales index,[2] we estimate that the 
average price of a new home sold in 2008 is roughly $302,000. Based on a ratio derived from the American 
Housing Survey, the average market value of new custom homes built in 2008 would be about $380,000.[3]
Using evidence from surveys it has conducted, the Census Bureau subtracts 10.6 percent of the price of new 
built-for-sale home to account for the value of raw land. Because this is the only available estimate of 
embedded raw land value that is supported by data, the 10.6 percent factor is applied consistently to derive 
construction value from the final price or market value of new housing units, irrespective of the type of 
construction.


The estimate of 3.05 full-time jobs for an average new single family home built in 2008 is based on a weighted 
average of construction value for an average for-sale home and an average custom home. The weights are 
three-quarters for the for-sale home and one-quarter for the custom home, reflecting the market shares that 
have prevailed recently.[4]


Multifamily construction can generally be separated into three main components—market rate rental, 
subsidized rental (most often financed with Low-Income Housing Tax Credits, sometimes in combination with 
another program, such as tax-exempt multifamily bonds), and condominiums. There is no reason to think that 
the average construction values for market-rate and subsidized rental units differ drastically. Indeed, a goal of 
rental housing programs is to provide market-rate quality units to qualified tenants at below market-rate rents.


The estimate of 1.16 full-time jobs is based on an average new rental apartment with a market value of about 
$116,000. This is based on asking rents reported in the Survey of Market Absorption and the relationship 
between rents and value for relatively new units in the Residential Finance Survey.[5] Because the rent data 
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are available with a lag, they are brought forward to 2008 using NAHB’s forecast of core inflation (which 
excludes the traditionally volatile and seasonal energy and food price components).


Average market value of multifamily condos tends to be substantially higher, and condos are judged to be too 
distinct of a market segment to be averaged in with rental units. Separate estimate for the economic impact of 
condominiums will appear in publications produced by NAHB’s multifamily council.


For remodeling, it has proved difficult to define a typical or average remodeling job. We therefore estimate 
the impacts of $100,000 worth of construction activity as a convenient round number that falls within the 
range of some of the larger individual remodeling projects.


What the Government Doesn't Count
To estimate the number of jobs created, wages and salaries, and other incomes generated from the housing 
industry, we use primarily industry accounts published by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA). This is 
also the accounting system that is used to produce official estimates of Gross Domestic Product (GDP).


Some key accounts used to generate the estimates are “input-output” accounts, which divide the value of 
residential construction into inputs and “value added.” These numbers are produced by BEA specifically for the 
purpose of assessing the impact of a particular industry on the U.S. economy. Value added is itself broken into 
several components, including compensation of employees, taxes on production and imports, and gross 
operating surplus. Other BEA accounts can be used to turn these components into wages, jobs, proprietors’ 
income and corporate profits.


The BEA accounts include estimates of the technology (input from other industries) needed to produce a 
certain dollar value of residential construction. The dollar value of residential construction BEA uses in its 
estimates comes primarily from the Census Bureau. In addition to subtracting the value of raw land, the Census 
Bureau makes several other adjustments to the price of a home before it passes the numbers over to BEA. For 
new homes built for sale, the Census Bureau subtracts estimated value of landscaping (1.1 percent of the final 
price), appliances (0.5 percent), realtor/brokers fees (2.9 percent), and marketing/finance costs (2.7 
percent). This is summarized in Table 1. The table also shows differences between for-sale and custom homes.


It may seem strange that the government does not treat items such as landscaping and appliances as part of 
single family home construction. Nor are marketing and finance costs subtracted from the price of products in 
other industries in the government’s accounting system. NAHB, in fact, meets with the Census Bureau and BEA 
to discuss these and other issues on a regular basis.


The subtracted items, such as landscaping and realtor/brokers services, do help generate jobs and revenues for 
the U.S. economy, and they also represent activities that would not occur were the homes not built. 
Therefore, we need to add these percentages back to the inputs (from other industries) needed to produce a 
certain dollar value of residential construction. Otherwise, the economic impact attributable to residential 
construction could be underestimated.


We therefore adjust the government’s estimates of the inputs needed to generate a for-sale single family 
home as follows: add 1.1 percent to the residential construction industry to account for landscaping; 0.5 
percent to the electrical equipment and appliances industry; 2.9 percent to the real estate industry (for 
realtor/broker fees); and split the 2.7 percent of marketing/finance costs, adding half of it to the Federal 
Reserve, banks, and credit intermediation industry, and the other half to the miscellaneous professional, 
scientific, and technical services industry.[6]
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We make similar adjustments, based on the percentages in Table 1, to account for landscaping and appliances 
in new custom homes.


For multifamily rental, we add 1.12 percent on brokers’ fees back to the real estate industry based on NAHB 
discussions with brokers who sell multifamily properties. For remodeling, we simply use the original BEA 
estimates (no adjustment).


The inputs needed for building a single family or multifamily home are also the outputs from other industries. 
The amount of outputs produced in each industry is then translated into the number of jobs created, wages 
and profit generated in each industry using mostly data from BEA. Details of the model used to estimate 
national economic impacts of home building have been described in the 2005 article in Housing Economics.[1]


Jobs and Income by Industry
Table 2 shows the number of jobs, wages and salaries, and other incomes generated from building an average 
single family home, a multifamily rental unit and $100,000 spent on remodeling. The jobs are expressed in 
“full time equivalents”, where one full-time job means that the labor required is sufficient to keep one worker 
employed full time for one year.


Across all industries, 3.05 jobs are created by building an average single family home. About half of the full-
time jobs created are in the construction industry. Other jobs are spread over other industries with 
manufacturing ranking second.


In construction, there are many small businesses with no payroll that are not technically counted as 
construction jobs, although many people would probably think of them as such. These small self-employers 
receive income in the form of proprietors’ income, or corporate profits depending on the legal structure of the 
business.


Note that, in the real estate industry, only 0.02 jobs are generated by building an average single family home, 
and 0.01 jobs by building a multifamily rental unit—despite being careful to account for broker and realtor fees 
in this category. Wages and salaries earned in the real estate industry are much smaller than the proprietors’ 
income because the real estate agents and brokers often work under contract and are not therefore technically 
counted as employees of some business. Therefore, their incomes, which some may consider analogous to 
wages, appear mainly in the form of proprietors’ income.


Residential remodeling often includes activities such as completely replacing siding, roofing, plumbing, 
windows, doors, electrical systems, and heating and air conditioning systems; as well as adding rooms, finishing 
basements and attics, and upgrading kitchens and bathrooms. Building outside structures such as garages, 
decks, patios, and fences is also included.


Table 2 shows that $100,000 spent on remodeling generates 1.11 (full-time equivalent) jobs across all 
industries. Most of the jobs are generated in construction and manufacturing, but transportation and other 
business services account for substantial shares as well. Again, there are many small businesses in the 
remodeling and home improvement industry with no payroll that technically do not count as jobs.


The round number of $100,000 was chosen to facilitate scaling the numbers to a larger or smaller dollar 
amount with relatively little trouble. To estimate expenditures other than $100,000 worth of home 
improvement activities, it is legitimate to multiply all the impact estimates by a constant factor. For example, 
a $50,000 home improvement job can be estimated by dividing the numbers in half.


Government Revenue Generated
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As noted above, government revenues are generated from building or remodeling a home. Many of the 
revenues are in the form of taxes—federal, state and Social Security taxes from workers who earn income; tax 
on the profits made by the business owners; sales taxes on material sold to home builders. In addition, many 
local jurisdictions levy fees for approving building permits and extending utility services.


The amount of tax and other revenue generated for government is shown in Table 3. At the federal, state and 
local levels combined, the table shows that building an average single family unit generates $89,216, building 
an average multifamily rental unit generates $33,494, and $100,000 spent on remodeling generates $30,217 in 
taxes and other government revenue.


Federal income taxes and Social Security taxes account for the largest share of the government revenues for all 
three types of construction activities. For state and local government revenues, the construction-related fees 
are more likely to be the largest share.


The estimates of taxes from the wages, salaries, and business profits are based on effective tax rates 
calculated using Internal Revenue Service (IRS) data. The average effective rates work out to be 8.1 percent 
for federal income taxes and 2.1 percent for state and local income taxes. For businesses, whether 
proprietorships or corporations, effective rates are 35.0 percent at federal level. The state and local tax rate 
is 9.1 percent for proprietors’ income, and 6.4 percent for corporate profits.


Sales taxes and construction-related fees on the average new home are estimated using construction cost 
breakdowns from Professional Builder’s “Giants” (400 large home building firms) published in April of 2004. 
According to the Professional Builder breakdown, materials account for about 36 percent of the construction 
value of a new home. An effective average sales tax rate of 5.4 percent is derived from aggregate BEA 
accounts and applied to this 36 percent. So the state and local sales tax rate is estimated to be 1.9 percent of 
construction value.


Final Remarks
All the numbers reported in this article show the national impact of home building and remodeling activity-
numbers that are intended to be useful in discussions about national economic conditions. In the recent 
housing downturn, for example, the numbers reported can be used to show how many jobs in various industries 
are lost when fewer homes are built, and how many could be created or restored if residential construction 
were to rebound. Employment and tax impacts of home building can also be useful when arguing in support of 
housing stimulus measures, such as the recently enacted Housing and Economic Recovery Act, which included a 
landmark $7,500 tax credit for first-time home buyers.


NAHB does not recommend attempting to adjust national impact numbers in an attempt to draw conclusions 
about state or local economies. NAHB has separate models to estimate the impacts of home building at the 
state or local level, and the information is readily accessible on the “Local Economic Impact of Home Building” 
section of NAHB’s web site.


Moreover, the national economic impacts analyzed in this article include only items included in the price of the 
home. It is also possible that the purchase of a home induces purchases of other goods not included in the 
price of the home - furniture or certain types of home appliances, for example. This will be the subject of a 
future article.
_________________
Footnotes:


[1] Emrath, Paul. January 2006. Economic Impact of Remodeling.  Housing Economics. Emrath, Paul. August 2005. 


“Home Building’s Direct Impact on the U.S. Economy”. Housing Economics.
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[2] http://www.fhfa.gov/Default.aspx?Page=195


[3] The ratio equals to average value of a new custom single family home divided by average value of a new single family 


for sale home using 2005 American Housing Survey (AHS) data. The AHS is conducted by the Census Bureau and funded by 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development.


[4] http://www.census.gov/const/www/quarterly_starts_completions.pdf


[5] Both of these surveys were financed by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and conducted by 


the Census Bureau. The Residential Finance Survey has been conducted as part of a decennial Census. It was last done in 
2001. There are no current plans to conduct it again; and, given recent budget cutbacks, no possible source of funding 


has been identified.  HUD recently announced plans to discontinue the Survey of Market Absorption, but this decision was 
overturned by a letter writing campaign organized by NAHB.


[6] In the government industry accounts, there is no single industry that covers both marketing and finance services. 
Therefore, we simply split the 2.7 percent in half and allocate each half into the closest industries.


For more information about this item, please contact Paul Emrath at 800-368-5242 x8449 or via email at 
pemrath@nahb.org. 
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Executive Summary 


 
When residential construction occurs, it generates substantial economic activity in the state 
where it takes place.  This is true for construction that involves the substantial rehabilitation of 
existing housing units as well as the building of new structures.  The economic activity 
generated includes income and jobs for state residents, as well as revenue for state and local 
governments.  The National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) has developed a model to 
estimate the economic benefits.  The model captures the effect of the construction activity itself, 
the ripple impact that occurs when income earned from construction activity is spent and 
recycled in the state.  For new construction, the model also estimates the ongoing impact that 
results from the homes becoming occupied by residents who pay taxes and buy goods and 
services produced in the state.  In order to fully appreciate the positive impact residential 
construction has on a state economy, it is important to include the ripple effects and the ongoing 
benefits.   
 
One version of the NAHB model is designed to estimate the economic benefits of construction 
that uses the Housing Tax Credit program.  Created as part of the Tax Reform Act of 1986, the 
Housing Tax Credit is currently the federal government’s largest program for helping the private 
sector build affordable rental housing.  Under the Housing Tax Credit program, federal income 
tax credits are awarded by state Housing Finance Agencies to a development under the 
condition that the rents and incomes of its tenants are restricted.  The credits are shared among 
the owners of a community, typically investors recruited by syndicators through limited 
partnership agreements.  The investors receive the credits for ten years, provided the property 
continues to comply with the rent and income restrictions.  Tax credit communities are 
commonly divided into “family” and “elderly” communities, where the latter restrict the ages of 
eligible tenants. The version of the NAHB model for tax credit communities differs from other 
versions primarily in the way the incomes and local spending tendencies of the occupants are 
estimated.  Housing tax credits can be used to construct new housing units, or to acquire and 
substantially rehab an existing building.  
 
This report presents estimates of the economic impacts of 324 new family, 488 new elderly, 
rehab, and 850 rehab tax credit units in the State of Georgia (see map on next page) based on 
all tax credit buildings placed in service in 2010 and 2011, and operating in 2011.  Although 
certain rehab jobs may be extensive enough to render otherwise uninhabitable units fit for 
occupancy (thereby allowing the metro area to retain extra households and triggering a set of 
ongoing impacts analogous to the impacts for new construction), the NAHB local impact model 
that analyzes residential property renovations does not assume this will be the case, so that the 
ongoing impact of the rehab units is limited to an increase in property taxes.  In addition, 
because the Georgia Affordable Housing Coalition has informed NAHB that the increased 
property tax on the rehab tax credit units is relatively small, the estimated ongoing effects of the 
rehab units are relatively modest. 
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Georgia  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The NAHB model produces impact estimates for income and employment in 16 industries and 
state and local government, as well as detailed information about taxes and other types of state 
and local government revenue.  The key results are summarized below.  Additional details are 
contained in subsequent sections. 
 
New Family Tax Credit Units 


 


 The estimated one-year economic impacts of building 324 new family tax credit units in 
Georgia include 


 $28.4 million in income for Georgia residents, 
 $5.6 million in taxes and other revenue for the state and local governments 


in the state, and 
 451 jobs in Georgia.  


The figure for taxes includes revenue from all sources, such as permit and impact fees, for 
the state government and all local jurisdictions within the state combined.  They are also 
one-year impacts that include both the direct and indirect impact of the construction activity 
itself, and the impact of Georgia residents who earn money from the construction activity 
spending part of it within the state.  Jobs are measured in full time equivalents—i.e., one 
reported job represents enough work to keep one worker employed full-time for a year, 
based on average hours worked per week by full-time employees in the industry. 
 


 The additional, annually recurring impacts of building 324 new family tax credit units in 
Georgia include 


 $7.8 million in income for Georgia residents, 
 $2.1 million in taxes and other revenue for the state and local governments 


in the state, and 
 114 jobs in Georgia.  
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These are ongoing, annual local impacts that result from the new homes being occupied 
and the occupants paying taxes and otherwise participating in the state economy year after 
year.  The ongoing impacts also include the effect of increased property taxes, assuming 
that raw land would be taxed at the same rate as the completed housing unit. 
 


The above impacts were calculated assuming that the new family tax credit units built in Georgia 
have an average market value (based on total construction and lease-up costs for an equivalent 
market-rate community) of $119,069; embody raw land valued at $4,328 per unit, require the 
developers to pay an average of $2,211 in permit and other fees to local governments and incur 
an average property tax of $665 per year.  This information was provided by the Georgia 
Affordable Housing Coalition.   
 
New Elderly Tax Credit Units 
 


 The estimated one-year economic impacts of building 488 new elderly tax credit units in 
Georgia include 


 $40.8 million in income for Georgia residents, 
 $7.5 million in taxes and other revenue for the state and local governments 


in the state, and 
 647 jobs in Georgia.  


The figure for taxes includes revenue from all sources, such as permit and impact fees, for 
the state government and all local jurisdictions within the state combined.  They are also 
one-year impacts that include both the direct and indirect impact of the construction activity 
itself, and the impact of Georgia residents who earn money from the construction activity 
spending part of it within the state.   
 


 The additional, annually recurring impacts of building 488 new elderly tax credit units in 
Georgia include 


 $11.7 million in income for Georgia residents, 
 $3.1 million in taxes and other revenue for the state and local governments 


in the state, and 
 169 jobs in Georgia.  


These are ongoing, annual local impacts that result from the new homes being occupied 
and the occupants paying taxes and otherwise participating in the state economy year after 
year.  In the NAHB economic impact models, the primary difference between the versions of 
model for family and elderly tax credit construction is the way the incomes and spending 
tendencies of the occupants are estimated. 
 


The above impacts were calculated assuming that the new elderly tax credit units built in 
Georgia have an average market value (based on total construction and lease-up costs for an 
equivalent market-rate community) of $117,045; embody raw land valued at $6,870 per unit, 
require the developers to pay an average of $1,124 in permit and other fees to local 
governments and incur an average property tax of $504 per year.  As with assumptions 
underlying the analysis of family tax credit units, this information was provided by the Georgia 
Affordable Housing Coalition.   
 







 


 4 


Rehab Tax Credit Units 
 


 The estimated one-year economic impacts of 850 rehab tax credit units in Georgia include 
 $44.2 million in income for Georgia residents, 
 $7.7 million in taxes and other revenue for the state and local governments 


in the state, and 
 524 jobs in Georgia.  


The figure for taxes includes revenue from all sources for the state government and all local 
jurisdictions within the state combined.  They are also one-year impacts that include both 
the direct and indirect impact of the construction activity itself, and the impact of residents 
who earn money from construction spending part of it within the state.   
 


 Although certain remodeling jobs may be extensive enough to render otherwise 
uninhabitable units fit for occupancy (thereby allowing the state to retain extra households 
and triggering a set of ongoing impacts analogous to the impacts for new construction), the 
NAHB local impact model for remodeling makes the conservative assumption that this is not 
the case, in order to avoid overestimating the benefits.  The ongoing, annual economic 
benefits to the state economy are therefore limited to  


 $291,000 in residential property taxes. 
  


These impacts were calculated assuming that the rehab tax credit units required, on average, 
$71,668 worth of rehab work, also required the developer to pay $155 in permit and other fees 
to local governments, and incur $343 more per year in property taxes after being renovated.  As 
with the assumptions for the new tax credit units, this information was provided by the Georgia 
Affordable Housing Coalition.   
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Impact of Building 324 New Family Tax Credit 
Units in Georgia 


 
Summary 


 
 
Total One-Year Impact:  Sum of Phase I and Phase II: 


Total Income in 
Georgia 


 Business 
Owners’ Income 


Wages and 
Salaries 


State and Local 
Taxes1 


Jobs Supported 


$28,436,500 $8,095,400 $20,341,000 $5,555,000 451 


 
      


Phase I: Direct and Indirect Impact of Construction Activity: 


 
Total Income in 


Georgia 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
Wages and 


Salaries 


 
State and 


Local Taxes1 


 
Jobs 


Supported 


$18,270,500 $4,975,400 $13,295,000 $3,180,700 282 


 
Phase II: Induced (Ripple) Effect of Spending the Income and Taxes from Phase I: 


 
Total Income in 


Georgia 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
Wages and 


Salaries 


 
State and 


Local Taxes1 


 
Jobs 


Supported 


$10,166,000 $3,120,000 $7,046,000 $2,374,300 170 


 
 
 
Phase III:  Ongoing, Annual Effect that Occurs When New Homes are Occupied: 


Total Income in 
Georgia 


 Business 
Owners’ Income 


Wages and 
Salaries 


State and Local 
Taxes1 


Jobs Supported 


$7,808,200 $3,208,200 $4,600,400 $2,109,700 114 


 


 


                                                           
1 The term taxes is used as a shorthand for state and local government revenue from all sources: taxes, 
fees, fines, revenue from government-owned enterprises, etc. 
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Impact of Building 324 New Family Tax Credit Units in Georgia 
Phase I—Direct and Indirect Impact of Construction Activity 


A. Income and Jobs in Georgia by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Total Income in 


Georgia 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
 Wages and 


Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of  


Jobs 
Supported 
in Georgia 


 
Construction $12,760,700 $3,290,900 $9,469,800 $48,000 196 


 
Manufacturing $1,900 $100 $1,700 $50,000 0 


 
Transportation $30,800 $4,200 $26,600 $40,000 1 


 
Communications $189,000 $57,700 $131,200 $74,000 2 


 
Utilities $52,300 $20,300 $32,000 $82,000 0 


 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $1,847,800 $338,200 $1,509,700 $36,000 42 


 
Finance and Insurance $402,800 $32,600 $370,100 $82,000 5 


 
Real Estate $578,100 $508,900 $69,200 $50,000 1 


 
Personal & Repair Services $129,200 $48,700 $80,500 $32,000 2 


 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $71,900 $14,300 $57,600 $32,000 2 


 
Business & Professional Services  $1,777,100 $529,800 $1,247,300 $57,000 22 


 
Eating and Drinking Places $60,600 $8,200 $52,500 $20,000 3 


 
Automobile Repair & Service $61,300 $19,000 $42,300 $32,000 1 


 
Entertainment Services $10,500 $2,200 $8,400 $44,000 0 


 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $2,400 $600 $1,700 $38,000 0 


 
Local Government $17,200 $0 $17,200 $53,000 0 


 
Other $276,900 $99,700 $177,200 $43,000 4 


 
Total $18,270,500 $4,975,400 $13,295,000 $47,000 282 


 
 
 


B. State and Local Government General Revenue by Type 


 
TAXES: 


 
 


 
USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 
 


 
Business Property Taxes $53,200 


 
Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $716,400 


 
Residential Property Taxes $0 


 
Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $226,900 


 
General Sales Taxes $1,038,000 


 
Hospital Charges $224,000 


 
Specific Excise Taxes $32,300 


 
Transportation Charges $46,300 


 
Income Taxes $498,600 


 
Education Charges $135,000 


 
License Taxes $22,700 


 
Other Fees and Charges $186,600 


 
Other Taxes $800 


 
TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $1,535,100 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $1,645,600 


 
TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $3,180,700 
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Impact of Building 324 New Family Tax Credit Units in Georgia 
Phase II—Induced Effect of Spending Income and Tax Revenue from Phase I 


A. Income and Jobs in Georgia by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Total Income in 


Georgia 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
 Wages and 


Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of  


Jobs 
Supported 
in Georgia 


 
Construction $446,700 $170,100 $276,600 $48,000 6 


 
Manufacturing $2,000 $200 $1,800 $50,000 0 


 
Transportation $41,300 $5,800 $35,500 $35,000 1 


 
Communications $572,700 $194,100 $378,600 $72,000 5 


 
Utilities $261,300 $103,100 $158,200 $82,000 2 


 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $1,565,000 $294,300 $1,270,600 $32,000 40 


 
Finance and Insurance $398,100 $35,900 $362,100 $73,000 5 


 
Real Estate $1,636,700 $1,440,800 $195,900 $50,000 4 


 
Personal & Repair Services $345,300 $157,300 $188,000 $32,000 6 


 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $81,100 $16,100 $65,000 $32,000 2 


 
Business & Professional Services  $1,029,300 $299,200 $730,200 $51,000 14 


 
Eating and Drinking Places $458,500 $61,700 $396,900 $20,000 20 


 
Automobile Repair & Service $224,200 $68,300 $155,900 $32,000 5 


 
Entertainment Services $107,900 $29,700 $78,200 $36,000 2 


 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $1,169,000 $153,900 $1,015,100 $48,000 21 


 
Local Government $1,577,900 $0 $1,577,900 $49,000 32 


 
Other $249,000 $89,500 $159,500 $34,000 5 


 
Total $10,166,000 $3,120,000 $7,046,000 $42,000 170 


 
 
 


B. State and Local Government General Revenue by Type 


 
TAXES: 


 
 


 
USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 
 


 
Business Property Taxes $274,400 


 
Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $0 


 
Residential Property Taxes $0 


 
Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $468,200 


 
General Sales Taxes $569,900 


 
Hospital Charges $193,900 


 
Specific Excise Taxes $166,400 


 
Transportation Charges $27,200 


 
Income Taxes $345,500 


 
Education Charges $79,500 


 
License Taxes $49,400 


 
Other Fees and Charges $195,800 


 
Other Taxes $4,000 


 
TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $964,600 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $1,409,600 


 
TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $2,374,300 
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Impact of Building 324 New Family Tax Credit Units in Georgia 
Phase III—Ongoing, Annual Effect That Occurs Because Units Are Occupied 


 A. Income and Jobs in Georgia by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Total Income in 


Georgia 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
 Wages and 


Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of  


Jobs 
Supported 
in Georgia 


 
Construction $166,900 $58,900 $108,000 $48,000 2 


 
Manufacturing $1,400 $100 $1,300 $50,000 0 


 
Transportation $40,800 $5,800 $35,000 $33,000 1 


 
Communications $429,400 $147,000 $282,500 $72,000 4 


 
Utilities $100,900 $39,600 $61,300 $82,000 1 


 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $1,152,600 $217,200 $935,400 $32,000 30 


 
Finance and Insurance $234,800 $21,100 $213,800 $73,000 3 


 
Real Estate $2,400,700 $2,113,400 $287,300 $50,000 6 


 
Personal & Repair Services $278,100 $133,000 $145,200 $32,000 4 


 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $55,100 $11,000 $44,200 $32,000 1 


 
Business & Professional Services  $663,300 $192,400 $471,000 $50,000 9 


 
Eating and Drinking Places $344,000 $46,300 $297,700 $20,000 15 


 
Automobile Repair & Service $149,200 $45,400 $103,700 $32,000 3 


 
Entertainment Services $77,100 $22,000 $55,100 $37,000 1 


 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $816,400 $106,900 $709,500 $48,000 15 


 
Local Government $765,900 $0 $765,900 $49,000 16 


 
Other $131,600 $48,100 $83,500 $35,000 2 


 
Total $7,808,200 $3,208,200 $4,600,400 $40,000 114 


 
 


B. State and Local Government General Revenue by Type 


 
TAXES: 


 
 


 
USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 
 


 
Business Property Taxes $239,400 


 
Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $0 


 
Residential Property Taxes $207,600 


 
Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $234,200 


 
General Sales Taxes $497,200 


 
Hospital Charges $226,400 


 
Specific Excise Taxes $145,200 


 
Transportation Charges $20,900 


 
Income Taxes $271,500 


 
Education Charges $61,000 


 
License Taxes $42,200 


 
Other Fees and Charges $160,500 


 
Other Taxes $3,500 


 
TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $703,100 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $1,406,600 


 
TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $2,109,700 
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Impact of Building 488 New Elderly Tax Credit 
Units in Georgia 


 
Summary 


 
 
 
Total One-Year Impact:  Sum of Phase I and Phase II: 


Total Income in 
Georgia 


 Business 
Owners’ Income 


Wages and 
Salaries 


State and Local 
Taxes1 


Jobs Supported 


$40,842,900 $11,673,200 $29,169,300 $7,509,700 647 


 
      


Phase I: Direct and Indirect Impact of Construction Activity: 


 
Total Income in 


Georgia 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
Wages and 


Salaries 


 
State and 


Local Taxes1 


 
Jobs 


Supported 


$26,437,800 $7,204,600 $19,233,100 $4,115,100 407 


 
Phase II: Induced (Ripple) Effect of Spending the Income and Taxes from Phase I: 


 
Total Income in 


Georgia 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
Wages and 


Salaries 


 
State and 


Local Taxes1 


 
Jobs 


Supported 


$14,405,100 $4,468,600 $9,936,200 $3,394,600 240 


 
 
 
Phase III:  Ongoing, Annual Effect that Occurs When New Homes are Occupied: 


Total Income in 
Georgia 


 Business 
Owners’ Income 


Wages and 
Salaries 


State and Local 
Taxes1 


Jobs Supported 


$11,681,800 $4,562,300 $7,119,600 $3,140,700 169 


 


 


                                                           
1 The term taxes is used as a shorthand for state and local government revenue from all sources: taxes, 
fees, fines, revenue from government-owned enterprises, etc. 
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Impact of Building 488 New Elderly Tax Credit Units in Georgia 
Phase I—Direct and Indirect Impact of Construction Activity 


A. Income and Jobs in Georgia by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Total Income in 


Georgia 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
 Wages and 


Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of  


Jobs 
Supported 
in Georgia 


 
Construction $18,455,100 $4,759,400 $13,695,700 $48,000 283 


 
Manufacturing $2,700 $200 $2,500 $50,000 0 


 
Transportation $44,600 $6,100 $38,500 $40,000 1 


 
Communications $273,400 $83,500 $189,800 $74,000 3 


 
Utilities $75,700 $29,400 $46,300 $82,000 1 


 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $2,672,500 $489,100 $2,183,400 $36,000 61 


 
Finance and Insurance $584,900 $47,500 $537,500 $82,000 7 


 
Real Estate $844,400 $743,300 $101,100 $50,000 2 


 
Personal & Repair Services $186,900 $70,500 $116,400 $32,000 4 


 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $104,100 $20,700 $83,400 $32,000 3 


 
Business & Professional Services  $2,572,800 $767,300 $1,805,500 $57,000 32 


 
Eating and Drinking Places $87,800 $11,800 $76,000 $20,000 4 


 
Automobile Repair & Service $88,700 $27,500 $61,200 $32,000 2 


 
Entertainment Services $15,300 $3,100 $12,100 $44,000 0 


 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $3,500 $900 $2,500 $38,000 0 


 
Local Government $24,900 $0 $24,900 $53,000 0 


 
Other $400,500 $144,300 $256,300 $43,000 6 


 
Total $26,437,800 $7,204,600 $19,233,100 $47,000 407 


 
 
 


B. State and Local Government General Revenue by Type 


 
TAXES: 


 
 


 
USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 
 


 
Business Property Taxes $77,300 


 
Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $548,500 


 
Residential Property Taxes $0 


 
Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $328,300 


 
General Sales Taxes $1,501,900 


 
Hospital Charges $324,100 


 
Specific Excise Taxes $46,900 


 
Transportation Charges $66,900 


 
Income Taxes $721,500 


 
Education Charges $195,300 


 
License Taxes $32,900 


 
Other Fees and Charges $270,100 


 
Other Taxes $1,200 


 
TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $1,733,300 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $2,381,700 


 
TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $4,115,100 
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Impact of Building 488 New Elderly Tax Credit Units in Georgia 
Phase II—Induced Effect of Spending Income and Tax Revenue from Phase I 


A. Income and Jobs in Georgia by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Total Income in 


Georgia 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
 Wages and 


Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of  


Jobs 
Supported 
in Georgia 


 
Construction $639,300 $243,800 $395,500 $48,000 8 


 
Manufacturing $2,800 $200 $2,600 $50,000 0 


 
Transportation $59,100 $8,200 $50,900 $35,000 1 


 
Communications $818,200 $277,600 $540,600 $72,000 7 


 
Utilities $374,700 $147,900 $226,800 $82,000 3 


 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $2,245,600 $422,400 $1,823,200 $32,000 57 


 
Finance and Insurance $571,000 $51,600 $519,400 $73,000 7 


 
Real Estate $2,349,400 $2,068,200 $281,200 $50,000 6 


 
Personal & Repair Services $493,300 $225,000 $268,300 $32,000 8 


 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $116,200 $23,100 $93,100 $32,000 3 


 
Business & Professional Services  $1,448,200 $422,100 $1,026,000 $51,000 20 


 
Eating and Drinking Places $657,900 $88,500 $569,400 $20,000 29 


 
Automobile Repair & Service $321,900 $98,100 $223,800 $32,000 7 


 
Entertainment Services $154,800 $42,600 $112,100 $36,000 3 


 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $1,678,900 $221,100 $1,457,800 $48,000 30 


 
Local Government $2,116,700 $0 $2,116,700 $49,000 43 


 
Other $357,100 $128,200 $228,800 $34,000 7 


 
Total $14,405,100 $4,468,600 $9,936,200 $41,000 240 


 
 
 


B. State and Local Government General Revenue by Type 


 
TAXES: 


 
 


 
USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 
 


 
Business Property Taxes $393,500 


 
Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $0 


 
Residential Property Taxes $0 


 
Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $672,300 


 
General Sales Taxes $817,200 


 
Hospital Charges $275,600 


 
Specific Excise Taxes $238,700 


 
Transportation Charges $38,600 


 
Income Taxes $490,600 


 
Education Charges $112,600 


 
License Taxes $70,700 


 
Other Fees and Charges $279,000 


 
Other Taxes $5,700 


 
TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $1,378,200 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $2,016,400 


 
TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $3,394,600 
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Impact of Building 488 New Elderly Tax Credit Units in Georgia 
Phase III—Ongoing, Annual Effect That Occurs Because Units Are Occupied 


 A. Income and Jobs in Georgia by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Total Income in 


Georgia 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
 Wages and 


Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of  


Jobs 
Supported 
in Georgia 


 
Construction $252,100 $88,100 $164,000 $48,000 3 


 
Manufacturing $1,900 $100 $1,700 $50,000 0 


 
Transportation $53,400 $7,500 $45,800 $33,000 1 


 
Communications $538,900 $185,100 $353,900 $72,000 5 


 
Utilities $148,400 $58,200 $90,200 $82,000 1 


 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $1,439,100 $270,600 $1,168,500 $32,000 37 


 
Finance and Insurance $330,900 $29,300 $301,700 $74,000 4 


 
Real Estate $3,334,400 $2,935,300 $399,100 $50,000 8 


 
Personal & Repair Services $512,400 $237,200 $275,200 $32,000 8 


 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $83,000 $16,500 $66,500 $32,000 2 


 
Business & Professional Services  $966,400 $270,600 $695,700 $49,000 14 


 
Eating and Drinking Places $349,600 $47,000 $302,600 $20,000 15 


 
Automobile Repair & Service $156,600 $47,700 $108,800 $32,000 3 


 
Entertainment Services $108,600 $31,700 $77,000 $33,000 2 


 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $2,126,600 $272,900 $1,853,800 $49,000 38 


 
Local Government $1,079,900 $0 $1,079,900 $49,000 22 


 
Other $199,600 $64,500 $135,200 $34,000 4 


 
Total $11,681,800 $4,562,300 $7,119,600 $42,000 169 


 
 


B. State and Local Government General Revenue by Type 


 
TAXES: 


 
 


 
USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 
 


 
Business Property Taxes $319,900 


 
Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $0 


 
Residential Property Taxes $231,600 


 
Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $448,500 


 
General Sales Taxes $664,500 


 
Hospital Charges $472,600 


 
Specific Excise Taxes $194,100 


 
Transportation Charges $31,300 


 
Income Taxes $398,000 


 
Education Charges $91,300 


 
License Taxes $57,500 


 
Other Fees and Charges $226,600 


 
Other Taxes $4,700 


 
TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $1,270,300 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $1,870,400 


 
TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $3,140,700 
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Impact of 850 Rehab Tax Credit Units in 
Georgia 


 
Summary 


 
 
Total One-Year Impact:  Sum of Phase I and Phase II: 


Total Income in 
Georgia 


 Business 
Owners’ Income 


Wages and 
Salaries 


State and Local 
Taxes1 


Jobs Supported 


$44,248,000 $21,222,000 $23,026,000 $7,711,000 524 


 
      


Phase I: Direct and Indirect Impact of Construction Activity: 


 
Total Income in 


Georgia 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
Wages and 


Salaries 


 
State and 


Local Taxes1 


 
Jobs 


Supported 


$28,820,000 $16,392,000 $12,428,000 $4,047,000 268 


 
Phase II: Induced (Ripple) Effect of Spending the Income and Taxes from Phase I: 


 
Total Income in 


Georgia 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
Wages and 


Salaries 


 
State and 


Local Taxes1 


 
Jobs 


Supported 


$15,428,000 $4,830,000 $10,598,000 $3,664,000 257 


 
 
 


        Phase III:  Ongoing, Annual Effect: 


Residential 
Property Taxes 


$291,000 


 


                                                           
1 The term taxes is used as a shorthand for state and local government revenue from all sources: taxes, 
fees, fines, revenue from government-owned enterprises, etc. 
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Impact of 850 Rehab Tax Credit Units in Georgia 
Phase I—Direct and Indirect Impact of Construction Activity 


A. Income and Jobs in Georgia by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Total Income in 


Georgia 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
 Wages and 


Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of  


Jobs 
Supported 
in Georgia 


 
Construction $21,051,000 $14,211,000 $6,840,000 $48,000 142 


 
Manufacturing $3,000 $0 $2,000 $50,000 0 


 
Transportation $47,000 $6,000 $40,000 $41,000 1 


 
Communications $265,000 $76,000 $189,000 $75,000 3 


 
Utilities $56,000 $22,000 $34,000 $82,000 0 


 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $2,951,000 $539,000 $2,413,000 $36,000 66 


 
Finance and Insurance $447,000 $35,000 $411,000 $82,000 5 


 
Real Estate $477,000 $420,000 $57,000 $50,000 1 


 
Personal & Repair Services $246,000 $93,000 $154,000 $32,000 5 


 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $76,000 $15,000 $61,000 $32,000 2 


 
Business & Professional Services  $2,572,000 $743,000 $1,830,000 $59,000 31 


 
Eating and Drinking Places $72,000 $10,000 $63,000 $20,000 3 


 
Automobile Repair & Service $126,000 $39,000 $87,000 $32,000 3 


 
Entertainment Services $14,000 $3,000 $11,000 $45,000 0 


 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $3,000 $1,000 $2,000 $37,000 0 


 
Local Government $24,000 $0 $24,000 $53,000 0 


 
Other $390,000 $179,000 $210,000 $41,000 5 


 
Total $28,820,000 $16,392,000 $12,428,000 $46,000 268 


 
 
 


B. State and Local Government General Revenue by Type 


 
TAXES: 


 
 


 
USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 
 


 
Business Property Taxes $60,000 


 
Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $132,000 


 
Residential Property Taxes $0 


 
Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $358,000 


 
General Sales Taxes $1,644,000 


 
Hospital Charges $353,000 


 
Specific Excise Taxes $36,000 


 
Transportation Charges $73,000 


 
Income Taxes $781,000 


 
Education Charges $213,000 


 
License Taxes $32,000 


 
Other Fees and Charges $286,000 


 
Other Taxes $79,000 


 
TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $1,415,000 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $2,632,000 


 
TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $4,047,000 
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Impact of 850 Rehab Tax Credit Units in Georgia  
Phase II—Induced Effect of Spending Income and Tax Revenue from Phase I 


A. Income and Jobs in Georgia by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Total Income in 


Georgia 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
 Wages and 


Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of  


Jobs 
Supported 
in Georgia 


 
Construction $691,000 $264,000 $427,000 $48,000 9 


 
Manufacturing $3,000 $0 $3,000 $50,000 0 


 
Transportation $64,000 $9,000 $55,000 $35,000 2 


 
Communications $882,000 $300,000 $583,000 $72,000 8 


 
Utilities $405,000 $160,000 $245,000 $82,000 3 


 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $2,431,000 $457,000 $1,974,000 $32,000 62 


 
Finance and Insurance $618,000 $56,000 $562,000 $73,000 8 


 
Real Estate $2,544,000 $2,240,000 $305,000 $50,000 6 


 
Personal & Repair Services $532,000 $243,000 $289,000 $32,000 9 


 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $126,000 $25,000 $101,000 $32,000 3 


 
Business & Professional Services  $1,541,000 $450,000 $1,091,000 $51,000 21 


 
Eating and Drinking Places $712,000 $96,000 $616,000 $20,000 31 


 
Automobile Repair & Service $349,000 $106,000 $242,000 $32,000 7 


 
Entertainment Services $168,000 $46,000 $121,000 $36,000 3 


 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $1,819,000 $239,000 $1,579,000 $48,000 33 


 
Local Government $2,157,000 $0 $2,157,000 $49,000 44 


 
Other $386,000 $139,000 $248,000 $34,000 7 


 
Total $15,428,000 $4,830,000 $10,598,000 $41,000 257 


 
 
 


B. State and Local Government General Revenue by Type 


 
TAXES: 


 
 


 
USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 
 


 
Business Property Taxes $426,000 


 
Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $0 


 
Residential Property Taxes $0 


 
Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $728,000 


 
General Sales Taxes $884,000 


 
Hospital Charges $296,000 


 
Specific Excise Taxes $258,000 


 
Transportation Charges $39,000 


 
Income Taxes $502,000 


 
Education Charges $114,000 


 
License Taxes $76,000 


 
Other Fees and Charges $292,000 


 
Other Taxes $48,000 


 
TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $1,469,000 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $2,194,000 


 
TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $3,664,000 
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In 1996, the Housing Policy Department of the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) 
developed an economic model to estimate the local economic benefits of home building.  
Although at first calibrated to a typical metropolitan area using national averages, the model 
could be adapted to a specific local economy by replacing national averages with specific local 
data for key housing market variables.  The initial version of the model could be applied to 
single-family construction, multifamily construction, or a combination of the two.   
 
Since 1997, NAHB has used the model to produce customized reports on the impact of home 
building in various parts of the country.  As of June 2009, over 600 of these reports have been 
produced, analyzing residential construction in various metropolitan areas, non-metropolitan 
counties, and states (see map below). 
 


Areas Covered by NAHB Local Impact Studies 
The darkest shading indicates studies that covered metro areas and non-metro counties; the 


somewhat lighter shading indicates studies that were produced for an entire state. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The reports have analyzed the impacts of specific housing projects, as well as total home 
building in areas as large as entire states.  In 2002, NAHB developed new versions of the model 
to analyze active adult housing projects and multifamily development financed with the Low-
Income Housing Tax Credit, then in 2005 a version of the model that analyzes remodeling.  
 
Results from NAHB’s local impact model have been used by outside organizations such as 
universities, state housing authorities and affordable housing agencies:   
 


 The Shimburg Center for Affordable Housing at the University of Florida used results 
from the NAHB model to establish that “the real estate taxes paid year after year are the 
most obvious long-term economic benefit to the community.  Probably the second most 
obvious long-term economic benefit is the purchases made by the family occupying the 
completed home.”  www.shimberg.ufl.edu/pdf/Newslett-June02.pdf 



http://www.shimberg.ufl.edu/pdf/Newslett-June02.pdf
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 The Louisville Affordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTF) used results from the NAHB model 
to determine the initial one-year impact and the ongoing annual effect that occurs when 
new homes are occupied.  This analysis was performed to help justify the creation of a 
commission to oversee the newly established AHTF to insure that it works at “finding 
creative ways to create a sustainable and renewable fund to provide affordable housing 
opportunities throughout the Louisville community.”  
www.openthedoorlouisville.org/housing-trust/economic-growth 
 


 The Illinois Housing Development Authority used the NAHB model to determine that “the 
Authority’s new construction activity in single and multifamily housing….resulted in the 
creation of 4,256 full-time jobs in construction and construction-related industries.” The 
Authority also used the NAHB impact model to determine the federal, state and local 
taxes and fees generated from new construction and substantial rehabilitation activity.    
www.ihda.org/admin/Upload/Files/94c0ecf7-a238-4be3-90bd-6043cfae81ea.pdf 
 


 The Stardust Center at the Arizona State University used “the model used and developed 
by the NAHB to assess the immediate economic impacts of affordable housing” by phase 
including the construction effect, the construction ripple, and on-going impacts.  This was 
done to show “that permanent, affordable and geographically accessible housing 
provides numerous benefits both to individual families and to the broader community.”   
www.orangecountyfl.net/NR/rdonlyres/efo5wiffiqvqqgn2s35shus5i4lwdgqbcxpck2dddnds3msj5qs2
6ubzllsfl6s6rrwnmtkq4dypnjrdrdzei2llq5g/Socialeconomicimpacts.pdf 


 


 The Center for Applied Economic Research at Montana State University used “results 
from an input-output model developed by the National Association of Home Builders to 
assess the impacts to local areas from new home construction.”  The results show that 
“the construction industry contributes substantially to Montana’s economy accounting for 
5.5 percent of Gross State Product.”  


 


 The Housing Education and Research Center at Michigan State University also adopted 
the NAHB approach: “The underlying basis for supporting the implementation of this 
[NAHB] model on Michigan communities is that it provides quantifiable results that link 
new residential development with commercial and other forms of development therefore 
illustrating the overall economic effects of residential growth.”  


 


 The Center for Economic Development at the University of Massachusetts found that 
“Home building generates substantial local economic activity, including income, jobs, and 
revenue for state and local governments.  These far exceed the school costs-to-property-
tax ratios.  …these factors were evaluated by means of a quantitative assessment of data 
from the National Association of Home Builder’s Local Impact of Home Building model.”   
 


 Similarly, the Association of Oregon Community Development Organizations decided to 
base its analysis of affordable housing on the NAHB model, stating that  “This model is 
widely respected and utilized in analyzing the economic impact of market rate housing 
development,” and that, compared to alternatives, it “is considered the most 
comprehensive and is considered an improvement on most previous models.” 
www.aocdo.org/docs/EcoDevoStudyFinal.pdf 



http://www.openthedoorlouisville.org/housing-trust/economic-growth

http://www.ihda.org/admin/Upload/Files/94c0ecf7-a238-4be3-90bd-6043cfae81ea.pdf

http://www.orangecountyfl.net/NR/rdonlyres/efo5wiffiqvqqgn2s35shus5i4lwdgqbcxpck2dddnds3msj5qs26ubzllsfl6s6rrwnmtkq4dypnjrdrdzei2llq5g/Socialeconomicimpacts.pdf

http://www.orangecountyfl.net/NR/rdonlyres/efo5wiffiqvqqgn2s35shus5i4lwdgqbcxpck2dddnds3msj5qs26ubzllsfl6s6rrwnmtkq4dypnjrdrdzei2llq5g/Socialeconomicimpacts.pdf

http://www.aocdo.org/docs/EcoDevoStudyFinal.pdf
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 The Boone County Kentucky Planning Commission included results from the NAHB model 
in its 2005 Comprehensive Report.  The Planning Commission used values from the 
impact model to quantify the increase in local income, taxes, revenue, jobs, and overall 
local economic impacts in the Metro Area as a result of new home construction.   


 
The NAHB model is divided into three phases.  Phases I and II are one-time effects.  Phase I 
captures the effects that result directly from the construction activity itself and the local 
industries that contribute to it.  Phase II captures the effects that occur as a result of the wages 
and profits from Phase I being spent in the local economy.  Phase III is an ongoing, annual 
effect that includes property tax payments and the result of the completed unit being occupied. 
 
 
 
Phase I: 
Local Industries 
Involved in 
Home Building  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Phase II:  
Ripple Effect  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Phase III:  
Ongoing,  
Annual Effect  
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 


The jobs, wages, and local taxes (including permit, utility 
connection, and impact fees) generated by the actual 
development, construction, and sale of the home.  These jobs 
include on-site and off-site construction work as well as jobs 
generated in retail and wholesale sales of components, 
transportation to the site, and the professional services required to 
build a home and deliver it to its final customer. 


The wages and profits for local area residents earned during 
the construction period are spent on other locally produced 
goods and services.  This generates additional income for local 
residents, which is spent on still more locally produced goods and 
services, and so on.  This continuing recycling of income back into 
the community is usually called a multiplier or ripple effect. 
 


The local jobs, income, and taxes generated as a result of 
the home being occupied.  A household moving into a new home 
generally spends about three-fifths of its income on goods and 
services sold in the local economy.  A fraction of this will become 
income for local workers and local businesses proprietors.  In a 
typical local area, the household will also pay 1.25 percent of its 
income to local governments in the form of taxes and user fees, and 
a fraction of this will become income for local government 
employees.  This is the first step in another set of economic ripples 


that cause a permanent increase in the level of economic activity, 
jobs, wages, and local tax receipts. 
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Modeling a Local Economy 
 
The model defines a local economy as a collection of industries and commodities.  These are 
selected from the detailed benchmark input-output tables produced by the U.S. Bureau of 
Economic Analysis.  The idea is to choose goods and services that would typically be produced, 
sold, and consumed within a local market area.  Laundry services would qualify, for example, 
while automobile manufacturing would not.  Both business-to-business and business-to-
consumer transactions are considered.  In general the model takes a conservative approach and 
retains a relatively small number of the available industries and commodities.  Of the roughly 
600 industries and commodities provided in the input-output files, the model uses only 87 
commodities and 89 industries.   
 
The design of the model implies that a local economy should include not only the places people 
live, but also the places where they work, shop, typically go for entertainment, etc.  This 
corresponds reasonably well to the concepts of Metropolitan Statistical Areas and Metropolitan 
Divisions, areas defined by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget based on local 
commuting patterns.  Outside of these officially defined metropolitan areas, NAHB has 
determined that a county will usually satisfy the model’s requirements.   
 
For a particular local area, the model adjusts the indirect business tax section of the national 
input-output accounts to account for the fiscal structure of local governments in the area. The 
information used to do this comes primarily from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Census of 
Governments.  Wages and salaries are extracted from the employee compensation section of the 
input-output accounts on an industry-by-industry basis.  In order to relate wages and salaries to 
employment, the model incorporates data on local wages per job published by the Bureau of 
Economic Analysis.  


 
 
Phase I:  Construction  


 
In order to estimate the local impacts generated by home building, it is necessary to know the 
sales price of the homes being built, how much raw land contributes to the final price, and how 
much the builder and developer pay to local area governments in the form of permit, utility 
connection, impact, and other fees.  This information is not generally available from national 
sources and in most cases must be provided by representatives from the area in question who 
have specialized knowledge of local conditions. 
 
The model subtracts raw land value from the price of new construction and converts the 
difference into local wages, salaries, business owners’ income, and taxes.  This is done 
separately for all 95 local industries.  In addition, the taxes and fees collected by local 
governments during the construction phase generate wages and salaries for local government 
employees.  Finally the number of full time jobs supported by the wages and salaries generated 
in each private local industry and the local government sector is estimated. 
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Phase II:  The Construction Ripple 
  
Clearly, the local residents who earn income in Phase I will spend a share of it.  Some of this will 
escape the local economy.  A portion of the money used to buy a new car, for example, will 
become wages for autoworkers that are likely to live in another city, and increased profits for 
stockholders of an automobile manufacturing company who are also likely to live elsewhere.  A 
portion of the spending, however, will remain within, and have an impact on, the local economy. 
 The car is likely to be purchased from a local dealer and generate income for a salesperson that 
lives in the area, as well for local workers who provide cleaning, maintenance, and other 
services to the dealership.  Consumers also are likely to purchase many services locally, as well 
as to pay taxes and fees to local governments. 
 
This implies that the income and taxes generated in Phase I become the input for additional 
economic impacts analyzed in what we call Phase II of the model.  Phase II begins by estimating 
how much of the added income households spend on each of the local commodities.  This 
requires detailed analysis of data from the Consumer Expenditure (CE) Survey, which is 
conducted by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics primarily for the purpose of determining the 
weights for the Consumer Price Index.  The analysis produces household spending estimates for 
55 local commodities.  The remainder of the 87 local commodities enter the model only as 
business-to-business transactions. 
 
The model then translates the estimated local spending into local business owners’ income, 
wages and salaries, jobs, and taxes.  This is essentially the same procedure applied to the 
homes sold to consumers in Phase I.  In Phase II, however, the procedure is applied 
simultaneously to 56 locally produced and sold commodities. 
 
 


Summary of Phase I 


Value of Construction 
+ 


Services Provided at Closing 
+ 


Permit / Hook-up / Impact Fees 


Model of the Local Economy 


Local Income and Taxes 
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In other words, the model converts the local income earned in Phase I into local spending, which 
then generates additional local income.  But this in turn will lead to additional spending, which 
will generate more local income, leading to another round of spending, and so on.  Calculating 
the end result of these economic is a straightforward exercise in mathematics. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Phase III: The Ongoing Impacts 
 
Like Phase II, Phase III involves computing the sum of successive ripples of economic activity.  
In Phase III, however, the first ripple is generated by the income and spending of a new 
household (along with the additional property taxes local governments collect as a result of the 
new structure). This does not necessarily imply that all new homes must be occupied by 
households moving in from outside the local area.  It may be that an average new-home 
household moves into the newly constructed unit from elsewhere in the same local area, while 
average existing-home household moves in from outside to occupy the unit vacated by the first 
household.  Alternatively, it may be that the new home allows the local area to retain a 
household that would otherwise move out of the area for lack of suitable housing. 
 
In any of these cases, it is appropriate to treat a new, occupied housing unit as a net gain to the 
local economy of one household with average characteristics for a household that occupies a 
new home.  This reasoning is often used, even if unconsciously, when it is assumed that a new 
home will be occupied by a household with average characteristics—for instance, an average 
number of children who will consume public education. 
 
To estimate the impact of the net additional households, Phase III of the model requires an 
estimate of the income of the households occupying the new homes.  The information used to 
compute this estimate comes from several sources, but primarily from an NAHB statistical model 
based on decennial census data.  Phase III of the local impact model then estimates the fraction 


Summary of Phase II 


Spending on Locally Produced 
Goods and Services 


 


Model of the Local Economy 


Local Income and Taxes 


Local Income and Taxes 
from Phase I 
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of income these households spend on various local commodities.  This is done with CE data and 
is similar to the procedure described under Phase II.  The model also calculates the amount of 
local taxes the households pay each year.  This is done with Census of Governments data except 
in the case of residential property taxes, which are treated separately, and for which specific 
information must usually be obtained from a local source.  Finally, a total ripple effect is 
computed, using essentially the same procedure outlined above under Phase II. 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
The details covered here provide a brief description of the model NAHB uses to estimate the 
local economic benefits of home building.  For a more complete description, see the technical 
documentation at the end of the report.  For additional information about the model, or 
questions about applying it to a particular local area, contact one of the following in NAHB’s 
Economics and Housing Policy Group: 
 
David Crowe, Chief Economist  (202) 266-8383, dcrowe@nahb.com  
Paul Emrath, Vice President,  
 Survey and Housing Policy Research (202) 266-8449, pemrath@nahb.com  
Elliot Eisenberg, Senior Economist  (202) 266-8398, eeisenberg@nahb.com  


 
  


Summary of Phase II 


Spending on Locally Produced 
Goods and Services 


 


Model of the Local Economy 


Local Income and Taxes 


Local Income and Taxes 
from Phase I 
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Technical Documentation 1 


Technical Documentation for the NAHB Model Used to  
Estimate the Income, Jobs, and Taxes 


 
 
The Housing Policy Department of the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) maintains 
an economic model that it uses to estimate the local economic benefits of home building.  The 
NAHB model is divided into three phases.  Phases I and II are one-time effects.  Phase I 
captures the effects that result directly from the construction activity itself and the local 
industries that contribute to it.  Phase II captures the effects that occur as a result of the wages 
and profits from Phase I being spent in the local economy.  Phase III is an ongoing, annual 
effect that includes property tax payments and the result of the completed unit being occupied. 
 
The model can be customized to a specific local economy by replacing key housing market 
variables.  This document explains describes the sources of data used and explains how the 
estimates are generated. 
 


Modeling a Local Economy 
 
In the NAHB model, a local economy is defined as a collection of industries and commodities, 
selected from the 2002 benchmark input-output accounts produced by the U.S. Bureau of 
Economic Analysis (BEA).  In these accounts, definitions are based on North American Industry 
Classification System (NAICS).  The most detailed, 6-digit NAICS codes are used in order to 
parse industries and commodities as precisely as possible in an attempt to include only business 
and consumer activities that are generally local in nature.  As they are adapted by BEA, there 
are 426 industries in the 2002 benchmark accounts.  A complete list can be found in BEA’s 
detailed item output file: http://www.bea.gov/industry/io_benchmark.htm#2002data.  The local 
economy as defined in the NAHB model retains the following 89 industries: 
 


 NAICS Detailed Industry Name 
 


1 111400 Greenhouse and nursery production  
2 212320 Sand, gravel, clay, and refractory mining  
3 221100 Power generation and supply  
4 221200 Natural gas distribution  
5 221300 Water, sewage and other systems  
6 230101 Nonresidential commercial and health care structures  
7 230103 Other nonresidential structures  
8 230201 Residential permanent site single- and multi-family structures  
9 230202 Other residential structures (primarily dormitories, fraternity and sorority houses)  


10 230301 Nonresidential maintenance and repair  
11 230302 Residential maintenance and repair  
12 323120 Support activities for printing   
13 339950 Sign manufacturing  
14 420000 Wholesale trade  
15 485000 Transit and ground passenger transportation  
16 492000 Couriers and messengers  
17 493000 Warehousing and storage  
18 4A0000 Retail trade 



http://www.bea.gov/industry/io_benchmark.htm#2002data
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19 511110 Newspaper and publishers  
20 515100 Radio and television broadcasting  
21 515200 Cable and other subscription programming  
22 517000 Telecommunications  
23 519100 Other information services  
24 518100 Internet service providers and web search portals  
25 518200 Data processing, hosting, and related services  
26 522A00 Nondepository credit intermediation and related activities  
27 523000 Securities, commodity contracts, investments  
28 524200 Insurance agencies, brokerages, and related services  
29 525000 Funds, trust, and other financial vehicles  
30 52A000 Monetary authorities and depository credit intermediation  
31 531000 Real estate  
32 532100 Automotive equipment rental and leasing  
33 532230 Video tape and disc rental  
34 532400 Machinery and equipment rental and leasing 


35 532A00 General and consumer goods rental except video tapes and discs  
36 533000 Lessors of nonfinancial intangible assets  
37 541100 Legal services  
38 541200 Accounting and bookkeeping services  
39 541300 Architectural and engineering services  
40 541400 Specialized design services  
41 541511 Custom computer programming services  
42 541512 Computer systems design services  
43 54151A Other computer related services, including facilities management  
44 541800 Advertising and related services  
45 541920 Photographic services  
46 541940 Veterinary services  
47 5419A0 All other miscellaneous professional and technical services  
48 561100 Office administrative services  
49 561200 Facilities support services  
50 561300 Employment services  
51 561400 Business support services   
52 561600 Investigation and security services  
53 561700 Services to buildings and dwellings  
54 561900 Other support services  
55 562000 Waste management and remediation services  
56 611100 Elementary and secondary schools  
57 611B00 Other educational services  
58 621600 Home health care services  
59 621A00 Offices of physicians, dentists, and other health practitioners  
60 621B00 Other ambulatory health care services  
61 622000 Hospitals  
62 623000 Nursing and residential care facilities  
63 624400 Child day care services   
64 624A00 Individual and family services    
65 624200 Community food, housing, and other relief services  
66 711100 Performing arts companies 


67 711200 Spectator sports 


68 712000 Museums, historical sites, zoos, and parks  
69 713940 Fitness and recreational sports centers 







 


Technical Documentation 3 


 
70 713950 Bowling centers 


71 713A00 Amusement parks, arcades, and gambling industries  
72 713B00 Other amusement and recreation industries  
73 722000 Food services and drinking places  
74 811192 Car washes  
75 8111A0 Automotive repair and maintenance, except car washes  
76 811200 Electronic equipment repair and maintenance  
77 811300 Commercial machinery repair and maintenance  
78 811400 Household goods repair and maintenance  
79 812100 Personal care services  
80 812200 Death care services  
81 812300 Dry-cleaning and laundry services  
82 812900 Other personal services  
83 813100 Religious organizations  
84 813A00 Grant making and giving and social advocacy organizations  
85 813B00 Civic, social, professional and similar organizations  
86 S00201 State and local government passenger transit  
87 S00202 State and local government electric service  
88 S00203 Other state and local government enterprises  
89 S00500 General government industry 


 
In contrast to the classification system used in some previous years, single-family and 
multifamily construction are combined into a single category.  The Census Bureau maintains a 
description of what is included in each NAICS industry on its web site: http://www.census.gov/cgi-


bin/sssd/naics/naicsrch?chart=2002.  In BEA’s system of input-output accounts, commodities 
generally conform to industry definitions.  However, BEA does not include separate commodities 
for “state and local government passenger transit” or “state and local government electric 
service” (these commodities show up as passenger transit and electric service, irrespective of 
which industry produces them), so the local economy as defined in the NAHB model consists of 
89 industries and 87 commodities. 
 
This list includes trade, construction, and a number of industries under the general categories of 
finance, transportation, and services—but excludes virtually all manufacturing, mining, and 
agriculture, on the grounds that markets for manufactured products are at least regional—if not 
national or international—in nature.    
 
The exclusion of many industries is a distinguishing feature of the NAHB local impact model and 
is consistent with the overall intent of the model: to analyze the impact of locating a housing 
unit and the household that occupies it in one place rather than another.  From this perspective, 
a house built in Seattle, Washington should not cause additional airplanes to be built or 
additional software to be produced, even though the occupants of a home built in Seattle may 
use software produced in Seattle and travel on planes built in Seattle.  Because these 
households would be likely to use these products the same way even if they lived in some other 
metropolitan area, use of these products is not a function of the home’s location and.  Hence, 
industries like software publishing and aircraft manufacturing are excluded from the model. 
 



http://www.census.gov/cgi-bin/sssd/naics/naicsrch?chart=2002

http://www.census.gov/cgi-bin/sssd/naics/naicsrch?chart=2002
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Based on the industries and commodities described above, a “total local requirements” matrix is 
constructed that shows the total output required from each of the local industries to produce $1 
of each local commodities.   
 
To illustrate the derivation of this matrix, let 
 


c  = an 87-element column vector of commodity outputs  


g = an 89-element column vector of industry outputs 


V = an 87×89 subset of the benchmark make table that shows how much of 


each commodity is produced by each industry 
h = an 89-element column vector showing how much scrap is produced by each 


industry 
U = a 89×87 subset of the benchmark use table that shows how much of each 


commodity used as an input by each industry.  Coefficients for the 
wholesale trade commodity are set to zero, assuming that these 
transactions are often non-local in nature.  The wholesale trade industry 
produces a considerable amount of the retail trade commodity.  The effect 
of this is to retain retail trade in the model, irrespective of which industry 
produces it, but to exclude wholesale trade activities. 


 
The following matrices can then be defined through standard input-output algebra:  
 


B = U ĝ
-1 the direct requirements matrix, showing the amount of each 


commodity needed as a direct input to produce $1 of each 
industry’s output.  (The symbol ˆ indicates a matrix created from a 
vector by placing the vectors elements on the matrix diagonal.)  


This is simply the use table scaled by industry output. 
 


j = ĝ
-1


h a vector showing scrap as a fraction of each industry’s output.  


Many of the elements of this vector are zero in the NAHB local 
impact model, which excludes most of the manufacturing sector. 


 


D = Vĉ 
-1
 an 87×89 market share matrix, or the make table scaled by 


commodity output.  D shows the fraction of each commodity 
(excluding scrap) produced by each industry. 


 


F = (I-ĵ)
-1


D an 87×89 matrix showing, for $1 worth of each commodity, the 


fraction produced by each industry. In short, F is D adjusted for 
scrap.  F is often called a transformation matrix, because it can be 
used to transform commodities into the output of industries and 
vice versa. 


 
  Total Local Requirements = F(I-BF)


-1 


 
The total local requirements matrix translates local commodities into the output of local 
industries.  The NAHB model is designed to capture only a fraction of the output: the fraction 
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that becomes either income for local households or revenue for local governments.  These 
fractions are estimated from a combination of value added components of the input-output 
tables, plus information taken from other BEA industry accounts.  In the BEA accounts, the final 
price of a commodity is the sum of intermediate outputs plus value added by the industry.  
Retaining only the value added in each industry from a total requirements matrix avoids double 
counting and constrains the impact of selling a local commodity to be no more than the total 
price paid for the commodity.   
 
The input-output accounts decompose value added into three components: compensation of 
employees, taxes on production and imports, and gross operating surplus.  Other BEA industry 
accounts provide some additional on each component.  The following table summarizes the 
information taken from these accounts that is used to help define a local economy.   
 


  


Wages & 
Salaries per  


Dollar of  
Employee 


Compensation 


Wages & 
Salaries per 
Full-Time 


job 
Equivalents  


Other 
Corporate as 
a % of Gross 


Operating 
Surplus 


Other Non-
Corp. as a 
% of Gross 
Operating 
Surplus 


Farms 86.3% 32,330 27.8% 72.2% 
Mining, except oil and gas 77.9% 61,399 62.7% 15.0% 
Utilities 70.8% 81,471 71.3% 26.1% 
Construction 82.6% 47,736 38.4% 59.9% 
Miscellaneous manufacturing 69.9% 49,708 46.0% 52.1% 
Wholesale trade 84.3% 61,935 81.4% 15.8% 
Retail trade 85.0% 30,328 69.2% 27.3% 
Transit and ground passenger transportation 81.1% 27,492 69.8% 26.4% 
Other transportation and support activities 80.1% 44,802 57.5% 39.1% 
Warehousing and storage 83.7% 39,941 83.3% 15.9% 
Publishing industries 81.4% 75,687 80.8% 17.5% 
Broadcasting and telecommunications 80.3% 69,858 68.3% 30.2% 
Information and data processing services 86.3% 82,011 58.4% 39.8% 
Federal Reserve banks, credit intermediation 82.9% 62,017 92.7% 3.8% 
Securities, commodity contracts and investments 87.9% 212,191 73.5% 2.6% 
Insurance carriers and related activities 82.0% 68,694 86.0% 14.0% 
Funds, trusts and other financial vehicles 53.2% 95,698 95.8% 0.0% 
Real estate 86.3% 49,838 3.2% 74.9% 
Rental leasing services & lessors of intangible assets 85.1% 42,238 64.0% 33.8% 
Legal services 86.4% 79,707 19.5% 78.7% 
Computer systems design and related services 86.4% 92,108 4.7% 90.8% 
Misc. professional, scientific, and technical services 86.1% 69,177 26.1% 72.5% 
Administrative and support services 86.2% 32,067 44.8% 52.8% 
Waste management and remediation services 85.2% 52,043 75.0% 22.8% 
Educational services 86.9% 36,521 53.5% 40.9% 
Ambulatory health care services 85.3% 56,174 40.8% 56.7% 
Hospitals and nursing and residential care facilities 84.0% 42,062 36.7% 40.4% 
Social assistance 87.1% 24,800 42.0% 53.7% 
Performing arts, spectator sports, museums 83.5% 73,462 32.0% 66.7% 
Amusements, gambling and recreation industries 86.4% 26,113 49.1% 49.4% 
Food services and drinking places 86.4% 19,492 68.1% 30.3% 
Other services, except government 87.2% 31,983 29.9% 63.6% 
State and local general government 76.0% 48,175 NA NA 
State and local government enterprises 77.1% 52,160 NA NA 
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In the NAHB model, local income is derived from two of the value-added components: 
compensation of employees and gross operating surplus, using other information from BEA 
industry accounts.   
 


Due primarily to data limitations BEA, ratios from the relatively broad categories in the above 
table are sometimes applied to more narrowly defined local industries,  For example, ratios for 
the broad categories “farms” and “mining” are each applied to a single, more narrowly defined 
local industry—“greenhouse and nursery production” and “sand, gravel, clay, and refractory 
mining,” respectively.  
 
The estimates of local income in the NAHB model exclude most corporate profits, based on the 
rationale that ownership of most corporations is national or international in scope.  Even if a 
household living in Cleveland buys a product manufactured by a corporation located in 
Cleveland, profits derived from the sale are likely to be distributed to shareholders living in other 
locations.   
 
The model makes an exception to this general rule for subchapter S corporations.  S 
corporations tend to be smaller and more local and in this regard tend to resemble partnerships 
more than C corporations. S corporations also tend to be relatively common in particular 
industries, such as residential construction. The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) provides 
information on business receipts by form of business and industry 
(http://www.irs.gov/taxstats/bustaxstats/article/0,,id=152029,00.html) and this is used to decompose 
corporate profits into profits for S-corporations and C-corporations.  The IRS tables provide 
relatively limited industry detail, so again percentages for a broadly defined industry are often 
applied to several of the more precisely defined 6-digit NAICS industries.  The S-corporation 
profits by industry are then included as part of local income.     
 
Local government revenue is estimated as a function of both local income and taxes on 
production and imports by industry.  Across the country as a whole, BEA’s national accounts 
show that taxes on production and imports collected by local governments (which consist largely 
of sales taxes) account for 36.1 percent of all TOPI (86.2 percent, for state and local 
governments are combined), and that the average effective state and local corporate income tax 
rate is 6.35 percent. 
  
Up to this point, the local economy has been defined based on a technology that is location 
invariant.  The fiscal structure of local governments is known to vary considerably across the 
country, however.  At this stage, the model employs data from the most recent Census of 
Governments (http://www.census.gov/govs/www/gid2002.html). Census of Governments data are 
available for each of the roughly 87,000 units of government in the U.S., and these data can be 
used to customize the structure of local government finances to a particular area.   
 
Aggregating personal taxes and fees over all local (or state and local) governments in the U.S. 
shows that these taxes and fees sum to 1.031 (4.466) percent of personal income.  The NAHB 
model uses three local (or state and local) factors based on aggregate revenues divided by 
personal income, and the ratio of these measures for the area in question to the U.S. as a 
whole.   



http://www.irs.gov/taxstats/bustaxstats/article/0,,id=152029,00.html

http://www.census.gov/govs/www/gid2002.html
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For a specific area,  
 
Personal taxes =  


1.0317% (or 4.446%) × Local Personal Income × Local Factor 1 
 
Business taxes =   


36.1% (or 86.2%) × TOPI in Local Industries × Local Factor 2 + 
6.35% × Corporate Profits in Local Industries × Local Factor 3 
 


where the three local factors are derived on a case by case basis from data in the most recent 
Census of Governments.  These factors are applied to value added in each local industry.  This 
preserves the industry detail in the input-output accounts while customizing the analysis to a 
local area by using data from the Census of Governments, which is a distinguishing feature of 
the NAHB local impact model. 
  
In the case of corporate profits in local industries for a particular metropolitan area or 
nonmetropolitan county, Local Factor 3 will usually be zero.  Very few local governments impose 
a tax on corporate profits, so this will usually have an impact only when the model is applied to 
an entire state.   
 
 


  Phase I:  Construction 
 
As shown diagrammatically in “Background and a Brief Description of the Model Used to 
Estimate the Economic Benefits”, Phase I of the model feeds the dollar amount of construction 
and ancillary locally produced items into the income and tax matrices derived from the model 
total local requirements.  Accounting for everything that goes into building a home and 
delivering it to its customer is more complicated than it may at first appear. 
 
For one thing, the Census Bureau subtracts several items from construction value before 
providing the numbers to BEA for use in the input-output and related GDP accounts.  On new 
homes built for sale, the Census Bureau subtracts 1.1 percent of the sales price for landscaping, 
0.5 percent for appliances, 2.9 percent for realtor and brokers fees, and 2.7 percent for 
marketing and finance costs.  There are equivalent subtractions for custom homes (i.e., homes 
where the builder functions as a general contractor for a home built on the customer’s lot).  
  
However, the landscaping and purchases of appliances and marketing/broker services associated 
with a newly built home clearly are attributable to the construction of the home.  Phase I of the 
NAHB model therefore accounts for these items as separate purchases of the local construction, 
retail trade, and real estate industries.  For retail trade, only the gross margin of appliance 
purchases are counted. Gross margins for different types of retailers are available from the 
Census Bureau’s Annual Retail Trade Survey (http://www.census.gov/svsd/www/artstbl.html). 
 
In addition, there are settlement or closing costs associated with transferring property from a 
builder to the ultimate owner.  In a typical case, these costs are shared between buyers and 
sellers.  Construction value as defined in the input-output accounts includes closing costs if they 



http://www.census.gov/svsd/www/artstbl.html
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are paid by the seller, but not the buyer.  When the local impact model was first developed, 
NAHB verified these details with economists at BEA. 
 
In order to estimate both closing costs as a fraction of the home’s price and the share of these 
costs the buyer pays, the NAHB model uses national average data compiled by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development.4  The share of settlement costs paid for by the 
buyer for loan origination and discount fees, title and private mortgage insurance, and legal fees 
are counted as  output of the local depository credit intermediation, insurance, and legal services 
industries, respectively. 
 
Another category of closing costs sometimes paid by the buyer is mortgage or deed transfer 
taxes.  Phase I of the NAHB model does not automatically include an amount for transfer taxes.  
In most (but not all) instances, these taxes are imposed by state, rather than, local 
governments.  To the extent that transfer taxes apply in a specific case, that information needs 
to be supplied by the local entity requesting the analysis.  
 
If the local entity requesting an analysis provides information that sales taxes are imposed on 
construction material and supplies a local sales tax rate, the model captures these taxes as 
revenue generated for local governments assuming that materials account for 30 percent of the 
final price of a housing unit.  The figure of 30 percent is taken from information reported in the 
April 2004 Professional Builder, which is generally consistent with results from construction cost 
surveys NAHB has conducted over the years. 
 
 


Phase II: The Construction Ripple 
 
Phase I of the model translates home building activity into income for local workers and business 
proprietors, and revenue for local governments.  This output serves as the input for Phase II, as 
part of the local income generated will be spent, generating more income, generating more 
spending, and so on.  These spending ripples damp and eventually converge to a limit, which is 
the ultimate ripple or multiplier effect.   
 
To convert local income to local spending, the model requires information about local household 
spending tendencies.  Detailed spending information at the household level is available from the 
Consumer Expenditure (CE) Survey, produced by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 
primarily for the purpose of determining the weights for the Consumer Price Index 
(http://www.bls.gov/cex/home.htm) 5 
 


                                                           


4   Report to Congress on the Need for Further Legislation in the Area of Real Estate Settlements, 
1981, Exhibits II-1 and II-6.  


5   Technically, in the Consumer Expenditure Survey, the unit of measurement is actually not a 
household, but a Consumer Unit, a group of individuals who live in the same house and make joint 
purchasing decisions.  There may be more than one Consumer Unit in a household. 



http://www.bls.gov/cex/home.htm
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The CE consists of two different types of surveys: 1) an interview survey that collects data on 
monthly expenditures as well as information on income and household characteristics, and 2) a 
diary survey that collects data on weekly expenditures of frequently purchased items.  These are 
two separate surveys, each designed individually with weights that aggregate to an estimate of 
total spending in the U.S.  When it estimates aggregate measures of consumer spending, BLS 
combines results from the two different types of surveys in a manner it does not disclose in 
detail to the public. 
 
The NAHB local impact model uses only data from the interview survey, primarily to avoid the 
need for arbitrary decisions about which spending items to take from which  survey.  Based on 
its CE interview survey, BLS produces a public use microdata set consisting of quarterly files with 
household characteristics (including income), another set of quarterly files a record of income 
and other characteristics for each member of the household, and a set of  fifty-one annual 
“EXPN” files with detailed information about various categories of expenditures.   
 
These detailed files allow NAHB to maintain a conservative approach and exclude spending on 
items that may often be purchased from a vendor outside the local area.  For example, BLS 
collects information on spending while on trips and vacations away from home in a separate 
“TRV” EXPN file.  The NAHB local impact model does not include any spending information at all 
from the TRV file. NAHB processes the information from the EXPN files along with information on 
household characteristics and income to estimate spending tendencies on 47 locally produced 
commodities, as shown in the following table: 
 
 
 Local Spending Extracted from the CE EXPN Files 


 Local commodity 
NAICS 
Code 


EXPN 
File 


Description of items included in local spending 


1 Greenhouse and nursery 
production 


111400 CRB Costs of all items and services for planting shrubs or trees, or 
otherwise landscaping the ground of the housing unit in which 
the consumer unit lives.  


2 Power generation and 
supply 


221100 UTC Electricity bills for the housing unit in which the consumer unit 
lives. 


3 Natural gas distribution 221200 UTC Gas bills for the housing unit in which the consumer unit lives. 


4 Water, sewage and other 
systems 


221300 UTC Water and/or sewage bills  for the housing unit in which the 
consumer unit lives. 


5 New residential additions 
and alterations, nonfarm  


230130 CRB Costs of all items and services associated with building an 
addition to the house or a new structure including porch, 
garage or new wing; finishing a basement or an attic or 
enclosing a porch; remodeling one or more rooms; building 
outdoor patios, walks, fences, or other enclosures, driveways, 
or permanent swimming pools; or other improvements or 
repairs to the housing unit in which the consumer unit lives.  
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Local commodity 
NAICS  
Code 


EXPN 
File 


Description of items included in local spending  


6 Maintenance and repair of 
farm and nonfarm 
residential structures 


230310 CRB Costs of all items and services associated with repairing 
outdoor patios, walks, fences, driveways, or permanent 
swimming pools; inside painting or papering; outside painting; 
plastering or paneling; plumbing or water heating installations 
and repairs; electrical work; heating or air-conditioning jobs; 
flooring repair or replacement; insulation; roofing, gutters, or 
downspouts; siding; installation, repair, or replacement of 
window panes, screens, storm doors, awnings, etc.; and 
masonry, brick or stucco work for the housing unit in which 
the consumer unit lives. 


7 Transit and ground 
passenger transportation 


485000 EDA Amount paid for private bus transportation to elementary or 
high school for members of the consumer unit. 


   XPB Costs for taxis, limousine service, and public transportation, 
except while on a trip. 
 
 
 


8 Retail trade 4A0000 APA  Purchases of major appliances × 26.5% (gross margin for 
electronics and appliance stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss 
of local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   APB  Purchases of other households appliances and other 
selected items × 26.5% (gross margin for electronics and 
appliance stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales to 
internet and mail order business). 


   FRA  Purchases of home furnishings × 48.1% (gross margin for 
furniture and home furnishing stores) × 81% (adjustment for 
loss of local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   CLA Purchases of clothing × 47.9% (gross margin for clothing and 
clothing accessories stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of 
local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   CLB Purchases of infants' clothing, watches, jewelry, and 
hairpieces × 47.9% (gross margin for clothing and clothing 
accessories stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales 
to internet and mail order business). 
 


   CLC Purchases of sewing materials × 47.9% (gross margin for 
clothing and clothing accessories stores) × 81% (adjustment 
for loss of local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   OVB Purchases of automobiles, including down payment and 
payment of principle on loans  × 16.2% (gross margin for 
automobile dealers) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales 
to internet and mail order business). 


   VOT  Purchases of gasoline and other fuels and fluids used in 
vehicles × 16.4% (gross margin for gasoline stations) × 81% 
(adjustment for loss of local sales to internet and mail order 
business). 


   IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to purchase prescription drugs and 
durable medical equipment × 30.8% (gross margin for health 
and personal care stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local 
sales to internet and mail order business). 
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Local commodity 
NAICS  
Code 


EXPN 
File 


Description of items included in local spending  


 Retail trade (cont)  IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to purchase prescription drugs, other 
nondurable medical products, and  durable medical 
equipment × 30.8% (gross margin for health and personal 
care stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales to 
internet and mail order business). 


   MDB Direct purchases of glasses, hearing aids, prescription 
medication, convalescent equipment, or other medical 
equipment × 30.8% (gross margin for health and personal 
care stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales to 
internet and mail order business). 


   EDA Purchases of books or other equipment for elementary or 
high school for members of the consumer unit × 39.8% (gross 
margin for sporting goods, hobby, book and music stores) × 
81% (adjustment for loss of local sales to internet and mail 
order business). 
 
 


   ENT Amount paid for CDs or audio tapes, photographic film, video 
cassettes or tapes or discs, and books, but not through a mail 
order club or subscription × 39.8% (gross margin for sporting 
goods, hobby, book and music stores) × 81% (adjustment for 
loss of local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   MIS Expenses for flowers, potted plants, pet supplies and 
medicines, toys, and games, and computer or video 
hardware, software, and accessories × 43.8% (gross margin 
for miscellaneous store retailers) × 81% (adjustment for loss 
of local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   XPA Expenditure for food and nonfood items at grocery stores, 
and for food and beverages from places other than grocery 
stores × 29.4% (gross margin for food and beverage stores). 


   XPB Expenditures for cigarettes and other tobacco products × 
31.4% (gross margin for all retailers excluding motor vehicle 
and parts dealers) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales 
to internet and mail order business). 


9 Newspaper and 
publishers 


511110 ENT Expenses for newspapers and other periodicals not through a 
subscription. 


10 Cable networks and 
program distribution 


513200 UTI Expenses for cable TV, satellite TV, and satellite radio 
services. 


11 Telecommunications 513300 UTA Telephone bills, irrespective of items included in service. 


   UTP Pre-paid phone card or public pay phone services. 


12 Information services 514100 UTI Expense for internet connection, excluding any away from 
home. 


13 Nondepository credit 
intermediation and related 
activities 


522A00 OVB Interest payment on automobile loans. 
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 Local commodity 
NAICS  
Code 


EXPN 
File 


Description of items included in local spending  
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Insurance agencies, 
brokerages, and other 
insurance related 
activities 


524200 INB  Percent of premiums for all types of insurance other than 
health (percentage based on agent/brokers' share of 
industry).   


   IHB   Percent of premiums for health insurance (percentage based 
on agent/brokers' share of industry).   


15 Monetary authorities and 
depository credit 
intermediation 


52A000 HEL Interest paid on lump sum home equity loans, based only on 
the home in which the consumer unit lives. 


   OPH Interest paid on home equity lines of credit, based only on the 
home in which the consumer unit lives. 


   OPI Penalty charges on special or lump sum mortgage payment. 


   XPB Charges for safe deposit boxes, checking accounts, and 
other banking services. 


16 Real estate 531000 RNT Total rental payments for the housing unit in which the 
consumer unit lives. 


   OPI ground or land rent, portion of condo fee for management 
services, special payments for property management 
services--all of these only for the property in which the 
consumer unit lives. 


17 Automotive equipment 
rental and leasing 


532100 RTV Expenses for renting vehicles. 


   LSD Expenses for leasing vehicles. 


18 Video tape and disc rental 532230 ENT Amount paid for rental of video cassettes, tapes, or discs. 


19 General and consumer 
goods rental except video 
tapes and discs 


532A00 APA Expenses for renting major appliances. 


   APB Expenses for renting other household appliances and 
selected items. 


   FRB Expenses for renting furniture. 


   CLD Expenses for renting clothing. 


   MDB Expenses for renting convalescent or other medical 
equipment. 


20 Legal services 541100 MIS Expenses for services of lawyers or other legal professionals. 


21 Accounting and 
bookkeeping services 


541200 MIS Accounting fees. 


22 Photographic services 541920 ENT Amount paid for film processing or printing digital 
photographs. 


   MIS Amount paid for professional photography fees. 


23 Veterinary services 541940 MIS Veterinarian expenses for pets. 


24 Investigation and security 
services 


561600 MIS Home security service fees. 
 


25 Services to buildings and 
dwellings 


561700 APA  Charges for installing major appliances. 


   EQB Costs for pest control or repairing and servicing heating and 
air conditioning equipment. 


   MIS Other home services and small repair jobs around the house. 


26 Waste management and 
remediation services 


562000 UTC Trash/garbage collection bills for the housing unit in which the 
consumer unit lives. 
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 Local commodity 
NAICS  
Code 


EXPN 
File 


Description of items included in local spending  


27 Elementary and 
secondary schools 


611100 EDA Tuition and other expenses for elementary or high school for 
members of the consumer unit. 


28 Home health care 
services 


621600 IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to pay for home health care. 


   IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for home health care. 


29 Offices of physicians, 
dentists, and other health 
practitioners 


621A00 IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to pay for physician, clinical, and dental 
services. 


   IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for physician, clinical, and 
dental services. 


   MDB Direct payments for eye care, dental care, or physician 
services. 


30 Other ambulatory health 
care services 


621B00 IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to pay for other professional services. 


   IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for other professional services. 


   MDB direct payments for services by medical professionals other 
than physicians, lab tests, and other medical care. 


31 Hospitals 622000 IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to pay for hospital care. 


   IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for hospital care. 


   MDB Direct payments for hospital rooms or services. 


32 Nursing and residential 
care facilities 


623000 IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to pay for nursing home care. 


   IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for nursing home care. 


   MDB Direct payments for care in convalescent of nursing home. 


33 Child day care services  624400 EDA Expenses for nursery school or child day care centers for 
members of the consumer unit. 


   MIS Expenses for babysitting, nanny services, or child care in the 
consumer unit's or someone else's home. 


34 Performing arts 
companies 


711100 SUB Theater or concert season tickets. 


   ENT Single admissions to movies, theaters, and concerts. 


35 Spectator sports 711200 SUB Season tickets to sporting events. 


   ENT Single admissions to spectator sporting events 
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 Local commodity 
NAICS  
Code 


EXPN 
File 


Description of items included in local spending  


36 Fitness and recreational 
sports centers 


713940 EDA Recreational lessons and instruction for members of the 
consumer unit. 


   SUB Expenses for membership in golf courses. Country clubs, 
health clubs, fitness centers, or other sports and recreational 
organizations. 


   ENT Fees for participating in sports. 


37 Other amusement, 
gambling, and recreation 
industries 


713A00 MIS Expenses for lotteries and games of chance. 


38 Food services and 
drinking places 


722000 XPA Expenditures for food and beverages at restaurants, 
cafeterias, cafes, drive-ins, etc. 


39 Automotive repair and 
maintenance, except car 
washes 


8111A0 VEQ Expenses for vehicle maintenance and repair. 


   VOT Expenses for towing and automobile repair service policies. 


40 Electronic equipment 
repair and maintenance 


811200 EQB Cost for repairs and services related to computers. 


41 Household goods repair 
and maintenance 


811400 EQB Costs for repairing or servicing appliances, tools, sound, 
video, photographic, sports, and lawn and garden equipment; 
or repairing computer-related equipment. 


   FRB Costs for repairing furniture. 


   CLD Costs for repairing or altering clothing and accessories, or 
repairing watches or jewelry. 


42 Personal care services 812100 IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for other personal care 
services. 


   MIS Expenses for adult day care centers, and home care for 
invalids, convalescents, handicapped, or elderly persons. 


43 Death care services 812200 MIS Expenses for funerals, burials, cremation, and purchase and 
upkeep of cemetery lots or vaults. 


44 Dry cleaning and laundry 
services 


812300 XPB Expenses for clothing and other items at sent to drycleaners 
and laundry, as well as coin operated dry cleaning and 
laundry machines. 


45 Other personal services 812900 CLD Costs of clothing storage services. 


   VOT Fess for vehicle parking, boat docking and plane landing. 


   MIS Catering and pet services. 


   XPB Expenses for haircuts, hair styling, manicures, massages, 
and other salon services. 


46 Religious organizations 813100 CNT Contributions to religious organizations. 


47 Civic, social, professional 
and similar organizations 


813B00 SUB Expenses for membership in civic, service, or fraternal 
organizations. 


 


For the items included in retail sales, only the gross margins are included, and in most cases a 
further adjustment is made to account for loss of local sales to internet and mail order business. 
The fraction is based on the Report on Sales Taxes produced by the Government Accountability 
Office (GAO) in June of 2000 (GAO/GGD/OCE-00-165).  Using numbers from Marketing Logistics, 
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GAO estimated that business-to-consumer remote sales in 2000 were 186 to 278 billion.  A 
subsequent GAO update found no need to revise the analysis (March 28, 2002 press release).  
NAHB applied this sales loss estimate to personal consumption expenditures on durable and non 
durable goods from the GDP accounts in order to derive the factor used to deflate purchases and 
account for business local retailers lose due to remote sales through media such as the internet.  
 
Insurance payments are separated into a share going to brokers and agents and the insurance 
companies, based on the proportional share of revenue reported in the latest Economic Census 
(http://www.census.gov/econ/census02/data/us/US000_52.HTM).  The share going to brokers and 
agents is counted as local income.  However, it is also assumed that the share going to 
insurance companies comes back in some cases as these companies pay medical costs for policy 
holders that go to health care providers in the local area.  This is estimated using  “Personal 
Health Care Expenditures by object & Source of Payment” reported by the Census Bureau in the 
Statistical Abstract of the United States (Table 128 in the 2008 Abstract). 
 
A similar calculation is made for expenses covered by Medicare.  The CE data include the 
number of household members covered by Medicare.  Payments made by Medicare to local 
health care providers are estimated using statistics on “Medicare Benefits by Types of Provider,” 
“Medicare Enrollees,” and “Medicare Disbursements by Type of Beneficiary” (Tables 134, 136 
and 137, respectively in the 2008 Statistical Abstract of the United States) 
 
The consumer spending variables used in the model are all in the form of average propensities 
to consume—that is, average fractions of before-tax income spent on various items.  As shown 
in the table above, The EXPN files generate local consumer spending estimates for 47 of the first 
85 local commodities listed on pages 2 and 3.  The others enter the model only through local 
business-to-business transactions in the local total requirements matrix.   
 
To this, the local impact model adds seven categories of local commodities produced by local 
government enterprises: 
 


1   Local government electric service 
2   Local government natural gas distribution 
3   Local government water & sewerage 
4   Local government passenger transit 
5   Local government liquor stores 
6   Local government sanitary services 
7   Local government hospitals 


 
The introduction of these commodities does not increase total local spending.  Instead, as each 
of these seven commodities has a corresponding commodity produced by private sector industry, 
the local impact model allocates consumption spending between the publicly produced and 
privately produced commodities based on information from the Census of Governments.  This 
enables the model to be consistent with both national household consumption patterns and 
revenue collected by all government enterprises in a particular local area.   
 



http://www.census.gov/econ/census02/data/us/US000_52.HTM
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To this is added one other local commodity, general government, to account for tax and fee 
payments (computed in Phase II primarily from BEA personal income estimates and Census of 
Governments revenue data).   
 


The results can be collected in a matrix 2×55 matrix, A:   
 
 
 
 


 


The elements in the first row of A show the average fraction of income spent on each of the 54 


local commodities (including those produced by local government enterprises such as publicly 
owned utilities or hospitals).  The “O”s and “1” in the second row indicates that no taxes are 
spent directly by the household on any of the first 54 commodities; 100 percent is spent on the 
local general government commodity.  This two-row structure is designed to align with the 
output from Phase I of the model, which comes in the form of before-tax local income and local 
tax estimates. 
 
Several other matrices and vectors derived from the above concepts are needed to calculate the 
Phase II ripple or multiplier effect: 


 


W: a 55×89 matrix that translates local commodities into local income, 
 


G: a 55×89 matrix that translates local commodities into local government general 


revenue collected from persons, and  
 


T: a 55×89 matrix that translates local commodities into local government general 


revenue collected from businesses  
 
 


 therefore defines a 55×267 matrix 
 
 


x = a two element column vector containing local income and local taxes generated in 


Phase I 
 
 
 


a 267×3 matrix where i is a 89-element unit column vector,    
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In summary,  x is the income and tax output from Phase 1,  A translates income and taxes into 


spending on particular commodities,  L translates the detailed commodity spending into income 


and taxes in each of 89 local industries, and Y and Z are technical devices for summing results.  


Y collapses the components of a 267-element vector into a 3-element vector of income, personal 


taxes, and business taxes.  Z converts a 3-element vector of this form into a 2-element income 


and tax vector.   
 


The row vector defined as xA shows how much, in dollar terms, people who earn income 


during Phase I spend on each of the 55 local commodities, including local government.    
 


The calculation xALYZ produces a 2-element local income and local tax vector of the same 


form as x .  Postmultiplying a vector of this type by ALYZ will always produce a similar, 2-


element income and tax vector.  Either by construction, or by checking that both eigenvalues are 


smaller than 1, it is possible to show that ALYZ is a contracting matrix.  This implies that the 


rounds below show successively smaller increments of income and taxes added to the local 
economy: 
 
 
 
 


 
 


. 


. 


. 
 
 
 


 
The terms of this sequence can be summed in the usual manner to create an infinite series.  


Because ALYZ is a contracting matrix, the result is a convergent series, the limit of which is  


 
 
This is the final multiplied effect on local income and local taxes at the end of Phase II.  The 


factor [I-ALYZ]
-1


 is a matrix version of the conventional Keynesian spending multiplier.  Because 


x is reported in Phase I, it is subtracted from the effect reported in Phase II.   
 
For some purposes, especially estimating employment impacts, we are interested in tracking 
income in Phase II by industry.  Calculations to accomplish this are based on the following 
sequence of 1×267 vectors: 
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Note that sequence begins with the spending vector x'AL—that is, it excludes the income and 


taxes that have already been captured in Phase I.  The limit of the series defined based on this 
sequence is  
 
 


 
This is a 267-element row vector, the first 89 elements containing the final, multiplied effect on 
local income by industry generated during Phase II.  As explained above, income by industry can 
be separated into business owners’ income and wages and salaries, and the wages and salaries 
converted to full-time job equivalents.   
 
From the standpoint of local governments, it may be desirable to track individual sources of 
revenue, such as particular fees and taxes.  To facilitate this, it is useful to have a three element 
local income and local tax vector, where the tax revenue is decomposed into taxes collected 
from persons and taxes collected from businesses. 
 
Consider the following sequence of such 3-element vectors: 
 
 
 


. 


. 


. 
 
 
 


This sequence begins after Round 0, implicitly excluding income earned and taxes paid during 


Phase I.  The limit of the infinite series defined by this sequence is  
 
 


 
This is the final, multiplied effect on local income, local government revenue collected from 
persons, and local government revenue collected from businesses in Phase II of the model.  The 
tax structure for a particular local area, derived primarily from Census of Governments data as 
described above, can be applied to this result in order to decompose local government revenue 
into particular types of taxes and fees. 
 
 
 
 


Phase III: The Ongoing Impacts 
 


 
A distinguishing feature of the NAHB technique for estimating local impacts is the way it models 
characteristics and behavior of new housing unit occupants, depending on the particular type of 
unit being built.  There are six basic variants of the NAHB model designed to accommodate 
different varieties of residential construction: 
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1. Generic Single-Family  
2. Generic Multifamily  
3. Active Adult  
4. Family Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) 
5. Elderly LIHTC 
6. Remodeling 


 
The remodeling version of the model does not in general incorporate ongoing impacts, so it 
requires no occupant income estimates.  For the other five versions of the model, separate 
occupant income estimates are derived in a way that vary with location as well as with the type 
of units being built.  The derivations are based on relationships between average income and 
standard variables that are typically available at the local level.  The methods for establishing 
these relationships are summarized below. 
  
Generic Single-Family.  Regression of average income of home owners on area median family 
income and average value of the units using American Community Survey (ACS) microdata. 
 
Generic Multifamily.  Regression of average income of home owners on area median family 
income and average rent using ACS microdata. 
 
Active Adult.  Average income of movers into age-restricted owner occupied units and average 
income of all home buyers are  computed from American Housing Survey (AHS) microdata the , 
and the ration of the two average incomes is formed/ 
 
Family LIHTC.  Average incomes of all movers into rental units who have less than 60 percent 
of median family income for the U.S. as a whole, computed from CE data. 
 
Elderly LIHTC.  Average incomes of all elderly movers into rental units who have less than 60 
percent of median family income for the U.S. as a whole, computed from CE data. 
 
The ACS is the Census Bureau’s replacement for the decennial Census long form 
(http://www.census.gov/acs/www/).  The AHS, funded by the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) and conducted by the Census Bureau, is the federal government’s 
primary vehicle for collecting detailed information about housing units and their occupants at the 
national level (http://www.huduser.org/datasets/ahs.html).    
 
The ratios and regression results listed above allow the model to be simultaneously customized 
to a particular area and a particular type of construction by inputting specific local information 
that is generally available.  When customizing to a local area, median family income for that 
particular area is used.  HUD produces median income estimates for all parts of the country in a 
timely fashion as part of the process it uses to establish income limits for various housing 
programs (http://www.huduser.org/datasets/il.html).  
 
When it is necessary to translate rents into value or vice versa, a  cap rate taken from the 
Residential Finance Survey (http://www.huduser.org/datasets/rfs.html), also funded by HUD and 
conducted by the Census Bureau, is used. 



http://www.census.gov/acs/www/

http://www.huduser.org/datasets/ahs.html

http://www.huduser.org/datasets/il.html

http://www.huduser.org/datasets/rfs.html
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In addition to average income, estimated spending tendencies for movers into each type of 
construction are needed.  Separate spending vectors are estimated for each using household 
information available in the CE data.  The table on the following page shows average local 
propensities to consume computed from the 2006 CE. 
 
This modeling of average spending by different types of households soon after they move in is 
another distinguishing feature of the NAHB local impact model.  In addition to the function they 
serve in the local model, average spending tendencies computed from CE data have also proven 
to be of interest for their implications at the national level.6 
 
This modeling of average spending by different types of households soon after they move in is 
another distinguishing feature of the NAHB local impact model.  In addition to the function they 
serve in the local model, average spending tendencies computed from CE data have also proven 
to be of interest for their implications at the national level.7 
 
Compared to home buyers, renters tend to spend more of their incomes locally—partly due to 
the tendency of lower-income households to spend a greater fraction of their incomes on 
necessities, but also due to rental payments that go to a local owner, or owner employing a 
management company with a local presence.  The equivalent housing expense for a home buyer 
would be a mortgage payment.  Because mortgage payments typically are made to non-local 
owners of the mortgage through non-local servicers, they are excluded from the spending 
estimates in the NAHB local impact model. 
 
Average propensities to spend on virtually all categories of local health care services are higher 
for households moving into construction designed for older residents (age-restricted active adult 
and elderly LIHTC).  
 
As was described in Phase II, seven categories of commodities produced by local government 
enterprises are added to the model, and a share of local spending (which may be zero) is 
allocated to these enterprises instead of private producers based on revenues reported in the 
Census of Governments for each local government enterprises in the area.   
 
Also as in Phase II, Census of Governments data are used to estimate most categories of tax 
and fee revenue generated for general (non-enterprise) governments in the area.  The 
exemption is residential property taxes.  Perhaps surprisingly, residential and non-residential 
property taxes are not reported separately.  Moreover, some states have restriction on rate 
increases of other laws that tend to make property tax rates different on new construction.  
Particular developments (for example, those financed by the LIHTC program) may also be 
granted special forms of property tax relief.   
 


                                                           


6  See, for example, the October Special Study in Housing Economics:  “Spending Patterns of Home 
Buyers.”  http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=734&genericContentID=106491&channelID=311  
7  See, for example, the October Special Study in Housing Economics:  “Spending Patterns of Home 
Buyers.”  http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=734&genericContentID=106491&channelID=311  



http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=734&genericContentID=106491&channelID=311

http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=734&genericContentID=106491&channelID=311
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For these reasons, when customizing the local impact model to a specific area, information 
about property taxes on the units being built must be supplied by the entity requesting the 
analysis.  Phase III of the model counts only property tax on the value of construction, assuming 
that the raw land would be taxed at the same rate if not developed.  
 
Multifamily Phase III impacts are reduced to account for vacant units.  By default, the single-
family version of the model assumes that units are intended for owner-occupancy and have 
negligible vacancies.  In the Census Bureau’s Housing Vacancy Survey (HVS: 
http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/hvs/hvs.html) homeowner vacancy rates are usually in 
the neighborhood of only one percent.    
 
For multifamily units, the average multifamily rental annual vacancy rate over the prior decade 
and average annual multifamily homeowner vacancy rate over the prior decade are used, 
depending on whether the units are condominiums or rental apartments.  In other respects, 
Phase III treats condo buyers the same as single-family home buyers (the income and spending 
tendencies discussed above being based on buyers of owner-occupied housing units, irrespective 
of structure type).   
 
Although vacancy rates are known to fluctuate, the model estimates annual ongoing impacts 
that are expected to persist for an extended period, so a long-term “natural” measure of vacancy 
rates is more appropriate for Phase III than a very current, possibly anomalous, number.  The 
reduction for vacancies is applied to all Phase III multifamily impacts except for property taxes, 
which are assumed to be paid by the owner of the property, whether the units are occupied or 
not. 
 
Local spending and taxes (including fees and charges paid to local government entities) 
generate income for local residents, and this income will be spent and recycled in the local 
economy, much as in Phase II of the model. 
 


Let  xn denote the initial income and tax column vector for new home occupants, An denote the 


matrix formed from the consumption spending patterns of new home occupants, and otherwise 
maintain the  notation used in Phase II of the model.  Then consider the following sequence: 
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ALYZ  LYZA 'x
K


1=k


nn   :K  Round


]][)([
-1 


nn ALYZ-ILYZA-A+I  'x


ALYZ ALYZ LYZA 'xnn  :  Round3


LYZA 'x nn  :1  Round


'xn  :0  Round


 ALYZ LYZA 'xnn  :2  Round



http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/hvs/hvs.html





 


Technical Documentation 22 


When results are reported for Phase III the income earned by the occupants is subtracted from 
the final multiplied effect, so that only income generated for occupants of housing units already 
existing in the area is counted.   
 


Note that, were new home occupants to spend the same fraction of their incomes on the various 


local commodities as average households, An = A and the formula would simplify to  
 
 


 
The formula that produces a 267-element vector, the first 89 of which contain the added income 
by industry, for Phase III is  
 


 
Again, the income in each industry can be disaggregated into business owners’ income and 
wages and salaries, and the wages and salaries converted to full time jobs.  These exclude any 
jobs filled by occupants of the new housing units. 
 
The formula that produces a 3-element vector showing the final, multiplied effect on local 
income, local government general revenue from persons, and local general government revenue 
from business generated in Phase III is  
 
 
 


As in Phase II, the last two elements of the final 3-element vector can be disaggregated to show 
revenue generated by particular types of taxes, fees, and charges.  The primary difference in 
Phase III is that the increase in residential property tax revenue (which is introduced into the 
model as a separate input independent of the Census of Government computations) needs to be 
subtracted before the decomposition procedure can be applied.    
 
 


Final Notes 
 
All of the matrix operations in the NAHB local impact model are performed using the O-Matrix 
package provided by Harmonic Software.  The O-Matrix code used to generate Phase III impacts 
for single-family construction in 2005, and the code used to compute a local total requirements 
matrix the 1997 BEA input-output accounts are shown as examples of the use of the O-Matrix 
package on the Harmonic Software web site (http://www.omatrix.com/userstories.html). 
 
The technical documentation on the NAHB model used to estimate the local income, jobs, and 
taxes generated by home building was prepared by Paul Emrath, Vice President of Survey and 
Housing Policy Research.  For questions on the technical documentation, or on NAHB’s impact of 
home building models in general, he may be contacted in NAHB’s Economics and Housing Policy 
Group by phone at 202-266-8449, or by email at pemrath@nahb.com.  
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Message to Appropriations Committee Members 


 
When meeting with House and Senate Appropriations Committee members, especially HUD 
Subcommittee members:   
 


• Stress the importance of and the state or district benefits of: 
 


 The HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME) program. 
 Project-Based Section 8 rental assistance and Housing Choice Vouchers. 
 The Housing Trust Fund.  
 Rural housing programs. 


 
• On HOME: 


 
Tell them Congress has cut HOME funding significantly in recent years, despite its success in 
producing affordable housing.  Explain how HOME’s flexibility and leveraging capacity help 
address the unique housing needs in your state. 


 
Tell them that HOME is currently being funded at $1 billion, its lowest level since 1993, and 
explain that HOME has been cut almost in half since FY 2010.   


 
Urge them to: 


 
 Protect and restore funding for the HOME program. 
 Begin restoring HOME funding by appropriating a minimum of $1.6 billion in FY 2015, equal 


to its FY 2011 funding level. 
 


• On Rental Assistance: 
 


Tell them project-based Section 8 and vouchers provide an indispensable housing safety net to 
some of your state’s lowest income families.  Remind them that many more families are eligible 
for vouchers than receive them.   
 
Urge them to:  
 
 Provide enough funding to renew all expiring Section 8 project-based rental assistance 


contracts for a full year. 
 Fund all authorized vouchers. 
 Fund as many new vouchers as possible to help families still waiting. 
 Compensate project-based contract and voucher administrators fully for their 


administrative costs. 
 Allocate new flexible rental assistance to state HFAs. 


 
 
 
 


 







• On the Housing Trust Fund: 
 
Tell them these new production funds are needed to extend the reach of your current 
resources.  
 
Urge them to: 
 
 Identify a dedicated funding source for the Trust Fund. 
 Provide state administrators funding to support the operation of the newly created 


affordable homes. 
 


• On Rural Housing Programs:   
 
Tell them (especially your Agriculture Subcommittee members) about the benefits and 
importance of rural housing programs.  Explain how funding for these programs is important to 
meeting the rural housing needs in your state. 
 
Urge them to: 


 
 Ensure USDA does not administratively remove Section 521 rental assistance from 


assisted properties. 
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Executive Summary 
 
When residential construction occurs, it generates substantial economic activity in the state 
where it takes place.  This is true for construction that involves the substantial rehabilitation of 
existing housing units as well as the building of new structures.  The economic activity 
generated includes income and jobs for state residents, as well as revenue for state and local 
governments.  The National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) has developed a model to 
estimate the economic benefits.  The model captures the effect of the construction activity itself, 
the ripple impact that occurs when income earned from construction activity is spent and 
recycled in the state.  For new construction, the model also estimates the ongoing impact that 
results from the homes becoming occupied by residents who pay taxes and buy goods and 
services produced in the state.  In order to fully appreciate the positive impact residential 
construction has on a state economy, it is important to include the ripple effects and the 
ongoing benefits.   
 
One version of the NAHB model is designed to estimate the economic benefits of construction 
that uses the Housing Tax Credit program.  Under the Housing Tax Credit program, federal 
income tax credits are awarded by state Housing Finance Agencies to a development under the 
condition that the rents and incomes of its tenants are restricted.  The credits are shared among 
the owners of a community; typically investors recruited by syndicators through limited 
partnership agreements.  The investors receive the credits for ten years, provided the property 
continues to comply with the rent and income restrictions.  Tax credit communities are 
commonly divided into “family” and “elderly” communities, where the latter restrict the ages of 
eligible tenants. The version of the NAHB model for tax credit communities differs from other 
versions primarily in the way the incomes and local spending tendencies of the occupants are 
estimated.   
 
This report presents estimates of the economic impacts of building 149 family and 53 elderly tax 
credit units in the State of New Hampshire (see map on next page) based on average annual 
tax credit production in the state from 2009 through 2011.   
 
The NAHB model produces impact estimates for income and employment in 16 industries and 
state and local government, as well as detailed information about taxes and other types of state 
and local government revenue.  The key results are summarized below.  Additional details are 
contained in subsequent sections. 







New Hampshire  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Family Tax Credit Units 


 
 The estimated one-year economic impacts of building 149 new family tax credit units in 


New Hampshire include 
 $22.2 million in income for New Hampshire residents, 
 $2.8 million in taxes and other revenue for the state and local governments 


in the state, and 
 328 jobs in New Hampshire.  


The figure for taxes includes revenue from all sources, such as permit and impact fees, for 
the state government and all local jurisdictions within the state combined.  They are also 
one-year impacts that include both the direct and indirect impact of the construction activity 
itself, and the impact of New Hampshire residents who earn money from the construction 
activity spending part of it within the state.  Jobs are measured in full time equivalents—
i.e., one reported job represents enough work to keep one worker employed full-time for a 
year, based on average hours worked per week by full-time employees in the industry. 
 


 The additional, annually recurring impacts of building 149 new family tax credit units in 
New Hampshire include 


 $6.1 million in income for New Hampshire residents, 
 $1.5 million in taxes and other revenue for the state and local governments 


in the state, and 
 83 jobs in New Hampshire.  


These are ongoing, annual local impacts that result from the new homes being occupied 
and the occupants paying taxes and otherwise participating in the state economy year after 
year.  The ongoing impacts also include the effect of increased property taxes, assuming 
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that raw land would be taxed at the same rate as the completed housing unit. 
The above impacts were calculated assuming that the new family tax credit units built in New 
Hampshire have an average market value (based on total construction and lease-up costs for an 
equivalent market-rate community) of $216,000; embody raw land valued at $16,000 per unit, 
require the developers to pay an average of $5,000 in permit and other fees to local 
governments and incur an average property tax of $1,018 per year.  This information was 
provided by the New Hampshire Housing Finance Authority.   
 
 
Elderly Tax Credit Units 
 


 The estimated one-year economic impacts of building 53 new elderly tax credit units in New 
Hampshire include 


 $7.1 million in income for New Hampshire residents, 
 $927,000 in taxes and other revenue for the state and local governments in 


the state, and 
 105 jobs in New Hampshire.  


The figure for taxes includes revenue from all sources, such as permit and impact fees, for 
the state government and all local jurisdictions within the state combined.  They are also 
one-year impacts that include both the direct and indirect impact of the construction activity 
itself, and the impact of New Hampshire residents who earn money from the construction 
activity spending part of it within the state.   
 


 The additional, annually recurring impacts of building 53 new elderly tax credit units in New 
Hampshire include 


 $2.0 million in income for New Hampshire residents, 
 $445,000 in taxes and other revenue for the state and local governments in 


the state, and 
 27 jobs in New Hampshire.  


These are ongoing, annual local impacts that result from the new homes being occupied 
and the occupants paying taxes and otherwise participating in the state economy year after 
year.  In the NAHB economic impact models, the primary difference between the versions 
of model for family and elderly tax credit construction is the way the incomes and spending 
tendencies of the occupants are estimated. 
 


The above impacts were calculated assuming that the new elderly tax credit units built in New 
Hampshire have an average market value (based on total construction and lease-up costs for an 
equivalent market-rate community) of $191,000; embody raw land valued at $11,400 per unit, 
require the developers to pay an average of $5,000 in permit and other fees to local 
governments and incur an average property tax of $1,051 per year.  The estimates for new 
family tax credit units were provided by the New Hampshire Housing Finance Authority.   
 
.  
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Impact of Building 149 Family Tax Credit Units 
in New Hampshire 


 
Summary 


 
 
Total One-Year Impact:  Sum of Phase I and Phase II: 


Total Income in 
New Hampshire 


 Business 
Owners’ Income 


Wages and 
Salaries 


State and Local 
Taxes1 Jobs Supported


$22,150,400 $6,405,200 $15,745,400 $2,814,800 328 


 
      


Phase I: Direct and Indirect Impact of Construction Activity: 


 
Total Income in 
New Hampshire 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
Wages and 


Salaries 


 
State and 


Local Taxes1


 
Jobs 


Supported 


$14,659,100 $3,998,400 $10,660,900 $1,441,500 212 


 
Phase II: Induced (Ripple) Effect of Spending the Income and Taxes from Phase I: 


 
Total Income in 
New Hampshire 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
Wages and 


Salaries 


 
State and 


Local Taxes1


 
Jobs 


Supported 


$7,491,300 $2,406,800 $5,084,500 $1,373,300 116 


 
 
Phase III:  Ongoing, Annual Effect that Occurs When New Homes are Occupied: 


Total Income in 
New Hampshire 


 Business 
Owners’ Income 


Wages and 
Salaries 


State and Local 
Taxes1 Jobs Supported


$6,093,500 $2,552,400 $3,541,000 $1,445,900 83 


 


 


                                                           
1 The term taxes is used as a shorthand for state and local government revenue from all sources: taxes, 
fees, fines, revenue from government-owned enterprises, etc. 
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Impact of Building 149 Family Tax Credit Units in New Hampshire 
Phase I—Direct and Indirect Impact of Construction Activity 


A. Income and Jobs in New Hampshire by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Total Income in 
New Hampshire 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
 Wages and 


Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of 


 Jobs 
Supported 


in New 
Hampshire 


 
Construction $10,229,000 $2,638,000 $7,591,000 $51,000 148 
 
Manufacturing $1,500 $100 $1,400 $54,000 0 
 
Transportation $25,500 $3,500 $22,000 $42,000 1 
 
Communications $151,600 $46,300 $105,300 $78,000 1 
 
Utilities $45,900 $17,800 $28,200 $88,000 0 
 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $1,481,200 $271,100 $1,210,200 $38,000 32 
 
Finance and Insurance $325,200 $26,400 $298,800 $87,000 3 
 
Real Estate $471,300 $414,900 $56,400 $54,000 1 
 
Personal & Repair Services $103,600 $39,100 $64,600 $34,000 2 
 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $57,800 $11,500 $46,300 $35,000 1 
 
Business & Professional Services  $1,427,100 $425,700 $1,001,400 $60,000 17 
 
Eating and Drinking Places $48,700 $6,500 $42,100 $21,000 2 
 
Automobile Repair & Service $49,200 $15,300 $33,900 $34,000 1 
 
Entertainment Services $8,500 $1,700 $6,700 $47,000 0 
 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $1,900 $500 $1,400 $40,000 0 
 
Local Government $9,100 $0 $9,100 $56,000 0 
 
Other $222,000 $80,000 $142,100 $46,000 3 


 
Total $14,659,100 $3,998,400 $10,660,900 $50,000 212 


 
 


B. State and Local Government General Revenue by Type 
 
TAXES: 


  
USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 


 
Business Property Taxes $76,000 


 
Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $745,000 


 
Residential Property Taxes $0 


 
Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $164,300 


 
General Sales Taxes $0 


 
Hospital Charges $2,800 


 
Specific Excise Taxes $38,400 


 
Transportation Charges $37,000 


 
Income Taxes $59,100 


 
Education Charges $147,900 


 
License Taxes $29,400 


 
Other Fees and Charges $134,200 


 
Other Taxes $7,500 


 
TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $1,231,100 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $210,400 


 
TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $1,441,500 
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Impact of Building 149 Family Tax Credit Units in New Hampshire 
Phase II—Induced Effect of Spending Income and Tax Revenue from Phase I 


A. Income and Jobs in New Hampshire by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Total Income in 
New Hampshire 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
 Wages and 


Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of 


 Jobs 
Supported 


in New 
Hampshire 


 
Construction $338,100 $130,300 $207,800 $51,000 4 
 
Manufacturing $1,500 $100 $1,300 $54,000 0 
 
Transportation $35,200 $4,900 $30,300 $36,000 1 
 
Communications $435,500 $148,400 $287,100 $77,000 4 
 
Utilities $237,900 $93,300 $144,700 $88,000 2 
 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $1,145,100 $215,300 $929,800 $34,000 27 
 
Finance and Insurance $304,900 $27,500 $277,300 $78,000 4 
 
Real Estate $1,275,000 $1,122,400 $152,600 $54,000 3 
 
Personal & Repair Services $263,200 $120,500 $142,700 $34,000 4 
 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $62,500 $12,400 $50,100 $35,000 1 
 
Business & Professional Services  $732,300 $215,200 $517,100 $54,000 10 
 
Eating and Drinking Places $355,800 $47,900 $307,900 $21,000 15 
 
Automobile Repair & Service $174,500 $53,200 $121,400 $34,000 4 
 
Entertainment Services $83,500 $23,000 $60,500 $39,000 2 
 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $1,008,500 $124,200 $884,300 $50,000 18 
 
Local Government $846,100 $0 $846,100 $52,000 16 
 
Other $191,700 $68,200 $123,500 $37,000 3 


 
Total $7,491,300 $2,406,800 $5,084,500 $44,000 116 


 
 


B. State and Local Government General Revenue by Type 
 
TAXES: 


  
USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 


 
Business Property Taxes $411,500 


 
Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $0 


 
Residential Property Taxes $0 


 
Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $227,600 


 
General Sales Taxes $0 


 
Hospital Charges $3,800 


 
Specific Excise Taxes $207,700 


 
Transportation Charges $18,900 


 
Income Taxes $182,700 


 
Education Charges $75,600 


 
License Taxes $59,100 


 
Other Fees and Charges $146,200 


 
Other Taxes $40,200 


 
TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $472,100 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $901,300 


 
TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $1,373,300 
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Impact of Building 149 Family Tax Credit Units in New Hampshire 
Phase III—Ongoing, Annual Effect That Occurs Because Units Are Occupied 


 A. Income and Jobs in New Hampshire by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Total Income in 
New Hampshire 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
 Wages and 


Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of 


 Jobs 
Supported 


in New 
Hampshire 


 
Construction $128,400 $45,600 $82,800 $51,000 2 
 
Manufacturing $1,100 $100 $1,000 $54,000 0 
 
Transportation $37,600 $5,300 $32,300 $34,000 1 
 
Communications $338,500 $116,200 $222,300 $77,000 3 
 
Utilities $91,800 $35,700 $56,100 $88,000 1 
 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $863,000 $162,500 $700,500 $34,000 21 
 
Finance and Insurance $184,600 $16,500 $168,000 $78,000 2 
 
Real Estate $1,923,600 $1,693,400 $230,200 $54,000 4 
 
Personal & Repair Services $220,200 $105,500 $114,700 $34,000 3 
 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $43,700 $8,700 $35,000 $35,000 1 
 
Business & Professional Services  $507,100 $147,400 $359,700 $53,000 7 
 
Eating and Drinking Places $273,500 $36,800 $236,700 $21,000 11 
 
Automobile Repair & Service $118,600 $36,100 $82,500 $34,000 2 
 
Entertainment Services $61,200 $17,500 $43,700 $39,000 1 
 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $707,900 $87,700 $620,200 $51,000 12 
 
Local Government $489,400 $0 $489,400 $52,000 9 
 
Other $103,300 $37,400 $65,900 $37,000 2 


 
Total $6,093,500 $2,552,400 $3,541,000 $43,000 83 


 
B. State and Local Government General Revenue by Type 


 
TAXES: 


  
USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 


 
Business Property Taxes $381,400 


 
Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $0 


 
Residential Property Taxes $140,500 


 
Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $263,000 


 
General Sales Taxes $0 


 
Hospital Charges $4,400 


 
Specific Excise Taxes $192,500 


 
Transportation Charges $15,400 


 
Income Taxes $167,700 


 
Education Charges $61,500 


 
License Taxes $53,600 


 
Other Fees and Charges $128,700 


 
Other Taxes $37,300 


 
TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $472,800 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $973,100 


 
TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $1,445,900 







 


The Economic Impact of the  
Housing Tax Credit Program in New 


Hampshire 
 


Income, Jobs, and  
Taxes Generated  


Detailed Tables  
for  


New Elderly  
Tax Credit Units  
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Impact of Building 53 Elderly Tax Credit Units 
in New Hampshire 


 
Summary 


 
 
 
Total One-Year Impact:  Sum of Phase I and Phase II: 


Total Income in 
New Hampshire 


 Business 
Owners’ Income 


Wages and 
Salaries 


State and Local 
Taxes1 Jobs Supported


$7,089,300 $2,047,200 $5,042,000 $927,400 105 


 
      


Phase I: Direct and Indirect Impact of Construction Activity: 


 
Total Income in 
New Hampshire 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
Wages and 


Salaries 


 
State and 


Local Taxes1


 
Jobs 


Supported 


$4,680,700 $1,276,200 $3,404,400 $487,300 68 


 
Phase II: Induced (Ripple) Effect of Spending the Income and Taxes from Phase I: 


 
Total Income in 
New Hampshire 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
Wages and 


Salaries 


 
State and 


Local Taxes1


 
Jobs 


Supported 


$2,408,600 $771,000 $1,637,600 $440,100 37 


 
 
Phase III:  Ongoing, Annual Effect that Occurs When New Homes are Occupied: 


Total Income in 
New Hampshire 


 Business 
Owners’ Income 


Wages and 
Salaries 


State and Local 
Taxes1 Jobs Supported


$2,014,000 $794,500 $1,219,600 $444,600 27 


 


                                                           
1 The term taxes is used as a shorthand for state and local government revenue from all sources: taxes, 
fees, fines, revenue from government-owned enterprises, etc. 
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Impact of Building 53 Elderly Tax Credit Units in New Hampshire 
Phase I—Direct and Indirect Impact of Construction Activity 


A. Income and Jobs in New Hampshire by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Total Income in 
New Hampshire 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
 Wages and 


Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of 


 Jobs 
Supported 


in New 
Hampshire 


 
Construction $3,267,400 $842,600 $2,424,700 $51,000 47 
 
Manufacturing $500 $0 $400 $54,000 0 
 
Transportation $8,100 $1,100 $7,000 $42,000 0 
 
Communications $48,400 $14,800 $33,600 $78,000 0 
 
Utilities $14,700 $5,700 $9,000 $88,000 0 
 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $473,100 $86,600 $386,500 $38,000 10 
 
Finance and Insurance $103,600 $8,400 $95,200 $87,000 1 
 
Real Estate $149,600 $131,700 $17,900 $54,000 0 
 
Personal & Repair Services $33,100 $12,500 $20,600 $34,000 1 
 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $18,400 $3,700 $14,800 $35,000 0 
 
Business & Professional Services  $455,500 $135,800 $319,700 $60,000 5 
 
Eating and Drinking Places $15,500 $2,100 $13,400 $21,000 1 
 
Automobile Repair & Service $15,700 $4,900 $10,800 $34,000 0 
 
Entertainment Services $2,700 $600 $2,100 $47,000 0 
 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $600 $200 $400 $40,000 0 
 
Local Government $2,900 $0 $2,900 $56,000 0 
 
Other $70,900 $25,500 $45,400 $46,000 1 


 
Total $4,680,700 $1,276,200 $3,404,400 $50,000 68 


 
 


B. State and Local Government General Revenue by Type 
 
TAXES: 


  
USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 


 
Business Property Taxes $24,200 


 
Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $265,000 


 
Residential Property Taxes $0 


 
Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $52,500 


 
General Sales Taxes $0 


 
Hospital Charges $900 


 
Specific Excise Taxes $12,200 


 
Transportation Charges $11,800 


 
Income Taxes $18,900 


 
Education Charges $47,200 


 
License Taxes $9,400 


 
Other Fees and Charges $42,800 


 
Other Taxes $2,400 


 
TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $420,200 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $67,100 


 
TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $487,300 
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Impact of Building 53 Elderly Tax Credit Units in New Hampshire 
Phase II—Induced Effect of Spending Income and Tax Revenue from Phase I 


A. Income and Jobs in New Hampshire by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Total Income in 
New Hampshire 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
 Wages and 


Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of 


 Jobs 
Supported 


in New 
Hampshire 


 
Construction $108,300 $41,700 $66,600 $51,000 1 
 
Manufacturing $500 $0 $400 $54,000 0 
 
Transportation $11,300 $1,600 $9,700 $36,000 0 
 
Communications $139,600 $47,600 $92,100 $77,000 1 
 
Utilities $76,200 $29,900 $46,300 $88,000 1 
 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $366,600 $68,900 $297,700 $34,000 9 
 
Finance and Insurance $97,600 $8,800 $88,800 $78,000 1 
 
Real Estate $408,100 $359,300 $48,900 $54,000 1 
 
Personal & Repair Services $84,400 $38,600 $45,800 $34,000 1 
 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $20,000 $4,000 $16,000 $35,000 0 
 
Business & Professional Services  $236,100 $69,300 $166,800 $54,000 3 
 
Eating and Drinking Places $113,900 $15,300 $98,600 $21,000 5 
 
Automobile Repair & Service $55,900 $17,000 $38,800 $34,000 1 
 
Entertainment Services $26,700 $7,400 $19,400 $39,000 1 
 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $322,800 $39,800 $283,000 $50,000 6 
 
Local Government $279,200 $0 $279,200 $52,000 5 
 
Other $61,400 $21,800 $39,500 $37,000 1 


 
Total $2,408,600 $771,000 $1,637,600 $44,000 37 


 
 


B. State and Local Government General Revenue by Type 
 
TAXES: 


  
USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 


 
Business Property Taxes $131,800 


 
Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $0 


 
Residential Property Taxes $0 


 
Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $73,000 


 
General Sales Taxes $0 


 
Hospital Charges $1,200 


 
Specific Excise Taxes $66,500 


 
Transportation Charges $6,100 


 
Income Taxes $58,500 


 
Education Charges $24,300 


 
License Taxes $18,900 


 
Other Fees and Charges $46,900 


 
Other Taxes $12,900 


 
TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $151,500 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $288,700 


 
TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $440,100 
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Impact of Building 53 Elderly Tax Credit Units in New Hampshire 
Phase III—Ongoing, Annual Effect That Occurs Because Units Are Occupied 


 A. Income and Jobs in New Hampshire by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Total Income in 
New Hampshire 


 
Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


 
 Wages and 


Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of 


 Jobs 
Supported 


in New 
Hampshire 


 
Construction $41,100 $14,700 $26,400 $51,000 1 
 
Manufacturing $300 $0 $300 $54,000 0 
 
Transportation $10,700 $1,500 $9,200 $34,000 0 
 
Communications $93,000 $32,000 $61,000 $77,000 1 
 
Utilities $29,600 $11,500 $18,100 $88,000 0 
 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $235,700 $44,300 $191,400 $34,000 6 
 
Finance and Insurance $56,100 $5,000 $51,100 $79,000 1 
 
Real Estate $584,000 $514,100 $69,900 $54,000 1 
 
Personal & Repair Services $89,000 $41,300 $47,800 $34,000 1 
 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $14,400 $2,900 $11,500 $35,000 0 
 
Business & Professional Services  $161,200 $45,000 $116,200 $52,000 2 
 
Eating and Drinking Places $60,600 $8,200 $52,500 $21,000 2 
 
Automobile Repair & Service $27,200 $8,300 $18,900 $34,000 1 
 
Entertainment Services $18,800 $5,500 $13,300 $35,000 0 
 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $408,800 $49,300 $359,400 $51,000 7 
 
Local Government $149,200 $0 $149,200 $52,000 3 
 
Other $34,300 $10,900 $23,400 $36,000 1 


 
Total $2,014,000 $794,500 $1,219,600 $45,000 27 


 
B. State and Local Government General Revenue by Type 


 
TAXES: 


  
USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 


 
Business Property Taxes $113,400 


 
Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $0 


 
Residential Property Taxes $52,400 


 
Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $77,500 


 
General Sales Taxes $0 


 
Hospital Charges $1,300 


 
Specific Excise Taxes $57,200 


 
Transportation Charges $5,100 


 
Income Taxes $50,200 


 
Education Charges $20,300 


 
License Taxes $16,200 


 
Other Fees and Charges $39,900 


 
Other Taxes $11,100 


 
TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $144,100 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $300,500 


 
TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $444,600 







 


The Economic Impact of the  
Housing Tax Credit Program in New 


Hampshire 
 


Income, Jobs, and  
Taxes Generated  


Background and a  
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Model Used to Estimate the 
Economic Benefits  
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In 1996, the Housing Policy Department of the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) 
developed an economic model to estimate the local economic benefits of home building.  
Although at first calibrated to a typical metropolitan area using national averages, the model 
could be adapted to a specific local economy by replacing national averages with specific local 
data for key housing market variables.  The initial version of the model could be applied to 
single-family construction, multifamily construction, or a combination of the two.   
 
Since 1997, NAHB has used the model to produce customized reports on the impact of home 
building in various parts of the country.  As of June 2009, over 600 of these reports have been 
produced, analyzing residential construction in various metropolitan areas, non-metropolitan 
counties, and states (see map below). 
 


Areas Covered by NAHB Local Impact Studies 
The darkest shading indicates studies that covered metro areas and non-metro counties; the 


somewhat lighter shading indicates studies that were produced for an entire state. 
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The reports have analyzed the impacts of specific housing projects, as well as total home 
building in areas as large as entire states.  In 2002, NAHB developed new versions of the model 
to analyze active adult housing projects and multifamily development financed with the Low-
Income Housing Tax Credit, then in 2005 a version of the model that analyzes remodeling.  
 
Results from NAHB’s local impact model have been used by outside organizations such as 
universities, state housing authorities and affordable housing agencies:   
 


• The Shimburg Center for Affordable Housing at the University of Florida used results 
from the NAHB model to establish that “the real estate taxes paid year after year are the 
most obvious long-term economic benefit to the community.  Probably the second most 
obvious long-term economic benefit is the purchases made by the family occupying the 
completed home.”  www.shimberg.ufl.edu/pdf/Newslett-June02.pdf 



http://www.shimberg.ufl.edu/pdf/Newslett-June02.pdf
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• The Louisville Affordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTF) used results from the NAHB model 
to determine the initial one-year impact and the ongoing annual effect that occurs when 
new homes are occupied.  This analysis was performed to help justify the creation of a 
commission to oversee the newly established AHTF to insure that it works at “finding 
creative ways to create a sustainable and renewable fund to provide affordable housing 
opportunities throughout the Louisville community.”  
www.openthedoorlouisville.org/housing-trust/economic-growth 
 


• The Illinois Housing Development Authority used the NAHB model to determine that “the 
Authority’s new construction activity in single and multifamily housing….resulted in the 
creation of 4,256 full-time jobs in construction and construction-related industries.” The 
Authority also used the NAHB impact model to determine the federal, state and local 
taxes and fees generated from new construction and substantial rehabilitation activity.   
www.ihda.org/admin/Upload/Files/94c0ecf7-a238-4be3-90bd-6043cfae81ea.pdf  
 


• The Stardust Center at the Arizona State University used “the model used and developed 
by the NAHB to assess the immediate economic impacts of affordable housing” by phase 
including the construction effect, the construction ripple, and on-going impacts.  This 
was done to show “that permanent, affordable and geographically accessible housing 
provides numerous benefits both to individual families and to the broader community.”   
www.orangecountyfl.net/NR/rdonlyres/efo5wiffiqvqqgn2s35shus5i4lwdgqbcxpck2dddnds3msj5qs
26ubzllsfl6s6rrwnmtkq4dypnjrdrdzei2llq5g/Socialeconomicimpacts.pdf 


 
• 


substantially to Montana’s economy accounting for 
5.5 percent of Gross State Product.”  


•  


f development therefore 
illustrating the overall economic effects of residential growth.”  


• 


rty-


the National Association of Home Builder’s Local Impact of Home Building 


• 


housing 


The Center for Applied Economic Research at Montana State University used “results 
from an input-output model developed by the National Association of Home Builders to 
assess the impacts to local areas from new home construction.”  The results show that 
“the construction industry contributes 


 
The Housing Education and Research Center at Michigan State University also adopted
the NAHB approach: “The underlying basis for supporting the implementation of this 
[NAHB] model on Michigan communities is that it provides quantifiable results that link 
new residential development with commercial and other forms o


 
The Center for Economic Development at the University of Massachusetts found that 
“Home building generates substantial local economic activity, including income, jobs, and 
revenue for state and local governments.  These far exceed the school costs-to-prope
tax ratios.  …these factors were evaluated by means of a quantitative assessment of 
data from 
model.”   
 
Similarly, the Association of Oregon Community Development Organizations decided to 
base its analysis of affordable housing on the NAHB model, stating that  “This model is 
widely respected and utilized in analyzing the economic impact of market rate 
development,” and that, compared to alternatives, it “is considered the most 



http://www.openthedoorlouisville.org/housing-trust/economic-growth

http://www.ihda.org/admin/Upload/Files/94c0ecf7-a238-4be3-90bd-6043cfae81ea.pdf

http://www.orangecountyfl.net/NR/rdonlyres/efo5wiffiqvqqgn2s35shus5i4lwdgqbcxpck2dddnds3msj5qs26ubzllsfl6s6rrwnmtkq4dypnjrdrdzei2llq5g/Socialeconomicimpacts.pdf

http://www.orangecountyfl.net/NR/rdonlyres/efo5wiffiqvqqgn2s35shus5i4lwdgqbcxpck2dddnds3msj5qs26ubzllsfl6s6rrwnmtkq4dypnjrdrdzei2llq5g/Socialeconomicimpacts.pdf
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comprehensive and is considered an improvement on most previous models.” 
www.aocdo.org/docs/EcoDevoStudyFinal.pdf 


The Boone County Kentucky Planning Commission included results from the NAHB mode
in its 2005 Comprehensive Report.  The Planning Commission used values from th


 
• l 


e 
impact model to quantify the increase in local income, taxes, revenue, jobs, and overall 


nd profits from Phase I being spent in the local economy.  Phase III is an ongoing, annual 
ffect that includes property tax payments and the result of the completed unit being occupied. 


nvolved in 
ome Building 


hase II:  
ipple Effect  


ngoing,  
nnual Effect 


local economic impacts in the Metro Area as a result of new home construction.   
 


The NAHB model is divided into three phases.  Phases I and II are one-time effects.  Phase I 
captures the effects that result directly from the construction activity itself and the local 
industries that contribute to it.  Phase II captures the effects that occur as a result of the wages 
a
e
 
 
 
Phase I: 
Local Industries 
I
H  


The jobs, wages, and local taxes (including permit, utility 
connection, and impact fees) generated by the actual 
development, construction, and sale of the home.
include on-site and off-site construction work as well as jobs 
generated in retail and wholesale sales of compon


  These jobs 


ents, 
transportation to the site, and the professional services required to 
build a home and deliver it to its final customer. 


 
 
 
 
 
 


The wages and profits for local area residents earned durin
the construction period are spent on other locally produced
goods and services.  This generates additional income for local 
residents, which is spent on still more locally produced goods a


g 
 


nd 
services, and so on.  This continuing recycling of income back into 
the communit


 
 
P
R
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Phase III:  
O
A  
 
 
 
 
 
 


y is usually called a multiplier or ripple effect. 


The local jobs, income, and taxes generated as a result o
the home being occupied.  A household moving into a new hom
generally spends about three-fifths of its income on goods and 
services sold in the local economy.  A fraction of this will become 
income for local workers and local businesses proprietors.  In a 
typical local area, the household will also pay 1.25 percent 
income to local governments in the form of taxes and user fees, and 
a fraction of this will become income for local government 
employees.  This is the first step in 


f 
e 


of its 


another set of economic ripples 
that cause a permanent increase in the level of economic activity, 
jobs, wages, and local tax receipts. 
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duced, 


 and 
f the available industries and commodities.  Of the roughly 


00 industries and commodities provided in the input-output files, the model uses only 87 


 
is 
politan 


sed on local 
ommuting patterns.  Outside of these officially defined metropolitan areas, NAHB has 


tional 


 industry-by-industry basis.  In order to relate wages and 
laries to employment, the model incorporates data on local wages per job published by the 


ureau of Economic Analysis.  


e 
w 


ation is not generally available from national 
urces and in most cases must be provided by representatives from the area in question who 


e 


 local government 
mployees.  Finally the number of full time jobs supported by the wages and salaries generated 
 each private local industry and the local government sector is estimated. 


 
 


 
 
Modeling a Local Economy 
 
The model defines a local economy as a collection of industries and commodities.  These are 
selected from the detailed benchmark input-output tables produced by the U.S. Bureau of 
Economic Analysis.  The idea is to choose goods and services that would typically be pro
sold, and consumed within a local market area.  Laundry services would qualify, for example, 
while automobile manufacturing would not.  Both business-to-business and business-to-
consumer transactions are considered.  In general the model takes a conservative approach
retains a relatively small number o
6
commodities and 89 industries.   
 
The design of the model implies that a local economy should include not only the places people
live, but also the places where they work, shop, typically go for entertainment, etc.  Th
corresponds reasonably well to the concepts of Metropolitan Statistical Areas and Metro
Divisions, areas defined by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget ba
c
determined that a county will usually satisfy the model’s requirements.   
 
For a particular local area, the model adjusts the indirect business tax section of the na
input-output accounts to account for the fiscal structure of local governments in the area. The 
information used to do this comes primarily from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Census of 
Governments.  Wages and salaries are extracted from the employee compensation section of 
the input-output accounts on an
sa
B
 
 
Phase I:  Construction  
 
In order to estimate the local impacts generated by home building, it is necessary to know th
sales price of the homes being built, how much raw land contributes to the final price, and ho
much the builder and developer pay to local area governments in the form of permit, utility 
connection, impact, and other fees.  This inform
so
have specialized knowledge of local conditions. 
 
The model subtracts raw land value from the price of new construction and converts th
difference into local wages, salaries, business owners’ income, and taxes.  This is done 
separately for all 95 local industries.  In addition, the taxes and fees collected by local 
governments during the construction phase generate wages and salaries for
e
in
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Phase II:  The Construction Ripple 
  
Clearly, the local residents who earn income in Phase I will spend a share of it.  Some of this 
will escape the local economy.  A portion of the money used to buy a new car, for example, will 
become wages for autoworkers that are likely to live in another city, and increased profits for 
stockholders of an automobile manufacturing company who are also likely to live elsewhere.  A 
portion of the spending, however, will remain within, and have an impact on, the local economy. 
 The car is likely to be purchased from a local dealer and generate income for a salesperson that 
lives in the area, as well for local workers who provide cleaning, maintenance, and other 
services to the dealership.  Consumers also are likely to purchase many services locally, as well 
as to pay taxes and fees to local governments. 
 
This implies that the income and taxes generated in Phase I become the input for additional 
economic impacts analyzed in what we call Phase II of the model.  Phase II begins by 
estimating how much of the added income households spend on each of the local commodities. 
 This requires detailed analysis of data from the Consumer Expenditure (CE) Survey, which is 
conducted by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics primarily for the purpose of determining the 
weights for the Consumer Price Index.  The analysis produces household spending estimates for 
55 local commodities.  The remainder of the 87 local commodities enter the model only as 
business-to-business transactions. 
 
The model then translates the estimated local spending into local business owners’ income, 
wages and salaries, jobs, and taxes.  This is essentially the same procedure applied to the 
homes sold to consumers in Phase I.  In Phase II, however, the procedure is applied 
simultaneously to 56 locally produced and sold commodities. 
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In other words, the model converts the local income earned in Phase I into local spending, 
which then generates additional local income.  But this in turn will lead to additional spending, 
which will generate more local income, leading to another round of spending, and so on.  
Calculating the end result of these economic ripples is a straightforward exercise in 
mathematics. 
 


Summary of Phase II 


Spending on Locally Produced 
Goods and Services 


Model of the Local Economy 


Local Income and Taxes 


Local Income and Taxes 
from Phase I 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Phase III: The Ongoing Impacts 
 
Like Phase II, Phase III involves computing the sum of successive ripples of economic activity.  
In Phase III, however, the first ripple is generated by the income and spending of a new 
household (along with the additional property taxes local governments collect as a result of the 
new structure). This does not necessarily imply that all new homes must be occupied by 
households moving in from outside the local area.  It may be that an average new-home 
household moves into the newly constructed unit from elsewhere in the same local area, while 
average existing-home household moves in from outside to occupy the unit vacated by the first 
household.  Alternatively, it may be that the new home allows the local area to retain a 
household that would otherwise move out of the area for lack of suitable housing. 
 
In any of these cases, it is appropriate to treat a new, occupied housing unit as a net gain to 
the local economy of one household with average characteristics for a household that occupies 
a new home.  This reasoning is often used, even if unconsciously, when it is assumed that a 
new home will be occupied by a household with average characteristics—for instance, an 
average number of children who will consume public education. 
 
To estimate the impact of the net additional households, Phase III of the model requires an 
estimate of the income of the households occupying the new homes.  The information used to 
compute this estimate comes from several sources, but primarily from an NAHB statistical model 
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based on decennial census data.  Phase III of the local impact model then estimates the fraction 
of income these households spend on various local commodities.  This is done with CE data and 
is similar to the procedure described under Phase II.  The model also calculates the amount of 
local taxes the households pay each year.  This is done with Census of Governments data 
except in the case of residential property taxes, which are treated separately, and for which 
specific information must usually be obtained from a local source.  Finally, a total ripple effect is 
computed, using essentially the same procedure outlined above under Phase II. 
 
 


 Summary of Phase II 


Spending on Locally Produced 
Goods and Services 


Model of the Local Economy 


Local Income and Taxes 


Local Income and Taxes 
from Phase I 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
The details covered here provide a brief description of the model NAHB uses to estimate the 
local economic benefits of home building.  For a more complete description, see the technical 
documentation at the end of the report.  For additional information about the model, or 
questions about applying it to a particular local area, contact one of the following in NAHB’s 
Economics and Housing Policy Group: 
 
David Crowe, Chief Economist  (202) 266-8383, dcrowe@nahb.com  
Paul Emrath, Vice President,  
 Survey and Housing Policy Research (202) 266-8449, pemrath@nahb.com  
Elliot Eisenberg, Senior Economist  (202) 266-8398, eeisenberg@nahb.com  
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Technical Documentation for the NAHB Model Used to  
Estimate the Income, Jobs, and Taxes 


 
 
The Housing Policy Department of the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) maintains 
an economic model that it uses to estimate the local economic benefits of home building.  The 
NAHB model is divided into three phases.  Phases I and II are one-time effects.  Phase I 
captures the effects that result directly from the construction activity itself and the local 
industries that contribute to it.  Phase II captures the effects that occur as a result of the wages 
and profits from Phase I being spent in the local economy.  Phase III is an ongoing, annual 
effect that includes property tax payments and the result of the completed unit being occupied. 
 
The model can be customized to a specific local economy by replacing key housing market 
variables.  This document explains describes the sources of data used and explains how the 
estimates are generated. 
 
Modeling a Local Economy 
 
In the NAHB model, a local economy is defined as a collection of industries and commodities, 
selected from the 2002 benchmark input-output accounts produced by the U.S. Bureau of 
Economic Analysis (BEA).  In these accounts, definitions are based on North American Industry 
Classification System (NAICS).  The most detailed, 6-digit NAICS codes are used in order to 
parse industries and commodities as precisely as possible in an attempt to include only business 
and consumer activities that are generally local in nature.  As they are adapted by BEA, there 
are 426 industries in the 2002 benchmark accounts.  A complete list can be found in BEA’s 
detailed item output file: http://www.bea.gov/industry/io_benchmark.htm#2002data.  The local 
economy as defined in the NAHB model retains the following 89 industries: 
 


 NAICS Detailed Industry Name 
 


1 111400 Greenhouse and nursery production  
2 212320 Sand, gravel, clay, and refractory mining  
3 221100 Power generation and supply  
4 221200 Natural gas distribution  
5 221300 Water, sewage and other systems  
6 230101 Nonresidential commercial and health care structures  
7 230103 Other nonresidential structures  
8 230201 Residential permanent site single- and multi-family structures  
9 230202 Other residential structures (primarily dormitories, fraternity and sorority houses)  


10 230301 Nonresidential maintenance and repair  
11 230302 Residential maintenance and repair  
12 323120 Support activities for printing   
13 339950 Sign manufacturing  
14 420000 Wholesale trade  
15 485000 Transit and ground passenger transportation  
16 492000 Couriers and messengers  
17 493000 Warehousing and storage  
18 4A0000 Retail trade 
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19 511110 Newspaper and publishers  
20 515100 Radio and television broadcasting  
21 515200 Cable and other subscription programming  
22 517000 Telecommunications  
23 519100 Other information services  
24 518100 Internet service providers and web search portals  
25 518200 Data processing, hosting, and related services  
26 522A00 Nondepository credit intermediation and related activities  
27 523000 Securities, commodity contracts, investments  
28 524200 Insurance agencies, brokerages, and related services  
29 525000 Funds, trust, and other financial vehicles  
30 52A000 Monetary authorities and depository credit intermediation  
31 531000 Real estate  
32 532100 Automotive equipment rental and leasing  
33 532230 Video tape and disc rental  
34 532400 Machinery and equipment rental and leasing 
35 532A00 General and consumer goods rental except video tapes and discs  
36 533000 Lessors of nonfinancial intangible assets  
37 541100 Legal services  
38 541200 Accounting and bookkeeping services  
39 541300 Architectural and engineering services  
40 541400 Specialized design services  
41 541511 Custom computer programming services  
42 541512 Computer systems design services  
43 54151A Other computer related services, including facilities management  
44 541800 Advertising and related services  
45 541920 Photographic services  
46 541940 Veterinary services  
47 5419A0 All other miscellaneous professional and technical services  
48 561100 Office administrative services  
49 561200 Facilities support services  
50 561300 Employment services  
51 561400 Business support services   
52 561600 Investigation and security services  
53 561700 Services to buildings and dwellings  
54 561900 Other support services  
55 562000 Waste management and remediation services  
56 611100 Elementary and secondary schools  
57 611B00 Other educational services  
58 621600 Home health care services  
59 621A00 Offices of physicians, dentists, and other health practitioners  
60 621B00 Other ambulatory health care services  
61 622000 Hospitals  
62 623000 Nursing and residential care facilities  
63 624400 Child day care services   
64 624A00 Individual and family services    
65 624200 Community food, housing, and other relief services  
66 711100 Performing arts companies 
67 711200 Spectator sports 
68 712000 Museums, historical sites, zoos, and parks  
69 713940 Fitness and recreational sports centers 
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70 713950 Bowling centers 
71 713A00 Amusement parks, arcades, and gambling industries  
72 713B00 Other amusement and recreation industries  
73 722000 Food services and drinking places  
74 811192 Car washes  
75 8111A0 Automotive repair and maintenance, except car washes  
76 811200 Electronic equipment repair and maintenance  
77 811300 Commercial machinery repair and maintenance  
78 811400 Household goods repair and maintenance  
79 812100 Personal care services  
80 812200 Death care services  
81 812300 Dry-cleaning and laundry services  
82 812900 Other personal services  
83 813100 Religious organizations  
84 813A00 Grant making and giving and social advocacy organizations  
85 813B00 Civic, social, professional and similar organizations  
86 S00201 State and local government passenger transit  
87 S00202 State and local government electric service  
88 S00203 Other state and local government enterprises  
89 S00500 General government industry 


 
In contrast to the classification system used in some previous years, single-family and 
multifamily construction are combined into a single category.  The Census Bureau maintains a 
description of what is included in each NAICS industry on its web site: http://www.census.gov/cgi-
bin/sssd/naics/naicsrch?chart=2002.  In BEA’s system of input-output accounts, commodities 
generally conform to industry definitions.  However, BEA does not include separate commodities 
for “state and local government passenger transit” or “state and local government electric 
service” (these commodities show up as passenger transit and electric service, irrespective of 
which industry produces them), so the local economy as defined in the NAHB model consists of 
89 industries and 87 commodities. 
 
This list includes trade, construction, and a number of industries under the general categories of 
finance, transportation, and services—but excludes virtually all manufacturing, mining, and 
agriculture, on the grounds that markets for manufactured products are at least regional—if not 
national or international—in nature.    
 
The exclusion of many industries is a distinguishing feature of the NAHB local impact model and 
is consistent with the overall intent of the model: to analyze the impact of locating a housing 
unit and the household that occupies it in one place rather than another.  From this perspective, 
a house built in Seattle, Washington should not cause additional airplanes to be built or 
additional software to be produced, even though the occupants of a home built in Seattle may 
use software produced in Seattle and travel on planes built in Seattle.  Because these 
households would be likely to use these products the same way even if they lived in some other 
metropolitan area, use of these products is not a function of the home’s location and.  Hence, 
industries like software publishing and aircraft manufacturing are excluded from the model. 
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Based on the industries and commodities described above, a “total local requirements” matrix is 
constructed that shows the total output required from each of the local industries to produce $1 
of each local commodities.   
 
To illustrate the derivation of this matrix, let 
 


c  = an 87-element column vector of commodity outputs  
g = an 89-element column vector of industry outputs 
V = an 87×89 subset of the benchmark make table that shows how much of 


each commodity is produced by each industry 
h = an 89-element column vector showing how much scrap is produced by each 


industry 
U = a 89×87 subset of the benchmark use table that shows how much of each 


commodity used as an input by each industry.  Coefficients for the 
wholesale trade commodity are set to zero, assuming that these 
transactions are often non-local in nature.  The wholesale trade industry 
produces a considerable amount of the retail trade commodity.  The 
effect of this is to retain retail trade in the model, irrespective of which 
industry produces it, but to exclude wholesale trade activities. 


 
The following matrices can then be defined through standard input-output algebra:  
 


B = U ĝ-1 the direct requirements matrix, showing the amount of each 
commodity needed as a direct input to produce $1 of each 
industry’s output.  (The symbol ˆ indicates a matrix created from 
a vector by placing the vector=s elements on the matrix diagonal.) 
 This is simply the use table scaled by industry output. 


 
j = ĝ-1h a vector showing scrap as a fraction of each industry’s output.  


Many of the elements of this vector are zero in the NAHB local 
impact model, which excludes most of the manufacturing sector. 


 
D = Vĉ -1 an 87×89 market share matrix, or the make table scaled by 


commodity output.  D shows the fraction of each commodity 
(excluding scrap) produced by each industry. 


 
F = (I-ĵ)-1D an 87×89 matrix showing, for $1 worth of each commodity, the 


fraction produced by each industry. In short, F is D adjusted for 
scrap.  F is often called a transformation matrix, because it can be 
used to transform commodities into the output of industries and 
vice versa. 


 
  Total Local Requirements = F(I-BF)-1 


 
The total local requirements matrix translates local commodities into the output of local 
industries.  The NAHB model is designed to capture only a fraction of the output: the fraction 
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that becomes either income for local households or revenue for local governments.  These 
fractions are estimated from a combination of value added components of the input-output 
tables, plus information taken from other BEA industry accounts.  In the BEA accounts, the final 
price of a commodity is the sum of intermediate outputs plus value added by the industry.  
Retaining only the value added in each industry from a total requirements matrix avoids double 
counting and constrains the impact of selling a local commodity to be no more than the total 
price paid for the commodity.   
 
The input-output accounts decompose value added into three components: compensation of 
employees, taxes on production and imports, and gross operating surplus.  Other BEA industry 
accounts provide some additional on each component.  The following table summarizes the 
information taken from these accounts that is used to help define a local economy.   
 


  


Wages & 
Salaries per  


Dollar of  
Employee 


Compensation 


Wages & 
Salaries per 
Full-Time 


job 
Equivalents 


Other 
Corporate as 
a % of Gross 


Operating 
Surplus 


Other Non-
Corp. as a 
% of Gross 
Operating 
Surplus 


Farms 86.3% 32,330 27.8% 72.2% 
Mining, except oil and gas 77.9% 61,399 62.7% 15.0% 
Utilities 70.8% 81,471 71.3% 26.1% 
Construction 82.6% 47,736 38.4% 59.9% 
Miscellaneous manufacturing 69.9% 49,708 46.0% 52.1% 
Wholesale trade 84.3% 61,935 81.4% 15.8% 
Retail trade 85.0% 30,328 69.2% 27.3% 
Transit and ground passenger transportation 81.1% 27,492 69.8% 26.4% 
Other transportation and support activities 80.1% 44,802 57.5% 39.1% 
Warehousing and storage 83.7% 39,941 83.3% 15.9% 
Publishing industries 81.4% 75,687 80.8% 17.5% 
Broadcasting and telecommunications 80.3% 69,858 68.3% 30.2% 
Information and data processing services 86.3% 82,011 58.4% 39.8% 
Federal Reserve banks, credit intermediation 82.9% 62,017 92.7% 3.8% 
Securities, commodity contracts and investments 87.9% 212,191 73.5% 2.6% 
Insurance carriers and related activities 82.0% 68,694 86.0% 14.0% 
Funds, trusts and other financial vehicles 53.2% 95,698 95.8% 0.0% 
Real estate 86.3% 49,838 3.2% 74.9% 
Rental leasing services & lessors of intangible assets 85.1% 42,238 64.0% 33.8% 
Legal services 86.4% 79,707 19.5% 78.7% 
Computer systems design and related services 86.4% 92,108 4.7% 90.8% 
Misc. professional, scientific, and technical services 86.1% 69,177 26.1% 72.5% 
Administrative and support services 86.2% 32,067 44.8% 52.8% 
Waste management and remediation services 85.2% 52,043 75.0% 22.8% 
Educational services 86.9% 36,521 53.5% 40.9% 
Ambulatory health care services 85.3% 56,174 40.8% 56.7% 
Hospitals and nursing and residential care facilities 84.0% 42,062 36.7% 40.4% 
Social assistance 87.1% 24,800 42.0% 53.7% 
Performing arts, spectator sports, museums 83.5% 73,462 32.0% 66.7% 
Amusements, gambling and recreation industries 86.4% 26,113 49.1% 49.4% 
Food services and drinking places 86.4% 19,492 68.1% 30.3% 
Other services, except government 87.2% 31,983 29.9% 63.6% 
State and local general government 76.0% 48,175 NA NA 
State and local government enterprises 77.1% 52,160 NA NA 
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In the NAHB model, local income is derived from two of the value-added components: 
compensation of employees and gross operating surplus, using other information from BEA 
industry accounts.   
 
Due primarily to data limitations BEA, ratios from the relatively broad categories in the above 
table are sometimes applied to more narrowly defined local industries,  For example, ratios for 
the broad categories “farms” and “mining” are each applied to a single, more narrowly defined 
local industry—“greenhouse and nursery production” and “sand, gravel, clay, and refractory 
mining,” respectively.  
 
The estimates of local income in the NAHB model exclude most corporate profits, based on the 
rationale that ownership of most corporations is national or international in scope.  Even if a 
household living in Cleveland buys a product manufactured by a corporation located in 
Cleveland, profits derived from the sale are likely to be distributed to shareholders living in other 
locations.   
 
The model makes an exception to this general rule for subchapter S corporations.  S 
corporations tend to be smaller and more local and in this regard tend to resemble partnerships 
more than C corporations. S corporations also tend to be relatively common in particular 
industries, such as residential construction. The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) provides 
information on business receipts by form of business and industry 
(http://www.irs.gov/taxstats/bustaxstats/article/0,,id=152029,00.html) and this is used to decompose 
corporate profits into profits for S-corporations and C-corporations.  The IRS tables provide 
relatively limited industry detail, so again percentages for a broadly defined industry are often 
applied to several of the more precisely defined 6-digit NAICS industries.  The S-corporation 
profits by industry are then included as part of local income.     
 
Local government revenue is estimated as a function of both local income and taxes on 
production and imports by industry.  Across the country as a whole, BEA’s national accounts 
show that taxes on production and imports collected by local governments (which consist largely 
of sales taxes) account for 36.1 percent of all TOPI (86.2 percent, for state and local 
governments are combined), and that the average effective state and local corporate income 
tax rate is 6.35 percent. 
  
Up to this point, the local economy has been defined based on a technology that is location 
invariant.  The fiscal structure of local governments is known to vary considerably across the 
country, however.  At this stage, the model employs data from the most recent Census of 
Governments (http://www.census.gov/govs/www/gid2002.html). Census of Governments data are 
available for each of the roughly 87,000 units of government in the U.S., and these data can be 
used to customize the structure of local government finances to a particular area.   
 
Aggregating personal taxes and fees over all local (or state and local) governments in the U.S. 
shows that these taxes and fees sum to 1.031 (4.466) percent of personal income.  The NAHB 
model uses three local (or state and local) factors based on aggregate revenues divided by 
personal income, and the ratio of these measures for the area in question to the U.S. as a 
whole.   
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For a specific area,  
 
Personal taxes =  


1.0317% (or 4.446%) × Local Personal Income × Local Factor 1 
 
Business taxes =   


36.1% (or 86.2%) × TOPI in Local Industries × Local Factor 2 + 
6.35% × Corporate Profits in Local Industries × Local Factor 3 
 


where the three local factors are derived on a case by case basis from data in the most recent 
Census of Governments.  These factors are applied to value added in each local industry.  This 
preserves the industry detail in the input-output accounts while customizing the analysis to a 
local area by using data from the Census of Governments, which is a distinguishing feature of 
the NAHB local impact model. 
  
In the case of corporate profits in local industries for a particular metropolitan area or 
nonmetropolitan county, Local Factor 3 will usually be zero.  Very few local governments impose 
a tax on corporate profits, so this will usually have an impact only when the model is applied to 
an entire state.   
 
 
  Phase I:  Construction 
 
As shown diagrammatically in “Background and a Brief Description of the Model Used to 
Estimate the Economic Benefits”, Phase I of the model feeds the dollar amount of construction 
and ancillary locally produced items into the income and tax matrices derived from the model 
total local requirements.  Accounting for everything that goes into building a home and 
delivering it to its customer is more complicated than it may at first appear. 
 
For one thing, the Census Bureau subtracts several items from construction value before 
providing the numbers to BEA for use in the input-output and related GDP accounts.  On new 
homes built for sale, the Census Bureau subtracts 1.1 percent of the sales price for landscaping, 
0.5 percent for appliances, 2.9 percent for realtor and brokers fees, and 2.7 percent for 
marketing and finance costs.  There are equivalent subtractions for custom homes (i.e., homes 
where the builder functions as a general contractor for a home built on the customer’s lot).  
  
However, the landscaping and purchases of appliances and marketing/broker services 
associated with a newly built home clearly are attributable to the construction of the home.  
Phase I of the NAHB model therefore accounts for these items as separate purchases of the 
local construction, retail trade, and real estate industries.  For retail trade, only the gross margin 
of appliance purchases are counted. Gross margins for different types of retailers are available 
from the Census Bureau’s Annual Retail Trade Survey 
(http://www.census.gov/svsd/www/artstbl.html). 
 
In addition, there are settlement or closing costs associated with transferring property from a 
builder to the ultimate owner.  In a typical case, these costs are shared between buyers and 
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sellers.  Construction value as defined in the input-output accounts includes closing costs if they 
are paid by the seller, but not the buyer.  When the local impact model was first developed, 
NAHB verified these details with economists at BEA. 
 
In order to estimate both closing costs as a fraction of the home’s price and the share of these 
costs the buyer pays, the NAHB model uses national average data compiled by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development.3  The share of settlement costs paid for by the 
buyer for loan origination and discount fees, title and private mortgage insurance, and legal fees 
are counted as  output of the local depository credit intermediation, insurance, and legal 
services industries, respectively. 
 
Another category of closing costs sometimes paid by the buyer is mortgage or deed transfer 
taxes.  Phase I of the NAHB model does not automatically include an amount for transfer taxes. 
 In most (but not all) instances, these taxes are imposed by state, rather than, local 
governments.  To the extent that transfer taxes apply in a specific case, that information needs 
to be supplied by the local entity requesting the analysis.  
 
If the local entity requesting an analysis provides information that sales taxes are imposed on 
construction material and supplies a local sales tax rate, the model captures these taxes as 
revenue generated for local governments assuming that materials account for 30 percent of the 
final price of a housing unit.  The figure of 30 percent is taken from information reported in the 
April 2004 Professional Builder, which is generally consistent with results from construction cost 
surveys NAHB has conducted over the years. 
 
 
Phase II: The Construction Ripple 
 
Phase I of the model translates home building activity into income for local workers and 
business proprietors, and revenue for local governments.  This output serves as the input for 
Phase II, as part of the local income generated will be spent, generating more income, 
generating more spending, and so on.  These spending ripples damp and eventually converge to 
a limit, which is the ultimate ripple or multiplier effect.   
 
To convert local income to local spending, the model requires information about local household 
spending tendencies.  Detailed spending information at the household level is available from the 
Consumer Expenditure (CE) Survey, produced by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 
primarily for the purpose of determining the weights for the Consumer Price Index 
(http://www.bls.gov/cex/home.htm) 4


 
                                                           
3   Report to Congress on the Need for Further Legislation in the Area of Real Estate Settlements, 
1981, Exhibits II-1 and II-6.  


4   Technically, in the Consumer Expenditure Survey, the unit of measurement is actually not a 
household, but a Consumer Unit, a group of individuals who live in the same house and make joint 
purchasing decisions.  There may be more than one Consumer Unit in a household. 
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The CE consists of two different types of surveys: 1) an interview survey that collects data on 
monthly expenditures as well as information on income and household characteristics, and 2) a 
diary survey that collects data on weekly expenditures of frequently purchased items.  These 
are two separate surveys, each designed individually with weights that aggregate to an estimate 
of total spending in the U.S.  When it estimates aggregate measures of consumer spending, BLS 
combines results from the two different types of surveys in a manner it does not disclose in 
detail to the public. 
 
The NAHB local impact model uses only data from the interview survey, primarily to avoid the 
need for arbitrary decisions about which spending items to take from which  survey.  Based on 
its CE interview survey, BLS produces a public use microdata set consisting of quarterly files 
with household characteristics (including income), another set of quarterly files a record of 
income and other characteristics for each member of the household, and a set of  fifty-one 
annual “EXPN” files with detailed information about various categories of expenditures.   
 
These detailed files allow NAHB to maintain a conservative approach and exclude spending on 
items that may often be purchased from a vendor outside the local area.  For example, BLS 
collects information on spending while on trips and vacations away from home in a separate 
“TRV” EXPN file.  The NAHB local impact model does not include any spending information at all 
from the TRV file. NAHB processes the information from the EXPN files along with information 
on household characteristics and income to estimate spending tendencies on 47 locally 
produced commodities, as shown in the following table: 
 
 
 Local Spending Extracted from the CE EXPN Files 


 Local commodity NAICS 
Code 


EXPN 
File Description of items included in local spending 


1 Greenhouse and nursery 
production 


111400 CRB Costs of all items and services for planting shrubs or trees, or 
otherwise landscaping the ground of the housing unit in which 
the consumer unit lives.  


2 Power generation and 
supply 


221100 UTC Electricity bills for the housing unit in which the consumer unit 
lives. 


3 Natural gas distribution 221200 UTC Gas bills for the housing unit in which the consumer unit lives. 


4 Water, sewage and other 
systems 


221300 UTC Water and/or sewage bills  for the housing unit in which the 
consumer unit lives. 


5 New residential additions 
and alterations, nonfarm  


230130 CRB Costs of all items and services associated with building an 
addition to the house or a new structure including porch, 
garage or new wing; finishing a basement or an attic or 
enclosing a porch; remodeling one or more rooms; building 
outdoor patios, walks, fences, or other enclosures, driveways, 
or permanent swimming pools; or other improvements or 
repairs to the housing unit in which the consumer unit lives.  
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Local commodity NAICS  
Code 


EXPN 
File Description of items included in local spending  


6 Maintenance and repair of 
farm and nonfarm 
residential structures 


230310 CRB Costs of all items and services associated with repairing 
outdoor patios, walks, fences, driveways, or permanent 
swimming pools; inside painting or papering; outside painting; 
plastering or paneling; plumbing or water heating installations 
and repairs; electrical work; heating or air-conditioning jobs; 
flooring repair or replacement; insulation; roofing, gutters, or 
downspouts; siding; installation, repair, or replacement of 
window panes, screens, storm doors, awnings, etc.; and 
masonry, brick or stucco work for the housing unit in which the 
consumer unit lives. 


7 Transit and ground 
passenger transportation 


485000 EDA Amount paid for private bus transportation to elementary or 
high school for members of the consumer unit. 


   XPB Costs for taxis, limousine service, and public transportation, 
except while on a trip. 
 
 
 


8 Retail trade 4A0000 APA  Purchases of major appliances × 26.5% (gross margin for 
electronics and appliance stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss 
of local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   APB  Purchases of other households appliances and other selected 
items × 26.5% (gross margin for electronics and appliance 
stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales to internet 
and mail order business). 


   FRA  Purchases of home furnishings × 48.1% (gross margin for 
furniture and home furnishing stores) × 81% (adjustment for 
loss of local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   CLA Purchases of clothing × 47.9% (gross margin for clothing and 
clothing accessories stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of 
local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   CLB Purchases of infants' clothing, watches, jewelry, and 
hairpieces × 47.9% (gross margin for clothing and clothing 
accessories stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales 
to internet and mail order business). 
 


   CLC Purchases of sewing materials × 47.9% (gross margin for 
clothing and clothing accessories stores) × 81% (adjustment 
for loss of local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   OVB Purchases of automobiles, including down payment and 
payment of principle on loans  × 16.2% (gross margin for 
automobile dealers) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales 
to internet and mail order business). 


   VOT  Purchases of gasoline and other fuels and fluids used in 
vehicles × 16.4% (gross margin for gasoline stations) × 81% 
(adjustment for loss of local sales to internet and mail order 
business). 


   IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to purchase prescription drugs and 
durable medical equipment × 30.8% (gross margin for health 
and personal care stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local 
sales to internet and mail order business). 
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Local commodity NAICS  


Code 
EXPN 
File Description of items included in local spending  


 Retail trade (cont)  IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to purchase prescription drugs, other 
nondurable medical products, and  durable medical equipment 
× 30.8% (gross margin for health and personal care stores) × 
81% (adjustment for loss of local sales to internet and mail 
order business). 


   MDB Direct purchases of glasses, hearing aids, prescription 
medication, convalescent equipment, or other medical 
equipment × 30.8% (gross margin for health and personal 
care stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales to 
internet and mail order business). 


   EDA Purchases of books or other equipment for elementary or high 
school for members of the consumer unit × 39.8% (gross 
margin for sporting goods, hobby, book and music stores) × 
81% (adjustment for loss of local sales to internet and mail 
order business). 
 
 


   ENT Amount paid for CDs or audio tapes, photographic film, video 
cassettes or tapes or discs, and books, but not through a mail 
order club or subscription × 39.8% (gross margin for sporting 
goods, hobby, book and music stores) × 81% (adjustment for 
loss of local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   MIS Expenses for flowers, potted plants, pet supplies and 
medicines, toys, and games, and computer or video hardware, 
software, and accessories × 43.8% (gross margin for 
miscellaneous store retailers) × 81% (adjustment for loss of 
local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   XPA Expenditure for food and nonfood items at grocery stores, and 
for food and beverages from places other than grocery stores 
× 29.4% (gross margin for food and beverage stores). 


   XPB Expenditures for cigarettes and other tobacco products × 
31.4% (gross margin for all retailers excluding motor vehicle 
and parts dealers) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales to 
internet and mail order business). 


9 Newspaper and publishers 511110 ENT Expenses for newspapers and other periodicals not through a 
subscription. 


10 Cable networks and 
program distribution 


513200 UTI Expenses for cable TV, satellite TV, and satellite radio 
services. 


11 Telecommunications 513300 UTA Telephone bills, irrespective of items included in service. 


   UTP Pre-paid phone card or public pay phone services. 


12 Information services 514100 UTI Expense for internet connection, excluding any away from 
home. 


13 Nondepository credit 
intermediation and related 
activities 


522A00 OVB Interest payment on automobile loans. 
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 Local commodity NAICS  
Code 


EXPN 
File Description of items included in local spending  


 
14 


Insurance agencies, 
brokerages, and other 
insurance related activities 


524200 INB  Percent of premiums for all types of insurance other than 
health (percentage based on agent/brokers' share of industry). 
  


   IHB   Percent of premiums for health insurance (percentage based 
on agent/brokers' share of industry).   


15 Monetary authorities and 
depository credit 
intermediation 


52A000 HEL Interest paid on lump sum home equity loans, based only on 
the home in which the consumer unit lives. 


   OPH Interest paid on home equity lines of credit, based only on the 
home in which the consumer unit lives. 


   OPI Penalty charges on special or lump sum mortgage payment. 


   XPB Charges for safe deposit boxes, checking accounts, and other 
banking services. 


16 Real estate 531000 RNT Total rental payments for the housing unit in which the 
consumer unit lives. 


   OPI ground or land rent, portion of condo fee for management 
services, special payments for property management 
services--all of these only for the property in which the 
consumer unit lives. 


17 Automotive equipment 
rental and leasing 


532100 RTV Expenses for renting vehicles. 


   LSD Expenses for leasing vehicles. 


18 Video tape and disc rental 532230 ENT Amount paid for rental of video cassettes, tapes, or discs. 


19 General and consumer 
goods rental except video 
tapes and discs 


532A00 APA Expenses for renting major appliances. 


   APB Expenses for renting other household appliances and selected 
items. 


   FRB Expenses for renting furniture. 


   CLD Expenses for renting clothing. 


   MDB Expenses for renting convalescent or other medical 
equipment. 


20 Legal services 541100 MIS Expenses for services of lawyers or other legal professionals. 


21 Accounting and 
bookkeeping services 


541200 MIS Accounting fees. 


22 Photographic services 541920 ENT Amount paid for film processing or printing digital 
photographs. 


   MIS Amount paid for professional photography fees. 


23 Veterinary services 541940 MIS Veterinarian expenses for pets. 


24 Investigation and security 
services 


561600 MIS Home security service fees. 
 


25 Services to buildings and 
dwellings 


561700 APA  Charges for installing major appliances. 


   EQB Costs for pest control or repairing and servicing heating and 
air conditioning equipment. 


   MIS Other home services and small repair jobs around the house. 


26 Waste management and 
remediation services 


562000 UTC Trash/garbage collection bills for the housing unit in which the 
consumer unit lives. 
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 Local commodity NAICS  
Code 


EXPN 
File Description of items included in local spending  


27 Elementary and 
secondary schools 


611100 EDA Tuition and other expenses for elementary or high school for 
members of the consumer unit. 


28 Home health care 
services 


621600 IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to pay for home health care. 


   IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for home health care. 


29 Offices of physicians, 
dentists, and other health 
practitioners 


621A00 IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to pay for physician, clinical, and dental 
services. 


   IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for physician, clinical, and 
dental services. 


   MDB Direct payments for eye care, dental care, or physician 
services. 


30 Other ambulatory health 
care services 


621B00 IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to pay for other professional services. 


   IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for other professional services. 


   MDB direct payments for services by medical professionals other 
than physicians, lab tests, and other medical care. 


31 Hospitals 622000 IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to pay for hospital care. 


   IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for hospital care. 


   MDB Direct payments for hospital rooms or services. 


32 Nursing and residential 
care facilities 


623000 IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to pay for nursing home care. 


   IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for nursing home care. 


   MDB Direct payments for care in convalescent of nursing home. 


33 Child day care services  624400 EDA Expenses for nursery school or child day care centers for 
members of the consumer unit. 


   MIS Expenses for babysitting, nanny services, or child care in the 
consumer unit's or someone else's home. 


34 Performing arts 
companies 


711100 SUB Theater or concert season tickets. 


   ENT Single admissions to movies, theaters, and concerts. 


35 Spectator sports 711200 SUB Season tickets to sporting events. 


   ENT Single admissions to spectator sporting events 
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 Local commodity NAICS  
Code 


EXPN 
File Description of items included in local spending  


36 Fitness and recreational 
sports centers 


713940 EDA Recreational lessons and instruction for members of the 
consumer unit. 


   SUB Expenses for membership in golf courses. Country clubs, 
health clubs, fitness centers, or other sports and recreational 
organizations. 


   ENT Fees for participating in sports. 


37 Other amusement, 
gambling, and recreation 
industries 


713A00 MIS Expenses for lotteries and games of chance. 


38 Food services and 
drinking places 


722000 XPA Expenditures for food and beverages at restaurants, 
cafeterias, cafes, drive-ins, etc. 


39 Automotive repair and 
maintenance, except car 
washes 


8111A0 VEQ Expenses for vehicle maintenance and repair. 


   VOT Expenses for towing and automobile repair service policies. 


40 Electronic equipment 
repair and maintenance 


811200 EQB Cost for repairs and services related to computers. 


41 Household goods repair 
and maintenance 


811400 EQB Costs for repairing or servicing appliances, tools, sound, 
video, photographic, sports, and lawn and garden equipment; 
or repairing computer-related equipment. 


   FRB Costs for repairing furniture. 


   CLD Costs for repairing or altering clothing and accessories, or 
repairing watches or jewelry. 


42 Personal care services 812100 IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for other personal care 
services. 


   MIS Expenses for adult day care centers, and home care for 
invalids, convalescents, handicapped, or elderly persons. 


43 Death care services 812200 MIS Expenses for funerals, burials, cremation, and purchase and 
upkeep of cemetery lots or vaults. 


44 Dry cleaning and laundry 
services 


812300 XPB Expenses for clothing and other items at sent to drycleaners 
and laundry, as well as coin operated dry cleaning and laundry 
machines. 


45 Other personal services 812900 CLD Costs of clothing storage services. 


   VOT Fess for vehicle parking, boat docking and plane landing. 


   MIS Catering and pet services. 


   XPB Expenses for haircuts, hair styling, manicures, massages, and 
other salon services. 


46 Religious organizations 813100 CNT Contributions to religious organizations. 


47 Civic, social, professional 
and similar organizations 


813B00 SUB Expenses for membership in civic, service, or fraternal 
organizations. 


 
For the items included in retail sales, only the gross margins are included, and in most cases a 
further adjustment is made to account for loss of local sales to internet and mail order business. 
The fraction is based on the Report on Sales Taxes produced by the Government Accountability 
Office (GAO) in June of 2000 (GAO/GGD/OCE-00-165).  Using numbers from Marketing 


 
Technical Documentation 14







Logistics, GAO estimated that business-to-consumer remote sales in 2000 were 186 to 278 
billion.  A subsequent GAO update found no need to revise the analysis (March 28, 2002 press 
release).  NAHB applied this sales loss estimate to personal consumption expenditures on 
durable and non durable goods from the GDP accounts in order to derive the factor used to 
deflate purchases and account for business local retailers lose due to remote sales through 
media such as the internet.  
 
Insurance payments are separated into a share going to brokers and agents and the insurance 
companies, based on the proportional share of revenue reported in the latest Economic Census 
(http://www.census.gov/econ/census02/data/us/US000_52.HTM).  The share going to brokers and 
agents is counted as local income.  However, it is also assumed that the share going to 
insurance companies comes back in some cases as these companies pay medical costs for policy 
holders that go to health care providers in the local area.  This is estimated using  “Personal 
Health Care Expenditures by object & Source of Payment” reported by the Census Bureau in the 
Statistical Abstract of the United States (Table 128 in the 2008 Abstract). 
 
A similar calculation is made for expenses covered by Medicare.  The CE data include the 
number of household members covered by Medicare.  Payments made by Medicare to local 
health care providers are estimated using statistics on “Medicare Benefits by Types of Provider,” 
“Medicare Enrollees,” and “Medicare Disbursements by Type of Beneficiary” (Tables 134, 136 
and 137, respectively in the 2008 Statistical Abstract of the United States) 
 
The consumer spending variables used in the model are all in the form of average propensities 
to consume—that is, average fractions of before-tax income spent on various items.  As shown 
in the table above, The EXPN files generate local consumer spending estimates for 47 of the 
first 85 local commodities listed on pages 2 and 3.  The others enter the model only through 
local business-to-business transactions in the local total requirements matrix.   
 
To this, the local impact model adds seven categories of local commodities produced by local 
government enterprises: 
 


1   Local government electric service 
2   Local government natural gas distribution 
3   Local government water & sewerage 
4   Local government passenger transit 
5   Local government liquor stores 
6   Local government sanitary services 
7   Local government hospitals 


 
The introduction of these commodities does not increase total local spending.  Instead, as each 
of these seven commodities has a corresponding commodity produced by private sector 
industry, the local impact model allocates consumption spending between the publicly produced 
and privately produced commodities based on information from the Census of Governments.  
This enables the model to be consistent with both national household consumption patterns and 
revenue collected by all government enterprises in a particular local area.   
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To this is added one other local commodity, general government, to account for tax and fee 
payments (computed in Phase II primarily from BEA personal income estimates and Census of 
Governments revenue data).   
 
The results can be collected in a matrix 2×55 matrix, A:   
 


⎥
⎦
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0a...aaa
  = 54321A


 
 
 
 
The elements in the first row of A show the average fraction of income spent on each of the 54 
local commodities (including those produced by local government enterprises such as publicly 
owned utilities or hospitals).  The “O”s and “1” in the second row indicates that no taxes are 
spent directly by the household on any of the first 54 commodities; 100 percent is spent on the 
local general government commodity.  This two-row structure is designed to align with the 
output from Phase I of the model, which comes in the form of before-tax local income and local 
tax estimates. 
 
Several other matrices and vectors derived from the above concepts are needed to calculate the 
Phase II ripple or multiplier effect: 


 
W: a 55×89 matrix that translates local commodities into local income, 


 
G: a 55×89 matrix that translates local commodities into local government general 
revenue collected from persons, and  


 
T: a 55×89 matrix that translates local commodities into local government general 
revenue collected from businesses  


 
 
 therefore defines a 55×267 matrix 
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x = a two element column vector containing local income and local taxes generated in 
Phase I 
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a 267×3 matrix where i is a 89-element unit column vector,    
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In summary,  x is the income and tax output from Phase 1,  A translates income and taxes into 
spending on particular commodities,  L translates the detailed commodity spending into income 
and taxes in each of 89 local industries, and Y and Z are technical devices for summing results. 
 Y collapses the components of a 267-element vector into a 3-element vector of income, 
personal taxes, and business taxes.  Z converts a 3-element vector of this form into a 2-element 
income and tax vector.   
 
The row vector defined as x′A shows how much, in dollar terms, people who earn income 
during Phase I spend on each of the 55 local commodities, including local government.    
 
The calculation x′ALYZ produces a 2-element local income and local tax vector of the same 
form as x′ .  Postmultiplying a vector of this type by ALYZ will always produce a similar, 2-
element income and tax vector.  Either by construction, or by checking that both eigenvalues 
are smaller than 1, it is possible to show that ALYZ is a contracting matrix.  This implies that 
the rounds below show successively smaller increments of income and taxes added to the local 
economy: 
 x′  0 Round : 


ALYZ x′  :1  Round 
 ALYZ ALYZ x′  :2  Round
 


. 
ALYZ ALYZ ALYZ x′  :3  Round


. 


. 
 


ALYZ  x
K


1=k
∏′  :K  Round 


 
 
The terms of this sequence can be summed in the usual manner to create an infinite series.  
Because ALYZ is a contracting matrix, the result is a convergent series, the limit of which is  
 


][ -1ALYZ-I  'x 
This is the final multiplied effect on local income and local taxes at the end of Phase II.  The 
factor [I-ALYZ]-1 is a matrix version of the conventional Keynesian spending multiplier.  
Because x′ is reported in Phase I, it is subtracted from the effect reported in Phase II.   
 
For some purposes, especially estimating employment impacts, we are interested in tracking 
income in Phase II by industry.  Calculations to accomplish this are based on the following 
sequence of 1×267 vectors: 
 ALx′  :1  Round
 
 


. 
YZAL ALx′  :2  Round


 


YZAL  ALx
1=k


∏′  :K  Round
1-K
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Note that sequence begins with the spending vector x'AL—that is, it excludes the income and 
taxes that have already been captured in Phase I.  The limit of the series defined based on this 
sequence is  
 


 ][ -1YZAL-I ALx ′ 
 
This is a 267-element row vector, the first 89 elements containing the final, multiplied effect on 
local income by industry generated during Phase II.  As explained above, income by industry 
can be separated into business owners’ income and wages and salaries, and the wages and 
salaries converted to full-time job equivalents.   
 
From the standpoint of local governments, it may be desirable to track individual sources of 
revenue, such as particular fees and taxes.  To facilitate this, it is useful to have a three element 
local income and local tax vector, where the tax revenue is decomposed into taxes collected 
from persons and taxes collected from businesses. 
 
Consider the following sequence of such 3-element vectors: 
 


 ALYx′  :1  Round 
 


. 
 ZALY ALYx′  :2  Round


. 


. 
 


ZALY  ALYx 
K


1=k
∏′ :K  Round 


 
This sequence begins after Round 0, implicitly excluding income earned and taxes paid during 
Phase I.  The limit of the infinite series defined by this sequence is  
 


][  ZALY-I ALYx′ -1
 
 
This is the final, multiplied effect on local income, local government revenue collected from 
persons, and local government revenue collected from businesses in Phase II of the model.  The 
tax structure for a particular local area, derived primarily from Census of Governments data as 
described above, can be applied to this result in order to decompose local government revenue 
into particular types of taxes and fees. 
 
 
 
 
Phase III: The Ongoing Impacts 
 
 
A distinguishing feature of the NAHB technique for estimating local impacts is the way it models 
characteristics and behavior of new housing unit occupants, depending on the particular type of 
unit being built.  There are six basic variants of the NAHB model designed to accommodate 
different varieties of residential construction: 
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1. Generic Single-Family  
2. Generic Multifamily  
3. Active Adult  
4. Family Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) 
5. Elderly LIHTC 
6. Remodeling 


 
The remodeling version of the model does not in general incorporate ongoing impacts, so it 
requires no occupant income estimates.  For the other five versions of the model, separate 
occupant income estimates are derived in a way that vary with location as well as with the type 
of units being built.  The derivations are based on relationships between average income and 
standard variables that are typically available at the local level.  The methods for establishing 
these relationships are summarized below. 
  
Generic Single-Family.  Regression of average income of home owners on area median 
family income and average value of the units using American Community Survey (ACS) 
microdata. 
 
Generic Multifamily.  Regression of average income of home owners on area median family 
income and average rent using ACS microdata. 
 
Active Adult.  Average income of movers into age-restricted owner occupied units and average 
income of all home buyers are  computed from American Housing Survey (AHS) microdata the , 
and the ration of the two average incomes is formed/ 
 
Family LIHTC.  Average incomes of all movers into rental units who have less than 60 percent 
of median family income for the U.S. as a whole, computed from CE data. 
 
Elderly LIHTC.  Average incomes of all elderly movers into rental units who have less than 60 
percent of median family income for the U.S. as a whole, computed from CE data. 
 
The ACS is the Census Bureau’s replacement for the decennial Census long form 
(http://www.census.gov/acs/www/).  The AHS, funded by the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) and conducted by the Census Bureau, is the federal government’s 
primary vehicle for collecting detailed information about housing units and their occupants at 
the national level (http://www.huduser.org/datasets/ahs.html).    
 
The ratios and regression results listed above allow the model to be simultaneously customized 
to a particular area and a particular type of construction by inputting specific local information 
that is generally available.  When customizing to a local area, median family income for that 
particular area is used.  HUD produces median income estimates for all parts of the country in a 
timely fashion as part of the process it uses to establish income limits for various housing 
programs (http://www.huduser.org/datasets/il.html).  
 
When it is necessary to translate rents into value or vice versa, a  cap rate taken from the 
Residential Finance Survey (http://www.huduser.org/datasets/rfs.html), also funded by HUD and 
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conducted by the Census Bureau, is used. 
 
In addition to average income, estimated spending tendencies for movers into each type of 
construction are needed.  Separate spending vectors are estimated for each using household 
information available in the CE data.  The table on the following page shows average local 
propensities to consume computed from the 2006 CE. 
 
This modeling of average spending by different types of households soon after they move in is 
another distinguishing feature of the NAHB local impact model.  In addition to the function they 
serve in the local model, average spending tendencies computed from CE data have also proven 
to be of interest for their implications at the national level.5


 
This modeling of average spending by different types of households soon after they move in is 
another distinguishing feature of the NAHB local impact model.  In addition to the function they 
serve in the local model, average spending tendencies computed from CE data have also proven 
to be of interest for their implications at the national level.6


 
Compared to home buyers, renters tend to spend more of their incomes locally—partly due to 
the tendency of lower-income households to spend a greater fraction of their incomes on 
necessities, but also due to rental payments that go to a local owner, or owner employing a 
management company with a local presence.  The equivalent housing expense for a home 
buyer would be a mortgage payment.  Because mortgage payments typically are made to non-
local owners of the mortgage through non-local servicers, they are excluded from the spending 
estimates in the NAHB local impact model. 
 
Average propensities to spend on virtually all categories of local health care services are higher 
for households moving into construction designed for older residents (age-restricted active adult 
and elderly LIHTC).  
 
As was described in Phase II, seven categories of commodities produced by local government 
enterprises are added to the model, and a share of local spending (which may be zero) is 
allocated to these enterprises instead of private producers based on revenues reported in the 
Census of Governments for each local government enterprises in the area.   
 
Also as in Phase II, Census of Governments data are used to estimate most categories of tax 
and fee revenue generated for general (non-enterprise) governments in the area.  The 
exemption is residential property taxes.  Perhaps surprisingly, residential and non-residential 
property taxes are not reported separately.  Moreover, some states have restriction on rate 
increases of other laws that tend to make property tax rates different on new construction.  
Particular developments (for example, those financed by the LIHTC program) may also be 
granted special forms of property tax relief.   
 
                                                           
5  See, for example, the October Special Study in Housing Economics:  “Spending Patterns of Home 
Buyers.”  http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=734&genericContentID=106491&channelID=311  
6  See, for example, the October Special Study in Housing Economics:  “Spending Patterns of Home 
Buyers.”  http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=734&genericContentID=106491&channelID=311  
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For these reasons, when customizing the local impact model to a specific area, information 
about property taxes on the units being built must be supplied by the entity requesting the 
analysis.  Phase III of the model counts only property tax on the value of construction, 
assuming that the raw land would be taxed at the same rate if not developed.  
 
Multifamily Phase III impacts are reduced to account for vacant units.  By default, the single-
family version of the model assumes that units are intended for owner-occupancy and have 
negligible vacancies.  In the Census Bureau’s Housing Vacancy Survey (HVS: 
http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/hvs/hvs.html) homeowner vacancy rates are usually in 
the neighborhood of only one percent.    
 
For multifamily units, the average multifamily rental annual vacancy rate over the prior decade 
and average annual multifamily homeowner vacancy rate over the prior decade are used, 
depending on whether the units are condominiums or rental apartments.  In other respects, 
Phase III treats condo buyers the same as single-family home buyers (the income and spending 
tendencies discussed above being based on buyers of owner-occupied housing units, 
irrespective of structure type).   
 
Although vacancy rates are known to fluctuate, the model estimates annual ongoing impacts 
that are expected to persist for an extended period, so a long-term “natural” measure of 
vacancy rates is more appropriate for Phase III than a very current, possibly anomalous, 
number.  The reduction for vacancies is applied to all Phase III multifamily impacts except for 
property taxes, which are assumed to be paid by the owner of the property, whether the units 
are occupied or not. 
 
Local spending and taxes (including fees and charges paid to local government entities) 
generate income for local residents, and this income will be spent and recycled in the local 
economy, much as in Phase II of the model. 
 
Let  xn denote the initial income and tax column vector for new home occupants, An denote the 
matrix formed from the consumption spending patterns of new home occupants, and otherwise 
maintain the  notation used in Phase II of the model.  Then consider the following sequence: 
 


'xn  :0  Round  
 
 LYZA 'x nn  :1  Round
 
 


 ALYZ LYZA 'x nn  :2  Round


 
. 


ALYZ ALYZ LYZA 'x nn  :  Round 3


. 
 


ALYZ  LYZA 'x
1=k


nn ∏  :K  Round
K


 
 
 
The sum of these terms forms an infinite series that converges to the limit  
 


]][)([ nn ALYZ-ILYZA-A+I  'x -1 
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When results are reported for Phase III the income earned by the occupants is subtracted from 
the final multiplied effect, so that only income generated for occupants of housing units already 
existing in the area is counted.   
 
Note that, were new home occupants to spend the same fraction of their incomes on the 
various local commodities as average households, An = A and the formula would simplify to  
 


][ -1 
n ALYZ-I  'x 


 
The formula that produces a 267-element vector, the first 89 of which contain the added income 
by industry, for Phase III is  
 ][ 1 -


nn YZAL-I LA 'x 
 
Again, the income in each industry can be disaggregated into business owners’ income and 
wages and salaries, and the wages and salaries converted to full time jobs.  These exclude any 
jobs filled by occupants of the new housing units. 
 
The formula that produces a 3-element vector showing the final, multiplied effect on local 
income, local government general revenue from persons, and local general government revenue 
from business generated in Phase III is  
 


] 1- ZALY-ILYA'x nn [  
 
As in Phase II, the last two elements of the final 3-element vector can be disaggregated to 
show revenue generated by particular types of taxes, fees, and charges.  The primary difference 
in Phase III is that the increase in residential property tax revenue (which is introduced into the 
model as a separate input independent of the Census of Government computations) needs to be 
subtracted before the decomposition procedure can be applied.    
 
 
Final Notes 
 
All of the matrix operations in the NAHB local impact model are performed using the O-Matrix 
package provided by Harmonic Software.  The O-Matrix code used to generate Phase III 
impacts for single-family construction in 2005, and the code used to compute a local total 
requirements matrix the 1997 BEA input-output accounts are shown as examples of the use of 
the O-Matrix package on the Harmonic Software web site 
(http://www.omatrix.com/userstories.html). 
 
The technical documentation on the NAHB model used to estimate the local income, jobs, and 
taxes generated by home building was prepared by Paul Emrath, Vice President of Survey and 
Housing Policy Research.  For questions on the technical documentation, or on NAHB’s impact of 
home building models in general, he may be contacted in NAHB’s Economics and Housing Policy 
Group by phone at 202-266-8449, or by email at pemrath@nahb.com.  
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Message on Housing Finance Reform 
 
Support a strong secondary market system with a duty to support affordable housing opportunities 
for all communities and which engages HFAs as preferred affordable housing partners in meeting the 
needs of low- and moderate-income families.   
 


• A strong secondary market is an essential component of our country’s housing finance system.  
Federal government support of the secondary market is necessary to ensure the constant and 
stable flow of capital to all housing markets, both single-family and multifamily, at all times, 
including periods of economic downturn.     
 


• Secondary market entities should have an affirmative affordable housing mission.  Federal 
government support for secondary market entities must carry with it a powerful and 
commensurate duty on the part of the secondary market—regardless of the number of entities 
of which it is comprised or their structure—to support access to credit for all creditworthy 
borrowers and affordable housing options in all communities.  This includes traditionally 
underserved consumers and markets, including low- and moderate-income people, low-income 
communities and rural areas, and populations with special needs.   
 


• Housing finance reform should not establish overly restrictive lending standards.  Some policy 
makers have suggested that future GSEs or other housing finance entities only be allowed to 
insure loans that meet stringent underwriting standards, including minimum loan-to-value (LTV) 
ratios.  If Congress is not careful, such standards could prevent many deserving borrowers from 
benefiting from the new secondary market, putting homeownership out of reach for many 
responsible families.  Further, HFAs have proven over many decades that high LTV lending done 
right is good lending. 
 


• State HFAs are the natural choice to partner with future secondary market entities to advance 
affordable housing.  Providing HFAs with preferred access to the new affordable housing system 
will provide a responsible means for ensuring that the new housing finance system provides 
opportunities for all Americans.  HFAs bring statewide perspective and focus, along with a deep 
understanding of the needs of their local markets.  In strong and weak economies, HFAs have 
been a constant, responsible, and reliable source of flexible, affordable mortgage money for 
lower-income first-time home buyers, as well as a critical source of capital for much-needed 
affordable housing developments.  


 
• Affordable housing lending did not get the GSEs into trouble.  While Fannie Mae and Freddie 


Mac purchased some subprime loans, they also made sound affordable housing investments in 
partnership with HFAs that have performed well and helped address unmet housing needs.  The 
Federal Home Loan Banks’ partnerships with HFAs did not contribute to their financial 
difficulties.  Further, the GSEs multifamily lending operations have been an unqualified success, 
supporting a liquid multifamily financing market and turning a consistent profit, including during 
the economic crisis.  


 


 








 
 


Message on the HOME Investment Partnerships Program 
 


Protect and strengthen the HOME Investment Partnerships program. 
 


• It entrusts to states and localities decisions about how to use HOME funds to best address their 
unique housing needs. 


 
• It responds to the full spectrum of housing need, from homelessness to rental to 


homeownership, in all geographic areas, and for all low-income populations, including families 
with children, the elderly, and persons with special needs.   


 
• Every HOME dollar leverages another four dollars in public and private funds. 


 
• It works in combination with other federal housing resources, such as the Low Income Housing 


Tax Credit and tax-exempt bonds, supplying essential gap funding that makes transactions 
feasible that would not be otherwise and allows the housing produced to reach even lower 
income populations. 


 
• It has taken more than its fair share of funding reductions already, having been cut nearly in half 


since FY 2010. 
 


 








Affordable Housing Drives Economic Development


The Housing Tax Credit:







Everyone working in 
New Hampshire deserves 
a safe, decent place to call 
home, and New Hampshire Housing 


plays an integral role in making sure 
there is a range of housing available 
for individuals and families who reside 
in the Granite State. 


Through the federal Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit Program 
(LIHTC), New Hampshire Housing 
brings millions of dollars in investment 
capital into the state from outside 
sources. These funds stimulate our 
real estate market and support hun-
dreds of construction-related jobs 
from year to year. 


This level of economic investment 
is possible because the LIHTC Pro-
gram provides an effective vehicle for 
encouraging private investment in new 
affordable rental housing. 


Through the LIHTC Program, eligible 
projects receive federal income tax 
credits over a 10 year period, commen-


surate with the percentage of units set 
aside for lower income households. 


To be considered for tax credits, a 
minimum of 20% of the project must 
be targeted to households earning 
50% or less of median area income, or 
40% of the project must be targeted 
to households earning 60% or less of 
median area income. Sponsors commit 
to affordability levels for 99 years. 


Typically, groups of investors will pur-


chase tax credits and become limited 
partners in rental housing projects.


The resulting funds leverage loan capital 
and greatly reduce the need for scarce, 
direct public subsidies. Rents paid by 


working households cover project op-
erating costs and mortgage payments. 
Each year about $2.8 million in tax cred-
its are allocated to eligible projects that, 
when leveraged appropriately, can yield 
$22 to $24 million in project funds.  


Tax credit equity has become the cor-
nerstone of almost all affordable rental 
production in New Hampshire, gener-
ating on average 80% of the funding 
for total project costs. Tax credits are 
allocated on a competitive basis.


The federal housing tax credit program 
is essential to the well-being of low- and 
moderate-income individuals and fami-
lies living in the state who cannot afford 
housing in the conventional market. 
These units raise the quality of life for 
residents who may otherwise struggle 
to secure decent, safe housing.


Q) How Do You Create Affordable housing, 


      Support Jobs & Bring millions in Capital into the State?


a) Housing Tax Credits.


New Hampshire Housing is a self-supporting public benefi t corp-
oration that has been serving Granite State residents for 30 years. The 
agency is an instrumentality of the state government, but it does not 
receive operating funds from the state. For details, visit www.nhhfa.org.


Abingdon Square, Goffstown, N.H., is home to many working professionals, in-
cluding a number of health care workers who are employed by local hospitals. This 
affordable housing development was fi nanced by New Hampshire Housing with 
federal housing tax credits.
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HOME Funds: The Unsung Hero


HOME funds are vital to the success of the 
Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program. 


In short, these funds allow projects awarded tax 
credits to leverage the capital necessary to support de-
velopment. If HOME funds were reduced or removed 
from the fi nancing equation, it would not be possible 
for most eligible tax credit projects to move forward.


Why is that the case? The rents that are affordable 
to working families are only able to cover a limited 
amount of project debt, and tax credits alone can 
only fi nance a portion of the project. Therefore, a 
gap remains in development fi nancing that must be 
fi lled with something other than tax credits. 


As it turns out, for each gap-fi lling 
dollar of HOME funds a project re-
ceives, tax credits generate six dollars 
in private investment capital.
 
This 6-to-1 ratio becomes more important as the 
fi gures increase. For example, $1 million dollars in 
HOME funds will support $6 million dollars in lever-
aged tax credit funding. 


Over the past fi ve years, LIHTC units accounted for 79% of all new publicly assisted multi-family 
housing production in New Hampshire, and 18% of all multi-family housing production, including 
condominiums.      
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$31.5 million invested
433 jobs supported


$2.8 million in
tax credits$22 to $24 million in 


private equity 
investment


$3 million in
other funding


The federal Low Income Housing Tax Credit Pro-
gram, administered by New Hampshire Housing, has 
traditionally provided affordable housing for workers, 
infused local real estate markets with millions of dollars 
in capital from outside the state, and supported hun-
dreds of construction-related jobs.


The illustration to the right depicts the funding sources 
used to support affordable housing projects eligible for 
tax credit reservations and the capital leveraged during 
the course of a year. 


In total, about $31.5 million was brought into the 
state from outside sources within a year, supporting 
the creation of approximately 200 affordable housing 
units and the retention or creation of 433 jobs. Multi-
ply these numbers by 2, 4, 6, 8 or 10 years, and you’ll 
begin to see how signifi cant an impact the federal Low 
Income Housing Tax Credit Program has on the state 
of New Hampshire. 


It is also important to consider that the investment 
capital leveraged through HOME funds and tax credits 
is spent more than once as it makes its way through 
the state, so the economic impact of those dollars 
spans much further.


Please note: other funding is a mix of minor fi nanc-
ing sources that are project specifi c. For example, a 
developer may be eligible for lead abatement funds or 
energy retrofi t resources that do not necessarily work 
for all developments eligible for tax credits. 


Millions are Invested in the State Economy 
Through Tax Credits and HOME Funds Each Year
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The $31.5 million brought into the 
state through the federal Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit Program directly 
supports the creation of housing units 
and jobs here in the Granite State. 


However, the housing tax 
credit program has far-
reaching economic impacts 
in New Hampshire. 


Recently, the National Association of 
Home Builders (NAHB) estimated the 
total economic benefi ts of the hous-
ing tax credit program and published 
its fi ndings in a study, “The Economic 
Impact of the Housing Tax Credit Pro-
gram in New Hampshire: Income, Jobs 
and Taxes Generated.” 


In this study, the NAHB defi nes three 
phases of economic activity that 
occur within New Hampshire’s borders 
through the housing tax credit 
program:


• Phase I: Direct Impact of 
Construction Activity 


Essentially, a project receives an allo-
cation of tax credits and new construc-
tion occurs. 


As part of the development and build-
ing phase, supplies and services are 
purchased, fees and taxes are paid, 
and workers are hired. This is consid-
ered the direct impact of construction 
activity; and this is where the journey 
for the initial $31.5 million in invest-
ment capital begins. 


• Phase II: Induced (Ripple) 
Effect of Spending the Income 
and Taxes from Phase I 


During this phase, wages and profi ts 
local residents earn during the con-
struction period are spent on locally 
produced goods and services. 


For example, the pay a construc-
tion worker earns while working on 
a development funded through tax 
credits is spent in the area on grocer-
ies, clothing, housing costs, and other 
items or services. 


A portion of this worker’s spent 
income will likely leave the state, but 
some of it will stay in the state and 
fund wages for other workers beyond 
the construction industry who in turn 
spend the money again on goods 


(Continues on page 5)


New Hampshire Housing  promotes, fi nances and supports af-
fordable housing so hardworking Granite State residents can live 
where they work and play. 


Specifi cally, the agency offers safe, fi xed rate mortgages to low- 
and moderate-income homebuyers, it provides rental assistance to 
low-income families and individuals, and it fi nances the develop-
ment of quality, affordable rental housing in New Hampshire. 


When housing is not affordable to workers in a community, people 
who serve in roles essential to a given town or city have to live where 
they can afford housing rather than where they work. This means vol-
unteer fi re fi ghters may live two towns over from the one they serve, 
“local” offi cials may reside in a different community, and police offi c-
ers, nurses, teachers, and other workers may commute 30 minutes 
or more to get to work each day. Under these circumstances, workers 
may leave the state altogether to seek opportunity elsewhere.


Thus, ensuring the state has a healthy pool of workers who can 
afford to live and participate in the communities where they work is 
vital to New Hampshire’s economic well-being. 


Affordable Housing + Workers = 
a Healthy State Economy 
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Economic Impacts:
Investment Capital Multiplies as it 
Circulates throughout  New Hampshire







and services. This cycle repeats itself 
several times and is aptly named the 
“ripple effect.” 


• Phase III: Ongoing, Annual 
Effect that Occurs When New 
Homes Are Occupied


This phase begins when people move 
into apartments created through the 
housing tax credit program. 


Basically, families and individuals who 
move into affordable housing devel-
opments possess incomes they spend 
on rent, and local goods and services. 


Local jobs, income, and taxes are 
then generated as a result of this 
economic activity. On an annual 
basis, millions of dollars are infused 
into the state’s economy by these 
households. 


So what does this all mean? While 
an estimated $31.5 million dollars is 
invested in housing developments 
each year, the resulting ripple effect 
multiplies and spreads those dollars 
around the state. 


The illustration to the left shows the 
estimated total economic impacts of 
the federal Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit Program in New Hampshire. 


Therefore, if $31.5 million is spent 


on projects that create approximately 
200 housing units in the fi rst year, a 
total of $29 million will fl ow through 
the state due to the economic activity 
outlined. 


Each year after that, these projects 
will yield $8 million combined as 
residents of these affordable housing 
developments continue infusing the 
local economy. This activity subse-
quently supports 110 jobs per year.  


If we look at the cumulative effects 
of this cycle alone, $80 million dol-
lars will be generated after 10 years 
by residents living in 200 newly-
constructed affordable housing units. 
The grand total for dollars generated 
by all identifi ed phases of economic 
activity brings that number to $109 
million within a decade! 


All of this becomes possible with an 
investment of just $2.8 million from 
the federal housing tax credit pro-
gram. 


Visit
www.nhhfa.org


for more 
information.
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$31.5 million 
invested


$19 million
280 jobs supported


from construction


$8 million
with 110 jobs


supported
annually


$10 million
153 jobs supported


from ripple effect


(Continued from page 4)Estimated Total


Economic Impacts:


$8 million
with 110 jobs


supported
annually


$8 million
with 110 jobs


supported
annually


$8 million
with 110 jobs


supported
annually
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Executive Summary 
 
The process of developing and building new housing generates substantial local economic 
activity, including new income and jobs for residents, and additional revenue for local 
governments.  As with other categories of housing, this is true for multifamily developments 
financed with Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (hereafter, either housing tax credits, or simply 
tax credits). 
 
Created as part of the Tax Reform Act of 1986, the housing tax credit program is currently the 
federal government’s largest program for helping the private sector build affordable rental 
housing.  Under the program, federal income tax credits are awarded by state Housing Finance 
Agencies to a development under the condition that the rents and incomes of its tenants remain 
restricted.  The credits are shared among the owners of a project, typically limited partner 
investors recruited by syndicators.  Investors receive the credits for ten years, provided the 
property continues to comply with the rent and income restrictions.  Federal law requires that 
the rents and incomes remain restricted for 15 years, but all states now employ “extended use” 
agreements designed to retain the units in the affordable housing stock for at least 30 years.    
 
Most states make a fundamental distinction between “family” and “elderly” housing tax credit 
developments.  Elderly developments do not necessarily offer special services (such as meals or 
personal care) but typically are age-restricted according to provisions of the Housing for Older 
Persons Act of 1995, which defined three conditions under which it is legally possible to exclude 
residents below a certain age.  Housing tax credit developments that are not elderly or targeted 
to other tenants with special needs are then classified as family developments. 
 
The National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) has developed models to estimate the local 
economic benefits of these developments.  The model captures the effect of the construction 
activity itself, the ripple impact that occurs when income earned from construction activity is 
spent and recycles in the local economy, and the ongoing impact that results from the new 
apartments becoming occupied by residents who pay taxes and buy locally produced goods and 
services. In order to fully appreciate the positive impact residential construction has on a 
community, it’s important to include the ripple effects and the ongoing benefits. The versions of 
the model for tax credit development are similar to the model for multifamily rental property in 
general, but differ in the way incomes and spending tendencies of the occupants are estimated. 
 
This report presents estimates of the economic impacts of building 100 apartments in both a 
typical family housing tax credit development, and a typical elderly tax credit development.  The 
use of a round number like 100 facilitates scaling the results to developments of other sizes, as 
the impacts are proportional to the number of units in the development.  For example, the 
impacts for a 200-unit development would be twice the impacts reported here, the impacts for a 
60-unit development would be 60 percent of the impacts reported here, and so on.      
 
The NAHB model produces impacts on income and employment in 16 industries and local 
government, as well as detailed information about taxes and other forms of local government 
revenue.  The key results are summarized below.  Additional details are contained in 
subsequent sections. 
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 Typical Family Tax Credit Development 
 


 The estimated one-year local impacts of building 100 apartments in a typical family tax 
credit development include 


 $7.9 million in local income, 
 $827,000 in taxes and other revenue for local governments, and 
 122 local jobs.  


These are local impacts, representing income and jobs for local residents, and taxes (and 
other sources of revenue, including permit fees) for all local jurisdictions within the area.  
Local jobs are measured in full time equivalents—i.e., one reported job represents enough 
work to keep one worker employed full-time for a year, based on average hours worked per 
week by full-time employees in the industry. 


 
 The additional, annually recurring impacts of building 100 apartments in a typical family tax 


credit development include 
 $2.4 million in local income, 
 $441,000 in taxes and other revenue for local governments, and 
 30 local jobs.  


These are ongoing, annual local impacts that result from the new apartments being 
occupied, and the occupants paying taxes and otherwise participating in the local economy 
year after year.  The ongoing impacts also include the effect of increased property taxes, 
based on the difference between the value of raw land and the value of a completed 
housing unit on a finished lot, assuming that the same tax rate would apply to raw land.   


 
The impacts summarized above were estimated under the assumptions that the new family tax 
credit apartments have an average market value (based on acquisition, development, 
construction and lease-up costs for an equivalent market-rate property) of $120,000; embody 
an average raw land value of $12,000; require the builder and developer to pay an average of 
$3,043 in impact, permit, and other fees per unit to local governments; and incur an average 
annual property tax of $1,200 per unit.  These characteristics are similar to the ones employed 
by NAHB to analyze the impact of an average rental apartment on the U.S. economy.1 
 
In the past, NAHB has estimated inputs for typical tax credit apartments by collecting 
information on specific projects from housing tax credit developers.  The result was a sample 
driven by developer cooperation rather than one designed to be representative of tax credit 
development throughout the country.  Moreover, this procedure invariably resulted in an 
average value per unit that was close to the average value for new market-rate rental 
apartments.  The assumption used in this report—that average inputs for a housing tax credit 
apartment are similar to average inputs for a market-rate rental apartment—is thus broadly 
consistent with NAHB’s past experience, as well as with the presumption that the housing tax 
credit program produces apartments of market-rate quality at below market-rate rents. 
 


                                                           
1  See “The Direct Impact of Home Building and Remodeling on the U.S. Economy” in 
HousingEconomics.com:    
http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=734&genericContentID=103543&channelID=311.  
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Typical Elderly Tax Credit Development 
 


 The estimated one-year local impacts of building 100 apartments in a typical elderly tax 
credit development include 


 $7.3 million in local income, 
 $768,000 in taxes and other revenue for local governments, and 
 113 local jobs.  


These are local impacts, representing income and jobs for local residents, and taxes (and 
other sources of revenue, including permit fees) for all local jurisdictions within the area.  
They include both the direct and indirect impact of the construction activity itself, and the 
impact of local residents who earn money from the construction activity spending part of it 
within the area’s local economy. 


 
 The additional, annually recurring impacts of building 100 apartments in a typical elderly 


tax credit development include 
 $2.3 million in local income, 
 $395,000 in taxes and other revenue for local governments, and 
 32 local jobs.  


These are ongoing, annual local impacts that result from the new apartments being 
occupied, and the occupants participating in the local economy year after year.  


 
These impacts were estimated under the assumptions that the new elderly tax credit units have 
an average market value (based on acquisition, development, construction and lease-up costs 
for an equivalent market-rate property) of $111,314; embody an average raw land value of 
$11,000; require the builder and developer to pay an average of $2,823 in permit and other 
fees per unit to local governments; and incur an average annual property tax of $1,113. 
 
The estimate of market value per unit is based on market value for a family tax credit 
apartment, adjusted for differences in apartment size and construction cost per square foot.  
The 2007 American Housing Survey (produced by the U.S. Census Bureau and the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development) shows that apartments in new age-restricted buildings are 
on average about 18 percent smaller than new rental apartments in general (783 square feet 
vs. 955).  A comparison of nineteen family and nineteen elderly tax credit developments built in 
the same states by the same developer showed that construction cost per square foot of 
apartment space apartments was about 13 percent higher for the elderly developments.  This 
result is expected, because elderly developments tend to need more and different elevators and 
space for support staff, even if these developments do not offer meals or other special services. 
 
Compared to family tax credit units, the one-year benefits generated by the 100 elderly tax 
credit apartments are slightly smaller, because construction value per unit is slightly smaller. 
Some of the ongoing impacts are also slightly smaller for the elderly apartments, but the 
ongoing jobs impacts are slightly higher.  The estimated of income of the tenants is lower in 
elderly developments, but this is largely offset by the tendency of elderly tax credit residents to 
spend larger shares of their incomes on locally produced (and somewhat different) goods and 
services, especially when third-party payments (especially payments to local providers of health 
services by Medicare and private insurance companies) are taken into account. 
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Impact of Building 100 Apartments in a  
Typical Family Tax Credit Development 


 
Summary 


 
 
Total One-Year Impact:  Sum of Phase I and Phase II: 


Local Income Local Business 
Owners’ Income 


Local Wages 
and Salaries Local Taxes1 Local Jobs 


Supported 


$7,889,000 $2,300,800 $5,587,900 $826,800 122 


 
      


Phase I: Direct and Indirect Impact of Construction Activity: 


 
Local Income 


Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


Local Wages 
and Salaries 


 
Local Taxes1 


 
Local Jobs 
Supported 


$5,317,500 $1,450,500 $3,866,700 $501,800 80 


 
Phase II: Induced (Ripple) Effect of Spending the Income and Taxes from Phase I: 


 
Local Income 


 Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


Local Wages 
and Salaries 


 
Local Taxes1 


 
Local Jobs 
Supported 


$2,571,500 $850,300 $1,721,200 $325,000 42 


 
 
 
Phase III:  Ongoing, Annual Effect that Occurs When New Homes are Occupied: 


 
Local Income 


Local Business 
Owners’ Income 


Local Wages 
and Salaries Local Taxes1 Local Jobs 


Supported 


$2,385,300 $1,146,800 $1,238,300 $441,000 30 


 


 


                                                           
1 The term local taxes is used as a shorthand for local government revenue from all sources: taxes, fees, 
fines, revenue from government-owned enterprises, etc. 
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Impact of Building 100 Family Tax Credit Apartments 
Phase I—Direct and Indirect Impact of Construction Activity 


A. Local Income and Jobs by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Local Income 


 
Local Business 


Owners’ 
Income 


 
Local Wages 
and Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of 
 Local Jobs 
Supported 


 
Construction $3,707,200 $956,000 $2,751,100 $49,000 56 
 
Manufacturing $500 $0 $500 $51,000 0 
 
Transportation $8,400 $1,100 $7,300 $42,000 0 
 
Communications $55,000 $16,800 $38,200 $75,000 1 
 
Utilities $15,500 $6,000 $9,500 $84,000 0 
 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $536,800 $98,200 $438,600 $37,000 12 
 
Finance and Insurance $118,500 $9,600 $108,800 $83,000 1 
 
Real Estate $172,900 $152,200 $20,700 $51,000 0 
 
Personal & Repair Services $37,600 $14,200 $23,400 $33,000 1 
 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $21,000 $4,200 $16,800 $33,000 1 
 
Business & Professional Services  $517,900 $154,500 $363,400 $58,000 6 
 
Eating and Drinking Places $17,700 $2,400 $15,300 $20,000 1 
 
Automobile Repair & Service $17,800 $5,500 $12,300 $33,000 0 
 
Entertainment Services $3,100 $600 $2,400 $45,000 0 
 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $700 $200 $500 $38,000 0 
 
Local Government $6,400 $0 $6,400 $54,000 0 
 
Other $80,500 $29,000 $51,500 $44,000 1 


 
Total $5,317,500 $1,450,500 $3,866,700 $48,000 80 


 
 
 


B. Local Government General Revenue by Type 
 
TAXES: USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 


 
Business Property Taxes $17,400 Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $304,300 
 
Residential Property Taxes $0 Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $54,100 
 
General Sales Taxes $38,400 Hospital Charges $23,400 
 
Specific Excise Taxes $2,400 Transportation Charges $9,800 
 
Income Taxes $10,400 Education Charges $10,300 
 
License Taxes $600 Other Fees and Charges $28,500 


 
Other Taxes $2,300 TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $430,400 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $71,400 TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $501,800 
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Impact of Building 100 Family Tax Credit Apartments 
Phase II—Induced Effect of Spending Income and Tax Revenue from Phase I 


A. Local Income and Jobs by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Local Income 


 
Local Business 


Owners’ 
Income 


 
Local Wages 
and Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of 
 Local Jobs 
Supported 


 
Construction $119,000 $46,100 $72,900 $49,000 1 
 
Manufacturing $500 $0 $500 $51,000 0 
 
Transportation $8,700 $1,200 $7,500 $38,000 0 
 
Communications $153,100 $52,300 $100,800 $74,000 1 
 
Utilities $73,800 $29,100 $44,600 $84,000 1 
 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $430,900 $81,100 $349,800 $32,000 11 
 
Finance and Insurance $108,300 $9,800 $98,500 $74,000 1 
 
Real Estate $453,700 $399,400 $54,300 $51,000 1 
 
Personal & Repair Services $92,200 $42,400 $49,900 $33,000 2 
 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $22,200 $4,400 $17,800 $33,000 1 
 
Business & Professional Services  $243,900 $72,400 $171,500 $52,000 3 
 
Eating and Drinking Places $126,300 $17,000 $109,300 $20,000 5 
 
Automobile Repair & Service $62,100 $18,900 $43,200 $33,000 1 
 
Entertainment Services $29,700 $8,200 $21,500 $37,000 1 
 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $346,900 $43,700 $303,200 $49,000 6 
 
Local Government $232,000 $0 $232,000 $50,000 5 
 
Other $68,200 $24,300 $43,900 $35,000 1 


 
Total $2,571,500 $850,300 $1,721,200 $41,000 42 


 
 
 


B. Local Government General Revenue by Type 
 
TAXES: USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 


 
Business Property Taxes $88,000 Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $0 
 
Residential Property Taxes $0 Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $98,000 
 
General Sales Taxes $28,000 Hospital Charges $37,000 
 
Specific Excise Taxes $12,000 Transportation Charges $5,000 
 
Income Taxes $7,000 Education Charges $5,000 
 
License Taxes $1,000 Other Fees and Charges $34,000 


 
Other Taxes $11,000 TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $178,000 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $147,000 TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $325,000 
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Impact of Building 100 Family Tax Credit Apartments 
Phase III—Ongoing, Annual Effect That Occurs Because Units Are Occupied 


 A. Local Income and Jobs by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Local Income 


 
Local Business 


Owners’ 
Income 


 
Local Wages 
and Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of 
 Local Jobs 
Supported 


 
Construction $50,300 $18,100 $32,200 $49,000 1 
 
Manufacturing $400 $0 $300 $51,000 0 
 
Transportation $8,600 $1,200 $7,400 $35,000 0 
 
Communications $103,800 $35,400 $68,400 $74,000 1 
 
Utilities $32,300 $12,600 $19,600 $84,000 0 
 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $360,700 $68,100 $292,600 $32,000 9 
 
Finance and Insurance $68,900 $6,200 $62,700 $74,000 1 
 
Real Estate $966,500 $850,800 $115,700 $51,000 2 
 
Personal & Repair Services $65,600 $31,100 $34,500 $33,000 1 
 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $17,800 $3,500 $14,300 $33,000 0 
 
Business & Professional Services  $179,400 $52,300 $127,100 $50,000 3 
 
Eating and Drinking Places $82,900 $11,200 $71,800 $20,000 4 
 
Automobile Repair & Service $36,500 $11,100 $25,400 $33,000 1 
 
Entertainment Services $18,600 $5,200 $13,300 $38,000 0 
 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $218,600 $26,600 $192,000 $48,000 4 
 
Local Government $139,200 $0 $139,200 $51,000 3 
 
Other $35,200 $13,400 $21,800 $35,000 1 


 
Total $2,385,300 $1,146,800 $1,238,300 $41,000 30 


 
 


B. Local Government General Revenue by Type 
 
TAXES: USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 


 
Business Property Taxes $96,000 Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $0 
 
Residential Property Taxes $108,000 Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $87,000 
 
General Sales Taxes $31,000 Hospital Charges $42,000 
 
Specific Excise Taxes $13,000 Transportation Charges $4,000 
 
Income Taxes $7,000 Education Charges $5,000 
 
License Taxes $1,000 Other Fees and Charges $35,000 


 
Other Taxes $12,000 TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $173,000 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $268,000 TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $441,000 
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Impact of Building 100 Apartments in a  
Typical Elderly Tax Credit Development 


 
Summary 


 
 
Total One-Year Impact:  Sum of Phase I and Phase II: 


Local Income Local Business 
Owners’ Income 


Local Wages 
and Salaries Local Taxes1 Local Jobs 


Supported 


$7,317,700 $2,134,600 $5,183,500 $767,500 113 


 
      


Phase I: Direct and Indirect Impact of Construction Activity: 


 
Local Income 


Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


Local Wages 
and Salaries 


 
Local Taxes1 


 
Local Jobs 
Supported 


$4,932,300 $1,345,700 $3,586,800 $465,500 75 


 
Phase II: Induced (Ripple) Effect of Spending the Income and Taxes from Phase I: 


 
Local Income 


 Business 
Owners’ 
Income 


Local Wages 
and Salaries 


 
Local Taxes1 


 
Local Jobs 
Supported 


$2,385,400 $788,900 $1,596,700 $302,000 39 


 
 
 
Phase III:  Ongoing, Annual Effect that Occurs When New Homes are Occupied: 


 
Local Income 


Local Business 
Owners’ Income 


Local Wages 
and Salaries Local Taxes1 Local Jobs 


Supported 


$2,257,600 $918,200 $1,339,500 $395,000 32 


 


 


                                                           
1 The term local taxes is used as a shorthand for local government revenue from all sources: taxes, fees, 
fines, revenue from government-owned enterprises, etc. 
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Impact of Building 100 Elderly Tax Credit Apartments  
Phase I—Direct and Indirect Impact of Construction Activity 


A. Local Income and Jobs by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Local Income 


 
Local Business 


Owners’ 
Income 


 
Local Wages 
and Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of 
 Local Jobs 
Supported 


 
Construction $3,438,800 $886,800 $2,552,000 $49,000 52 
 
Manufacturing $500 $0 $500 $51,000 0 
 
Transportation $7,800 $1,100 $6,700 $42,000 0 
 
Communications $51,000 $15,600 $35,400 $75,000 0 
 
Utilities $14,300 $5,600 $8,800 $84,000 0 
 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $498,000 $91,100 $406,800 $37,000 11 
 
Finance and Insurance $109,900 $8,900 $101,000 $83,000 1 
 
Real Estate $160,400 $141,200 $19,200 $51,000 0 
 
Personal & Repair Services $34,900 $13,100 $21,700 $33,000 1 
 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $19,400 $3,900 $15,600 $33,000 0 
 
Business & Professional Services  $480,400 $143,400 $337,000 $58,000 6 
 
Eating and Drinking Places $16,400 $2,200 $14,200 $20,000 1 
 
Automobile Repair & Service $16,500 $5,100 $11,400 $33,000 0 
 
Entertainment Services $2,800 $600 $2,300 $45,000 0 
 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $600 $200 $500 $38,000 0 
 
Local Government $5,900 $0 $5,900 $54,000 0 
 
Other $74,700 $26,900 $47,800 $44,000 1 


 
Total $4,932,300 $1,345,700 $3,586,800 $48,000 75 


 
 
 


B. Local Government General Revenue by Type 
 
TAXES: USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 


 
Business Property Taxes $16,200 Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $282,300 
 
Residential Property Taxes $0 Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $50,200 
 
General Sales Taxes $35,600 Hospital Charges $21,700 
 
Specific Excise Taxes $2,200 Transportation Charges $9,100 
 
Income Taxes $9,600 Education Charges $9,500 
 
License Taxes $500 Other Fees and Charges $26,400 


 
Other Taxes $2,100 TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $399,300 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $66,200 TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $465,500 
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Impact of Building 100 Elderly Tax Credit Apartments  
Phase II—Induced Effect of Spending Income and Tax Revenue from Phase I 


A. Local Income and Jobs by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Local Income 


 
Local Business 


Owners’ 
Income 


 
Local Wages 
and Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of 
 Local Jobs 
Supported 


 
Construction $110,400 $42,800 $67,600 $49,000 1 
 
Manufacturing $500 $0 $400 $51,000 0 
 
Transportation $8,100 $1,100 $7,000 $38,000 0 
 
Communications $142,000 $48,500 $93,500 $74,000 1 
 
Utilities $68,400 $27,000 $41,400 $84,000 0 
 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $399,700 $75,300 $324,500 $32,000 10 
 
Finance and Insurance $100,500 $9,100 $91,400 $74,000 1 
 
Real Estate $420,800 $370,500 $50,400 $51,000 1 
 
Personal & Repair Services $85,600 $39,300 $46,300 $33,000 1 
 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $20,600 $4,100 $16,500 $33,000 0 
 
Business & Professional Services  $226,300 $67,200 $159,100 $52,000 3 
 
Eating and Drinking Places $117,100 $15,800 $101,400 $20,000 5 
 
Automobile Repair & Service $57,600 $17,600 $40,100 $33,000 1 
 
Entertainment Services $27,500 $7,600 $19,900 $37,000 1 
 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $321,800 $40,500 $281,300 $49,000 6 
 
Local Government $215,200 $0 $215,200 $50,000 4 
 
Other $63,300 $22,500 $40,700 $35,000 1 


 
Total $2,385,400 $788,900 $1,596,700 $41,000 39 


 
 
 


B. Local Government General Revenue by Type 
 
TAXES: USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 


 
Business Property Taxes $82,000 Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $0 
 
Residential Property Taxes $0 Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $91,000 
 
General Sales Taxes $26,000 Hospital Charges $34,000 
 
Specific Excise Taxes $11,000 Transportation Charges $4,000 
 
Income Taxes $6,000 Education Charges $5,000 
 
License Taxes $0 Other Fees and Charges $31,000 


 
Other Taxes $10,000 TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $165,000 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $136,000 TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $302,000 
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Impact of Building 100 Elderly Tax Credit Apartments  
Phase III—Ongoing, Annual Effect That Occurs Because Units Are Occupied 


 A. Local Income and Jobs by Industry 


 
Industry 


 
Local Income 


 
Local Business 


Owners’ 
Income 


 
Local Wages 
and Salaries 


 
Wages & 


Salaries per 
Full-time 


Job  


 
Number of 
 Local Jobs 
Supported 


 
Construction $46,200 $16,500 $29,700 $49,000 1 
 
Manufacturing $400 $0 $300 $51,000 0 
 
Transportation $7,600 $1,100 $6,500 $36,000 0 
 
Communications $105,700 $36,500 $69,200 $73,000 1 
 
Utilities $29,500 $11,600 $17,900 $84,000 0 
 
Wholesale and Retail Trade $286,900 $54,000 $232,900 $32,000 7 
 
Finance and Insurance $64,400 $5,700 $58,700 $76,000 1 
 
Real Estate $680,100 $598,700 $81,400 $51,000 2 
 
Personal & Repair Services $102,300 $47,500 $54,800 $33,000 2 
 
Services to Dwellings / Buildings $16,500 $3,300 $13,300 $33,000 0 
 
Business & Professional Services  $174,100 $49,000 $125,200 $49,000 3 
 
Eating and Drinking Places $69,300 $9,300 $60,000 $20,000 3 
 
Automobile Repair & Service $31,100 $9,500 $21,600 $33,000 1 
 
Entertainment Services $21,700 $6,300 $15,400 $34,000 0 
 
Health, Educ. & Social Services $460,700 $56,700 $404,000 $49,000 8 
 
Local Government $121,700 $0 $121,700 $51,000 2 
 
Other $39,400 $12,500 $26,900 $35,000 1 


 
Total $2,257,600 $918,200 $1,339,500 $42,000 32 


 
 


B. Local Government General Revenue by Type 
 
TAXES: USER FEES & CHARGES: 


 


 
Business Property Taxes $77,000 Residential Permit / Impact Fees    $0 
 
Residential Property Taxes $100,000 Utilities & Other Govt. Enterprises $85,000 
 
General Sales Taxes $25,000 Hospital Charges $43,000 
 
Specific Excise Taxes $10,000 Transportation Charges $4,000 
 
Income Taxes $6,000 Education Charges $4,000 
 
License Taxes $0 Other Fees and Charges $29,000 


 
Other Taxes $10,000 TOTAL FEES &  CHARGES $166,000 


 
 TOTAL TAXES $228,000 TOTAL GENERAL REVENUE $395,000 
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In 1996, the Housing Policy Department of the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) 
developed an economic model to estimate the local economic benefits of home building.  
Although at first calibrated to a typical metropolitan area using national averages, the model 
could be adapted to a specific local economy by replacing national averages with specific local 
data for key housing market variables.  The initial version of the model could be applied to 
single-family construction, multifamily construction, or a combination of the two.   
 
Since 1997, NAHB has used the model to produce customized reports on the impact of home 
building in various parts of the country.  As of June 2009, over 600 of these reports have been 
produced, analyzing residential construction in various metropolitan areas, non-metropolitan 
counties, and states (see map below). 
 


Areas Covered by NAHB Local Impact Studies 
The darkest shading indicates studies that covered metro areas and non-metro counties; the 


somewhat lighter shading indicates studies that were produced for an entire state. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The reports have analyzed the impacts of specific housing projects, as well as total home 
building in areas as large as entire states.  In 2002, NAHB developed new versions of the model 
to analyze active adult housing projects and multifamily development financed with the Low-
Income Housing Tax Credit, then in 2005 a version of the model that analyzes remodeling.  
 
Results from NAHB’s local impact model have been used by outside organizations such as 
universities, state housing authorities and affordable housing agencies:   
 


 The Shimburg Center for Affordable Housing at the University of Florida used results 
from the NAHB model to establish that “the real estate taxes paid year after year are the 
most obvious long-term economic benefit to the community.  Probably the second most 
obvious long-term economic benefit is the purchases made by the family occupying the 
completed home.”  www.shimberg.ufl.edu/pdf/Newslett-June02.pdf 
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 The Louisville Affordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTF) used results from the NAHB model 
to determine the initial one-year impact and the ongoing annual effect that occurs when 
new homes are occupied.  This analysis was performed to help justify the creation of a 
commission to oversee the newly established AHTF to insure that it works at “finding 
creative ways to create a sustainable and renewable fund to provide affordable housing 
opportunities throughout the Louisville community.”  
www.openthedoorlouisville.org/housing-trust/economic-growth 
 


 The Illinois Housing Development Authority used the NAHB model to determine that “the 
Authority’s new construction activity in single and multifamily housing….resulted in the 
creation of 4,256 full-time jobs in construction and construction-related industries.” The 
Authority also used the NAHB impact model to determine the federal, state and local 
taxes and fees generated from new construction and substantial rehabilitation activity.   
 www.ihda.org/admin/Upload/Files/94c0ecf7-a238-4be3-90bd-6043cfae81ea.pdf 
 


 The Stardust Center at the Arizona State University used “the model used and developed 
by the NAHB to assess the immediate economic impacts of affordable housing” by phase 
including the construction effect, the construction ripple, and on-going impacts.  This 
was done to show “that permanent, affordable and geographically accessible housing 
provides numerous benefits both to individual families and to the broader community.”   
www.orangecountyfl.net/NR/rdonlyres/efo5wiffiqvqqgn2s35shus5i4lwdgqbcxpck2dddnds
3msj5qs26ubzllsfl6s6rrwnmtkq4dypnjrdrdzei2llq5g/Socialeconomicimpacts.pdf 


 
 The Center for Applied Economic Research at Montana State University used “results 
from an input-output model developed by the National Association of Home Builders to 
assess the impacts to local areas from new home construction.”  The results show that 
“the construction industry contributes substantially to Montana’s economy accounting for 
5.5 percent of Gross State Product.”  


 
 The Housing Education and Research Center at Michigan State University also adopted 
the NAHB approach: “The underlying basis for supporting the implementation of this 
[NAHB] model on Michigan communities is that it provides quantifiable results that link 
new residential development with commercial and other forms of development therefore 
illustrating the overall economic effects of residential growth.”  


 
 The Center for Economic Development at the University of Massachusetts found that 
“Home building generates substantial local economic activity, including income, jobs, and 
revenue for state and local governments.  These far exceed the school costs-to-property-
tax ratios.  …these factors were evaluated by means of a quantitative assessment of 
data from the National Association of Home Builder’s Local Impact of Home Building 
model.”   
 


 Similarly, the Association of Oregon Community Development Organizations decided to 
base its analysis of affordable housing on the NAHB model, stating that  “This model is 
widely respected and utilized in analyzing the economic impact of market rate housing 
development,” and that, compared to alternatives, it “is considered the most 







 17


comprehensive and is considered an improvement on most previous models.” 
www.aocdo.org/docs/EcoDevoStudyFinal.pdf 


 
 The Boone County Kentucky Planning Commission included results from the NAHB model 
in its 2005 Comprehensive Report.  The Planning Commission used values from the 
impact model to quantify the increase in local income, taxes, revenue, jobs, and overall 
local economic impacts in the Metro Area as a result of new home construction.   


 
The NAHB model is divided into three phases.  Phases I and II are one-time effects.  Phase I 
captures the effects that result directly from the construction activity itself and the local 
industries that contribute to it.  Phase II captures the effects that occur as a result of the wages 
and profits from Phase I being spent in the local economy.  Phase III is an ongoing, annual 
effect that includes property tax payments and the result of the completed unit being occupied. 
 
 
 
Phase I: 
Local Industries 
Involved in 
Home Building  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Phase II:  
Ripple Effect  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Phase III:  
Ongoing,  
Annual Effect  
 
 
 
 
 
 


The jobs, wages, and local taxes (including permit, utility 
connection, and impact fees) generated by the actual 
development, construction, and sale of the home.  These jobs 
include on-site and off-site construction work as well as jobs 
generated in retail and wholesale sales of components, 
transportation to the site, and the professional services required to 
build a home and deliver it to its final customer. 


The wages and profits for local area residents earned during 
the construction period are spent on other locally produced 
goods and services.  This generates additional income for local 
residents, which is spent on still more locally produced goods and 
services, and so on.  This continuing recycling of income back into 
the community is usually called a multiplier or ripple effect. 


The local jobs, income, and taxes generated as a result of 
the home being occupied.  A household moving into a new home 
generally spends about three-fifths of its income on goods and 
services sold in the local economy.  A fraction of this will become 
income for local workers and local businesses proprietors.  In a 
typical local area, the household will also pay 1.25 percent of its 
income to local governments in the form of taxes and user fees, and 
a fraction of this will become income for local government 
employees.  This is the first step in another set of economic ripples 
that cause a permanent increase in the level of economic activity, 
jobs, wages, and local tax receipts. 
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Modeling a Local Economy 
 
The model defines a local economy as a collection of industries and commodities.  These are 
selected from the detailed benchmark input-output tables produced by the U.S. Bureau of 
Economic Analysis.  The idea is to choose goods and services that would typically be produced, 
sold, and consumed within a local market area.  Laundry services would qualify, for example, 
while automobile manufacturing would not.  Both business-to-business and business-to-
consumer transactions are considered.  In general the model takes a conservative approach and 
retains a relatively small number of the available industries and commodities.  Of the roughly 
600 industries and commodities provided in the input-output files, the model uses only 87 
commodities and 89 industries.   
 
The design of the model implies that a local economy should include not only the places people 
live, but also the places where they work, shop, typically go for entertainment, etc.  This 
corresponds reasonably well to the concepts of Metropolitan Statistical Areas and Metropolitan 
Divisions, areas defined by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget based on local 
commuting patterns.  Outside of these officially defined metropolitan areas, NAHB has 
determined that a county will usually satisfy the model’s requirements.   
 
For a particular local area, the model adjusts the indirect business tax section of the national 
input-output accounts to account for the fiscal structure of local governments in the area. The 
information used to do this comes primarily from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Census of 
Governments.  Wages and salaries are extracted from the employee compensation section of 
the input-output accounts on an industry-by-industry basis.  In order to relate wages and 
salaries to employment, the model incorporates data on local wages per job published by the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis.  
 
 
Phase I:  Construction  
 
In order to estimate the local impacts generated by home building, it is necessary to know the 
sales price of the homes being built, how much raw land contributes to the final price, and how 
much the builder and developer pay to local area governments in the form of permit, utility 
connection, impact, and other fees.  This information is not generally available from national 
sources and in most cases must be provided by representatives from the area in question who 
have specialized knowledge of local conditions. 
 
The model subtracts raw land value from the price of new construction and converts the 
difference into local wages, salaries, business owners’ income, and taxes.  This is done 
separately for all 95 local industries.  In addition, the taxes and fees collected by local 
governments during the construction phase generate wages and salaries for local government 
employees.  Finally the number of full time jobs supported by the wages and salaries generated 
in each private local industry and the local government sector is estimated. 
 
 







 19


 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Phase II:  The Construction Ripple 
  
Clearly, the local residents who earn income in Phase I will spend a share of it.  Some of this 
will escape the local economy.  A portion of the money used to buy a new car, for example, will 
become wages for autoworkers that are likely to live in another city, and increased profits for 
stockholders of an automobile manufacturing company who are also likely to live elsewhere.  A 
portion of the spending, however, will remain within, and have an impact on, the local economy. 
 The car is likely to be purchased from a local dealer and generate income for a salesperson that 
lives in the area, as well for local workers who provide cleaning, maintenance, and other 
services to the dealership.  Consumers also are likely to purchase many services locally, as well 
as to pay taxes and fees to local governments. 
 
This implies that the income and taxes generated in Phase I become the input for additional 
economic impacts analyzed in what we call Phase II of the model.  Phase II begins by 
estimating how much of the added income households spend on each of the local commodities. 
 This requires detailed analysis of data from the Consumer Expenditure (CE) Survey, which is 
conducted by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics primarily for the purpose of determining the 
weights for the Consumer Price Index.  The analysis produces household spending estimates for 
55 local commodities.  The remainder of the 87 local commodities enter the model only as 
business-to-business transactions. 
 
The model then translates the estimated local spending into local business owners’ income, 
wages and salaries, jobs, and taxes.  This is essentially the same procedure applied to the 
homes sold to consumers in Phase I.  In Phase II, however, the procedure is applied 
simultaneously to 56 locally produced and sold commodities. 
 
 


Summary of Phase I 


Value of Construction 
+ 


Services Provided at Closing 
+ 


Permit / Hook-up / Impact Fees 


Model of the Local Economy 


Local Income and Taxes 
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In other words, the model converts the local income earned in Phase I into local spending, 
which then generates additional local income.  But this in turn will lead to additional spending, 
which will generate more local income, leading to another round of spending, and so on.  
Calculating the end result of these economic is a straightforward exercise in mathematics. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Phase III: The Ongoing Impacts 
 
Like Phase II, Phase III involves computing the sum of successive ripples of economic activity.  
In Phase III, however, the first ripple is generated by the income and spending of a new 
household (along with the additional property taxes local governments collect as a result of the 
new structure). This does not necessarily imply that all new homes must be occupied by 
households moving in from outside the local area.  It may be that an average new-home 
household moves into the newly constructed unit from elsewhere in the same local area, while 
average existing-home household moves in from outside to occupy the unit vacated by the first 
household.  Alternatively, it may be that the new home allows the local area to retain a 
household that would otherwise move out of the area for lack of suitable housing. 
 
In any of these cases, it is appropriate to treat a new, occupied housing unit as a net gain to 
the local economy of one household with average characteristics for a household that occupies 
a new home.  This reasoning is often used, even if unconsciously, when it is assumed that a 
new home will be occupied by a household with average characteristics—for instance, an 
average number of children who will consume public education. 
 
To estimate the impact of the net additional households, Phase III of the model requires an 
estimate of the income of the households occupying the new homes.  The information used to 
compute this estimate comes from several sources, but primarily from an NAHB statistical model 
based on decennial census data.  Phase III of the local impact model then estimates the fraction 


Summary of Phase II 


Spending on Locally Produced 
Goods and Services 


Model of the Local Economy 


Local Income and Taxes 


Local Income and Taxes 
from Phase I 
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of income these households spend on various local commodities.  This is done with CE data and 
is similar to the procedure described under Phase II.  The model also calculates the amount of 
local taxes the households pay each year.  This is done with Census of Governments data 
except in the case of residential property taxes, which are treated separately, and for which 
specific information must usually be obtained from a local source.  Finally, a total ripple effect is 
computed, using essentially the same procedure outlined above under Phase II. 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
The details covered here provide a brief description of the model NAHB uses to estimate the 
local economic benefits of home building.  For a more complete description, see the technical 
documentation at the end of the report.  For additional information about the model, or 
questions about applying it to a particular local area, contact one of the following in NAHB’s 
Economics and Housing Policy Group: 
 
David Crowe, Chief Economist  (202) 266-8383, dcrowe@nahb.com  
Paul Emrath, Vice President,  
 Survey and Housing Policy Research (202) 266-8449, pemrath@nahb.com  
Elliot Eisenberg, Senior Economist  (202) 266-8398, eeisenberg@nahb.com  
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Technical Documentation for the NAHB Model Used to  
Estimate the Income, Jobs, and Taxes 


 
 
The Housing Policy Department of the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) maintains 
an economic model that it uses to estimate the local economic benefits of home building.  The 
NAHB model is divided into three phases.  Phases I and II are one-time effects.  Phase I 
captures the effects that result directly from the construction activity itself and the local 
industries that contribute to it.  Phase II captures the effects that occur as a result of the wages 
and profits from Phase I being spent in the local economy.  Phase III is an ongoing, annual 
effect that includes property tax payments and the result of the completed unit being occupied. 
 
The model can be customized to a specific local economy by replacing key housing market 
variables.  This document explains describes the sources of data used and explains how the 
estimates are generated. 
 
Modeling a Local Economy 
 
In the NAHB model, a local economy is defined as a collection of industries and commodities, 
selected from the 2002 benchmark input-output accounts produced by the U.S. Bureau of 
Economic Analysis (BEA).  In these accounts, definitions are based on North American Industry 
Classification System (NAICS).  The most detailed, 6-digit NAICS codes are used in order to 
parse industries and commodities as precisely as possible in an attempt to include only business 
and consumer activities that are generally local in nature.  As they are adapted by BEA, there 
are 426 industries in the 2002 benchmark accounts.  A complete list can be found in BEA’s 
detailed item output file: http://www.bea.gov/industry/io_benchmark.htm#2002data.  The local 
economy as defined in the NAHB model retains the following 89 industries: 
 


 NAICS Detailed Industry Name 
 


1 111400 Greenhouse and nursery production  
2 212320 Sand, gravel, clay, and refractory mining  
3 221100 Power generation and supply  
4 221200 Natural gas distribution  
5 221300 Water, sewage and other systems  
6 230101 Nonresidential commercial and health care structures  
7 230103 Other nonresidential structures  
8 230201 Residential permanent site single- and multi-family structures  
9 230202 Other residential structures (primarily dormitories, fraternity and sorority houses)  


10 230301 Nonresidential maintenance and repair  
11 230302 Residential maintenance and repair  
12 323120 Support activities for printing   
13 339950 Sign manufacturing  
14 420000 Wholesale trade  
15 485000 Transit and ground passenger transportation  
16 492000 Couriers and messengers  
17 493000 Warehousing and storage  
18 4A0000 Retail trade 
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19 511110 Newspaper and publishers  
20 515100 Radio and television broadcasting  
21 515200 Cable and other subscription programming  
22 517000 Telecommunications  
23 519100 Other information services  
24 518100 Internet service providers and web search portals  
25 518200 Data processing, hosting, and related services  
26 522A00 Nondepository credit intermediation and related activities  
27 523000 Securities, commodity contracts, investments  
28 524200 Insurance agencies, brokerages, and related services  
29 525000 Funds, trust, and other financial vehicles  
30 52A000 Monetary authorities and depository credit intermediation  
31 531000 Real estate  
32 532100 Automotive equipment rental and leasing  
33 532230 Video tape and disc rental  
34 532400 Machinery and equipment rental and leasing 
35 532A00 General and consumer goods rental except video tapes and discs  
36 533000 Lessors of nonfinancial intangible assets  
37 541100 Legal services  
38 541200 Accounting and bookkeeping services  
39 541300 Architectural and engineering services  
40 541400 Specialized design services  
41 541511 Custom computer programming services  
42 541512 Computer systems design services  
43 54151A Other computer related services, including facilities management  
44 541800 Advertising and related services  
45 541920 Photographic services  
46 541940 Veterinary services  
47 5419A0 All other miscellaneous professional and technical services  
48 561100 Office administrative services  
49 561200 Facilities support services  
50 561300 Employment services  
51 561400 Business support services   
52 561600 Investigation and security services  
53 561700 Services to buildings and dwellings  
54 561900 Other support services  
55 562000 Waste management and remediation services  
56 611100 Elementary and secondary schools  
57 611B00 Other educational services  
58 621600 Home health care services  
59 621A00 Offices of physicians, dentists, and other health practitioners  
60 621B00 Other ambulatory health care services  
61 622000 Hospitals  
62 623000 Nursing and residential care facilities  
63 624400 Child day care services   
64 624A00 Individual and family services    
65 624200 Community food, housing, and other relief services  
66 711100 Performing arts companies 
67 711200 Spectator sports 
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68 712000 Museums, historical sites, zoos, and parks  
69 713940 Fitness and recreational sports centers  
70 713950 Bowling centers 
71 713A00 Amusement parks, arcades, and gambling industries  
72 713B00 Other amusement and recreation industries  
73 722000 Food services and drinking places  
74 811192 Car washes  
75 8111A0 Automotive repair and maintenance, except car washes  
76 811200 Electronic equipment repair and maintenance  
77 811300 Commercial machinery repair and maintenance  
78 811400 Household goods repair and maintenance  
79 812100 Personal care services  
80 812200 Death care services  
81 812300 Dry-cleaning and laundry services  
82 812900 Other personal services  
83 813100 Religious organizations  
84 813A00 Grant making and giving and social advocacy organizations  
85 813B00 Civic, social, professional and similar organizations  
86 S00201 State and local government passenger transit  
87 S00202 State and local government electric service  
88 S00203 Other state and local government enterprises  
89 S00500 General government industry 


 
In contrast to the classification system used in some previous years, single-family and 
multifamily construction are combined into a single category.  The Census Bureau maintains a 
description of what is included in each NAICS industry on its web site: 
http://www.census.gov/cgi-bin/sssd/naics/naicsrch?chart=2002.  In BEA’s system of input-
output accounts, commodities generally conform to industry definitions.  However, BEA does not 
include separate commodities for “state and local government passenger transit” or “state and 
local government electric service” (these commodities show up as passenger transit and electric 
service, irrespective of which industry produces them), so the local economy as defined in the 
NAHB model consists of 89 industries and 87 commodities. 
 
This list includes trade, construction, and a number of industries under the general categories of 
finance, transportation, and services—but excludes virtually all manufacturing, mining, and 
agriculture, on the grounds that markets for manufactured products are at least regional—if not 
national or international—in nature.    
 
The exclusion of many industries is a distinguishing feature of the NAHB local impact model and 
is consistent with the overall intent of the model: to analyze the impact of locating a housing 
unit and the household that occupies it in one place rather than another.  From this perspective, 
a house built in Seattle, Washington should not cause additional airplanes to be built or 
additional software to be produced, even though the occupants of a home built in Seattle may 
use software produced in Seattle and travel on planes built in Seattle.  Because these 
households would be likely to use these products the same way even if they lived in some other 
metropolitan area, use of these products is not a function of the home’s location and.  Hence, 
industries like software publishing and aircraft manufacturing are excluded from the model. 
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Based on the industries and commodities described above, a “total local requirements” matrix is 
constructed that shows the total output required from each of the local industries to produce $1 
of each local commodities.   
 
To illustrate the derivation of this matrix, let 
 


c  = an 87-element column vector of commodity outputs  
g = an 89-element column vector of industry outputs 
V = an 87×89 subset of the benchmark make table that shows how much of 


each commodity is produced by each industry 
h = an 89-element column vector showing how much scrap is produced by each 


industry 
U = a 89×87 subset of the benchmark use table that shows how much of each 


commodity used as an input by each industry.  Coefficients for the 
wholesale trade commodity are set to zero, assuming that these 
transactions are often non-local in nature.  The wholesale trade industry 
produces a considerable amount of the retail trade commodity.  The 
effect of this is to retain retail trade in the model, irrespective of which 
industry produces it, but to exclude wholesale trade activities. 


 
The following matrices can then be defined through standard input-output algebra:  
 


B = U ĝ-1 the direct requirements matrix, showing the amount of each 
commodity needed as a direct input to produce $1 of each 
industry’s output.  (The symbol ˆ indicates a matrix created from 
a vector by placing the vector=s elements on the matrix diagonal.) 
 This is simply the use table scaled by industry output. 


 
j = ĝ-1h a vector showing scrap as a fraction of each industry’s output.  


Many of the elements of this vector are zero in the NAHB local 
impact model, which excludes most of the manufacturing sector. 


 
D = Vĉ -1 an 87×89 market share matrix, or the make table scaled by 


commodity output.  D shows the fraction of each commodity 
(excluding scrap) produced by each industry. 


 
F = (I-ĵ)-1D an 87×89 matrix showing, for $1 worth of each commodity, the 


fraction produced by each industry. In short, F is D adjusted for 
scrap.  F is often called a transformation matrix, because it can be 
used to transform commodities into the output of industries and 
vice versa. 


 
  Total Local Requirements = F(I-BF)-1 
 
The total local requirements matrix translates local commodities into the output of local 
industries.  The NAHB model is designed to capture only a fraction of the output: the fraction 
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that becomes either income for local households or revenue for local governments.  These 
fractions are estimated from a combination of value added components of the input-output 
tables, plus information taken from other BEA industry accounts.  In the BEA accounts, the final 
price of a commodity is the sum of intermediate outputs plus value added by the industry.  
Retaining only the value added in each industry from a total requirements matrix avoids double 
counting and constrains the impact of selling a local commodity to be no more than the total 
price paid for the commodity.   
 
The input-output accounts decompose value added into three components: compensation of 
employees, taxes on production and imports, and gross operating surplus.  Other BEA industry 
accounts provide some additional on each component.  The following table summarizes the 
information taken from these accounts that is used to help define a local economy.   
 


  


Wages & 
Salaries per  


Dollar of  
Employee 


Compensation 


Wages & 
Salaries per 
Full-Time 


job 
Equivalents 


Other 
Corporate as 
a % of Gross 


Operating 
Surplus 


Other Non-
Corp. as a 
% of Gross 
Operating 
Surplus 


Farms 86.3% 32,330 27.8% 72.2% 
Mining, except oil and gas 77.9% 61,399 62.7% 15.0% 
Utilities 70.8% 81,471 71.3% 26.1% 
Construction 82.6% 47,736 38.4% 59.9% 
Miscellaneous manufacturing 69.9% 49,708 46.0% 52.1% 
Wholesale trade 84.3% 61,935 81.4% 15.8% 
Retail trade 85.0% 30,328 69.2% 27.3% 
Transit and ground passenger transportation 81.1% 27,492 69.8% 26.4% 
Other transportation and support activities 80.1% 44,802 57.5% 39.1% 
Warehousing and storage 83.7% 39,941 83.3% 15.9% 
Publishing industries 81.4% 75,687 80.8% 17.5% 
Broadcasting and telecommunications 80.3% 69,858 68.3% 30.2% 
Information and data processing services 86.3% 82,011 58.4% 39.8% 
Federal Reserve banks, credit intermediation 82.9% 62,017 92.7% 3.8% 
Securities, commodity contracts and investments 87.9% 212,191 73.5% 2.6% 
Insurance carriers and related activities 82.0% 68,694 86.0% 14.0% 
Funds, trusts and other financial vehicles 53.2% 95,698 95.8% 0.0% 
Real estate 86.3% 49,838 3.2% 74.9% 
Rental leasing services & lessors of intangible assets 85.1% 42,238 64.0% 33.8% 
Legal services 86.4% 79,707 19.5% 78.7% 
Computer systems design and related services 86.4% 92,108 4.7% 90.8% 
Misc. professional, scientific, and technical services 86.1% 69,177 26.1% 72.5% 
Administrative and support services 86.2% 32,067 44.8% 52.8% 
Waste management and remediation services 85.2% 52,043 75.0% 22.8% 
Educational services 86.9% 36,521 53.5% 40.9% 
Ambulatory health care services 85.3% 56,174 40.8% 56.7% 
Hospitals and nursing and residential care facilities 84.0% 42,062 36.7% 40.4% 
Social assistance 87.1% 24,800 42.0% 53.7% 
Performing arts, spectator sports, museums 83.5% 73,462 32.0% 66.7% 
Amusements, gambling and recreation industries 86.4% 26,113 49.1% 49.4% 
Food services and drinking places 86.4% 19,492 68.1% 30.3% 
Other services, except government 87.2% 31,983 29.9% 63.6% 
State and local general government 76.0% 48,175 NA NA 
State and local government enterprises 77.1% 52,160 NA NA 
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In the NAHB model, local income is derived from two of the value-added components: 
compensation of employees and gross operating surplus, using other information from BEA 
industry accounts.   
 
Due primarily to data limitations BEA, ratios from the relatively broad categories in the above 
table are sometimes applied to more narrowly defined local industries,  For example, ratios for 
the broad categories “farms” and “mining” are each applied to a single, more narrowly defined 
local industry—“greenhouse and nursery production” and “sand, gravel, clay, and refractory 
mining,” respectively.  
 
The estimates of local income in the NAHB model exclude most corporate profits, based on the 
rationale that ownership of most corporations is national or international in scope.  Even if a 
household living in Cleveland buys a product manufactured by a corporation located in 
Cleveland, profits derived from the sale are likely to be distributed to shareholders living in other 
locations.   
 
The model makes an exception to this general rule for subchapter S corporations.  S 
corporations tend to be smaller and more local and in this regard tend to resemble partnerships 
more than C corporations. S corporations also tend to be relatively common in particular 
industries, such as residential construction. The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) provides 
information on business receipts by form of business and industry 
(http://www.irs.gov/taxstats/bustaxstats/article/0,,id=152029,00.html) and this is used to 
decompose corporate profits into profits for S-corporations and C-corporations.  The IRS tables 
provide relatively limited industry detail, so again percentages for a broadly defined industry are 
often applied to several of the more precisely defined 6-digit NAICS industries.  The S-
corporation profits by industry are then included as part of local income.     
 
Local government revenue is estimated as a function of both local income and taxes on 
production and imports by industry.  Across the country as a whole, BEA’s national accounts 
show that taxes on production and imports collected by local governments (which consist largely 
of sales taxes) account for 36.1 percent of all TOPI (86.2 percent, for state and local 
governments are combined), and that the average effective state and local corporate income 
tax rate is 6.35 percent. 
  
Up to this point, the local economy has been defined based on a technology that is location 
invariant.  The fiscal structure of local governments is known to vary considerably across the 
country, however.  At this stage, the model employs data from the most recent Census of 
Governments (http://www.census.gov/govs/www/gid2002.html). Census of Governments data 
are available for each of the roughly 87,000 units of government in the U.S., and these data can 
be used to customize the structure of local government finances to a particular area.   
 
Aggregating personal taxes and fees over all local (or state and local) governments in the U.S. 
shows that these taxes and fees sum to 1.031 (4.466) percent of personal income.  The NAHB 
model uses three local (or state and local) factors based on aggregate revenues divided by 
personal income, and the ratio of these measures for the area in question to the U.S. as a 
whole.   
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For a specific area,  
 
Personal taxes =  


1.0317% (or 4.446%) × Local Personal Income × Local Factor 1 
 
Business taxes =   


36.1% (or 86.2%) × TOPI in Local Industries × Local Factor 2 + 
6.35% × Corporate Profits in Local Industries × Local Factor 3 
 


where the three local factors are derived on a case by case basis from data in the most recent 
Census of Governments.  These factors are applied to value added in each local industry.  This 
preserves the industry detail in the input-output accounts while customizing the analysis to a 
local area by using data from the Census of Governments, which is a distinguishing feature of 
the NAHB local impact model. 
  
In the case of corporate profits in local industries for a particular metropolitan area or 
nonmetropolitan county, Local Factor 3 will usually be zero.  Very few local governments impose 
a tax on corporate profits, so this will usually have an impact only when the model is applied to 
an entire state.   
 
 
  Phase I:  Construction 
 
As shown diagrammatically in “Background and a Brief Description of the Model Used to 
Estimate the Economic Benefits”, Phase I of the model feeds the dollar amount of construction 
and ancillary locally produced items into the income and tax matrices derived from the model 
total local requirements.  Accounting for everything that goes into building a home and 
delivering it to its customer is more complicated than it may at first appear. 
 
For one thing, the Census Bureau subtracts several items from construction value before 
providing the numbers to BEA for use in the input-output and related GDP accounts.  On new 
homes built for sale, the Census Bureau subtracts 1.1 percent of the sales price for landscaping, 
0.5 percent for appliances, 2.9 percent for realtor and brokers fees, and 2.7 percent for 
marketing and finance costs.  There are equivalent subtractions for custom homes (i.e., homes 
where the builder functions as a general contractor for a home built on the customer’s lot).  
  
However, the landscaping and purchases of appliances and marketing/broker services 
associated with a newly built home clearly are attributable to the construction of the home.  
Phase I of the NAHB model therefore accounts for these items as separate purchases of the 
local construction, retail trade, and real estate industries.  For retail trade, only the gross margin 
of appliance purchases are counted. Gross margins for different types of retailers are available 
from the Census Bureau’s Annual Retail Trade Survey 
(http://www.census.gov/svsd/www/artstbl.html). 
 
In addition, there are settlement or closing costs associated with transferring property from a 
builder to the ultimate owner.  In a typical case, these costs are shared between buyers and 
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sellers.  Construction value as defined in the input-output accounts includes closing costs if they 
are paid by the seller, but not the buyer.  When the local impact model was first developed, 
NAHB verified these details with economists at BEA. 
 
In order to estimate both closing costs as a fraction of the home’s price and the share of these 
costs the buyer pays, the NAHB model uses national average data compiled by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development.4  The share of settlement costs paid for by the 
buyer for loan origination and discount fees, title and private mortgage insurance, and legal fees 
are counted as  output of the local depository credit intermediation, insurance, and legal 
services industries, respectively. 
 
Another category of closing costs sometimes paid by the buyer is mortgage or deed transfer 
taxes.  Phase I of the NAHB model does not automatically include an amount for transfer taxes. 
 In most (but not all) instances, these taxes are imposed by state, rather than, local 
governments.  To the extent that transfer taxes apply in a specific case, that information needs 
to be supplied by the local entity requesting the analysis.  
 
If the local entity requesting an analysis provides information that sales taxes are imposed on 
construction material and supplies a local sales tax rate, the model captures these taxes as 
revenue generated for local governments assuming that materials account for 30 percent of the 
final price of a housing unit.  The figure of 30 percent is taken from information reported in the 
April 2004 Professional Builder, which is generally consistent with results from construction cost 
surveys NAHB has conducted over the years. 
 
 
Phase II: The Construction Ripple 
 
Phase I of the model translates home building activity into income for local workers and 
business proprietors, and revenue for local governments.  This output serves as the input for 
Phase II, as part of the local income generated will be spent, generating more income, 
generating more spending, and so on.  These spending ripples damp and eventually converge to 
a limit, which is the ultimate ripple or multiplier effect.   
 
To convert local income to local spending, the model requires information about local household 
spending tendencies.  Detailed spending information at the household level is available from the 
Consumer Expenditure (CE) Survey, produced by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 
primarily for the purpose of determining the weights for the Consumer Price Index 
(http://www.bls.gov/cex/home.htm) 5 
 
                                                           
4  Report to Congress on the Need for Further Legislation in the Area of Real Estate Settlements, 1981, 
Exhibits II-1 and II-6.  


5  Technically, in the Consumer Expenditure Survey, the unit of measurement is actually not a household, 
but a Consumer Unit, a group of individuals who live in the same house and make joint purchasing 
decisions.  There may be more than one Consumer Unit in a household. 
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The CE consists of two different types of surveys: 1) an interview survey that collects data on 
monthly expenditures as well as information on income and household characteristics, and 2) a 
diary survey that collects data on weekly expenditures of frequently purchased items.  These 
are two separate surveys, each designed individually with weights that aggregate to an estimate 
of total spending in the U.S.  When it estimates aggregate measures of consumer spending, BLS 
combines results from the two different types of surveys in a manner it does not disclose in 
detail to the public. 
 
The NAHB local impact model uses only data from the interview survey, primarily to avoid the 
need for arbitrary decisions about which spending items to take from which  survey.  Based on 
its CE interview survey, BLS produces a public use microdata set consisting of quarterly files 
with household characteristics (including income), another set of quarterly files a record of 
income and other characteristics for each member of the household, and a set of  fifty-one 
annual “EXPN” files with detailed information about various categories of expenditures.   
 
These detailed files allow NAHB to maintain a conservative approach and exclude spending on 
items that may often be purchased from a vendor outside the local area.  For example, BLS 
collects information on spending while on trips and vacations away from home in a separate 
“TRV” EXPN file.  The NAHB local impact model does not include any spending information at all 
from the TRV file. NAHB processes the information from the EXPN files along with information 
on household characteristics and income to estimate spending tendencies on 47 locally 
produced commodities, as shown in the following table: 
 
 
 Local Spending Extracted from the CE EXPN Files 


 Local commodity NAICS 
Code 


EXPN 
File Description of items included in local spending 


1 Greenhouse and nursery 
production 


111400 CRB Costs of all items and services for planting shrubs or trees, or 
otherwise landscaping the ground of the housing unit in which 
the consumer unit lives.  


2 Power generation and 
supply 


221100 UTC Electricity bills for the housing unit in which the consumer unit 
lives. 


3 Natural gas distribution 221200 UTC Gas bills for the housing unit in which the consumer unit lives. 


4 Water, sewage and other 
systems 


221300 UTC Water and/or sewage bills  for the housing unit in which the 
consumer unit lives. 


5 New residential additions 
and alterations, nonfarm  


230130 CRB Costs of all items and services associated with building an 
addition to the house or a new structure including porch, 
garage or new wing; finishing a basement or an attic or 
enclosing a porch; remodeling one or more rooms; building 
outdoor patios, walks, fences, or other enclosures, driveways, 
or permanent swimming pools; or other improvements or 
repairs to the housing unit in which the consumer unit lives.  
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Local commodity NAICS  
Code 


EXPN 
File Description of items included in local spending  


6 Maintenance and repair of 
farm and nonfarm 
residential structures 


230310 CRB Costs of all items and services associated with repairing 
outdoor patios, walks, fences, driveways, or permanent 
swimming pools; inside painting or papering; outside painting; 
plastering or paneling; plumbing or water heating installations 
and repairs; electrical work; heating or air-conditioning jobs; 
flooring repair or replacement; insulation; roofing, gutters, or 
downspouts; siding; installation, repair, or replacement of 
window panes, screens, storm doors, awnings, etc.; and 
masonry, brick or stucco work for the housing unit in which the 
consumer unit lives. 


7 Transit and ground 
passenger transportation 


485000 EDA Amount paid for private bus transportation to elementary or 
high school for members of the consumer unit. 


   XPB Costs for taxis, limousine service, and public transportation, 
except while on a trip. 
 
 
 


8 Retail trade 4A0000 APA  Purchases of major appliances × 26.5% (gross margin for 
electronics and appliance stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss 
of local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   APB  Purchases of other households appliances and other selected 
items × 26.5% (gross margin for electronics and appliance 
stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales to internet 
and mail order business). 


   FRA  Purchases of home furnishings × 48.1% (gross margin for 
furniture and home furnishing stores) × 81% (adjustment for 
loss of local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   CLA Purchases of clothing × 47.9% (gross margin for clothing and 
clothing accessories stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of 
local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   CLB Purchases of infants' clothing, watches, jewelry, and 
hairpieces × 47.9% (gross margin for clothing and clothing 
accessories stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales 
to internet and mail order business). 
 


   CLC Purchases of sewing materials × 47.9% (gross margin for 
clothing and clothing accessories stores) × 81% (adjustment 
for loss of local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   OVB Purchases of automobiles, including down payment and 
payment of principle on loans  × 16.2% (gross margin for 
automobile dealers) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales 
to internet and mail order business). 


   VOT  Purchases of gasoline and other fuels and fluids used in 
vehicles × 16.4% (gross margin for gasoline stations) × 81% 
(adjustment for loss of local sales to internet and mail order 
business). 


   IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to purchase prescription drugs and 
durable medical equipment × 30.8% (gross margin for health 
and personal care stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local 
sales to internet and mail order business). 
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Local commodity NAICS  


Code 
EXPN 
File Description of items included in local spending  


 Retail trade (cont)  IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to purchase prescription drugs, other 
nondurable medical products, and  durable medical 
equipment × 30.8% (gross margin for health and personal 
care stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales to 
internet and mail order business). 


   MDB Direct purchases of glasses, hearing aids, prescription 
medication, convalescent equipment, or other medical 
equipment × 30.8% (gross margin for health and personal 
care stores) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales to 
internet and mail order business). 


   EDA Purchases of books or other equipment for elementary or high 
school for members of the consumer unit × 39.8% (gross 
margin for sporting goods, hobby, book and music stores) × 
81% (adjustment for loss of local sales to internet and mail 
order business). 
 
 


   ENT Amount paid for CDs or audio tapes, photographic film, video 
cassettes or tapes or discs, and books, but not through a mail 
order club or subscription × 39.8% (gross margin for sporting 
goods, hobby, book and music stores) × 81% (adjustment for 
loss of local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   MIS Expenses for flowers, potted plants, pet supplies and 
medicines, toys, and games, and computer or video 
hardware, software, and accessories × 43.8% (gross margin 
for miscellaneous store retailers) × 81% (adjustment for loss 
of local sales to internet and mail order business). 


   XPA Expenditure for food and nonfood items at grocery stores, and 
for food and beverages from places other than grocery stores 
× 29.4% (gross margin for food and beverage stores). 


   XPB Expenditures for cigarettes and other tobacco products × 
31.4% (gross margin for all retailers excluding motor vehicle 
and parts dealers) × 81% (adjustment for loss of local sales to 
internet and mail order business). 


9 Newspaper and publishers 511110 ENT Expenses for newspapers and other periodicals not through a 
subscription. 


10 Cable networks and 
program distribution 


513200 UTI Expenses for cable TV, satellite TV, and satellite radio 
services. 


11 Telecommunications 513300 UTA Telephone bills, irrespective of items included in service. 


   UTP Pre-paid phone card or public pay phone services. 


12 Information services 514100 UTI Expense for internet connection, excluding any away from 
home. 


13 Nondepository credit 
intermediation and related 
activities 


522A00 OVB Interest payment on automobile loans. 
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 Local commodity NAICS  
Code 


EXPN 
File Description of items included in local spending  


 
14 


Insurance agencies, 
brokerages, and other 
insurance related activities 


524200 INB  Percent of premiums for all types of insurance other than 
health (percentage based on agent/brokers' share of 
industry).   


   IHB   Percent of premiums for health insurance (percentage based 
on agent/brokers' share of industry).   


15 Monetary authorities and 
depository credit 
intermediation 


52A000 HEL Interest paid on lump sum home equity loans, based only on 
the home in which the consumer unit lives. 


   OPH Interest paid on home equity lines of credit, based only on the 
home in which the consumer unit lives. 


   OPI Penalty charges on special or lump sum mortgage payment. 


   XPB Charges for safe deposit boxes, checking accounts, and other 
banking services. 


16 Real estate 531000 RNT Total rental payments for the housing unit in which the 
consumer unit lives. 


   OPI ground or land rent, portion of condo fee for management 
services, special payments for property management 
services--all of these only for the property in which the 
consumer unit lives. 


17 Automotive equipment 
rental and leasing 


532100 RTV Expenses for renting vehicles. 


   LSD Expenses for leasing vehicles. 


18 Video tape and disc rental 532230 ENT Amount paid for rental of video cassettes, tapes, or discs. 


19 General and consumer 
goods rental except video 
tapes and discs 


532A00 APA Expenses for renting major appliances. 


   APB Expenses for renting other household appliances and 
selected items. 


   FRB Expenses for renting furniture. 


   CLD Expenses for renting clothing. 


   MDB Expenses for renting convalescent or other medical 
equipment. 


20 Legal services 541100 MIS Expenses for services of lawyers or other legal professionals. 


21 Accounting and 
bookkeeping services 


541200 MIS Accounting fees. 


22 Photographic services 541920 ENT Amount paid for film processing or printing digital 
photographs. 


   MIS Amount paid for professional photography fees. 


23 Veterinary services 541940 MIS Veterinarian expenses for pets. 


24 Investigation and security 
services 


561600 MIS Home security service fees. 
 


25 Services to buildings and 
dwellings 


561700 APA  Charges for installing major appliances. 


   EQB Costs for pest control or repairing and servicing heating and 
air conditioning equipment. 


   MIS Other home services and small repair jobs around the house. 


26 Waste management and 
remediation services 


562000 UTC Trash/garbage collection bills for the housing unit in which the 
consumer unit lives. 
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 Local commodity NAICS  
Code 


EXPN 
File Description of items included in local spending  


27 Elementary and 
secondary schools 


611100 EDA Tuition and other expenses for elementary or high school for 
members of the consumer unit. 


28 Home health care 
services 


621600 IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to pay for home health care. 


   IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for home health care. 


29 Offices of physicians, 
dentists, and other health 
practitioners 


621A00 IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to pay for physician, clinical, and dental 
services. 


   IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for physician, clinical, and 
dental services. 


   MDB Direct payments for eye care, dental care, or physician 
services. 


30 Other ambulatory health 
care services 


621B00 IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to pay for other professional services. 


   IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for other professional services. 


   MDB direct payments for services by medical professionals other 
than physicians, lab tests, and other medical care. 


31 Hospitals 622000 IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to pay for hospital care. 


   IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for hospital care. 


   MDB Direct payments for hospital rooms or services. 


32 Nursing and residential 
care facilities 


623000 IHB Share of health insurance premiums, after broker/agent share 
is subtracted, used to pay for nursing home care. 


   IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for nursing home care. 


   MDB Direct payments for care in convalescent of nursing home. 


33 Child day care services  624400 EDA Expenses for nursery school or child day care centers for 
members of the consumer unit. 


   MIS Expenses for babysitting, nanny services, or child care in the 
consumer unit's or someone else's home. 


34 Performing arts 
companies 


711100 SUB Theater or concert season tickets. 


   ENT Single admissions to movies, theaters, and concerts. 


35 Spectator sports 711200 SUB Season tickets to sporting events. 


   ENT Single admissions to spectator sporting events 
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 Local commodity NAICS  
Code 


EXPN 
File Description of items included in local spending  


36 Fitness and recreational 
sports centers 


713940 EDA Recreational lessons and instruction for members of the 
consumer unit. 


   SUB Expenses for membership in golf courses. Country clubs, 
health clubs, fitness centers, or other sports and recreational 
organizations. 


   ENT Fees for participating in sports. 


37 Other amusement, 
gambling, and recreation 
industries 


713A00 MIS Expenses for lotteries and games of chance. 


38 Food services and 
drinking places 


722000 XPA Expenditures for food and beverages at restaurants, 
cafeterias, cafes, drive-ins, etc. 


39 Automotive repair and 
maintenance, except car 
washes 


8111A0 VEQ Expenses for vehicle maintenance and repair. 


   VOT Expenses for towing and automobile repair service policies. 


40 Electronic equipment 
repair and maintenance 


811200 EQB Cost for repairs and services related to computers. 


41 Household goods repair 
and maintenance 


811400 EQB Costs for repairing or servicing appliances, tools, sound, 
video, photographic, sports, and lawn and garden equipment; 
or repairing computer-related equipment. 


   FRB Costs for repairing furniture. 


   CLD Costs for repairing or altering clothing and accessories, or 
repairing watches or jewelry. 


42 Personal care services 812100 IHC Number of persons covered by Medicare times average 
Medicare benefits per Medicare enrollee times the share of 
Medicare benefits used to pay for other personal care 
services. 


   MIS Expenses for adult day care centers, and home care for 
invalids, convalescents, handicapped, or elderly persons. 


43 Death care services 812200 MIS Expenses for funerals, burials, cremation, and purchase and 
upkeep of cemetery lots or vaults. 


44 Dry cleaning and laundry 
services 


812300 XPB Expenses for clothing and other items at sent to drycleaners 
and laundry, as well as coin operated dry cleaning and 
laundry machines. 


45 Other personal services 812900 CLD Costs of clothing storage services. 


   VOT Fess for vehicle parking, boat docking and plane landing. 


   MIS Catering and pet services. 


   XPB Expenses for haircuts, hair styling, manicures, massages, and 
other salon services. 


46 Religious organizations 813100 CNT Contributions to religious organizations. 


47 Civic, social, professional 
and similar organizations 


813B00 SUB Expenses for membership in civic, service, or fraternal 
organizations. 


 
For the items included in retail sales, only the gross margins are included, and in most  cases a 
further adjustment is made to account for loss of local sales to internet and mail order business. 
 The fraction is based on the Report on Sales Taxes produced by the Government Accountability 
Office (GAO) in June of 2000 (GAO/GGD/OCE-00-165).  Using numbers from Marketing 
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Logistics, GAO estimated that business-to-consumer remote sales in 2000 were 186 to 278 
billion.  A subsequent GAO update found no need to revise the analysis (March 28, 2002 press 
release).  NAHB applied this sales loss estimate to personal consumption expenditures on 
durable and non durable goods from the GDP accounts in order to derive the factor used to 
deflate purchases and account for business local retailers lose due to remote sales through 
media such as the internet.  
 
Insurance payments are separated into a share going to brokers and agents and the insurance 
companies, based on the proportional share of revenue reported in the latest Economic Census 
(http://www.census.gov/econ/census02/data/us/US000_52.HTM).  The share going to brokers 
and agents is counted as local income.  However, it is also assumed that the share going to 
insurance companies comes back in some cases as these companies pay medical costs for policy 
holders that go to health care providers in the local area.  This is estimated using  “Personal 
Health Care Expenditures by object & Source of Payment” reported by the Census Bureau in the 
Statistical Abstract of the United States (Table 128 in the 2008 Abstract). 
 
A similar calculation is made for expenses covered by Medicare.  The CE data include the 
number of household members covered by Medicare.  Payments made by Medicare to local 
health care providers are estimated using statistics on “Medicare Benefits by Types of Provider,” 
“Medicare Enrollees,” and “Medicare Disbursements by Type of Beneficiary” (Tables 134, 136 
and 137, respectively in the 2008 Statistical Abstract of the United States) 
 
The consumer spending variables used in the model are all in the form of average propensities 
to consume—that is, average fractions of before-tax income spent on various items.  As shown 
in the table above, The EXPN files generate local consumer spending estimates for 47 of the 
first 85 local commodities listed on pages 2 and 3.  The others enter the model only through 
local business-to-business transactions in the local total requirements matrix.   
 
To this, the local impact model adds seven categories of local commodities produced by local 
government enterprises: 
 


1   Local government electric service 
2   Local government natural gas distribution 
3   Local government water & sewerage 
4   Local government passenger transit 
5   Local government liquor stores 
6   Local government sanitary services 
7   Local government hospitals 


 
The introduction of these commodities does not increase total local spending.  Instead, as each 
of these seven commodities has a corresponding commodity produced by private sector 
industry, the local impact model allocates consumption spending between the publicly produced 
and privately produced commodities based on information from the Census of Governments.  
This enables the model to be consistent with both national household consumption patterns and 
revenue collected by all government enterprises in a particular local area.   
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To this is added one other local commodity, general government, to account for tax and fee 
payments (computed in Phase II primarily from BEA personal income estimates and Census of 
Governments revenue data).   
 
The results can be collected in a matrix 2×55 matrix, A:   
 
 
 
 
 
The elements in the first row of A show the average fraction of income spent on each of the 54 
local commodities (including those produced by local government enterprises such as publicly 
owned utilities or hospitals).  The “O”s and “1” in the second row indicates that no taxes are 
spent directly by the household on any of the first 54 commodities; 100 percent is spent on the 
local general government commodity.  This two-row structure is designed to align with the 
output from Phase I of the model, which comes in the form of before-tax local income and local 
tax estimates. 
 
Several other matrices and vectors derived from the above concepts are needed to calculate the 
Phase II ripple or multiplier effect: 


 
W: a 55×89 matrix that translates local commodities into local income, 


 
G: a 55×89 matrix that translates local commodities into local government general 
revenue collected from persons, and  


 
T: a 55×89 matrix that translates local commodities into local government general 
revenue collected from businesses  


 
 
 therefore defines a 55×267 matrix 
 
 


x = a two element column vector containing local income and local taxes generated in 
Phase I 


 
 
 
a 267×3 matrix where i is a 89-element unit column vector,    
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In summary,  x is the income and tax output from Phase 1,  A translates income and taxes into 
spending on particular commodities,  L translates the detailed commodity spending into income 
and taxes in each of 89 local industries, and Y and Z are technical devices for summing results. 
 Y collapses the components of a 267-element vector into a 3-element vector of income, 
personal taxes, and business taxes.  Z converts a 3-element vector of this form into a 2-element 
income and tax vector.   
 
The row vector defined as x′A shows how much, in dollar terms, people who earn income 
during Phase I spend on each of the 55 local commodities, including local government.    
 
The calculation x′ALYZ produces a 2-element local income and local tax vector of the same 
form as x′ .  Postmultiplying a vector of this type by ALYZ will always produce a similar, 2-
element income and tax vector.  Either by construction, or by checking that both eigenvalues 
are smaller than 1, it is possible to show that ALYZ is a contracting matrix.  This implies that 
the rounds below show successively smaller increments of income and taxes added to the local 
economy: 
 
 
 
 


 
. 
. 
. 


 
 
 
 
The terms of this sequence can be summed in the usual manner to create an infinite series.  
Because ALYZ is a contracting matrix, the result is a convergent series, the limit of which is  
 
 
This is the final multiplied effect on local income and local taxes at the end of Phase II.  The 
factor [I-ALYZ]-1 is a matrix version of the conventional Keynesian spending multiplier.  
Because x′ is reported in Phase I, it is subtracted from the effect reported in Phase II.   
 
For some purposes, especially estimating employment impacts, we are interested in tracking 
income in Phase II by industry.  Calculations to accomplish this are based on the following 
sequence of 1×267 vectors: 
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Note that sequence begins with the spending vector x'AL—that is, it excludes the income and 
taxes that have already been captured in Phase I.  The limit of the series defined based on this 
sequence is  
 
 
 
This is a 267-element row vector, the first 89 elements containing the final, multiplied effect on 
local income by industry generated during Phase II.  As explained above, income by industry 
can be separated into business owners’ income and wages and salaries, and the wages and 
salaries converted to full-time job equivalents.   
 
From the standpoint of local governments, it may be desirable to track individual sources of 
revenue, such as particular fees and taxes.  To facilitate this, it is useful to have a three element 
local income and local tax vector, where the tax revenue is decomposed into taxes collected 
from persons and taxes collected from businesses. 
 
Consider the following sequence of such 3-element vectors: 
 
 
 


. 


. 


. 
 
 
 
This sequence begins after Round 0, implicitly excluding income earned and taxes paid during 
Phase I.  The limit of the infinite series defined by this sequence is  
 
 
 
This is the final, multiplied effect on local income, local government revenue collected from 
persons, and local government revenue collected from businesses in Phase II of the model.  The 
tax structure for a particular local area, derived primarily from Census of Governments data as 
described above, can be applied to this result in order to decompose local government revenue 
into particular types of taxes and fees. 
 
 
 
 
Phase III: The Ongoing Impacts 
 
 
A distinguishing feature of the NAHB technique for estimating local impacts is the way it models 
characteristics and behavior of new housing unit occupants, depending on the particular type of 
unit being built.  There are six basic variants of the NAHB model designed to accommodate 
different varieties of residential construction: 
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1. Generic Single-Family  
2. Generic Multifamily  
3. Active Adult  
4. Family Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) 
5. Elderly LIHTC 
6. Remodeling 


 
The remodeling version of the model does not in general incorporate ongoing impacts, so it 
requires no occupant income estimates.  For the other five versions of the model, separate 
occupant income estimates are derived in a way that vary with location as well as with the type 
of units being built.  The derivations are based on relationships between average income and 
standard variables that are typically available at the local level.  The methods for establishing 
these relationships are summarized below. 
  
Generic Single-Family.  Regression of average income of home owners on area median 
family income and average value of the units using American Community Survey (ACS) 
microdata. 
 
Generic Multifamily.  Regression of average income of home owners on area median family 
income and average rent using ACS microdata. 
 
Active Adult.  Average income of movers into age-restricted owner occupied units and average 
income of all home buyers are  computed from American Housing Survey (AHS) microdata the , 
and the ration of the two average incomes is formed/ 
 
Family LIHTC.  Average incomes of all movers into rental units who have less than 60 percent 
of median family income for the U.S. as a whole, computed from CE data. 
 
Elderly LIHTC.  Average incomes of all elderly movers into rental units who have less than 60 
percent of median family income for the U.S. as a whole, computed from CE data. 
 
The ACS is the Census Bureau’s replacement for the decennial Census long form 
(http://www.census.gov/acs/www/).  The AHS, funded by the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) and conducted by the Census Bureau, is the federal government’s 
primary vehicle for collecting detailed information about housing units and their occupants at 
the national level (http://www.huduser.org/datasets/ahs.html).    
 
The ratios and regression results listed above allow the model to be simultaneously customized 
to a particular area and a particular type of construction by inputting specific local information 
that is generally available.  When customizing to a local area, median family income for that 
particular area is used.  HUD produces median income estimates for all parts of the country in a 
timely fashion as part of the process it uses to establish income limits for various housing 
programs (http://www.huduser.org/datasets/il.html).  
 
When it is necessary to translate rents into value or vice versa, a  cap rate taken from the 
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Residential Finance Survey (http://www.huduser.org/datasets/rfs.html), also funded by HUD 
and conducted by the Census Bureau, is used. 
 
In addition to average income, estimated spending tendencies for movers into each type of 
construction are needed.  Separate spending vectors are estimated for each using household 
information available in the CE data.  The table on the following page shows average local 
propensities to consume computed from the 2006 CE. 
 
This modeling of average spending by different types of households soon after they move in is 
another distinguishing feature of the NAHB local impact model.  In addition to the function they 
serve in the local model, average spending tendencies computed from CE data have also proven 
to be of interest for their implications at the national level.6 
 
This modeling of average spending by different types of households soon after they move in is 
another distinguishing feature of the NAHB local impact model.  In addition to the function they 
serve in the local model, average spending tendencies computed from CE data have also proven 
to be of interest for their implications at the national level.7 
 
Compared to home buyers, renters tend to spend more of their incomes locally—partly due to 
the tendency of lower-income households to spend a greater fraction of their incomes on 
necessities, but also due to rental payments that go to a local owner, or owner employing a 
management company with a local presence.  The equivalent housing expense for a home 
buyer would be a mortgage payment.  Because mortgage payments typically are made to non-
local owners of the mortgage through non-local servicers, they are excluded from the spending 
estimates in the NAHB local impact model. 
 
Average propensities to spend on virtually all categories of local health care services are higher 
for households moving into construction designed for older residents (age-restricted active adult 
and elderly LIHTC).  
 
As was described in Phase II, seven categories of commodities produced by local government 
enterprises are added to the model, and a share of local spending (which may be zero) is 
allocated to these enterprises instead of private producers based on revenues reported in the 
Census of Governments for each local government enterprises in the area.   
 
Also as in Phase II, Census of Governments data are used to estimate most categories of tax 
and fee revenue generated for general (non-enterprise) governments in the area.  The 
exemption is residential property taxes.  Perhaps surprisingly, residential and non-residential 
property taxes are not reported separately.  Moreover, some states have restriction on rate 
increases of other laws that tend to make property tax rates different on new construction.  
Particular developments (for example, those financed by the LIHTC program) may also be 
granted special forms of property tax relief.   
                                                           
6 See, for example, the October Special Study in Housing Economics:  “Spending Patterns of Home 
Buyers.”  http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=734&genericContentID=106491&channelID=311  
7 See, for example, the October Special Study in Housing Economics:  “Spending Patterns of Home 
Buyers.”  http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=734&genericContentID=106491&channelID=311  
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Example of Average Local Spending Computed from CE Data 


 


Output of industry purchased locally 


All 
 House-
holds 


New  
Home 
Buyers 


New 
Multifamily 


Renters 


Active 
Adult 


Buyers 


New 
Family 
LIHTC  


New 
Elderly 
LIHTC 


1 Greenhouse and nursery production 0.157% 0.481% 0.000% 1.052% 0.002% 0.000%
2 Power generation and supply 2.998% 2.802% 0.014% 3.979% 0.014% 0.000%
3 Natural gas distribution 1.634% 1.266% 0.000% 1.609% 0.000% 0.000%
4 Water, sewage and other systems 0.701% 0.728% 0.000% 1.011% 0.000% 0.000%
5 Residential permanent site construction                  2.095% 1.962% 1.699% 4.289% 0.003% 0.008%
6 Residential maintenance and repair 1.455% 1.218% 0.021% 2.752% 0.055% 0.048%
7 Transit and ground passenger transportation 0.225% 0.018% 0.100% 0.026% 0.795% 0.723%
8 Retail trade 12.321% 9.591% 13.058% 12.455% 17.559% 14.564%
9 Newspaper and publishers 0.050% 0.026% 0.021% 0.029% 0.103% 0.082%


10 Cable and other subscription programming           0.893% 0.589% 0.833% 0.998% 1.337% 1.336%
11 Telecommunications   3.956% 2.721% 3.156% 3.476% 5.937% 4.753%
12 Internet service providers and web search portals 0.149% 0.127% 0.209% 0.168% 0.191% 0.062%
13 Nondepository credit intermediation and related 0.621% 0.722% 0.566% 0.630% 0.565% 0.222%
14 Insurance agencies, brokerages, and related  0.473% 0.408% 0.364% 0.568% 0.389% 0.395%
15 Monetary authorities and depository credit 0.611% 0.804% 0.132% 0.941% 0.081% 0.059%
16 Real estate 8.088% 1.250% 23.185% 1.092% 34.079% 35.198%
17 Automotive equipment rental and leasing 1.021% 2.148% 0.250% 0.877% 0.195% 0.102%
18 Video tape and disc rental 0.090% 0.086% 0.147% 0.124% 0.129% 0.032%
19 General and consumer goods rental  0.042% 0.014% 0.004% 0.010% 0.074% 0.035%
20 Legal services 0.306% 0.161% 0.644% 0.191% 0.237% 0.001%
21 Accounting and bookkeeping services 0.124% 0.120% 0.096% 0.233% 0.178% 0.296%
22 Photographic services 0.076% 0.094% 0.050% 0.065% 0.073% 0.010%
23 Veterinary services 0.251% 0.191% 0.093% 0.250% 0.123% 0.170%
24 Investigation and security services 0.018% 0.036% 0.000% 0.050% 0.003% 0.001%
25 Services to buildings and dwellings 0.268% 0.295% 0.079% 0.575% 0.061% 0.100%
26 Waste management and remediation services 0.219% 0.247% 0.000% 0.323% 0.000% 0.000%
27 Elementary and secondary schools 0.232% 0.291% 0.043% 0.255% 0.291% 0.000%
28 Home health care services 0.619% 0.255% 0.310% 0.987% 1.047% 3.004%
29 Offices of physicians, dentists, etc. 3.440% 2.515% 3.049% 6.274% 4.172% 10.280%
30 Other ambulatory health care services 0.708% 0.540% 0.372% 1.154% 0.756% 1.876%
31 Hospitals 3.295% 2.125% 1.774% 6.774% 3.001% 9.707%
32 Nursing and residential care facilities 1.383% 0.539% 0.656% 2.098% 2.233% 6.421%
33 Child day care services  0.258% 0.395% 0.315% 0.044% 0.342% 0.000%
34 Performing arts companies 0.220% 0.184% 0.397% 0.225% 0.307% 0.118%
35 Spectator sports 0.084% 0.060% 0.145% 0.045% 0.114% 0.021%
36 Fitness and recreational sports centers 0.423% 0.617% 0.307% 1.136% 0.223% 0.215%
37 Other amusement and recreation industries 0.113% 0.064% 0.019% 0.159% 0.483% 0.862%
38 Food services and drinking places 3.777% 2.979% 4.791% 3.847% 5.381% 2.685%
39 Automotive repair and maintenance 1.690% 1.226% 1.478% 1.278% 1.950% 1.009%
40 Electronic equipment repair and maintenance 0.038% 0.035% 0.057% 0.066% 0.024% 0.053%
41 Household goods repair and maintenance 0.159% 0.138% 0.021% 0.305% 0.042% 0.053%
42 Personal care services 0.757% 0.367% 0.344% 1.520% 1.231% 3.574%
43 Death care services 0.233% 0.059% 0.000% 0.180% 0.055% 0.057%
44 Dry cleaning and laundry services 0.387% 0.119% 0.184% 0.123% 1.297% 1.035%
45 Other personal services 0.239% 0.163% 0.145% 0.286% 0.217% 0.053%
46 Religious organizations 0.828% 0.943% 0.668% 1.573% 0.630% 1.033%
47 Civic, social, professional and similar organizations 0.022% 0.005% 0.008% 0.008% 0.011% 0.024%
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For these reasons, when customizing the local impact model to a specific area, information 
about property taxes on the units being built must be supplied by the entity requesting the 
analysis.  Phase III of the model counts only property tax on the value of construction, 
assuming that the raw land would be taxed at the same rate if not developed.  
 
Multifamily Phase III impacts are reduced to account for vacant units.  By default, the single-
family version of the model assumes that units are intended for owner-occupancy and have 
negligible vacancies.  In the Census Bureau’s Housing Vacancy Survey (HVS: 
http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/hvs/hvs.html) homeowner vacancy rates are usually 
in the neighborhood of only one percent.    
 
For multifamily units, the average multifamily rental annual vacancy rate over the prior decade 
and average annual multifamily homeowner vacancy rate over the prior decade are used, 
depending on whether the units are condominiums or rental apartments.  In other respects, 
Phase III treats condo buyers the same as single-family home buyers (the income and spending 
tendencies discussed above being based on buyers of owner-occupied housing units, 
irrespective of structure type).   
 
Although vacancy rates are known to fluctuate, the model estimates annual ongoing impacts 
that are expected to persist for an extended period, so a long-term “natural” measure of 
vacancy rates is more appropriate for Phase III than a very current, possibly anomalous, 
number.  The reduction for vacancies is applied to all Phase III multifamily impacts except for 
property taxes, which are assumed to be paid by the owner of the property, whether the units 
are occupied or not. 
 
Local spending and taxes (including fees and charges paid to local government entities) 
generate income for local residents, and this income will be spent and recycled in the local 
economy, much as in Phase II of the model. 
 
Let  xn denote the initial income and tax column vector for new home occupants, An denote the 
matrix formed from the consumption spending patterns of new home occupants, and otherwise 
maintain the  notation used in Phase II of the model.  Then consider the following sequence: 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
. 
. 
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The sum of these terms forms an infinite series that converges to the limit  
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When results are reported for Phase III the income earned by the occupants is subtracted from 
the final multiplied effect, so that only income generated for occupants of housing units already 
existing in the area is counted.   
 
Note that, were new home occupants to spend the same fraction of their incomes on the 
various local commodities as average households, An = A and the formula would simplify to  
 
 
 
The formula that produces a 267-element vector, the first 89 of which contain the added income 
by industry, for Phase III is  
 
 
Again, the income in each industry can be disaggregated into business owners’ income and 
wages and salaries, and the wages and salaries converted to full time jobs.  These exclude any 
jobs filled by occupants of the new housing units. 
 
The formula that produces a 3-element vector showing the final, multiplied effect on local 
income, local government general revenue from persons, and local general government revenue 
from business generated in Phase III is  
 
 
 
As in Phase II, the last two elements of the final 3-element vector can be disaggregated to 
show revenue generated by particular types of taxes, fees, and charges.  The primary difference 
in Phase III is that the increase in residential property tax revenue (which is introduced into the 
model as a separate input independent of the Census of Government computations) needs to be 
subtracted before the decomposition procedure can be applied.    
 
 
Final Notes 
 
All of the matrix operations in the NAHB local impact model are performed using the O-Matrix 
package provided by Harmonic Software.  The O-Matrix code used to generate Phase III 
impacts for single-family construction in 2005, and the code used to compute a local total 
requirements matrix the 1997 BEA input-output accounts are shown as examples of the use of 
the O-Matrix package on the Harmonic Software web site 
(http://www.omatrix.com/userstories.html). 
 
The technical documentation on the NAHB model used to estimate the local income, jobs, and 
taxes generated by home building was prepared by Paul Emrath, Vice President of Survey and 
Housing Policy Research.  For questions on the technical documentation, or on NAHB’s impact of 
home building models in general, he may be contacted in NAHB’s Economics and Housing Policy 
Group by phone at 202-266-8449, or by email at pemrath@nahb.com.  
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Message on the Housing Credit 
 
Protect and strengthen the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (Housing Credit). 
 


• The Housing Credit’s record since the program’s creation 26 years ago is one of unparalleled success.  
The Housing Credit accounts for most of the country’s new rental housing affordable to low-income 
people.  By providing an incentive for private sector investment, the Housing Credit has helped finance 
more than 2.7 million apartments for low-income families since its creation and helps finance about 
100,000 additional apartments each year.  IRS monitoring, state agency scrutiny, private sector 
oversight, and the threat of severe tax penalty for noncompliance are hallmarks of the Housing Credit 
program and have eliminated the need for extensive federal involvement and bureaucratic 
regulations.  This oversight system represents an unprecedented departure from previous federal 
housing programs and is an essential element of the program’s success. 
 


• The Housing Credit produces jobs and promotes economic growth.  The Housing Credit generates 
approximately $7.1 billion in income; $2.8 billion in federal, state, and local taxes; and 95,000 jobs per 
year across all U.S. industries.  Only 0.65 percent of Housing Credit developments have ever resulted in 
foreclosure, an unparalleled record compared to all other real estate asset classes. 


 
• The Housing Credit helps states meet the growing unmet need for affordable, available rental 


housing.  According to the latest HUD figures, between 2009 and 2011 nearly 8.5 million lower income 
families, up from 7.1 million in 2009, paid more than half their monthly income for rent, lived in 
severely substandard housing, or both.  Households with worst case needs include 3.2 million families 
with children, almost 1.5 million elderly households, and 1.3 million households with at least one 
nonelderly person with disabilities.   
 


• The Housing Credit provides affordable rental homes for low and moderate-income working 
families.  Approximately 62 percent of tenants in Housing Credit developments have incomes at or 
below 40 percent of Area Median Income (AMI), far below the Housing Credit income limits of 60 
percent of AMI.   
 


• The benefits of the Housing Credit program far outweigh the cost.  According to the Office of 
Management and Budget’s (OMB) FY 2014 budget estimate, for 2014 through 2018, the Housing 
Credit will cost $42.7 billion dollars or approximately $8.5 billion annually.  The cost of the Housing 
Credit represents less than three percent of all, affordable and non-affordable, housing-related federal 
tax expenditures and about 0.6 percent of all federal tax expenditures. 


 








State Housing Finance Agencies – known as HFAs – share a public 
purpose mission to provide affordable housing help to the people of their 
jurisdictions who need it.  


The National Council of State Housing Agencies – known as NCSHA – 
is a national nonprofit, nonpartisan association that advocates on behalf 
of HFAs before Congress and the Administration for affordable housing 
resources.  It represents the HFAs of the 50 states, the District of  
Columbia, New York City, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands.  


Like us on Facebook 
 
Follow us on Twitter
@HomeEverything
@NCSHAPGA 
 
Tweet about your advocacy efforts 
#affordablehousing #housing


Visit ncsha.org to see powerful  
stories of transformation and hope.  


The Affordable  
Housing  
Opportunity


Congress has a unique opportunity to take a few small 
steps that will have a huge positive impact on the future 
of our country. With modest, strategic investments in 
proven housing tools and delivery systems, Congress can 
significantly increase access to affordable housing while 
strengthening families, communities, and the economy. 


Congress can make a big difference for affordable  
housing through its decisions about federal spending,  
tax policy, and the housing finance system. With the  
total spending level for the coming fiscal year settled, 
Congress can focus now on how to fairly distribute funds 
among competing needs and to shift scarce resources  
to programs like the HOME Investment Partnerships  
program and Section 8 that are needed most and have 
sacrificed enough. 


In its examination of the tax code, Congress has the 
chance to recognize and build on the success of the  
Low Income Housing Tax Credit and tax-exempt private 
activity Housing Bonds. And, in its redesign of the  
housing finance system, Congress has the ability not  
only to channel some of the new system’s earnings 
to affordable housing, but also to ensure the system 
broadly supports its financing. 


With these actions, Congress can further tap the power 
and potential of the state Housing Finance Agency  
delivery system that has shown itself to be highly  
effective in applying scarce resources to the most  
pressing needs, in making sure those resources are  
invested in safe and sound ways, and in leveraging  
them for the greatest return. 


A+
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A recent national poll revealed that nearly 70 percent of 
Americans believe not being able to find housing they can 
afford is a large or very large national problem.


That’s not surprising, considering that one of every three 
households—both homeowners and renters—is housing 
cost-burdened. This means they pay more than 30 percent 
of their income for housing. One in six households is severely 
burdened, paying more than 50 percent.
 


In the wake of the housing crisis, credit-
worthy households are being shut out of 
homeownership, because they cannot get 
affordable mortgages. The share of home 
sales to first-time home buyers recently fell 
to the lowest on record, making it more  
difficult for homeowners looking to move  
to sell their homes. 


At the same time, demand for rental homes 
has increased and affordable rentals are 
tougher to find.


Homes that very and extremely low- 
income families can afford to rent are  
especially scarce. 


Though the number of homeless has 
come down in recent years, it remains 
heartbreakingly high. The shortage of  
affordable housing is a major contributor.
 


But, lack of affordable housing is not just  
a problem for the poor or those with low 
incomes.


It affects a broad income spectrum, with 
even moderate-income people—teachers, 
fire fighters, service workers—often unable 
to afford housing in the communities where 
they work. 


And, it hits all demographics—young people, 
families, the elderly, veterans, and persons 
with disabilities. 


To make matters worse, only a fraction of 
those who qualify for federal housing help 
actually get it, because resources are so  
limited.


Federal housing resources have never been 
adequate to meet the need and lately several, 
like the highly successful HOME program, 
have been subjected to deep funding cuts.  


Meanwhile, others, like the very effective 
Housing Credit, are being asked to shoulder 
more and more of the federal housing  
response without a proportionate  
increase in resources. 


So, why is it important to address our 
country’s need for affordable housing now, 
in the face of so many other urgent  
priorities?  Because it’s about so much 
more than housing, as vital as that is. 


It’s about helping families thrive and reach 
their highest potential. It’s about creating  
vibrant and diverse communities where  
people want to live and work. It’s about  
growing our economy by expanding  
businesses and creating jobs.  


Seize the Affordable Housing Opportunity


Even in this time of fiscal constraint, Congress can make good housing 
investments—those that make it possible for federal resources to achieve 
outcomes together that they cannot produce on their own, bring private 
capital to the table, and leave decision-making to those closest to the 
challenges. 


HFAs Call on Congress to:
Preserve and strengthen the Housing Credit so HFAs can  
more fully respond to ever-increasing demands on this limited 
resource to address the full range of rental housing production 
and preservation needs.  


Maintain the Housing Bond program so HFAs can continue  
to provide affordable and sustainable mortgages to first-time  
home buyers and low-cost financing to Housing Credit and  
other rental developments.


Restore HOME funding so HFAs can continue to address flexibly 
their states’ unique housing needs and extend the reach of the 
Housing Credit and Bonds to especially low-income households.  


Fully fund Section 8 rental assistance so HFAs can continue to 
provide a housing safety net for very and extremely low-income 
people and those most at risk of homelessness.


Capitalize the Housing Trust Fund so HFAs can provide more 
housing help to people with especially low incomes by  
combining this new resource with the Housing Credit and  
other production tools.


Design a housing finance system that gives HFAs continued  
access to affordable capital so they can operate their single-family 
and multifamily lending programs in all places and at all times.  


Sources: 1 United States Census Bureau American Housing Survey 2012, 2 Mortgage Bankers Association Mortgage Credit 
Availability Index 2014, 3 National Association of REALTORS® New Low for First-Time Home Buyers 2014, 4 United States 
Census Bureau American Housing Survey 2012, 5 National Low Income Housing Coalition Housing Spotlight 2013,   
6 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development The 2013 Annual Homeless Assessment Report to Congress 2013  


7Joint Center for Housing Studies State of the Nation’s Housing 2013,  8 National Housing Conference Veterans Permanent  
Supportive Housing: Policy and Practice 2013,  9  Bipartisan Policy Center Housing America’s Future: New Directions for National 
Policy 2013,  10 National Association of Home Builders The Local Impact of Home Building in a Typical Metro Area: Income, 
Jobs, and Taxes Generated 2009


2 COLUMNS


3 COLUMNS


2 COLUMNS


3 COLUMNS


IT IS NOW


FOR EVERY


RENTAL UNITS


FIRST-TIME HOME BUYERS
ACCOUNTED FOR ONLY


OF SALES NATIONALLY 
IN DECEMBER 2013
THE LOWEST SINCE 2008 3


FOR CREDITWORTHY 
BORROWERS TO SECURE 
A LOAN COMPARED TO 2008 2


ONLY A FEW ARE AFFORDABLE AND 
AVAILABLE TO HOUSEHOLDS WITH 
INCOMES OF 50% OR LESS OF THE 
AREA MEDIAN INCOME  (AMI) 5


8x
HARDER


57
AVAILABLE


FOR 50% OR LESS
OF AMI


30
AVAILABLE


FOR 30% OR LESS
OF AMI


THE HOUSING
COST BURDEN 
IS HIGH AND


MORE THAN HALF
OF THEIR INCOME TO COVER HOUSING COSTS 7


FUNDING FOR THE


HOME
PROGRAM
HAS BEEN


CUT 
HALF
 


FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS OF NEW CONSTRUCTION 10


1 IN 10
ADULTS IS A VETERAN


1 IN 6


1


2001                    2007                    2011


––40%


––30%


––20%


––10%


––0%


ON 
THE 
RISE SEVERELY BURDENED


COMBINED MODERATELY 
AND SEVERELY BURDENED


36.7%


17.9%


EVEN FOR 
HOUSEHOLDS 
WITH MODERATE 
INCOMES


ARE HOUSING
COST-BURDENED 1


11.8 MILLION
EXTREMELY 
LOW-INCOME 
HOUSEHOLDS


0


2


4


6


8


10


12


...........................................


..............................................


. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .


. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .


HOMELESS ADULTS 
IS A VETERAN 8


1 IN 4


RENTER HOUSEHOLDS ELIGIBLE FOR
FEDERAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE
ACTUALLY RECEIVES IT 9


SINCE 
FY 2010


ONLY1 IN 4


$


27%


$
610,042
  PERSONS  


    ARE HOMELESS


222,197
           PERSONS IN 
       FAMILIES ARE 
       HOMELESS 6


1


ALMOST
IN


5.1 MILLION SENIOR HOUSEHOLDS SPEND


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0


2


4


6


8


10


12


BUT ONLY
4.2 MILLION 
AFFORDABLE 
AND AVAILABLE
UNITS 4


2 COLUMNS


3 COLUMNS


2 COLUMNS


3 COLUMNS


IT IS NOW


FOR EVERY


RENTAL UNITS


FIRST-TIME HOME BUYERS
ACCOUNTED FOR ONLY


OF SALES NATIONALLY 
IN DECEMBER 2013
THE LOWEST SINCE 2008 3


FOR CREDITWORTHY 
BORROWERS TO SECURE 
A LOAN COMPARED TO 2008 2


ONLY A FEW ARE AFFORDABLE AND 
AVAILABLE TO HOUSEHOLDS WITH 
INCOMES OF 50% OR LESS OF THE 
AREA MEDIAN INCOME  (AMI) 5


8x
HARDER


57
AVAILABLE


FOR 50% OR LESS
OF AMI


30
AVAILABLE


FOR 30% OR LESS
OF AMI


THE HOUSING
COST BURDEN 
IS HIGH AND


MORE THAN HALF
OF THEIR INCOME TO COVER HOUSING COSTS 7


FUNDING FOR THE


HOME
PROGRAM
HAS BEEN


CUT 
HALF
 


FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS OF NEW CONSTRUCTION 10


1 IN 10
ADULTS IS A VETERAN


1 IN 6


1


2001                    2007                    2011


––40%


––30%


––20%


––10%


––0%


ON 
THE 
RISE SEVERELY BURDENED


COMBINED MODERATELY 
AND SEVERELY BURDENED


36.7%


17.9%


EVEN FOR 
HOUSEHOLDS 
WITH MODERATE 
INCOMES


ARE HOUSING
COST-BURDENED 1


11.8 MILLION
EXTREMELY 
LOW-INCOME 
HOUSEHOLDS


0


2


4


6


8


10


12


...........................................


..............................................


. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .


. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .


HOMELESS ADULTS 
IS A VETERAN 8


1 IN 4


RENTER HOUSEHOLDS ELIGIBLE FOR
FEDERAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE
ACTUALLY RECEIVES IT 9


SINCE 
FY 2010


ONLY1 IN 4
$
27%


$
610,042
  PERSONS  


    ARE HOMELESS


222,197
           PERSONS IN 
       FAMILIES ARE 
       HOMELESS 6


1


ALMOST
IN


5.1 MILLION SENIOR HOUSEHOLDS SPEND


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0


2


4


6


8


10


12


BUT ONLY
4.2 MILLION 
AFFORDABLE 
AND AVAILABLE
UNITS 4


2 COLUMNS


3 COLUMNS


2 COLUMNS


3 COLUMNS


IT IS NOW


FOR EVERY


RENTAL UNITS


FIRST-TIME HOME BUYERS
ACCOUNTED FOR ONLY


OF SALES NATIONALLY 
IN DECEMBER 2013
THE LOWEST SINCE 2008 3


FOR CREDITWORTHY 
BORROWERS TO SECURE 
A LOAN COMPARED TO 2008 2


ONLY A FEW ARE AFFORDABLE AND 
AVAILABLE TO HOUSEHOLDS WITH 
INCOMES OF 50% OR LESS OF THE 
AREA MEDIAN INCOME  (AMI) 5


8x
HARDER


57
AVAILABLE


FOR 50% OR LESS
OF AMI


30
AVAILABLE


FOR 30% OR LESS
OF AMI


THE HOUSING
COST BURDEN 
IS HIGH AND


MORE THAN HALF
OF THEIR INCOME TO COVER HOUSING COSTS 7


FUNDING FOR THE


HOME
PROGRAM
HAS BEEN


CUT 
HALF
 


FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS OF NEW CONSTRUCTION 10


1 IN 10
ADULTS IS A VETERAN


1 IN 6


1


2001                    2007                    2011


––40%


––30%


––20%


––10%


––0%


ON 
THE 
RISE SEVERELY BURDENED


COMBINED MODERATELY 
AND SEVERELY BURDENED


36.7%


17.9%


EVEN FOR 
HOUSEHOLDS 
WITH MODERATE 
INCOMES


ARE HOUSING
COST-BURDENED 1


11.8 MILLION
EXTREMELY 
LOW-INCOME 
HOUSEHOLDS


0


2


4


6


8


10


12


...........................................


..............................................


. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .


. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .


HOMELESS ADULTS 
IS A VETERAN 8


1 IN 4


RENTER HOUSEHOLDS ELIGIBLE FOR
FEDERAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE
ACTUALLY RECEIVES IT 9


SINCE 
FY 2010


ONLY1 IN 4


$


27%


$
610,042
  PERSONS  


    ARE HOMELESS


222,197
           PERSONS IN 
       FAMILIES ARE 
       HOMELESS 6


1


ALMOST
IN


5.1 MILLION SENIOR HOUSEHOLDS SPEND


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0


2


4


6


8


10


12


BUT ONLY
4.2 MILLION 
AFFORDABLE 
AND AVAILABLE
UNITS 4


2 COLUMNS


3 COLUMNS


2 COLUMNS


3 COLUMNS


IT IS NOW


FOR EVERY


RENTAL UNITS


FIRST-TIME HOME BUYERS
ACCOUNTED FOR ONLY


OF SALES NATIONALLY 
IN DECEMBER 2013
THE LOWEST SINCE 2008 3


FOR CREDITWORTHY 
BORROWERS TO SECURE 
A LOAN COMPARED TO 2008 2


ONLY A FEW ARE AFFORDABLE AND 
AVAILABLE TO HOUSEHOLDS WITH 
INCOMES OF 50% OR LESS OF THE 
AREA MEDIAN INCOME  (AMI) 5


8x
HARDER


57
AVAILABLE


FOR 50% OR LESS
OF AMI


30
AVAILABLE


FOR 30% OR LESS
OF AMI


THE HOUSING
COST BURDEN 
IS HIGH AND


MORE THAN HALF
OF THEIR INCOME TO COVER HOUSING COSTS 7


FUNDING FOR THE


HOME
PROGRAM
HAS BEEN


CUT 
HALF
 


FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS OF NEW CONSTRUCTION 10


1 IN 10
ADULTS IS A VETERAN


1 IN 6


1


2001                    2007                    2011


––40%


––30%


––20%


––10%


––0%


ON 
THE 
RISE SEVERELY BURDENED


COMBINED MODERATELY 
AND SEVERELY BURDENED


36.7%


17.9%


EVEN FOR 
HOUSEHOLDS 
WITH MODERATE 
INCOMES


ARE HOUSING
COST-BURDENED 1


11.8 MILLION
EXTREMELY 
LOW-INCOME 
HOUSEHOLDS


0


2


4


6


8


10


12


...........................................


..............................................


. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .


. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .


HOMELESS ADULTS 
IS A VETERAN 8


1 IN 4


RENTER HOUSEHOLDS ELIGIBLE FOR
FEDERAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE
ACTUALLY RECEIVES IT 9


SINCE 
FY 2010


ONLY1 IN 4


$


27%


$
610,042
  PERSONS  


    ARE HOMELESS


222,197
           PERSONS IN 
       FAMILIES ARE 
       HOMELESS 6


1


ALMOST
IN


5.1 MILLION SENIOR HOUSEHOLDS SPEND


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0


2


4


6


8


10


12


BUT ONLY
4.2 MILLION 
AFFORDABLE 
AND AVAILABLE
UNITS 4


2 COLUMNS


3 COLUMNS


2 COLUMNS


3 COLUMNS


IT IS NOW


FOR EVERY


RENTAL UNITS


FIRST-TIME HOME BUYERS
ACCOUNTED FOR ONLY


OF SALES NATIONALLY 
IN DECEMBER 2013
THE LOWEST SINCE 2008 3


FOR CREDITWORTHY 
BORROWERS TO SECURE 
A LOAN COMPARED TO 2008 2


ONLY A FEW ARE AFFORDABLE AND 
AVAILABLE TO HOUSEHOLDS WITH 
INCOMES OF 50% OR LESS OF THE 
AREA MEDIAN INCOME  (AMI) 5


8x
HARDER


57
AVAILABLE


FOR 50% OR LESS
OF AMI


30
AVAILABLE


FOR 30% OR LESS
OF AMI


THE HOUSING
COST BURDEN 
IS HIGH AND


MORE THAN HALF
OF THEIR INCOME TO COVER HOUSING COSTS 7


FUNDING FOR THE


HOME
PROGRAM
HAS BEEN


CUT 
HALF
 


FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS OF NEW CONSTRUCTION 10


1 IN 10
ADULTS IS A VETERAN


1 IN 6


1


2001                    2007                    2011


––40%


––30%


––20%


––10%


––0%


ON 
THE 
RISE SEVERELY BURDENED


COMBINED MODERATELY 
AND SEVERELY BURDENED


36.7%


17.9%


EVEN FOR 
HOUSEHOLDS 
WITH MODERATE 
INCOMES


ARE HOUSING
COST-BURDENED 1


11.8 MILLION
EXTREMELY 
LOW-INCOME 
HOUSEHOLDS


0


2


4


6


8


10


12


...........................................


..............................................


. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .


. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .


HOMELESS ADULTS 
IS A VETERAN 8


1 IN 4


RENTER HOUSEHOLDS ELIGIBLE FOR
FEDERAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE
ACTUALLY RECEIVES IT 9


SINCE 
FY 2010


ONLY1 IN 4


$


27%


$
610,042
  PERSONS  


    ARE HOMELESS


222,197
           PERSONS IN 
       FAMILIES ARE 
       HOMELESS 6


1


ALMOST
IN


5.1 MILLION SENIOR HOUSEHOLDS SPEND


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0


2


4


6


8


10


12


BUT ONLY
4.2 MILLION 
AFFORDABLE 
AND AVAILABLE
UNITS 4


2 COLUMNS


3 COLUMNS


2 COLUMNS


3 COLUMNS


IT IS NOW


FOR EVERY


RENTAL UNITS


FIRST-TIME HOME BUYERS
ACCOUNTED FOR ONLY


OF SALES NATIONALLY 
IN DECEMBER 2013
THE LOWEST SINCE 2008 3


FOR CREDITWORTHY 
BORROWERS TO SECURE 
A LOAN COMPARED TO 2008 2


ONLY A FEW ARE AFFORDABLE AND 
AVAILABLE TO HOUSEHOLDS WITH 
INCOMES OF 50% OR LESS OF THE 
AREA MEDIAN INCOME  (AMI) 5


8x
HARDER


57
AVAILABLE


FOR 50% OR LESS
OF AMI


30
AVAILABLE


FOR 30% OR LESS
OF AMI


THE HOUSING
COST BURDEN 
IS HIGH AND


MORE THAN HALF
OF THEIR INCOME TO COVER HOUSING COSTS 7


FUNDING FOR THE


HOME
PROGRAM
HAS BEEN


CUT 
HALF
 


FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS OF NEW CONSTRUCTION 10


1 IN 10
ADULTS IS A VETERAN


1 IN 6


1


2001                    2007                    2011


––40%


––30%


––20%


––10%


––0%


ON 
THE 
RISE SEVERELY BURDENED


COMBINED MODERATELY 
AND SEVERELY BURDENED


36.7%


17.9%


EVEN FOR 
HOUSEHOLDS 
WITH MODERATE 
INCOMES


ARE HOUSING
COST-BURDENED 1


11.8 MILLION
EXTREMELY 
LOW-INCOME 
HOUSEHOLDS


0


2


4


6


8


10


12


...........................................


..............................................


. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .


. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .


HOMELESS ADULTS 
IS A VETERAN 8


1 IN 4


RENTER HOUSEHOLDS ELIGIBLE FOR
FEDERAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE
ACTUALLY RECEIVES IT 9


SINCE 
FY 2010


ONLY1 IN 4


$


27%


$
610,042
  PERSONS  


    ARE HOMELESS


222,197
           PERSONS IN 
       FAMILIES ARE 
       HOMELESS 6


1


ALMOST
IN


5.1 MILLION SENIOR HOUSEHOLDS SPEND


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


0


2


4


6


8


10


12


BUT ONLY
4.2 MILLION 
AFFORDABLE 
AND AVAILABLE
UNITS 4


FOR EVERY 100 NEWLY  
CONSTRUCTED  


MULTIFAMILY UNITS 
THE ECONOMY GROWS BY 


122 JOBS
LOCAL INCOME INCREASES  


$7.9M
AND LOCAL  


TAXES AND REVENUE GROW BY  


$827,000


FOR EVERY 100 NEWLY  
CONSTRUCTED  


SINGLE-FAMILY HOMES
THE ECONOMY GROWS BY 


324 JOBS
LOCAL INCOME INCREASES  


$21.1M
AND LOCAL  


TAXES AND REVENUE GROW BY  


$2.2M


IT’S ABOUT  


BUILDING A  
BRIGHTER FUTURE  
FOR AMERICA.
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A recent national poll revealed that nearly 70 percent of 
Americans believe not being able to find housing they can 
afford is a large or very large national problem.


That’s not surprising, considering that one of every three 
households—both homeowners and renters—is housing 
cost-burdened. This means they pay more than 30 percent 
of their income for housing. One in six households is severely 
burdened, paying more than 50 percent.
 


In the wake of the housing crisis, credit-
worthy households are being shut out of 
homeownership, because they cannot get 
affordable mortgages. The share of home 
sales to first-time home buyers recently fell 
to the lowest on record, making it more  
difficult for homeowners looking to move  
to sell their homes. 


At the same time, demand for rental homes 
has increased and affordable rentals are 
tougher to find.


Homes that very and extremely low- 
income families can afford to rent are  
especially scarce. 


Though the number of homeless has 
come down in recent years, it remains 
heartbreakingly high. The shortage of  
affordable housing is a major contributor.
 


But, lack of affordable housing is not just  
a problem for the poor or those with low 
incomes.


It affects a broad income spectrum, with 
even moderate-income people—teachers, 
fire fighters, service workers—often unable 
to afford housing in the communities where 
they work. 


And, it hits all demographics—young people, 
families, the elderly, veterans, and persons 
with disabilities. 


To make matters worse, only a fraction of 
those who qualify for federal housing help 
actually get it, because resources are so  
limited.


Federal housing resources have never been 
adequate to meet the need and lately several, 
like the highly successful HOME program, 
have been subjected to deep funding cuts.  


Meanwhile, others, like the very effective 
Housing Credit, are being asked to shoulder 
more and more of the federal housing  
response without a proportionate  
increase in resources. 


So, why is it important to address our 
country’s need for affordable housing now, 
in the face of so many other urgent  
priorities?  Because it’s about so much 
more than housing, as vital as that is. 


It’s about helping families thrive and reach 
their highest potential. It’s about creating  
vibrant and diverse communities where  
people want to live and work. It’s about  
growing our economy by expanding  
businesses and creating jobs.  


Seize the Affordable Housing Opportunity


Even in this time of fiscal constraint, Congress can make good housing 
investments—those that make it possible for federal resources to achieve 
outcomes together that they cannot produce on their own, bring private 
capital to the table, and leave decision-making to those closest to the 
challenges. 


HFAs Call on Congress to:
Preserve and strengthen the Housing Credit so HFAs can  
more fully respond to ever-increasing demands on this limited 
resource to address the full range of rental housing production 
and preservation needs.  


Maintain the Housing Bond program so HFAs can continue  
to provide affordable and sustainable mortgages to first-time  
home buyers and low-cost financing to Housing Credit and  
other rental developments.


Restore HOME funding so HFAs can continue to address flexibly 
their states’ unique housing needs and extend the reach of the 
Housing Credit and Bonds to especially low-income households.  


Fully fund Section 8 rental assistance so HFAs can continue to 
provide a housing safety net for very and extremely low-income 
people and those most at risk of homelessness.


Capitalize the Housing Trust Fund so HFAs can provide more 
housing help to people with especially low incomes by  
combining this new resource with the Housing Credit and  
other production tools.


Design a housing finance system that gives HFAs continued  
access to affordable capital so they can operate their single-family 
and multifamily lending programs in all places and at all times.  


Sources: 1 United States Census Bureau American Housing Survey 2012, 2 Mortgage Bankers Association Mortgage Credit 
Availability Index 2014, 3 National Association of REALTORS® New Low for First-Time Home Buyers 2014, 4 United States 
Census Bureau American Housing Survey 2012, 5 National Low Income Housing Coalition Housing Spotlight 2013,   
6 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development The 2013 Annual Homeless Assessment Report to Congress 2013  


7Joint Center for Housing Studies State of the Nation’s Housing 2013,  8 National Housing Conference Veterans Permanent  
Supportive Housing: Policy and Practice 2013,  9  Bipartisan Policy Center Housing America’s Future: New Directions for National 
Policy 2013,  10 National Association of Home Builders The Local Impact of Home Building in a Typical Metro Area: Income, 
Jobs, and Taxes Generated 2009
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FOR EVERY 100 NEWLY  
CONSTRUCTED  


MULTIFAMILY UNITS 
THE ECONOMY GROWS BY 


122 JOBS
LOCAL INCOME INCREASES  


$7.9M
AND LOCAL  


TAXES AND REVENUE GROW BY  


$827,000


FOR EVERY 100 NEWLY  
CONSTRUCTED  


SINGLE-FAMILY HOMES
THE ECONOMY GROWS BY 


324 JOBS
LOCAL INCOME INCREASES  


$21.1M
AND LOCAL  


TAXES AND REVENUE GROW BY  


$2.2M


IT’S ABOUT  


BUILDING A  
BRIGHTER FUTURE  
FOR AMERICA.
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A recent national poll revealed that nearly 70 percent of 
Americans believe not being able to find housing they can 
afford is a large or very large national problem.


That’s not surprising, considering that one of every three 
households—both homeowners and renters—is housing 
cost-burdened. This means they pay more than 30 percent 
of their income for housing. One in six households is severely 
burdened, paying more than 50 percent.
 


In the wake of the housing crisis, credit-
worthy households are being shut out of 
homeownership, because they cannot get 
affordable mortgages. The share of home 
sales to first-time home buyers recently fell 
to the lowest on record, making it more  
difficult for homeowners looking to move  
to sell their homes. 


At the same time, demand for rental homes 
has increased and affordable rentals are 
tougher to find.


Homes that very and extremely low- 
income families can afford to rent are  
especially scarce. 


Though the number of homeless has 
come down in recent years, it remains 
heartbreakingly high. The shortage of  
affordable housing is a major contributor.
 


But, lack of affordable housing is not just  
a problem for the poor or those with low 
incomes.


It affects a broad income spectrum, with 
even moderate-income people—teachers, 
fire fighters, service workers—often unable 
to afford housing in the communities where 
they work. 


And, it hits all demographics—young people, 
families, the elderly, veterans, and persons 
with disabilities. 


To make matters worse, only a fraction of 
those who qualify for federal housing help 
actually get it, because resources are so  
limited.


Federal housing resources have never been 
adequate to meet the need and lately several, 
like the highly successful HOME program, 
have been subjected to deep funding cuts.  


Meanwhile, others, like the very effective 
Housing Credit, are being asked to shoulder 
more and more of the federal housing  
response without a proportionate  
increase in resources. 


So, why is it important to address our 
country’s need for affordable housing now, 
in the face of so many other urgent  
priorities?  Because it’s about so much 
more than housing, as vital as that is. 


It’s about helping families thrive and reach 
their highest potential. It’s about creating  
vibrant and diverse communities where  
people want to live and work. It’s about  
growing our economy by expanding  
businesses and creating jobs.  


Seize the Affordable Housing Opportunity


Even in this time of fiscal constraint, Congress can make good housing 
investments—those that make it possible for federal resources to achieve 
outcomes together that they cannot produce on their own, bring private 
capital to the table, and leave decision-making to those closest to the 
challenges. 


HFAs Call on Congress to:
Preserve and strengthen the Housing Credit so HFAs can  
more fully respond to ever-increasing demands on this limited 
resource to address the full range of rental housing production 
and preservation needs.  


Maintain the Housing Bond program so HFAs can continue  
to provide affordable and sustainable mortgages to first-time  
home buyers and low-cost financing to Housing Credit and  
other rental developments.


Restore HOME funding so HFAs can continue to address flexibly 
their states’ unique housing needs and extend the reach of the 
Housing Credit and Bonds to especially low-income households.  


Fully fund Section 8 rental assistance so HFAs can continue to 
provide a housing safety net for very and extremely low-income 
people and those most at risk of homelessness.


Capitalize the Housing Trust Fund so HFAs can provide more 
housing help to people with especially low incomes by  
combining this new resource with the Housing Credit and  
other production tools.


Design a housing finance system that gives HFAs continued  
access to affordable capital so they can operate their single-family 
and multifamily lending programs in all places and at all times.  


Sources: 1 United States Census Bureau American Housing Survey 2012, 2 Mortgage Bankers Association Mortgage Credit 
Availability Index 2014, 3 National Association of REALTORS® New Low for First-Time Home Buyers 2014, 4 United States 
Census Bureau American Housing Survey 2012, 5 National Low Income Housing Coalition Housing Spotlight 2013,   
6 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development The 2013 Annual Homeless Assessment Report to Congress 2013  


7Joint Center for Housing Studies State of the Nation’s Housing 2013,  8 National Housing Conference Veterans Permanent  
Supportive Housing: Policy and Practice 2013,  9  Bipartisan Policy Center Housing America’s Future: New Directions for National 
Policy 2013,  10 National Association of Home Builders The Local Impact of Home Building in a Typical Metro Area: Income, 
Jobs, and Taxes Generated 2009
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State Housing Finance Agencies – known as HFAs – share a public 
purpose mission to provide affordable housing help to the people of their 
jurisdictions who need it.  


The National Council of State Housing Agencies – known as NCSHA – 
is a national nonprofit, nonpartisan association that advocates on behalf 
of HFAs before Congress and the Administration for affordable housing 
resources.  It represents the HFAs of the 50 states, the District of  
Columbia, New York City, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands.  


Like us on Facebook 
 
Follow us on Twitter
@HomeEverything
@NCSHAPGA 
 
Tweet about your advocacy efforts 
#affordablehousing #housing


Visit ncsha.org to see powerful  
stories of transformation and hope.  


The Affordable  
Housing  
Opportunity


Congress has a unique opportunity to take a few small 
steps that will have a huge positive impact on the future 
of our country. With modest, strategic investments in 
proven housing tools and delivery systems, Congress can 
significantly increase access to affordable housing while 
strengthening families, communities, and the economy. 


Congress can make a big difference for affordable  
housing through its decisions about federal spending,  
tax policy, and the housing finance system. With the  
total spending level for the coming fiscal year settled, 
Congress can focus now on how to fairly distribute funds 
among competing needs and to shift scarce resources  
to programs like the HOME Investment Partnerships  
program and Section 8 that are needed most and have 
sacrificed enough. 


In its examination of the tax code, Congress has the 
chance to recognize and build on the success of the  
Low Income Housing Tax Credit and tax-exempt private 
activity Housing Bonds. And, in its redesign of the  
housing finance system, Congress has the ability not  
only to channel some of the new system’s earnings 
to affordable housing, but also to ensure the system 
broadly supports its financing. 


With these actions, Congress can further tap the power 
and potential of the state Housing Finance Agency  
delivery system that has shown itself to be highly  
effective in applying scarce resources to the most  
pressing needs, in making sure those resources are  
invested in safe and sound ways, and in leveraging  
them for the greatest return. 


A+








 
 


Message on Housing Bonds and Mortgage Credit Certificates 
 


Protect and strengthen the tax-exempt Housing Bond program (and its Mortgage Credit Certificate 
option). 
 


• Housing Bonds have been an unqualified success in providing lower-income Americans a unique 
and otherwise unavailable chance to own or rent a decent and affordable home.  Over the life of 
this program, HFAs have issued over $270 billion in Mortgage Revenue Bonds (MRBs) to finance 
more than 3 million home buyer loans, over 170,000 Mortgage Credit Certificates, and over $100 
billion in multifamily bonds to create almost 1 million affordable rental units.  
 


• Housing Bonds help states and local communities provide affordable housing help to those who 
need it.  There is a growing need for both affordable homeownership and rental opportunities.  
According to the latest HUD figures, between 2009 and 2011 nearly 8.5 million lower income 
families, up from 7.1 million in 2009, paid more than half their monthly income for rent, lived in 
severely substandard housing, or both.  Households with worst case needs include 3.2 million 
families with children, almost 1.5 million elderly households, and 1.3 million households with at 
least one nonelderly person with disabilities.   


 
• Housing Bonds create jobs and promote economic growth.  From 2003-2013, state HFA MRB 


programs generated more than 73,000 jobs per year and added $4.07 billion to the national 
economy, as measured by GDP, according to models formulated by the National Association of 
Home Builders (NAHB) and the National Association of REALTORS.  In 2011, HFA multifamily 
Housing Bond activity added an estimated additional 18,000 jobs, $1.1 billion in local income, and 
$120 million in taxes and other revenue for local governments. 
 


• The benefits of the Housing Bond program far outweigh the cost.  According to the Office of 
Management and Budget’s (OMB) FY 2014 budget estimate, for 2014 through 2018, the total cost 
of the Housing Bond program will be $15 billion dollars or approximately $3 billion annually.  The 
Housing Bond program represents less than one percent of all, affordable and non-affordable, 
housing-related federal tax expenditures and less than one-quarter of one percent of all federal tax 
expenditures. 


 
 


 








Posted on: Tuesday, February 25, 2014
The State of Housing in America 


A year after the release of the BPC Housing Commission report, Co-Chair Henry 
Cisneros examines priority areas
By Henry Cisneros


Today marks the first anniversary of the release of the Commission’s report, 
Housing America’s Future: New Directions for National Policy
(http://bipartisanpolicy.org/library/report/housing-america%E2%80%99s-future-
new-directions-national-policy). As readers of this blog know, our report highlights 
what we consider the most urgent housing challenges facing our country.


What are these challenges? They include a housing market that, while on the mend, 
still blocks too many creditworthy families from the opportunity to become 
homeowners; a government-dominated housing finance system that limits consumer 
choice and exposes the taxpayers to excessive risk; the growing ranks of America’s 
seniors many of whom will seek to “age in place” in their own homes and 
communities; and the continued problems of housing affordability and housing 
quality in rural America.


Perhaps our greatest challenge is the increasing unaffordability of rental homes, 
particularly for our nation’s lowest-income families. The percentage of low-income 
families facing “moderate” and “severe” rental housing cost burdens has reached 
crisis levels(http://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/housing/2014/02/03/rental-
assistance-essential-investment-americas-future). Unfortunately, affordability 
conditions may deteriorate even further as rental demand is likely to remain strong 
for the foreseeable future.


On each of these issues, the commission has offered a set of recommendations for 
reform. It is time to take stock and assess what progress has occurred over the past 
year.


The Housing Market Recovery and Access to Homeownership


While the housing market has begun to recover, overly strict underwriting 
requirements and regulatory uncertainty continue to make it difficult for qualified 
borrowers to obtain a mortgage. This situation is particularly unfortunate since 
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owning a home has rarely been more affordable, in part because of historically low 
interest rates.


As explained in our report, the goal should be to return to the appropriately 
conservative underwriting standards in place before the housing-market bubble with 
their focus on the overall creditworthiness of the borrower. Pre-purchase housing 
counseling, particularly for first-time homebuyers, is essential to a new, more 
sustainable approach to homeownership and can function as a “credit overlay” giving 
lenders greater security that their loans will be repaid. Recent evidence shows
(http://www.nw.org/network/newsroom/documents/ExperianMayer_FullReport.pdf)
that pre-purchase counseling can significantly reduce mortgage delinquencies for 
both first-time and repeat homebuyers.


Greater certainty about the regulatory “rules of the road” will also encourage more 
mortgage lending. While the final “qualified mortgage (QM)” rule issued last year 
helped provide some certainty, concerns linger about the rule’s impact on access to 
mortgage credit. For a mortgage to fall within the QM box, the ratio of borrower 
debt-to-income cannot exceed 43 percent. Some observers contend that many young 
adults seeking to buy a home for the first time will be unable to meet this 
requirement because they are saddled
(http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/student-debt-may-hurt-
housing-recovery-by-hampering-first-time-buyers/2014/02/17/d90c7c1e-94bf-11e3
-83b9-1f024193bb84_story.html?hpid=z2) with large amounts of student loan 
obligations. Regulators should closely monitor the impact of the QM rule on 
mortgage lending and be prepared to show flexibility when appropriate.


The revised “qualified residential mortgage” or “QRM” rule, released last September, 
was a marked improvement over the original draft of the rule issued in 2011. The 
draft rule(http://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/2013/09/11/regulators-release-
proposed-revision-qualified-residential-mortgage-rule) had required a twenty-
percent down payment for a mortgage to obtain QRM status. The purpose of the 
QRM standard is laudable: to help ensure that securitizers retain some of the risk 
associated with the mortgages they sell into the secondary market. But after years 
of consideration, it is time for federal regulators to propose a final QRM rule. To 
avoid causing confusion in the mortgage market, it’s critical for the final rule to align 
the QM and QRM standards.      


Housing Finance Reform


A major source of concern is the uncertain future of our nation’s housing finance 
system, which today is overwhelmingly dominated by the federal government. We 
are pleased that the commission’s plan for a new system in which risk-bearing 
private capital plays a central role has been very well received by policymakers from 
across the political spectrum. The plan demonstrates it is possible to develop a 
forward-looking, bipartisan approach to this complex subject and has sparked 


Page 2 of 6The State of Housing in America | Bipartisan Policy Center


2/28/2014http://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/housing/2014/02/25/state-housing-policy







renewed interest on Capitol Hill in advancing reform legislation
(http://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/2013/06/housing-finance-reform-inertia-gaining-
momentum).


There are now serious reform proposals pending in both the Senate and House of 
Representatives. These initiatives share many of the same elements of the 
commission’s plan -- a desire to introduce more risk-bearing private capital into the 
mortgage system; the gradual wind down of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac over a 
multiyear transition period; and support for the critical role played by community 
banks in meeting America’s mortgage needs. Other proposals, including bipartisan 
legislation sponsored by Senators Tim Johnson (D-SD) and Mike Crapo (R-ID), are 
also likely to be unveiled soon.


With the legislative clock ticking, the Congressional leadership should make housing 
finance reform one of its top legislative priorities for the remainder of the year. 
Enactment of reform legislation could be a signature achievement of this Congress 
and a major boost to the housing market and our nation’s economic recovery. It is 
time to get the job done.


Aging in Place


In our report, the commission highlighted what we believe is one of the most 
important emerging issues in housing: the aging of the Baby Boomers and the 
increasing numbers of seniors who will seek to age in place. With many of our 
homes and communities ill-equipped to make independent living into old age a safe 
and viable option, accommodating the desire to age in place will require considerable 
resources and creative thinking.


As part of this effort, the federal government should strengthen the partnerships 
between housing and health care providers. Understanding how service-enriched 
housing can benefit the health care system by lowering costs and enhancing the 
delivery of care is critical.      


Each year there seems to be increased public awareness of the aging-in-place 
challenge. Communities across the country are responding with innovative 
strategies(http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/a-new-policy-approach-to-
keeping-seniors-in-their-homes/2014/02/12/0a8bbede-935e-11e3-b3f7-
f5107432ca45_story.html). Numerous private-sector organizations like the American 
Association of Retired Persons and the National Association of Home Builders have 
sponsored educational programs to make homes more safe and livable for the 
elderly. At the federal level, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
continues to examine
(http://www.huduser.org/portal/periodicals/em/fall13/highlight1.html) proposals 
to retrofit homes so they are “senior friendly” as well as explore ways to better 
integrate aging-in-place priorities into existing federal programs.
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While the aging-in-place challenge is a daunting one, I am confident that, over time, 
we can develop affordable and effective solutions. 


Rural Housing


I am grateful to my commission co-chair, former Senator Kit Bond, for faithfully 
reminding us about the housing needs that exist in rural America. Too many rural 
families are burdened with excessive housing costs and housing quality remains poor 
in many rural communities.


Over the years, the homeownership and rental assistance programs of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture have helped millions of rural families. Until the recent 
passage of the farm bill, those families living in some 900 rural communities were at 
risk of losing access to these programs as a result of a technical change to the 
definition of what constitutes a “rural area.” By grandfathering these communities 
through 2020, the farm bill at least temporarily preserves
(http://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/housing/2014/02/20/victory-small-town-america)
this access, just as the commission recommended in its report. We commend the 
Congress for taking this important step.


The Affordable Rental Housing Crisis


About one-third of our nation’s families rent their homes. Yet many of these families 
are faced with staggering housing cost burdens. According to the Harvard Joint 
Center for Housing Studies, about half of all renter households – 21.1 million –
spend more than 30 percent of their income on rent (the traditional standard for 
affordability). The percentage of renter households that are “severely cost-
burdened,” paying 50 percent or more of their income on rent, now stands at 27 
percent
(http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/jchs.harvard.edu/files/jchs_americas_rental_ho


Those families with the lowest incomes suffer the most: in 2011, 83 percent of 
renters with incomes of less than $15,000 were cost burdened, including 71 percent 
whose housing costs consumed more than 50 percent of their budgets.


For our lowest-income families, a major factor contributing to these housing-cost 
burdens is the severe shortage of affordable rental homes. According to the Joint 
Center, in 2011, for every 100 extremely low-income renters (those making less 
than 30 percent of area median income), only 36 units are affordable and available.


This situation is unacceptable and should not be tolerated. Yes, federal rental 
assistance provides help, but fewer than one in four families eligible for such 
assistance actually receives it. In many communities, Housing Choice vouchers are 
distributed through long waiting lists and even lotteries.
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In response to these problems, the commission has put forward a bold plan that 
would target federal rental assistance to our most vulnerable households, those with 
incomes at or below 30 percent of the area median. Under the plan, households at 
this income level would be assured access to rental assistance if they need it. For 
those families with slightly higher incomes, the commission recommends federal 
funding to support short-term emergency housing assistance to help those who may 
have suffered a temporary setback such as a job loss or illness.


To increase the supply of affordable rentals, the commission recommends a 50 
percent increase in federal support for the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit.    


At a time of severe budget pressures, we appreciate the efforts of Congressional 
appropriators to maximize funding for the key federal rental assistance programs. 
Initiatives like the Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Rental 
Assistance Demonstration(http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/RAD) also 
hold promise for helping stabilize the number of units in the affordable rental 
housing stock. But a much more comprehensive response is needed in light of the 
complexity and scope of the challenge we face. The commission will continue to 
raise awareness about the rental affordability crisis and its impact on our nation’s 
lower-income families. We will also continue our advocacy on behalf of the 
commission’s reform plan
(http://bipartisanpolicy.org/sites/default/files/BPC_Housing%
20Report_web_0.pdf#page=83) that seeks to respond to both the “demand side” 
and “supply side” dimensions of the crisis.


The National Housing Summit


The Commission hopes to shine the spotlight on all these critical issues at the New 
Directions for National Policy: 2014 Housing Summit, scheduled to take place on 
September 15-16 in Washington, DC. By bringing together top administration 
officials, members of Congress, leaders in real estate and finance, and hundreds of 
housing practitioners and experts from across the country, our goal is to elevate 
housing to the top of the national policy agenda and effect change. We hope you will 
be able to join us(http://bipartisanpolicy.org/events/2014/09/new-directions-
national-policy-2014-housing-summit) in September at this groundbreaking 
conference.


Related Content: 
Analysis and Commentary from the BPC Housing Commission Co-Chairs
Housing Commission
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1 Comment


• •


Carol Ott •


Something that's rarely discussed in housing circles -- we have a middle-income rental 
crisis, particularly in our cities. Median incomes and HUD Fair Market Rental rates simply 
don't mesh for a small household. In my own city of Baltimore, a household with an income 
of $40,000 gross salary is not going to be able to comfortably afford the FMR of $1250 on a 
two-bedroom house or apartment.


Our cities, particularly Baltimore, is losing taxpayers in the middle income range at an 
alarming rate -- and those are the very people we need more of. Not to mention, it's far 
more cost effective to prevent people from sliding into poverty than it is to bring them back 
up once they've stopped being able to pay for necessities like shelter and food. Also in 
many cities -- the income levels for any kind of housing assistance does not include middle-
income folks, or the waiting list takes years to churn through.


We must include middle-income housing in policy discussions, if we're to solve this issue.
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Why Congress Should Preserve Tax‐Exempt Private Activity Housing Bonds  


in Tax Reform 


Housing Bonds Have Been an Unqualified Success 


 Through Mortgage Revenue Bonds  (MRBs), state HFAs have helped over 3 million  responsible 
low‐ and moderate‐income borrowers become homeowners.  They help another approximately 
100,000 families buy their first homes with MRB mortgages in a typical year.  HFAs have helped 
nearly 175,000 additional consumers by converting some of  their bond authority  to Mortgage 
Credit Certificates  (MCCs), which provide  the homebuyer with a  federal  tax credit  for  interest 
paid on their mortgage.   


 Fourteen thousand properties across the country have been financed using multifamily bonds to 
provide  affordable  rental  housing  to  over  1 million  families.   Multifamily  bonds  help  finance 
approximately 36,000  rental apartments annually, most of which house  residents with special 
needs, such as the elderly, those in assisted living, persons with disabilities, the rural poor, and 
individuals and families that are homeless. 


Housing Bonds Address a Critical Public Need 


 Housing Bonds help low‐income homebuyers and renters at a time when our nation’s affordable 
housing needs are great and growing.  While Housing Bonds are issued under “private activity” 
bond authority, they clearly support the achievement of a vital public purpose.   


 While there have been signs of recovery in the single‐family housing market, many creditworthy 
low‐and moderate‐income borrowers are still struggling to find the affordable loan terms they 
need to purchase their first home.  According to the National Association of REALTORS® (NAR), 
first‐time home buyers accounted for only 27 percent of all home purchases in December, the 
lowest in five years.  Fewer entry‐level home buyers will hold back the housing market’s still 
fragile recovery by making it difficult for “move‐up” buyers to sell their homes. 


 Today, there are only 57 affordable rental homes available for every 100 very low‐income renter 
households, those earning 50 percent of area median income (AMI) or less.  For the 10.1 million 
households with extremely low incomes, those earning 30 percent of AMI or less, there are only 
30 affordable homes available for every 100 households.  Only one in four households eligible 
for federal rental housing assistance receives it.  


Housing Bonds Contribute to Economic Growth 


 In addition to empowering first‐time home buyers, MRBs contribute to economic growth by 
supporting jobs in construction and related industries.  According to metrics developed by NAR 
and the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB), every 100 MRB‐financed existing home 
sales generated 50 new jobs and contributed over $5.8 million to economic growth, and every 
100 new home sales producing 300 jobs and over $23.1 million in economic growth.    


 MRB production helps the sales of foreclosed housing inventory; revitalizes distressed 
neighborhoods; brings mortgage funds into capital deprived areas; funds the repair and 
purchase of homes in older, urban communities; and helps low‐income renters move out of 
public and assisted housing into homes of their own. 







 Multifamily bonds also generate economic growth.  According to NAHB, every 100 rental homes 
produced with Housing Bonds generates 116 jobs and over $8.6 million in economic growth. 


Many of These Investments Would Not Happen Without Housing Bonds 


 Eliminating or curbing the tax exemption would not reduce the need for affordable housing but 
would lead investors to demand higher interest rates,  thus directly and negatively impacting 
the availability of lower cost financing for low‐income working families and special needs 
populations.   


 Tax‐exempt private activity Housing Bonds leverage private sector investment that would not 
occur otherwise.   








Posted on: Monday, February 10, 2014
Housing and the Economy: A Forecast for 2014 


By Housing Commission and Financial Regulatory Reform Initiative analysts 


The BPC Economic Policy Program hosted a panel discussion on Thursday, January 
30 with three prominent economists who shared predictions on the state of the U.S. 
housing market in 2014. Richard Smith, BPC Housing Commissioner and CEO of 
Realogy Holdings Corp., moderated the forum.


Housing had a strong rebound in 2013, with total annual growth in residential fixed 
investment at 12%. Growth in residential investment contributed almost one-sixth of 
total economic growth, despite being less than one-twentieth of the total economy. 
Smith pointed out that overall economic activity driven by housing is a much larger 
share of the U.S. economy than suggested by the residential investment indicator—
almost 20 percent—and is a key driver of future growth. The panelists discussed how 
the most recent data for the fourth quarter were depressed, likely due to unusually 
bad weather. The question they grappled with is: Where do we go from here?


Smith asked the panelists which trends—economic, demographic, or policy—most 
influence their forecast for where the housing market is headed in 2014. Beth Ann 
Bovino, U.S. Chief Economist for Standard & Poor’s, acknowledged that economic 
factors like job growth, increases in household net worth, and the strengthening of 
the stock market lend to an optimistic view, but are countered by challenges on the 
demographic front. Most notably, many of those in the “starter-home” age bracket 
are not entering the market because they are either in school or saddled with 
student loan debt. Mike Fratantoni, Chief Economist at the Mortgage Bankers 
Association, noted that lenders are peeling back product options like adjustable rate 
or interest only loans in response to the recent Qualified Mortgage (QM) rule. He 
argued that this policy-triggered trend, over the long-term, will leave borrowers with 
fewer options and less flexibility to move between products. Lawrence Yun, Chief 
Economist with the National Association of Realtors, viewed 2013 as a good recovery 
year that, despite ending softly in the fourth quarter, left 2014 in a solid place to 
continue improving.


While home prices nationally rose by 20% over the past two years, uneven income 
growth has led to a bifurcated housing market with a booming jumbo market and 
sluggish first-time buyer demand. When asked what is likely to happen to home 
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prices over the next year, Bovino predicted 6% year over year growth, Fratantoni 
foresees 4%, while Yun’s forecast split the difference at 5% price growth. The panel 
agreed, however, that there will continue to be incredible variation across markets.


Notable takeaways from the discussion:


• Industry groups are closely watching the impact the recent QM rule will have 
on interest rates.


• A general consensus that the national homeownership rate will eventually settle 
around 65%.


• The housing market may take an additional 3 years to return to its pre-crisis 
level.


• The aspiration to own a home has stayed strong among young people and even 
among those who experienced a foreclosure.


• The 30 year fixed rate product is very popular and it is hard to imagine 
housing finance reform legislation that can be enacted into law that does not 
also maintain this product.


Watch the panel discussion here
(http://bipartisanpolicy.org/events/2014/01/housing-and-economy-forecast-2014).
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Posted on: Monday, February 3, 2014


Rental Assistance is an Essential Investment in America's 
Future 


In 2012, the number of households spending more than 30 percent of their income 
on rent set a new record
By George Mitchell


Our country is in the midst of a rental affordability crisis that is having a devastating 
impact on our nation’s most vulnerable families. Many of these families are forced to 
make the difficult choice of spending less on health care, food, and other basic 
necessities just to cover their housing costs. With rental demand expected to be 
strong throughout the remainder of the decade, rents are likely to rise even higher, 
exacerbating an already difficult, if not impossible, situation.


The latest figures from Harvard’s Joint Center for Housing Studies tell the story: in 
2012, the number of households spending more than 30 percent of their income on 
rent set a new record -- 21.1 million, or about half of all renter households. The 
percentage of renter households that are “severely cost-burdened” (paying 50 
percent or more of their income on rent) now stands at 27 percent
(http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/jchs.harvard.edu/files/jchs_americas_rental_ho
another record-high number.


Not surprisingly, those families with the lowest incomes are hit particularly hard by 
rising rental costs: in 2011, 83 percent of renters with incomes of less than $15,000 
were cost burdened, including 71 percent
(http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/jchs.harvard.edu/files/jchs_americas_rental_ho
whose housing costs consumed more than 50 percent of their budgets.


For our lowest-income families, a major factor contributing to these housing-cost 
burdens is the acute shortage of affordable rental homes. Over the past decade, the 
number of extremely low-income households (those making less than 30 percent of 
area median income) has increased significantly, while the stock of low-cost rentals 
has remained essentially unchanged. Competition from higher-income renters for the 
same units further limits the supply of rentals affordable to those at the bottom of 
the income ladder. According to the Joint Center, in 2011, for every 100 extremely 
low-income renters, only 36 units
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(http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/jchs.harvard.edu/files/jchs_americas_rental_ho
were affordable and available.


To increase the supply of affordable rentals, the Bipartisan Policy Center Housing 
Commission recommends
(http://bipartisanpolicy.org/sites/default/files/BPC_Housing%
20Report_web_0.pdf#page=92) a 50 percent increase in federal support for the Low
-Income Housing Tax Credit. With a long track record of success, the Housing Credit 
has been our nation’s most effective tool in supporting the production of rental 
housing for low-income families. The Housing Credit is a true private-public 
partnership, engaging private market forces to build affordable housing while 
minimizing risk to the federal government and the taxpayers.


In light of the great need for more affordable rental housing, creative ideas to 
maximize the Housing Credit’s impact merit serious consideration. The President’s 
Fiscal Year 2014 budget, for example, proposed to increase support for the Housing 
Credit by permitting states to convert up to seven percent of their qualified private 
activity bond cap into Housing Credit allocation authority. If a state were to make 
maximum use of this conversion option, it is estimated that allocation authority 
would increase by 19 percent.


While increasing the supply of affordable rental homes is critical, we must also 
address the “demand side” of the affordability crisis. Over the years, federal rental 
assistance programs have provided essential help to millions of low-income families, 
but fewer than one in four eligible households is actually served by these programs. 
Scarce rental subsidies are often allocated through waiting lists and by lotteries.


The commission has offered a comprehensive set of “demand-side” 
recommendations, including a more precise targeting of federal rental assistance to 
ensure our nation’s most vulnerable families receive help if they need it. The 
commission has also urged the adoption of a new performance-based system for 
delivering federal rental aid that focuses less on process and more on achieving 
positive results for those assisted. It is my hope that Congress and the 
Administration will seriously consider these reform proposals as the year unfolds.


Perhaps the most critical, short-term step is setting the right priorities for the 
federal budget, particularly at a time when resources are tight and the demands on 
these resources are great. In my view, ensuring that our nation’s most vulnerable 
families can afford their shelter should be at the very top of the priority list. It is 
simply unacceptable in a country as wealthy as ours that so many of our fellow 
citizens lack access to an affordable home.


In the recently-enacted Fiscal Year 2014 omnibus appropriations bill, Congress 
provides(http://www.ncsha.org/blog/congress-passes-fy-2014-omnibus-
appropriations-bill) a modest increase in funding over Fiscal Year 2013 levels for a 
number of important housing assistance programs, including the HOME Investment 
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Partnerships program, project-based Section 8, Housing Choice Vouchers, homeless 
assistance, and Section 202 Housing for the Elderly.


This additional funding, while not sufficient to meet the great need that exists, will 
help prevent what could have been an even more dire situation under sequestration.


Looking ahead, as Members of Congress develop a budget plan for Fiscal Year 2015, 
it is my hope they will continue to find ways to fund our nation’s federal rental 
assistance programs to the fullest extent possible. These programs not only help 
millions of families meet their immediate housing needs, they are also an essential 
investment in our nation’s future.


Related Content: 
Analysis and Commentary from the BPC Housing Commission Co-Chairs
Housing Commission
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1 Comment


• •


islandcoopmember •


It is definitely time to make affordable housing a government priority. Rental housing is not 
the only option - cooperative housing is affordable and proven affordable housing model 
that also strengthens our communities. 


As a co-op member, you have security of tenure. This means that you can live in your home 
for as long as you wish if you follow the rules of the co-op and pay your housing charge 
(rent). As a co-op member, you have a say in decisions that affect your home. You and your 
neighbours own your homes co-operatively. Members form a community that works 
together to manage the co-op. Co-op communities are made up of all kinds of people -
people with different backgrounds and incomes and special needs. These diverse and 
vibrant communities are the unique strength of the co-op housing movement.


A great source of information about co-operative housing can be found at 
http://www.chfcanada.coop/eng/... Find out more about how you can support the co-op 
housing movement by visiting https://www.facebook.com/group... on Facebook!
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Posted on: Friday, January 10, 2014
Enhancing Energy Efficiency in Housing 


Boosting energy efficiency can improve our quality of life, reduce household costs, 
and enhance our nation’s energy security
By Henry Cisneros


It may be hard to believe, but the greenhouse gas emissions of a typical home are 
double that of the average vehicle. In fact, the energy use associated with our 
homes accounts for some 21 percent
(http://www.energystar.gov/buildings/sites/default/uploads/tools/SPP%20Sales%
20Flyer%20for%20Home%20Improvement.pdf) of our nation’s overall energy 
consumption. That’s why a commitment to improving energy efficiency in housing 
must be a continued focus of our nation’s policymakers, particularly as the housing 
market begins to recover.


How to incentivize the adoption of energy-efficiency measures in existing and newly 
constructed homes was the subject of a lively panel discussion at the Commission’s 
public forum(http://bipartisanpolicy.org/events/2013/11/housing-americas-future
-new-directions-national-policy-los-angeles-regional-forum) in Los Angeles. Led by 
panel moderator Bryan Howard of the non-profit U.S. Green Building Council
(http://www.usgbc.org/), the discussion showcased the many innovative initiatives 
that are taking place at the federal, state, and local levels.


The critical first step in making our homes more energy efficient and environmentally 
sustainable is having timely and accurate information about electric, oil, gas, and 
water use. As Kelly Smith, the Director of Building Analytics at the Boston-based 
firm WegoWise, put it: “You cannot manage what you don’t measure.” WegoWise 
has developed a web-based tool to help multifamily property owners collect data on 
energy use and track the performance of the buildings in their respective portfolios.


The certification of homes as meeting certain energy-efficiency and environmental 
standards is also an important tool. The Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) for Homes(http://www.usgbc.org/leed/rating-
systems/homes) program, developed by the U.S. Green Building Council, verifies 
that homes are designed and built to be energy-efficient and healthy for occupants. 
LEED certification can be applied to single-family and multifamily homes, and covers 
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both market-rate and affordable housing. To date, more than 100,000 housing units 
have been certified under the program.


Another tool to promote energy efficiency in affordable housing are the State 
Qualified Allocation Plans for the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit. According to 
Global Green USA, a leading environmental organization, the LIHTC program and 
QAPs are “critical drivers in the national adoption of green building criteria in 
affordable housing design and construction.” Nearly three-quarters
(http://globalgreen.org/pdfs/2013QAP_FINAL.pdf) of all state housing finance 
agencies incorporate smart growth principles and energy efficiency standards in their 
QAPs.


At the federal level, the Green Refinance Plus initiative builds on the Fannie Mae/FHA 
Risk-Share program by funding energy-efficient retrofits of older affordable 
multifamily properties. The program allows for lower debt service coverages and 
higher loan-to-value ratios to generate extra loan proceeds that can be “cashed out” 
and used for these retrofits. The retrofits, in turn, are based on Green Physical 
Needs Assessments that provide in-depth energy and water audits and an evaluation 
of opportunities for environmentally friendly upgrades.


While we have witnessed many significant advances in recent years in improving the 
environmental sustainability of residential housing, we have only just scratched the 
surface. Enhancing the energy efficiency of our homes can improve our quality of 
life, reduce household costs, and enhance our nation’s energy security. As the 
housing market continues to recover, it will be more important than ever to keep 
the momentum going.


Related Content: 
Analysis and Commentary from the BPC Housing Commission Co-Chairs
Housing Commission
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Posted on: Monday, November 4, 2013


The Great Recession’s Most Unfortunate Victim: 
Homeownership 


Homeownership alone cannot solve all economic disparities, but it is an effective 
means of working toward that goal
By Robert M. Couch


Since the early twentieth century, the goal of homeownership has been almost 
synonymous with the American Dream. Because of the real and perceived benefits of 
owning a home, there has been a steady progression of governmental efforts to 
make this status achievable. Despite the longstanding national policy to encourage 
homeownership, however, a recent string of reports has presented some troubling 
news. These reports provide a disturbing picture of homeownership trends over the 
past several years and some clues about what is causing these trends. While the 
economy officially moved out of recession back in 2009, and there are signs that the 
value of homes has begun to climb again, there is a widespread belief that changes 
in the marketplace have not worked to the benefit of average Americans who want 
to own the home in which they live. Taking a comprehensive look at the housing 
finance landscape leads one to the conclusion that many of the policies we are 
pursuing as a nation have the unintended consequence of reducing the ranks of 
homeowners in the United States.


The most disturbing report comes from the Harvard Joint Center for Housing 
Studies. In its annual report issued in June on the state of housing across the 
country, the Joint Center described a continuing, steady, and precipitous decline in 
the nation’s homeownership rates. This trend began in 2006 and has continued, 
unabated, through the second quarter of 2013. More troubling is that the trend is 
most pronounced within those demographic groups with the most ground to make 
up: African-Americans, Hispanics, young people, and first-time home buyers. The 
report goes further to attribute much of the cause of the decline to increasingly 
stringent lending standards on the part of mortgage lenders nationwide.


A second body of data came out in March and April of this year, when both Freddie 
Mac and Fannie Mae released loan level data on large pools of mortgages originated 
in 1999 through 2012. The data show a strong correlation among loan 
characteristics, such as credit scores, the appraised value of the collateral, and the 
track record of the borrower in paying the loan. The data also reveal that the 
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correlation between marginal credit and/or excessive leverage at origination and poor 
loan performance grows stronger as property values decline in an economic 
downturn.


The third major release occurred with the final progress reports of the Monitor of the 
$25 billion settlement fund that resulted from the litigation brought by the federal 
government and 49 state attorneys general against five of the largest mortgage loan 
servicers. When examined in the aggregate, the performance of the five settling 
servicers as described in those reports shows overall compliance with a major 
restructuring of mortgage loan servicing systems throughout the country, as well as 
payments of billions of dollars to hundreds of thousands of borrowers who may or 
may not have suffered injury as a result of servicing practices. The Monitor’s reports 
immediately drew mixed reactions from policy makers, but there is near universal 
agreement on one point: the cost of administering a mortgage loan that has gone 
into default will increase dramatically in the years ahead. As a result, there are 
increasing incentives embedded in the servicing rules to make only those loans that 
have the highest probability of performing throughout their lives.


Read the full article


Housing Commission
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SUMMARY


SUMMARY 


WORST CASE HOUSING NEEDS 2011: 
SUMMARY


The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) finds dramatic 
increases in worst case housing needs during the 2009 to 2011 period1 that cut 
across demographic groups, household types, and regions. This rise in hardship 
among renters is due to substantial increases in rental housing demand and 
weakening incomes that increase competition for already-scarce affordable units. 


Given the severely challenged economic conditions that the United States 
confronted during this period, particularly surrounding the housing market, it is not 
surprising that the need for housing assistance continues to outpace the ability of 
federal, state, and local governments to supply it. Worst Case Housing Needs 2011: 
Report to Congress examines the causes of and trends in worst case needs for 
affordable rental housing.


Continued Increases in Worst Case Needs 
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EXHIBIT 1. GROWTH IN WORST CASE HOUSING NEEDS, 
2001–2011


5, 176


5, 992 5, 905


7, 095


5, 014


8, 475


1 The term “worst case needs” is defined as very low-income renters with incomes below 50 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI) who do not receive government 
housing assistance and who either paid more than half of their income for rent or lived in severely inadequate conditions, or who faced both of these challenges. HUD’s 
estimates of worst case needs are based primarily on data from the American Housing Survey (AHS).
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SUMMARY


Worst case needs continue to grow at record rates. The number 
of renter households with worst case needs increased to 8.48 
million in 2011, up from a previous high of 7.10 million in 2009.


The high rate of growth in worst case needs observed in 2009 
continues unabated. The number of worst case needs has 
grown by 2.57 million households since 2007—a striking 43.5 
percent increase. 


The vast majority of these renters had worst case needs because 
of their severe rent burdens—paying more than half of their 
income for rent—while inadequate housing caused only three 
percent of worst case needs.


Worst Case Needs Affect All 
Demographic Groups and  
Household Types
Worst case needs affect all major racial and ethnic groups. 
Hispanic and non-Hispanic white households experienced the 
largest increases in the number of both very low-income renters 
and worst case needs since 2009. As a result, 48 percent of new 
cases of worst case needs were found among white, 28 percent 
among Hispanic, and 13 percent from black households.


Most household types experienced increases in worst case 
needs from 2009 to 2011.2 In 2011, worst case needs affected 
3.24 million families with children, 1.47 million elderly households, 
2.97 million other “nonfamily” households (unrelated people 
sharing housing), and 0.80 million “other family” households. 
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EXHIBIT 2. DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC CAUSES
OF INCREASING WORST CASE NEEDS, 2009 TO 2011
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Regardless of household type, one-third to one-half of very low-
income renters of each type experienced worst case needs in 2011.


Almost one in six renters with worst case needs included a 
nonelderly person with disabilities. The number of households 
with worst case needs having at least one nonelderly person 
with disabilities increased from 990,000 in 2009 to 1.31 million 
households in 2011, an increase of 320,000 households.


Context and Discussion
Estimates of worst case needs are based on the biennial 
American Housing Survey (AHS). Because the 2011 data were 
collected from May through September 2011, they do not 
capture changes arising since then. Nevertheless, the data show 
that while the economy has been slowly recovering from the  
2007 to 2009 recession, the economic benefits of recovery had 
not yet reached millions of very low-income renters in 2011.


The likelihood that a very low-income renter household had worst 
case needs increased from 41.4 percent in 2009 to 43.9 percent in 
2011. However, this higher prevalence rate did not account for all 
of the increase in worst case needs. An increase in the number of 
renters had a greater effect (Exhibit 2).


The number of renter households increased primarily because 
a substantial number of homeowners became renters as a 
result of the nation’s economic and housing market problems—
unemployment and foreclosures—and also because of new 
household formation. Household formation and increasing renter 
share account for 210,000 and 510,000 new cases of worst case 
needs, or 53 percent of the total increase of 1.38 million.


The rest of the increase in worst case needs during 2009 to 2011 
can be attributed to falling incomes among renters, a continuing 
shortage of housing assistance, and increased scarcity of affordable 
housing. The income of the median renter declined by 1.5 percent 
during this period, even as the median rent increased by 4.1 percent.


Even when households that change tenure from owning to 
renting have incomes that keep them from having worst case 
needs, they nevertheless occupy rental units. As a result, they 
increase the demand for such units and cause rents to rise for 
more vulnerable renters.


Conversion of numerous owner-occupied units to rental units 
following foreclosure helped offset some of the sharp increase 
in rental demand from the former occupants of those units. The 
stock of owner-occupied housing decreased by almost 760,000 
units during 2009 to 2011,3 while the rental stock increased 
by 3.33 million units (8.4 percent). The 3.47 million new renter 
households absorbed all the net increase of rental units while 
also occupying 140,000 previously vacant units.


2 The estimated increase in worst case needs among elderly households is not statistically significant.
3 The net loss of owner-occupied units reflects changes from new construction, demolition, and conversion. Construction was completed on 943,000 new single-family detached 


homes during 2010 and 2011. See U.S. Housing Market Conditions, table 4, http://www.huduser.org/portal/periodicals/ushmc/fall12/USHMC_3q12_historical.pdf.
4  R ental units that are affordable at a specific income level are considered available if they are either currently vacant or already occupied by households whose incomes 


do not exceed that income level.



http://www.huduser.org/portal/periodicals/ushmc/fall12/USHMC_3q12_historical.pdf
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SUMMARY


The national scarcity of affordable units available for the renters 
who need them most4 continued to worsen (Exhibit 3), despite 
these substantial shifts in supply. The number of affordable and 
available rental units decreased to 65 units per 100 very low-
income renters and 36 units per 100 extremely low-income renters.
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EXHIBIT 3. SHRINKING SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE RENTAL UNITS 
AVAILABLE FOR OCCUPANCY BY LOWER-INCOME RENTERS


Very Low Income (<50% AMI)Extremely Low Income (<30% AMI)


Conclusion 
The worsening situation for the nation’s 19.3 million very low-
income renters clearly reflects the severe economic dislocation 
of the recession and the associated collapse of the housing 
market, which reduced homeownership through foreclosures and 
increased demand for rental housing. The scale of the problem 
requires major strategic decisions. As worst case housing needs 
continue to increase and the level of housing assistance remains 
relatively flat, the gap between the number of assisted units and the 
number of households with severe housing needs has never been 
wider. There are approximately two very low-income households 
with worst case needs for every very low-income household with 
rental assistance. A broad strategy is to continue to rebuild the 
economy and provide assistance to those families most in need. 
While the nation’s economic woes affected everyone, those with 
very low incomes were least able to weather its effects. 
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SECTION 1
 EXTENT AND NATURE OF  


WORST CASE NEEDS


The U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) 


is the largest federal provider 
of affordable rental housing. 
In response to a request by 


Congress in 1991, HUD’s Office 
of Policy Development and 


Research (PD&R) periodically 
reports to Congress on the 


severity of worst case needs 
for affordable rental housing, 


as collected in the biennial 
American Housing Survey 


(AHS). This report is the 14th in 
the series of core reports.5


Extent of Worst Case Needs in 2011
In the context of the recent upheaval in the homeownership market and economic 
recession, we examined the 2011 AHS data to understand the current dimensions 
of what was already a growing problem. The basic facts presented and examined 
in the following pages are—


 − In 2011, 8.48 million renters had worst case needs, as shown in Exhibit 1–1. 
These renters have very low incomes,6 lack housing assistance, and have either 
severe rent burdens or severely inadequate housing (or both).
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EXHIBIT 1–1. GROWTH IN WORST CASE HOUSING NEEDS, 
2001–2011


5, 014 5, 176


5, 992 5, 905


7, 095


8, 475


5 PD&R supplements the core reports on worst case needs with periodic topical reports. For a list of previous titles, see Appendix D.
6 Very low income and extremely low income refer throughout this report to the income levels of renters. Very low incomes are those incomes of no more than 50 percent 


of the Area Median Income (AMI), and extremely low incomes are those incomes of no more than 30 percent of AMI—typically below the poverty line. HUD programs use 
AMI calculated on the basis of local family incomes, with adjustments for household size, more precisely known as HUD-Adjusted Median Family Income, or HAMFI (see 
Appendix E). On a nationwide basis, the AMI was $64,000 per year in 2009, placing the very low-income level at $32,000 per year and the extremely low-income level 
at $19,200 per year. All these income levels are for a family of four. Families with fewer than four people or who live in areas with lower median family incomes can have 
incomes of much less than these national thresholds if they qualify as very low- or extremely low-income households in their areas.
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N = 14.675 million unassisted very low-income renters
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


EXHIBIT 1–2. PRIORITY PROBLEMS CAUSING
WORST CASE NEEDS, 2011
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 WHICH HOUSEHOLDS CAN HAVE 
WORST CASE NEEDS?


By definition, households that can have worst case needs 
are households that—


• Are renters.


• Have very low incomes; that is, incomes of no more 
than 50 percent of the Area Median Income (as 
adjusted for family size).


• Do not receive federal housing assistance.


PRIORITY PROBLEMS TRIGGER 
WORST CASE NEEDS


Two types of priority problems determine whether 
households have worst case needs. 


1. Severe rent burden means a renter household is 
paying more than one-half of its income for gross rent 
(rent and utilities). 


2. Severely inadequate housing refers to units having 
one or more serious physical problems related 
to heating, plumbing, and electrical systems or 
maintenance. (Problems are listed in Appendix E.)


 − The rapid growth of worst case needs continues unabated. The 
number of worst case needs in 2011 was 19 percent greater 
than 2009 levels and 43 percent greater than 2007 levels. 


 − The primary problem is rent burden—insufficient tenant 
incomes relative to rents. Severely inadequate housing 
accounts for only 3 percent of worst case needs.


 − The dramatic increase in worst case needs since 2007 
reflects the impact of the economic and housing crises. 
Mortgage foreclosures, widespread unemployment, and 
shrinking renter incomes during the recession added many 
new very low-income renters—those vulnerable to worst 
case needs.


 − Lower incomes led directly to increased worst case needs 
by increasing the number of renters with very low incomes 
and increasing rent burdens among very low-income 
renters. Income losses also exacerbated worst case needs 
indirectly by rapidly increasing demand and competition for 
the most affordable units, thereby raising rents. Therefore, 


the population of vulnerable very low-income renters grew 
substantially, and the prevalence of worst case needs 
simultaneously increased for this population during the 
2009-to-2011 period.


 − The supply of affordable housing increased between 2009 
and 2011, but not enough to serve the increased number of 
very low-income renters. Housing assistance continued to 
help fill the gap and prevent millions of housing problems. 
The sum total of affordable housing units and assisted units 
fell further behind the need, however, resulting in a new 
surge in worst case housing needs.


With these key facts in mind, Section 1 explores the current extent 
and the demographic characteristics of worst case needs—
which households have such needs and what their situations 
actually are.


WHAT IS A TYPICAL 
WORST CASE NEED HOUSEHOLD?


The typical renter with worst case housing needs is a 
family with two children, most often a minority family 
headed by either a single female or a husband and 
wife. The family resides in adequate or good-quality 
housing in a suburb of a southern metropolitan area. 
Earnings are the family’s primary source of income, yet 
their low wages place them below the poverty line and 
in the extremely low-income category. Their rent plus 
utilities cost almost $800 per month, consuming all 
their reported income. They meet other needs with food 
stamps from the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program, Medicaid, gifts from friends and relatives, and 
Earned Income Tax Credits.


Inadequate Housing and Inadequate Income 


Of the two types of priority problems that make up worst case 
needs, severe rent burden is, by far, the more frequent problem. 
As Exhibit 1–2 illustrates, 96.4 percent of all worst case needs 
renters, or 8.21 million households, had severe rent burdens in 
2011. Paying one-half of a limited total income for rent leaves very 
little income for other essentials, such as food, medical care, 
transportation expenses, education, and childcare.
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the population of vulnerable very low-income renters grew 
substantially, and the prevalence of worst case needs 
simultaneously increased for this population during the 
2009-to-2011 period.


 − The supply of affordable housing increased between 2009 
and 2011, but not enough to serve the increased number of 
very low-income renters. Housing assistance continued to 
help fill the gap and prevent millions of housing problems. 
The sum total of affordable housing units and assisted units 
fell further behind the need, however, resulting in a new 
surge in worst case housing needs.


With these key facts in mind, Section 1 explores the current extent 
and the demographic characteristics of worst case needs—
which households have such needs and what their situations 
actually are.


WHAT IS A TYPICAL 
WORST CASE NEED HOUSEHOLD?


The typical renter with worst case housing needs is a 
family with two children, most often a minority family 
headed by either a single female or a husband and 
wife. The family resides in adequate or good-quality 
housing in a suburb of a southern metropolitan area. 
Earnings are the family’s primary source of income, yet 
their low wages place them below the poverty line and 
in the extremely low-income category. Their rent plus 
utilities cost almost $800 per month, consuming all 
their reported income. They meet other needs with food 
stamps from the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program, Medicaid, gifts from friends and relatives, and 
Earned Income Tax Credits.


Inadequate Housing and Inadequate Income 


Of the two types of priority problems that make up worst case 
needs, severe rent burden is, by far, the more frequent problem. 
As Exhibit 1–2 illustrates, 96.4 percent of all worst case needs 
renters, or 8.21 million households, had severe rent burdens in 
2011. Paying one-half of a limited total income for rent leaves very 
little income for other essentials, such as food, medical care, 
transportation expenses, education, and childcare.


N = 14.675 million unassisted very low-income renters
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


EXHIBIT 1–2. PRIORITY PROBLEMS CAUSING
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Severely inadequate housing alone triggers only 3.1 percent 
of worst case needs. If renters with severe rent burdens are 
included, 6.7 percent of worst case renters (570,000) had 
severely inadequate housing units. 


That severely inadequate housing causes such a small fraction 
of worst case needs is the result of a decades-long trend of 
improvements to the nation’s housing stock. More stringent 
building codes prevent the construction of units without complete 
plumbing or heating systems, and obsolete units are demolished 
each year. Nevertheless, the housing stock is continually aging, 
and severely inadequate units continue to pose threats to the life 
and health of thousands of renters.


 PROGRESS IN REDUCING HOMELESSNESS


Homeless individuals and families clearly have worst 
case needs for affordable or assisted housing. 
Homeless people, however, are not included in official 
estimates of worst case needs because the American 
Housing Survey covers only housing units and the 
households that live in them, and homeless populations 
are notoriously difficult to survey or count.


In the most recent Annual Homeless Assessment 
Report to Congress, HUD estimated that 634,000 
sheltered and unsheltered homeless people were in the 
United States at a single point in time during January 
2012. Homelessness remained stable from the previous 
year but has declined 5.7 percent since 2007, including 
a decrease of 19.3 percent in chronic homelessness 
during the same period (HUD-CPD 2012).


Prevalence of Worst Case Needs by Income


The insufficiency of income relative to rents is the primary cause 
of worst case needs, affecting 44.0 percent of the 19.27 million 
very low-income renters, including 52.7 percent of extremely low-
income renters, in 2011 (Exhibit 1–3). Because extremely low-
income households also constitute by far most (61.1 percent) 
very low-income renters, nearly three out of four (73.3 percent) 
households with worst case needs had extremely low incomes 
during 2011.


EXHIBIT 1–3. WORST CASE NEEDS IN 2011


Very Low-Income Renters


 0–30% AMI 30–50% AMI Total


Number (thousands) 11,774 7,492 19,266


Number that are worst case needs renters (thousands) 6,209 2,266 8,475


Percent that are worst case needs renters 52.7 30.2 44.0


AMI = Area Median Income (HUD-adjusted). 
Note: Very low-income and extremely low-income refer throughout this report to the income levels of renters. Very low incomes are those incomes of no more than 50 
percent of the Area Median Income (AMI), and extremely low incomes are those incomes of no more than 30 percent of AMI—typically below the poverty line 
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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Increase in Worst Case Needs


Worst case needs continue to increase at a record pace. The 
8.48 million worst case needs in 2011 were 19 percent more than 
the 2009 estimate7 and 44 percent more than the 2007 estimate. 
The increase of 1.38 million from 2009 to 2011 easily satisfies the 
basic test for statistical significance.8 The continuing increase of 
worst case needs extends the decade-long period of growth. 


Between 2001 and 2011, the number of renters with worst case 
needs increased by 3.46 million, or 69 percent.


Worst case needs also are increasing as a percentage of U.S. 
households (Exhibit 1–4). During the most recent 2-year period, 
the prevalence again increased by more than a full percentage 
point, from 6.3 percent in 2009 to 7.4 percent in 2011. This 
increase is statistically significant as well.9


EXHIBIT 1–4. PREVALENCE OF WORST CASE NEEDS OVER TIME


2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011


All households (millions) 105.44 105.87 108.90 110.72 111.86 115.08


Renters with worst case needs (millions) 5.01 5.18 5.99 5.91 7.10 8.48


Worst case needs as percent of all households 4.76 4.89 5.50 5.33 6.34 7.36


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


Because the problem of worst case needs is primarily one of a 
scarcity of units with affordable rents relative to the number of 
renters with very low incomes, the balance of Section 1 examines 
the demographics of the renters who have these problems. 
Section 2 explores the dimensions of the inadequate supply of 
affordable rental units, and Section 3 summarizes and integrates 
supply and demand issues to shed light on the root causes of this 
growing problem.


Demographics of Worst Case Needs
Race, Ethnicity, and Immigration Status


Worst case needs are found across all types of communities, 
racial groups, and ethnic lines. Among the three largest groups 
as defined by race and ethnicity, however, both similarities and 
differences emerge.


During 2011, most worst case needs continued to be experienced 
by non-Hispanic white renters, with smaller shares experienced by 
non-Hispanic black renters, Hispanic renters, and other renters. The 
shares approximate the representation of these groups among very 
low-income renters. Together, the three largest race and ethnicity 
groups accounted for 93.1 percent of worst case needs in 2011. 


N = 8.475 million renters with worst case needs
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


EXHIBIT 1–5. SHARE OF WORST CASE NEEDS,
BY RACE AND ETHNICITY, 2011
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7 All estimates of worst case needs in 2009 refer to previously published estimates (HUD-PD&R, 2011). The estimates are based on 2009 AHS data that the Census Bureau 
benchmarked to household control totals from the 2000 census. By contrast, 2011 AHS data were benchmarked to the 2010 census. HUD examined the effect on worst 
case needs of rebenchmarking the 2009 AHS to the 2010 control totals. Rebenchmarking increases the 2009 estimate of 7.095 million worst case needs to 7.167 million. 
Because the difference of 72,000 households is modest, HUD did not attempt to amend the 2009 estimates. See Appendix F for further discussion.


8 The 95 percent confidence interval for the 2011 estimate is 8.173 million to 8.777 million. This likely range for the true value does not overlap with the 2009 confidence 
interval of 6.801 million to 7.389 million. Also see footnote 9 for a fuller discussion.


9 In analyzing 2011 results, HUD was unable to conduct sophisticated tests of statistical significance that would take into account the AHS panel design. Because the AHS 
samples the same housing units in multiple years, the samples are not independent from year to year, and confidence intervals for the change in means are greater than 
simple statistical tests imply. HUD and the Census Bureau previously used the more stringent method in assessing the 2003-to-2005 change, however. That test indicated 
that a 2003-to-2005 change in incidence across all U.S. households was significant at the 95-percent confidence level if it exceeded 0.294 percentage points (HUD 2007: 
13). The result is strongly suggestive but not conclusive that the 2009-to-2011 increase of 1.02 percentage points in overall incidence easily is statistically significant. HUD 
and the Census Bureau provide replicate weights with the AHS public use files beginning with 2009, which should enhance the ability of researchers to estimate standard 
errors (HUD-PD&R, 2012b; http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/ahs/ahsdata09.html).



http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/ahs/ahsdata09.html
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Exhibit 1–6 illustrates that the prevalence of worst case needs 
among very low-income renters during 2011 was greatest for non-
Hispanic whites, at 45.9 percent. Hispanics had the next greatest 
rate, at 45.3 percent, and the rate for blacks was 39.5 percent. An 
increase of 1.2 percentage points in the prevalence among whites 
moved them ahead of Hispanics, for whom the prevalence did not 
change. Prevalence among blacks with very low incomes surged 
by 3.0 percentage points between 2009 and 2011. 
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EXHIBIT 1–6. VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS AND WORST 
CASE NEEDS, BY RACE AND ETHNICITY, 2009 AND 2011


Non-Hispanic
White


HispanicNon-Hispanic
Black


Worst case needsVery low-income renters


8,051 
8,931 


4,493 4,606 
3,493 


4,348 


3,436 4,097 1,640 1,820 1,582 1,971 


The variations in the experiences of these race and ethnicity 
groups during different phases of the Great Recession10 and 
the ensuing recovery period suggest that differences in their 
geographic distribution and economic status create different 
vulnerabilities to economic stressors.11 As Exhibit 1–6 shows, the 
base of vulnerable very low-income renters increased for all three 
groups, but it did so at very different rates. During the 2009-
to-2011 span, the number of very low-income renters increased 
24.5 percent among Hispanics, 10.9 percent among non-
Hispanic whites, and 2.5 percent among non-Hispanic blacks. 
This pattern of growth among very low-income renters differs 
markedly from that of the preceding, 2007-to-2009 period, when 
growth was more modest among both whites and Hispanics but 
four times greater among blacks. 


Worst Case Needs by Household Type


The composition of different households reflects variations in their 
stage of life, income and resources, and housing needs. Families 
with children constitute the most worst case needs households 
(Exhibit 1–7), followed by nonfamily renter households, elderly 
renters, and other families. 


N = 4.475 million renters with worst case needs
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


EXHIBIT 1–7. SHARE OF WORST CASE NEEDS,
BY  HOUSEHOLD TYPE, 2011
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Exhibit 1–8 provides greater detail, showing the number of very 
low-income renters and instances of worst case needs for these 
household types in 2009 and 2011. 
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EXHIBIT 1–8. VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS AND WORST
CASE NEEDS, BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE, 2009 AND 2011


Families
With 


Children


Other 
Families


Elderly 
Without
Children


Worst case needsVery low-income renters


2009 2011


Other 
Nonfamily


6,758 
7,561 


3,636 3,934 
1,410 1,782 


5,314 5,990 


2,734 3,236 1,328 1,470 633 801 2,401 2,969 


 Families With Children


Worst case needs continue to increase among families with 
children. Families with children accounted for 500,000 new 
cases of worst case needs during the 2009-to-2011 period. This 
growth reflects both an increase of 800,000 very low-income 


10 The United States endured a Great Recession from December 2007 to June 2009 (NBER, 2010) that was caused in large part by a financial and mortgage crisis.
11 Other factors that might have contributed to differences in worst case needs prevalence among groups during the recessionary period include involvement with the 


subprime mortgage market, prevalence of foreclosures, and variations in occupations and industries (for example, construction). A detailed analysis of such factors is 
beyond the scope of this report.
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renters with children and greater prevalence of worst case needs 
among these households. The 42.8-percent rate of worst case 
needs in 2011 built on the striking increase from 34.6 percent in 
2007 to 40.5 percent in 2009. 


In the absence of housing assistance, worst case needs would be 
substantially more. Among very low-income renters with children, 
1.87 million (24.7 percent) receive rental assistance and therefore, 
by definition, cannot have worst case needs. On the other hand, 
although very low-income renters with children account for the 
greatest share of worst case needs (a situation that therefore has 
great significance for the nation’s future), only one in four receives 
housing assistance. 


 Elderly Households


During 2011, 1.47 million elderly12 renters had worst case needs, 
an increase of 140,000 from the 2009 estimate. The prevalence 
rate among elderly very low-income renters was 37.4 percent in 
2011, less than the rate for families with children but more than 
the rate of 36.5 in 2009. 


 Other Families


After considering families with children and elderly-headed 
households, other renter households can be divided into those 
that include multiple members of a given family and those that do 
not. “Other families” include households such as married couples 
who are childless or have adult children at home, adult siblings 
sharing an apartment, and householders boarding an elderly 
parent. As such, other families may include people who otherwise 
would choose to live independently but who instead “double up” 
by moving in with relatives because of economic distress. 


Other families constituted the smallest category in Exhibits 1–7 
and 1-8, representing 1.78 million very low-income renters, of 
whom 800,000 had worst case needs in 2011. Other families 
thus accounted for only 9.5 percent of worst case needs, 
although their share expanded from 8.9 percent in 2009. After a 
dramatic increase (from 33.8 percent in 2007), however, the 44.9 
percent of very low-income other family renters that had worst 
case needs continued to exceed the prevalence among families 
with children and elderly households. 


 Other Nonfamily Households


About 5.99 million very low-income renters in 2011 were “other 
nonfamily” households, making this category the second largest 
after families with children, and the number grew by 680,000 
households from 2009 to 2011.


Worst case needs households included 2.97 million other 
nonfamily households. The prevalence of 49.6 percent among 
very low-income renters of this type was the greatest among the 


12 HUD defines elderly households as those having a household head or spouse who is at least 62 years of age and that include no children younger than 18 years of age.


four household categories. This proportion was 4.4 percentage 
points greater than the 2009 level, which was up 2.3 points from 
the 2007 level. 


Evidence suggests that other nonfamily households are doubling 
up as a way to cope with shrinking incomes and increasing rents. 
Most renters in this group are single individuals, and the rest are 
unrelated people sharing a housing unit. The 78.4 percent share 
of single individuals in 2011 was a decrease from 82.1 percent 2 
years earlier, however, suggesting that more individuals may be 
living with friends or taking a roommate. 


Further, individuals with very low incomes who begin to share 
housing may jointly surpass the very low-income threshold, 
thereby reducing the number of very low-income renters by two. 
Neither the 11-percent increase in this household category nor the 
3.7-point increase in the share comprising unrelated roommates 
includes such cases of doubling up that cause an upward shift in 
income categories.


 Households Including People With Disabilities


Worst case needs can be especially difficult for renter households 
that include people with disabilities. Disabilities can reduce 
employment options and create difficulties in finding suitable 
housing at reasonable cost. 


QUESTIONS ABOUT DISABILITIES INTRODUCED
IN THE 2009 AMERICAN HOUSING SURVEY


• Is anyone in this household deaf or do they have 
serious difficulty hearing?


• Is anyone in this household blind or do they have 
serious difficulty seeing, even when wearing glasses?


• Because of a physical, mental, or emotional condition, 
does anyone in this household have serious difficulty 
concentrating, remembering, or making decisions?


• Does anyone in this household have serious difficulty 
walking or climbing stairs?


• Does anyone in this household have serious difficulty 
dressing or bathing?


• [For all persons 15 years and older] Because of a 
physical, mental, or emotional condition, does anyone 
in this household have difficulty doing errands alone 
such as visiting a doctor’s office or shopping?


Source: HUD-PD&R, 2009: 172–174. 
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Beginning with the 2009 AHS, respondents were asked 
directly whether household members have any of six types of 
disabilities, including four basic functional limitations—visual, 
hearing, cognitive, and ambulatory—and two types of difficulties 
with activities of daily living—self-care and independent living. 
Ambulatory limitations are the most frequently occurring type 
of disability, affecting 53 percent of very low-income renter 
households that include a nonelderly person with a disability, 
followed by cognitive limitations, which affect 48 percent of these 


households.13 People with disabilities are found among all four 
household types discussed previously. As Exhibit 1–9 shows,14  
15.9 percent of renter households contain nonelderly individuals15  
reporting at least one of the six measures of disability. Of the 
8.48 million renters with worst case needs in 2011, 1.31 million, 
or 15.4 percent, contained one or more nonelderly people with 
disabilities.16 Worst case needs increased 32 percent from the 
986,000 such households in 2009.


EXHIBIT 1–9. WORST CASE NEEDS AND PRESENCE OF NONELDERLY PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES,
BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE, 2011 


Families With 
Children


Elderly Families 
Without Children


Other 
Family


Other 
Nonfamily


Total


Very low-income renters (thousands) 7,561 3,934 1,782 5,990 19,267


Worst case needs (thousands) 3,236 1,470 801 2,969 8,476


Percent with worst case needs 42.8 37.4 44.9 49.6 44.0


Percent having people with disabilities 16.7 2.4 22.6 21.9 15.9


Very low-income renter households having 
nonelderly people with disabilities (thousands)


1,259 94 403 1,312 3,068


Worst case needs (thousands) 544 31 207 524 1,306


Percent with worst case needs 43.2 33.0 51.4 39.9 42.6


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


The prevalence of worst case needs among very low-income 
renter households having nonelderly people with disabilities 
averaged 42.6 percent in 2011, up from 38.2 percent in 2009. This 
increase of 4.4 percentage points exceeds the 2.6-point increase 
observed among very low-income renters overall, a difference 
that may reflect both greater vulnerability to income shocks and 
reduced ability to change the housing situation among people 
with disabilities. The prevalence of worst case needs among 
very low-income renters with disabilities ranges from one-third 
for elderly households without children to more than one-half 
of “other family” households. The largest household categories, 
however, account for most worst case needs affecting people 
with disabilities: 42 percent of affected households are families 
with children and 40 percent are “other nonfamily.”


Summary
Worst case needs for affordable rental housing are a significant 
and growing problem. Of the 19.27 million very low-income 
renters susceptible to severe rent burdens and severely 
inadequate housing, 8.48 million—44.0 percent—faced one 
or both problems without housing assistance during 2011. The 
number of worst case needs increased sharply and significantly 
from 2009, when 7.10 million renters experienced worst case 
needs, and has been climbing for a decade. The number of 
worst case needs in 2011 was 19 percent greater than in 2009, 
43 percent greater than in 2007, and 69 percent greater than in 
2001. Since 2001, worst case needs have expanded from 4.8 to 
7.4 percent of all households in the nation.


13 The data about types of limitations are summarized in Appendix A, Table A–15. Also see HUD-PD&R 2008.
14 The reader who compares estimates across worst case needs reports should be aware that, in the 2009 report, the lower half of Exhibit 1–9 displays erroneous values, 


because it was corrupted during production. Correct values can be obtained from Appendix A, Table A–5B.
15 The analysis is limited to nonelderly people with disabilities because many elderly people suffer from impairments and activity limitations as a predictable consequence 


of aging. Note, however, that nonelderly people with disabilities may be found in elderly person-headed households, as Exhibit 1–9 demonstrates. Households headed 
by an elderly person with disabilities are not excluded if they also have a nonelderly person with disabilities.


16 As previously reported, American Community Survey data in previous years suggested that AHS data undercount very low-income renters with disabilities, producing 
corresponding estimates 30 to 60 percent greater. 
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Worst case needs have grown even as severely inadequate 
housing continues to become less prevalent. In 2011, severely 
inadequate housing alone triggered only 3.1 percent of worst case 
needs, whereas 96.9 percent of worst case needs households 
had severe rent burdens and 3.6 percent had both problems. The 
importance of severe rent burdens in causing worst case needs 
accounts for the fact that nearly three out of four (73.3 percent) 
households with worst case needs had extremely low incomes 
during 2011. 


Among very low-income renters, no racial or ethnic group and 
no household composition examined are exempt from worst 
case needs. From 2009 to 2011, the rate of worst case needs 
increased among non-Hispanic whites (1.2 points, to 45.9 
percent of very low-income renters) and non-Hispanic blacks 
(3.0 points, to 39.5 percent), whereas the rate did not change 
for Hispanics (45.3 percent). 


The differing experiences of racial and ethnic groups during the 
postrecessionary period may result from differences in location, 
subprime mortgage involvement, and employment situations. 
Increases in the population of very low-income renters were 
roughly similar for the three groups from 2007 to 2009, with 
growth ranging from 5.9 to 11.1 percent. From 2009 to 2011, 
however, the number of very low-income black renters increased 
only 2.5 percent compared with increases of 10.9 percent for 
whites and 24.5 percent for Hispanics.


Among very low-income renters, worst case needs are prevalent 
among families with children (42.8 percent), elderly households 
without children (37.4 percent), other family households (44.9 
percent), and other nonfamily households (49.6 percent), which 
include single adults and roommates. Families with children 
account for the greatest share of worst case needs, 38.2 percent, 
followed by other nonfamily renters, 35.0 percent, who continue 
to multiply. 


Worst case needs occurred for 42.6 percent of very low-income 
renters reporting nonelderly people with disabilities in 2011, as 
these households close the gap with the 44.0 percent prevalence 
among very low-income renters overall. 


Section 2 examines how the broad problem of worst case needs 
is caused by shortages of affordable housing and is mitigated by 
assisted housing in national and regional markets.
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SECTION 2.  SHORTAGE OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


17 Through 2009, HUD and the Census Bureau conducted periodic AHS metropolitan surveys to supplement the national AHS. Beginning in 2011, the national AHS 
incorporates metropolitan oversamples to provide metropolitan data more frequently. 


SHORTAGE OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


The supply of rental units that are affordable to very low-income renters, especially 
those with extremely low incomes, is inadequate. Nationally, only 58 affordable 
units exist for every 100 extremely low-income renters. The presence of higher 
income renters in units that extremely low-income renters could afford worsens 
this shortage. Fewer than 36 affordable units are available for occupancy for every 
100 extremely low-income renters. A final blow is that a significant portion of the 
affordable and available stock is physically inadequate and may pose threats to 
occupants. The geography of worst case needs and housing assistance sets a 
foundation for understanding competition for affordable rental housing and the 
shortages that result. 


Geography of Worst Case Needs
Housing markets are local markets. Even more than wealthier renters, very low- and 
extremely low-income renters find their choice of housing units limited to those in 
their current communities and neighborhoods.


As a national survey, the American Housing Survey does not support biennial 
estimates of worst case needs for many individual metropolitan areas.17 It does, 
however, support an examination of three types of metropolitan locations—central 
city, suburb, and nonmetropolitan or rural areas—and of four geographic regions—
the Northeast, Midwest, South, and West. This analysis by regional and metropolitan 
status, although at a macro level, provides considerable detail to the national picture 
of worst case needs.


Worst Case Needs and Housing Assistance by Region and 
Metropolitan Location


A key aspect of the definition of “worst case needs” is that it can be understood as 
an indicator of need for affordable housing. Because rental housing with deep public 
subsidies falls into the “affordable” range, the definition of worst case needs excludes 
renters with housing assistance. Therefore, examining the spatial distribution of 
housing assistance and of worst case needs together provides information about 
the extent to which assistance is mitigating severe housing problems.
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Exhibit 2–1 shows the distribution of the nation’s 19.27 million 
very low-income renters across the four census regions and three 
metropolitan categories. On a regional basis, most very low-
income renters, 6.49 million, are found in the South, 4.98 million 
are found in the West, and similar shares of 3.94 million and 3.86 
million are found in the Northeast and Midwest, respectively.


Central cities are home to most (8.80 million) very low-
income renters, followed closely by suburbs18 (7.10 million) and 
nonmetropolitan areas (3.36 million).19 


EXHIBIT 2–1. NUMBER OF VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS AND PREVALENCE OF WORST CASE NEEDS
AND HOUSING ASSISTANCE, BY REGION AND METROPOLITAN LOCATION, 2011


Metropolitan Location


Region Central Cities Suburbs Nonmetropolitan Areas Total


Midwest (thousands) 1,787 1,237 841 3,864


Percent with worst case needs 40.0 44.2 35.0 40.2


Percent with housing assistance 25.2 20.0 31.3 24.9


Northeast (thousands) 2,186 1,354 399 3,939


Percent with worst case needs 39.9 43.3 36.6 40.7


Percent with housing assistance 36.0 23.3 36.1 31.7


South (thousands) 2,610 2,390 1,488 6,487


Percent with worst case needs 46.7 47.5 41.0 45.7


Percent with housing assistance 25.6 15.6 22.6 21.2


West (thousands) 2,222 2,125 630 4,977


Percent with worst case needs 45.4 50.4 43.2 47.3


Percent with housing assistance 21.5 17.3 25.1 20.2


Total (thousands) 8,804 7,105 3,358 19,267


Percent with worst case needs 43.3 47.0 39.4 44.0


Percent with housing assistance 27.1 18.4 26.9 23.8


Like very low-income renters, worst case needs are common in 
every region and metropolitan category across the nation. As a 
national average, 44.0 percent of very low-income renters have 
worst case needs. The prevalence of worst case needs is slightly 
more than the national average in the West, about the same as 
the national average in the South, and marginally less than the 
national average in the Northeast and Midwest.


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


As compared with the nation as a whole, the prevalence of worst 
case needs among very low-income renters is slightly more in the 
suburbs and somewhat less in nonmetropolitan areas. 


Exhibit 2–1 also demonstrates the important role housing 
assistance plays in reducing worst case needs. On a national 
basis, 4.59 million very low-income renters—23.8 percent—
report receiving housing assistance20 and 44.0 percent have 
worst case needs. Thus, 1.8 very low-income renters have worst 
case needs for every 1 that is assisted.21


18 Suburbs include a small number of respondents from unspecified areas within metropolitan areas (metro3 = 9).
19 Changes in annual estimates of very low-income renters in nonmetropolitan areas should be viewed with caution, because HUD assigns average income limits to less 


populated areas to accommodate AHS data suppression. See the discussion of “Income cutoffs in association with AHS geography” in Appendix E.
20 In this report, housing assistance status is determined by self-report in the AHS, as discussed in Appendix E. HUD matched administrative data for HUD’s public housing, 


Housing Choice Voucher, and assisted multifamily housing programs with the 2011 AHS to validate self-reported assistance status. 
21 AHS estimates of assisted very low-income renters rely on self-reported data, but they reflect recent improvements in data reliability. By comparison, HUD administrative 


data for 2009 show 4.60 million assisted households, based on 3.38 million units of Section 8-assisted housing, 1.05 million units of public housing (net of 7 percent 
vacancy), 0.15 million units of housing for elderly and disabled people, and 0.02 million units of tenant-based assistance through the HOME Investment Partnerships 
Program (HUD, 2009: 349). Some HUD-assisted renters may have incomes above the very low-income threshold if their incomes increased after program admission.
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Housing assistance is relatively less common in the suburbs, 
where only 18.4 percent of very low-income renters are assisted, 
and especially in the newer suburbs of the South and the West. 
The prevalence of housing assistance for very low-income renters 
also varies on a regional basis, ranging from 20.2 percent in the 
West to 31.7 percent in the Northeast. Areas that developed 
during an earlier period continue to draw benefits from an 
established but aging stock of public housing.


Exhibit 2–2 charts the same data to illustrate the vital role of 
housing assistance in preventing households from falling into worst 
case needs. The prevalence of worst case needs among very low-
income renters is less in rural, nonmetropolitan areas and in the 
Northeast and Midwest, where housing assistance is relatively 
more available. Even in Northeast central cities, however, only 36.1 
percent of eligible very low-income renters benefit from assistance.
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EXHIBIT 2–2. GEOGRAPHIC SHARES OF WORST 
CASE NEEDS, BY PREVALENCE  OF HOUSING 


ASSISTANCE AND OF WORST CASE NEEDS, 2011


Percent of very low-income renters with worst case needs


Northeast
nonmetro Northeast


central city


Midwest nonmetro


South suburb


West suburbMidwest suburb


South nonmetro


Midwest central city


West central city


South central city


West nonmetro


Northeast suburb


Size of bubble is 
proportional to 
share of national 
worst case needs 
(range 2%–14%)


Worst case needs are more prevalent in the West and the South, 
especially in suburbs, where housing assistance is scarcer—
although high rents in the West also shape this picture.22 Several 
areas having greater relative scarcity of housing assistance and 
an abundance of worst case needs account for substantial 
fractions of the national problem, as shown by the size of the 
bubbles in the lower right quadrant of Exhibit 2–2. 


Although worst case needs increased in every region from 2009 
to 2011, the West made the greatest contribution to the national 
increase. The number of very low-income renters increased by 
a substantial 26.0 percent in the West compared with more 
modest increases of 9.7 percent in the South, 8.6 percent in the 
Northeast, and 6.5 percent in the Midwest. Further, the West 
experienced the greatest prevalence of worst case needs in both 
2009 and 2011. As a result, the West accounted for 47.7 percent 
of the increase in worst case needs in the most recent period, the 
South contributed 26.7 percent, the Northeast contributed 14.6 
percent, and the Midwest contributed 11.0 percent.


Interaction of Race and Ethnicity With  
Metropolitan Location 


Despite differing distributions of minority and nonminority very 
low-income renters within metropolitan areas, suburban areas 
are emerging as the place where very low-income renters are 
most likely to experience worst case needs. Exhibit 2–3 shows 
the number of very low-income renters, both overall and with 
worst case needs, by the major race and ethnicity groups and 
their metropolitan location.


Across the nation, 3.81 million instances of worst case needs were 
in central cities (45.0 percent of the total), another 3.34 million 
were in suburban areas (39.4 percent), and 1.32 million were in 
nonmetropolitan areas (15.6 percent). The distribution of worst 
case needs by metropolitan location parallels the distribution of 
very low-income renters across these areas.


The most common areas in which to find worst case needs differ 
for white renters23 as compared with minority renter populations. 
White households continue to account for the greatest share of very 
low-income renters and of worst case needs in every metropolitan 
category. The greatest proportion of white very low-income renters 
(40.4 percent) live in suburbs, and the greatest share of their worst 
case needs (41.4 percent) are found there, as well. 


22 High rents introduce the question of whether enough rental units are available at Fair Market Rents (FMR) to make housing vouchers an adequate policy response to 
affordable housing shortfalls. Appendix B, Exhibit B–3, addresses the extent of housing supply on a regional basis. Although enough affordable units exist in each region, 
the number of available units in each region is sufficient to house only 82 to 86 percent of the renters that can afford rents no greater than the FMR. For renters who 
attempt to find a unit with a housing choice voucher, the housing quality standards of that program imply that their success will depend on the prevalence of “adequate” 
units in their area—not merely affordable and available units.


23 In this discussion, “white” refers to non-Hispanic whites, and “black” refers to non-Hispanic blacks.
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EXHIBIT 2–3. NUMBER OF VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS OVERALL AND WITH WORST CASE NEEDS, 
BY RACE AND ETHNICITY AND METROPOLITAN LOCATION, 2011


Metropolitan Location


Region
Central Cities Suburbs


Nonmetropolitan  
Areas


Total


Non-Hispanic White (thousands) 2,964 3,612 2,355 8,931


  Percent with worst case needs 47.8 46.9 41.8 45.9


Non-Hispanic African American (thousands) 2,749 1,407 450 4,606


  Percent with worst case needs 37.1 44.8 37.8 39.5


Hispanic (thousands) 2,425 1,590 333 4,348


  Percent with worst case needs 44.5 49.1 33.3 45.3


Other (thousands) 666 496 220 1,381


  Percent with worst case needs 44.4 47.2 25.9 42.5


Total (thousands) 8,804 7,105 3,358 19,267


  Percent with worst case needs 43.3 47.0 39.4 44.0


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


By contrast, minority very low-income renters and minority worst 
case needs households are most commonly found in central cities. 
Central cities are home to 59.6 percent of black very low-income 
renters and 56.0 percent of black worst case needs. Similarly, 55.8 
percent of Hispanic very low-income renters and 54.8 percent of 
Hispanic worst case needs occur in central cities. A similar story 
can be told for “other” minority households. As Exhibit 2–3 shows, 
however, despite minority very low-income renters being more 
prevalent in central cities, they are more likely to experience worst 
case needs if they live in suburbs.


How the Market Allocates Affordable Housing on 
a National Basis


The competition for good quality, affordable housing is fierce. 
Competition affects whether the neediest households can live in 
the most affordable units, the vacancy rate at different rent levels, 
and how quickly new units are occupied. Exhibit 2–4 shows the 
distribution of rental units and their occupancy by the affordability 
of their rents relative to the Area Median Income (AMI). A unit is 
considered affordable for a renter if the gross rent (rent plus 
utilities) does not exceed 30 percent of income. Any given renter 
may live in a unit renting for less than, the same as, or more than 
that threshold, however.24


EXHIBIT 2–4. OCCUPANCY OF AFFORDABLE UNITS, 2011


Rental Units by Income Needed to Make the Rent Affordable (thousands)


Occupancy Status 0–30% of AMI 30–50% of AMI 50–80% of AMI >80% of AMI Total


Higher income occupants 2,635 3,765 5,384 NA 11,783


Same-or-lower income occupants 3,850 6,124 10,786 6,324 27,084


Vacant 369 1,058 1,825 955 4,208


Total 6,854 10,947 17,995 7,279 43,075


AMI = Area Median Income. NA = not applicable. 
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


24 Note that renters whose incomes place them at the bottom of an income range would not be able to afford rents at the top of their range. More detailed presentations 
of these data appear in Appendices A and B, where Exhibits A–12 and B–2 show unit affordability and occupancy status using 10-point income breaks.
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The extent of competition for the most affordable housing, 
portrayed in Exhibit 2–4, is striking. Higher income renters occupy 
2.64 million, or 38.4 percent, of the units affordable to extremely 
low-income renters. Similarly, higher income renters occupy 34.4 
percent of units affordable at incomes of 30 to 50 percent of 
AMI and 29.9 percent of units affordable at incomes of 50 to 80 
percent of AMI.


The varying proportions of vacant units across the affordability 
categories further demonstrate the competition for affordable 
units. The vacancy rate increases as the affordability of the rent 
decreases (Exhibit 2–5). Among the least costly units—those 
with rents affordable at incomes of 0 to 30 percent of AMI—only 
5.4 percent are vacant. The vacancy rate jumps to 9.7 percent 
among units affordable at incomes of 30 to 50 percent of AMI, to 
10.1 percent among units affordable at incomes of 50 to 80 
percent of AMI, and to 13.1 percent among the highest rent units. 
Overall, the average rental vacancy rate declined from 10.9 
percent in 2009 to 9.8 percent in 2011.25
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EXHIBIT 2–5. DISPARITIES IN RENTAL VACANCIES 
BY AFFORDABILITY LEVEL, 2009 AND 2011


Affordability category 
(percent of AMI needed to afford the highest rent in the category)


Vacancy rate, 2011
Vacancy rate, 2009


The gradient in national vacancy rates seen in Exhibit 2–5 
became less steep between 2009 and 2011. Nevertheless, 
the market for units affordable at extremely low income levels 
remains very tight. Increasingly slack market conditions are found 
at higher rent levels (which include numerous vacation homes). 
The availability of units at higher rent levels shows that in many 
markets, rental assistance in the form of vouchers could reduce 
worst case needs to the extent landlords are willing to participate.


The shifts in vacancy from 2009 to 2011 reflect in part the 
expansion of the rental stock by a significant 3.33 million units, 
or 8.4 percent. Vacancies decreased, however, because the net 


increase in the stock was entirely absorbed by the concurrent 
increase of 3.47 million rental households.


Although vacancy rates provide a valuable indication of the 
balance between supply and demand, they do not directly 
compare the number of affordable units with the number of 
renters. The remainder of Section 2 makes such comparisons, 
employing three increasingly stringent concepts to assess 
whether the rental housing stock is sufficient for the need.


Affordability, Availability, and Adequacy of the 
National Rental Stock


The scarcity of affordable units is greatest for the poorest renters, 
but, because of the rapid increase in renter households and 
greater competition, that scarcity is reaching higher up the 
income scale. Exhibit 2–6 describes the U.S. rental housing 
stock in 2011 using AHS data. These aggregate data portray how 
well the overall stock could meet the need for affordable housing 
if location did not matter.26 
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EXHIBIT 2–6. THREE MEASURES OF THE SUFFICIENCY
OF THE U.S. RENTAL HOUSING STOCK, 2011


Income as percent of Area Median Income


0 10 30 50 70 90 11020 40 60 80 100 120


Affordable
Affordable & available
Affordable, available, & adequate


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


The cumulative number of affordable units is shown to equal the 
cumulative number of renters only when incomes approaching 
55 percent of AMI are included. Beyond this point, more than 
100 affordable units exist per 100 renters—enough, with perfect 
allocation, to provide affordable housing to every renter with an 
income of more than 55 percent of AMI. This threshold moved 
higher from the 2009 level of 50 percent of AMI and the 2007 
level of 45 percent of AMI, meaning that the scarcity of affordable 
units is reaching higher up the income scale. 


25 Comparable estimates of the rental vacancy rate based on the Current Population Survey are 10.5 percent in 2009 and 9.6 percent in 2011. See Exhibit 26, “U.S. Housing 
Market Conditions,” http://www.huduser.org/portal/periodicals/ushmc/winter12/USHMC_4q12_historical.pdf. 


26 Measures of affordability, availability, and adequacy compare the entire housing stock with the entire renter population, and they do not reflect small-scale geographic 
detail or the complexities of local housing markets.



http://www.huduser.org/portal/periodicals/ushmc/winter12/USHMC_4q12_historical.pdf
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The ratio of affordable units per renter peaks at income levels 
of slightly more than 80 percent of AMI. On a cumulative basis, 
there is a significant surplus of units affordable at higher levels of 
household income. As income increases, renters are increasingly 
likely to spend less than 30 percent of their incomes on housing.27


The situation is completely different at the low end of the income 
scale. Enough affordable units existed to house only 58 percent 
of extremely low-income renters in 2011, even if those units 
somehow could have been perfectly allocated. The affordable 
stock for extremely low-income renters continues to grow 
scarcer, as the comparable figures were 61 percent in 2009 and 
76 percent in 2007. 


MEASURING WHETHER AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
STOCK IS SUFFICIENT FOR NEED


• Affordability measures the extent to which enough 
rental housing units of different costs can provide each 
renter household with a unit it can afford (based on the 
30-percent-of-income standard). Affordability, which 
is the broadest measure of the relative supply of the 
housing stock, addresses whether sufficient housing 
units would exist if allocated solely on the basis of 
cost. The affordable stock includes both vacant and 
occupied units.


• Availability measures the extent to which affordable 
rental housing units are available to renters within 
a particular income range. Availability is a more 
restrictive concept, because units that meet the 
definition must be available and affordable. Some 
renters choose to spend less than 30 percent of their 
incomes on rent, occupying housing that is affordable 
to renters of lower incomes. These units thus are not 
available to lower income renters. A unit is available 
at a given level of income if it is affordable at that level 
and either (1) occupied by a renter at that income 
level or less, or (2) vacant. 


• Adequacy extends the concept of availability by 
considering whether sufficient rental units are physically 
adequate, affordable, and available. Adequacy thus is 
the most restrictive of the three measures.


Considering availability in addition to affordability adds an 
important dimension—whether higher income renters currently 
occupy affordable units.  Availability poses an important additional 
constraint on renters seeking affordable units;28 only about 36 
percent of extremely low-income renters could actually find an 
affordable and available unit, even if location were not a factor. 


The paucity of affordable and available units is worsened by the 
occupancy of a considerable proportion of the most affordable 
housing stock by renters who could afford to spend more 
(as shown previously in Exhibit 2–4). The affordable stock is 
nominally sufficient to house every renter with an income greater 
than 55 percent of AMI, yet the affordable and available stock 
does not match the number of renters until household incomes 
reach about 75 percent of AMI. 


Exhibit 2–6 also illustrates that adding a third criterion—that units 
should be physically adequate—further reduces the supply of 
the rental housing stock. For renters even with low incomes (up 
to 80 percent of AMI), only 93 adequate units are available for 
every 100 renters. The physically adequate stock does not fully 
match the need until it includes units affordable only to renters 
with incomes exceeding 110 percent of AMI.


Rental Stock by Income 


We have seen that relatively few rental units are affordable, 
and—because of occupancy by higher income renters and 
limited vacancies—even fewer are available to renters with the 
lowest incomes. Exhibit 2–7 summarizes the three housing stock 
measures for the standard income groups used in this report. 


A severe mismatch exists between the number of extremely 
low-income renters and the number of affordable units available 
to them. For every 100 extremely low-income renters, only 61 
affordable units exist, and fewer than 36 are affordable and 
available. If physically adequate units are required, only 31 units 
are available for every 100 extremely low-income renters.29  


27 Exhibit A–1A shows that only 10.8 percent of renters with incomes above 80 percent of AMI have either moderate or severe rent burdens.
28 The availability measure also removes units from consideration if they have artificially low rents because they are occupied as a benefit of employment (for example, 


units provided for caretakers) or because relatives or friends of the occupants own the units. The 2007 AHS data indicate that 2.4 million renter households (6.2 percent) 
occupied their units while paying no rent. The AHS does not provide estimates of the number of households paying a positive but less-than-market rent because of 
employment or other reasons.


29 Previous research based on the Residential Finance Survey indicates that 12 percent of units with gross rents of $400 or less produced negative net operating income, 
suggesting they are heading for demolition or conversion to nonresidential use (JCHS, 2006).
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EXHIBIT 2–7. RENTAL HOUSING STOCK BY INCOME CATEGORY, 2011


Rental Units per 100 Renters 


Income Category
Affordable


Affordable and 
Available


Affordable, Available, 
and Adequate


Extremely low-income renters (0–30% AMI) 58.2 35.8 31.1


Very low-income renters (0–50% AMI) 92.4 64.6 57.1


Low-income renters (0–80% AMI) 132.5 102.9 92.7


AMI = Area Median Income. 
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


Renters with very low incomes find 92 affordable units, 65 
affordable and available units, and only 57 affordable, available, 
and physically adequate units per 100 renters. Renters with 
low incomes find that the affordable and available rental stock 
is sufficient to house them all, although a minimal proportion of 
units have physical problems.


Overall, the supply of affordable housing continued to worsen 
through 2011, but at a slackened pace from the 2007-to-2009 
period. Exhibit 2–8 illustrates that the supply of affordable 
housing stock for extremely low-income renters fell by 3 units 
per 100 renters from 2009 to 2011, from 61 to 58 units per 100 
renters. For very low-income renters, affordable units fell by 6 
units per 100 renters. 


EXHIBIT 2–8. TREND IN RENTAL HOUSING STOCK BY INCOME CATEGORY, 2007 TO 2011


Rental Units per 100 Renters


Change


Income Category 2007 2009 2011 2007–09 2009–11


Extremely low-income renters (0–30% AMI)


  Affordable 76.2 61.0 58.2 –15.2 –2.8


  Affordable and available 44.2 35.7 35.8 –8.5 0.2


Very low-income renters (0–50% AMI)


  Affordable 112.9 98.7 92.4 –14.2 –6.3


  Affordable and available 73.9 67.2 64.6 –6.7 –2.6


AMI = Area Median Income. 
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


Affordable and available units did not decline as much from 2009 
to 2011 (by about 3 units per 100 very low-income renters) as did 
the broader affordable unit measure. Further, availability did not 
worsen significantly for extremely low-income renters, although 
the affordable stock ratio declined. Considering the significant 
increase in extremely low-income renters, stable availability 
estimates might be found if some renters who had incomes of 
slightly more than 30 percent of AMI and occupied extremely 
low-income units in 2009 lived in the same units but had incomes 
of less than 30 percent of AMI 2 years later. This change would 
flip the units from “unavailable” to “available” for extremely low-
income households.


Geography of Supply
The preceding discussion shows that worst case needs are 
dispersed across the nation, yet can be concentrated in certain 
geographic areas, and that spatial variation is affected in part by 
the availability of housing assistance. 


Affordable rental housing includes both units that receive public 
rent assistance and units that for-profit and nonprofit housing 
providers offer at modest rents. The examination of affordable 
housing supply on a national basis reveals, first, that the supply 
of rental units that are affordable to very low-income and poorer 
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households is simply inadequate; second, that this shortage is 
worsened by the natural preference of higher income renters 
for more affordable units; and third, that the shortage is further 
worsened by the physical inadequacy of some of the stock. 


The following discussion sharpens that picture by showing how 
shortages vary by geography.


Geographic Variation in Utility Costs


It is important to recognize that rent burdens are measured using 
gross rent, which is the sum of contract rent (the amount specified 
on the lease) plus any separate utility costs. Utility costs account 
for 17 percent of gross rent for the average very low-income 
renter. Variations in climate across regions can cause utility costs 
to constitute significantly different percentages of gross rent, and 
make different contributions to severe rent burdens. 


Exhibit 2–9 presents a distribution of major U.S. geographies in 
2011 by the prevalence of worst case needs and the percentage 
of gross rent that renters with severe cost burdens pay for utilities.
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EXHIBIT 2–9. PREVALENCE OF SEVERE RENT BURDENS AND 
MEAN CONTRIBUTION OF UTILITY COSTS TO SEVERE RENT 


BURDENS,  BY REGION AND METRO LOCATION, 2011


Utility costs as percent of gross rent
for renters with severe burdens


Northeast nonmetro


Northeast central city


Midwest nonmetro


South suburb


West suburb


Midwest suburb


South nonmetro
Midwest central city


West central city


South central city


West nonmetro
Northeast suburb


Among very low-income renters with severe rent burdens, the 
variation in average utility costs is not great. Mean utility costs 
reported in the AHS were least in the West, at $105 per month, 
followed by $125 in the Northeast, $146 in the Midwest, and 
$180 in the South.30 In every region, however, utility costs for 


very low-income renters who face severe rent burdens averaged 
38 percent, or $42 per month, more than utility costs for renters 
without severe burdens.


Utility costs account for a relatively small fraction—as little as 11 
percent—of severe rent burdens in metropolitan areas of the West, 
where newer housing stock, high contract rents, and temperate 
climate tend to coexist. By contrast, utility costs contribute more 
than 20 percent of the average severe rent burden of very low-
income renters in the South, the Midwest, and nonmetropolitan 
areas, and they reach 39 percent in nonmetropolitan areas in the 
South, where contract rents are relatively low. Although contract 
rents may be less in these regions, utility costs frequently are 
high enough to create severe rent burdens and thus add to worst 
case needs.


Rental Stock by Metropolitan Location


Deficiencies in the affordable and available stock are less severe 
in nonmetropolitan areas. Exhibit 2–10 summarizes the affordable 
housing supply for cities, suburbs, and nonmetropolitan areas. 
Notably, although cities and suburbs display comparable 
available-unit ratios—with 31 to 36 units per 100 extremely low-
income renters and 60 to 64 units per 100 very low-income 
renters—the underlying supply of affordable units is more 
constrained in central cities than in suburbs.


30 The AHS questions about utility costs produce different results from other surveys, such as the U.S. Energy Information Administration’s Residential Energy Consumption 
Survey (RECS). RECS data do not include nonenergy utility costs as the AHS does, but RECS 2009 indicates that renters pay $157 per month for energy in the Northeast, 
$90 in the West, $119 in the Midwest, and $126 in the South. See the “Consumption and Expenditures by End Use” tables at http://www.eia.gov/consumption/
residential/data/2009/index.cfm.



http://www.eia.gov/consumption/residential/data/2009/index.cfm

http://www.eia.gov/consumption/residential/data/2009/index.cfm
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EXHIBIT 2–10. RENTAL HOUSING STOCK, BY INCOME CATEGORY IN CENTRAL CITIES, 
SUBURBS, AND NONMETROPOLITAN AREAS, 2011


Housing Units per 100 Renters


Income Category
Affordable


Affordable and 
Available


Affordable, Available, 
and Adequate


Central cities


Extremely low-income renters (0–30% AMI) 49.4 35.9 30.5


Very low-income renters (0–50% AMI) 84.7 64.1 55.8


Low-income renters (0–80% AMI) 127.1 102.7 91.0


Suburbs


Extremely low-income renters (0–30% AMI) 56.1 30.9 28.0


Very low-income renters (0–50% AMI) 88.3 59.8 54.1


Low-income renters (0–80% AMI) 135.4 101.0 92.9


Nonmetropolitan areas


Extremely low-income renters (0–30% AMI) 86.9 45.8 38.8


Very low-income renters (0–50% AMI) 121.2 76.0 66.8


Low-income renters (0–80% AMI) 139.6 107.5 96.3


AMI = Area Median Income. 
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


Further, the relationship between the ratios for affordable units 
and affordable-and-available units highlights differences by 
metropolitan location. The difference between the measures 
reflects the joint effect of the two factors presented in Exhibit 
2–4: low vacancy rates for affordable units and the occupancy of 
affordable units by higher income renters. 


Exhibit 2–10 reveals that losses of affordable units to unavailability 
are less severe in denser, more urban areas. In central cities, 
about 23 otherwise-affordable units are unavailable per 100 very 
low-income renters.31 By comparison, 35 affordable units are 
unavailable per 100 renters in suburbs, and 47 affordable units 
are unavailable per 100 renters in nonmetropolitan areas. 


A smaller reduction of availability in central city areas may flow 
from the benefits of the more robust and efficient housing markets 
within cities. Such markets can offer a better range of unit features 
and price points that offer appealing value to higher income 
renters. More and better choices for higher income renters can 
affect the availability of affordable housing for very low-income 
renters by reducing the occupancy of the most affordable units 
by higher income renters or by increasing vacancy rates and 
causing rents of adequate units to filter down to affordable levels.


Also worth consideration in Exhibit 2–10 is the extent of 
differences between the ratios of available units and adequate 
units. Suburban areas do better in this analysis, likely reflecting 
less age in the housing stock.  Adding the adequacy test reduces 
the affordable-and-available ratio by 6 units per 100 very low-
income renters in the suburbs compared with reductions of 8 
units in central cities and 9 units in nonmetropolitan areas. 


Adjusting the affordable-and-available ratio for differences in 
adequacy nearly eliminates the city-versus-suburb difference in 
the affordable rental stock.32 The adequacy test also considerably 
reduces the affordable housing advantage of nonmetropolitan 
areas relative to denser areas. Even in nonmetropolitan areas, 
fewer than 7 of every 10 very low-income renters could find an 
adequate unit that was affordable and available for their use.


Rental Stock by Region 


Rental markets are constrained for extremely low-income renters 
across all four census regions despite substantial variation in the 
availability of affordable rental units. Exhibit 2–11 illustrates that the 
Midwest shows the best availability, with 81 units per 100 very low-
income renters. The West is worst off, with 53 units per 100 very 


31 These estimates of unavailable units reflect the difference between the estimates of affordable units and affordable-and-available units presented in Exhibit 2–10, and 
they differ from the estimates of units occupied by higher income renters shown in Exhibit 2–4 by covering the full very low-income category: units affordable at incomes 
of 0 to 50 percent of AMI rather than of only 30 to 50 percent of AMI.


32 Only 13 percent of suburban rental units were built before 1940 compared with 27 percent of central-city units and 20 percent of nonmetropolitan units (Census Bureau, 
2008: table 4-1).
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low-income renters, and the Northeast and South have 65 and 63 
units available, respectively, per 100 very low-income renters. For 
extremely low-income renters, the availability of affordable units is 
far from adequate in any region. In two regions, the West and the 
Northeast, not even enough affordable units are available for low-
income renters with incomes up to 80 percent of AMI. 


EXHIBIT 2–11. RENTAL HOUSING STOCK, BY REGION AND INCOME CATEGORY, 2011


Housing Units per 100 Renters


Income Category
Affordable


Affordable and 
Available


Affordable, Available, 
and Adequate


Northeast


Extremely low-income renters (0–30% AMI) 62.9 40.3 33.2


Very low-income renters (0–50% AMI) 89.5 65.3 55.7


Low-income renters (0–80% AMI) 122.7 96.6 83.5


Midwest


Extremely low-income renters (0–30% AMI) 61.6 37.8 33.8


Very low-income renters (0–50% AMI) 120.2 80.8 73.4


Low-income renters (0–80% AMI) 141.9 110.5 101.2


South


Extremely low-income renters (0–30% AMI) 59.2 36.0 30.9


Very low-income renters (0–50% AMI) 91.6 63.1 55.4


Low-income renters (0–80% AMI) 139.1 106.8 96.3


West


Extremely low-income renters (0–30% AMI) 50.1 30.3 27.3


Very low-income renters (0–50% AMI) 74.2 53.4 47.7


Low-income renters (0–80% AMI) 123.5 96.4 87.8


AMI = Area Median Income. 
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


On a metropolitan basis, adding the adequacy test raised 
the hurdle for renters highest in nonmetropolitan areas. On a 
regional basis, adding the adequacy test restricts supply most 
substantially in the South and in the Northeast.


Nevertheless, the primary point in Exhibit 2–11 is that extremely 
low-income renters continue to face severely constrained markets 
across all four regions. No more than two in five extremely low-
income renters have an affordable unit available to them in 
any region. No more than one in three extremely low-income 
renters can expect to find a unit that is affordable, available, and 
physically adequate.


Dynamics of Supply
In addition to understanding the spatial aspects of affordable 
housing supply, considering the trends in supply over time is 
useful, both nationally and by metropolitan location.


Trends in National Rental Stock


The availability of the affordable rental stock has shown a degree 
of stability for 25 years. As Exhibit 2–12 illustrates, however, that 
stability is waning and housing shortages are approaching new 
extremes. The number of affordable and available rental units per 
100 renters is shown for the four standard income categories from 
1985 to 2011. Since 2005, the most vulnerable renters—the very 
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low-income majority and the extremely low-income subset—have 
faced the tightest market for affordable housing since HUD first 
estimated this measure in 1985. 
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EXHIBIT 2–12. AVAILABILITY OF AFFORDABLE 
RENTAL UNITS, 1985 TO 2011 


Year


1985 ‘87 ‘91 ‘95 ‘99 ‘03 ‘07‘89 ‘93 ‘97 2001 ‘05 ‘09


AMI = Area Median Income.
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


‘11


Moderate income (>80% AMI)
Low income (0–80% AMI)
Very low-income (0–50% AMI)
Extremely low-income (0–30% AMI)


The availability of affordable housing continued to decrease 
to a record low for very low-income renters in 2011. Extremely 
low-income renters first experienced their severely deteriorating 
conditions in 2005 and 2009. Middle-income renters, by 
contrast, continue to experience a stable and adequate supply of 
affordable rental units. The unusual variations observed in rental 
housing during the 2003-through-2009 period may be tied to the 
gyrations of the homeownership market in recent years—a topic 
explored further in Section 3.


Trends in Rental Stock by Metropolitan Location


Exhibits 2–13 and 2–14 show how affordability-and-availability 
ratios have changed across central cities, suburbs, and 
nonmetropolitan areas. 


Exhibit 2–13 presents significant declines in the stock of affordable 
units relative to the number of renters. From 2007 to 2011, the 
affordability ratio declined by 18 to 22 units per 100 very low-
income renters in central cities, suburbs, and nonmetropolitan 
areas. The greatest declines occurred during the first half of the 
period, from 2007 to 2009, but declines continued between 
2009 and 2011.


EXHIBIT 2–13. TRENDS IN SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE UNITS, BY METROPOLITAN LOCATION, 2007–11


Affordable Units per 100 Renters


Metropolitan Status 2007 2009 2011 Change 
2007–11


Change 
2009–11


Central cities   


Extremely low-income renters (0–30% AMI) 60.7 48.5 49.4 –11.3 0.9


Very low-income renters (0–50% AMI) 102.7 88.8 84.7 –18.0 –4.1


Low-income renters (0–80% AMI) 133.9 129.8 127.1 –6.8 –2.7


Suburbs  


Extremely low-income renters (0–30% AMI) 79.1 60.9 56.1 –22.9 –4.8


Very low-income renters (0–50% AMI) 110.6 97.0 88.3 –22.3 –8.7


Low-income renters (0–80% AMI) 146.5 139.4 135.4 –11.1 –4.0


Nonmetropolitan areas  


Extremely low-income renters (0–30% AMI) 108.3 97.0 86.9 –21.5 –10.1


Very low-income renters (0–50% AMI) 139.7 127.6 121.2 –18.5 –6.5


Low-income renters (0–80% AMI) 141.5 143.9 139.6 –1.9 –4.3


AMI = Area Median Income. 
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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The affordable stock for extremely low-income renters fell behind 
the most in suburbs and nonmetropolitan areas. In the most 
recent 2-year AHS period, the overall stock for extremely low-
income renters edged upward in central cities.


Despite the substantial declines in the affordable stock ratio from 
2007 to 2011, declines in the affordable-and-available ratio were 
less dramatic. Exhibit 2–14 shows that the available units ratio 
declined by 8 to 11 units per 100 very low-income renters during 


the 4 years from 2007 to 2011 compared with the affordable units 
ratio decline of 18 to 22 units. During the most recent 2-year AHS 
period, the availability of affordable housing continued to drift 
downward in most areas, with the notable exception of a slight 
improvement for extremely low-income renters living in central 
cities and a minimal change for extremely low-income renters 
in nonmetropolitan areas. Suburbs, which already had the 
worst availability of affordable rental stock in 2007, experienced 
continuing declines in availability during the following 2 years.


EXHIBIT 2–14. TRENDS IN SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE AND AVAILABLE UNITS,
BY METROPOLITAN LOCATION, 2007–11


Affordable and Available Units per 100 Renters


Metropolitan Status 2007 2009 2011 Change 
2007–11


Change 
2009–11


Central cities   


Extremely low-income renters (0–30% AMI) 41.4 34.4 35.9 –5.5 1.5


Very low-income renters (0–50% AMI) 72.3 65.9 64.1 –8.3 –1.8


Low-income renters (0–80% AMI) 105.5 104.8 102.7 –2.7 –2.1


Suburbs


Extremely low-income renters (0–30% AMI) 42.7 32.4 30.9 –11.9 –1.5


Very low-income renters (0–50% AMI) 68.1 61.9 59.8 –8.2 –2.1


Low-income renters (0–80% AMI) 104.3 102.2 101.0 –3.3 –1.2


Nonmetropolitan areas


Extremely low-income renters (0–30% AMI) 53.0 45.6 45.8 –7.2 0.2


Very low-income renters (0–50% AMI) 86.7 81.0 76.0 –10.8 –5.0


Low-income renters (0–80% AMI) 107.4 108.6 107.5 0.1 –1.1


AMI = Area Median Income. 
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


Summary
Worst case needs are common in every region and metropolitan 
category across the United States. Nationally, 43.9 percent of 
very low-income renters had worst case needs in 2011, with 
slightly greater prevalence in the West, in the South, and in 
suburbs. The number of worst case needs increased significantly 
in every region from 2009 to 2011, with the West accounting 
for 47.7 percent of the increase, the South 26.7 percent, the 
Northeast 14.6 percent, and the Midwest 11.0 percent.


New analysis shows that utility costs play a significant role in 
causing the severe rent burdens that trigger worst case needs. 
On average, very low-income renters who face severe rent 
burdens report utility costs 38 percent greater than very low-
income renters who do not face severe burdens. 


Housing assistance, including that provided by HUD, is an 
important preventer of worst case needs among very low-income 
renters. Nationwide, 23.8 percent of very low-income renters, or 
4.59 million households, report receiving housing assistance. For 
every very low-income renter who is assisted, however, 1.8 renters 
have worst case needs for such assistance.


With 92 rental units affordable for every 100 very low-income 
renters, the nation no longer has enough affordable units to 
house this population even if allocation were perfect. Many fewer 
affordable units are actually available to renters with the lowest 
incomes, because vacancy rates are low for the lowest rent units 
and many affordable units are rented to higher income families. 
In 2011, the vacancy rate for units affordable at extremely low 
incomes was only 5.4 percent compared with 13.1 percent for 
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units affordable at more than 80 percent of AMI. The disparity 
in vacancy rates across rent affordability categories diminished 
between 2009 and 2011, however, as the rental stock expanded 
to meet a surge in rental demand.


Because of competition for affordable units, when a simple ratio of 
affordable units per very low-income renter is made more stringent 
by adding availability as a constraint, the ratio decreases from 92 
affordable units to only 65 affordable and available units per 100 
very low-income renters, and it decreases from 58 to 36 per 100 
extremely low-income renters. Higher income families occupy 38.4 
percent of units affordable to extremely low-income renters. 


In addition, a substantial proportion of available units are not in 
standard physical condition. The number of affordable, available, 
and adequate units in 2011 is only 57 per 100 very low-income 
renters and only 31 per 100 extremely low-income renters.


The long trend of market stability in the national availability of 
affordable units began weakening in 2003, and the availability 
of affordable units has significantly worsened. During the 2007-
to-2011 period, the number of affordable and available units per 
100 very low-income renters decreased by 8 in central cities 
and suburbs and by 11 in nonmetropolitan areas, although the 
greatest part of those losses occurred from 2007 to 2009. 


Given the scarcity of affordable, available, and adequate units 
for the poorest renters, the efficacy of housing assistance in 
preventing worst case needs, and the surplus of units available 
at higher rent levels, housing vouchers continue to offer an 
important policy option for addressing the growing problem of 
worst case needs using the existing housing stock.
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SECTION 3.  UNDERSTANDING THE TREND IN WORST CASE NEEDS


Section 2 demonstrated that the expansion of worst case needs is related to 
decreasing availability of adequate, affordable rental units relative to the number 
of very low-income renters who need them. Section 3 elaborates how the changes 
in numbers of units, numbers of renters, and rents during the 2009-to-2011 period 
underlie this result.


We find that the lingering homeownership crisis and sluggish economic recovery 
after the 2007-to-2009 recession continue to cause increases in worst case needs. 
The principal factors have shifted significantly, however. Of the 1.38 million cases of 
worst case needs that emerged from 2009 to 2011, 76.6 percent can be attributed 
to demographic changes that affected the population of unassisted very low-income 
renters, and 23.4 percent can be attributed to changes in incidence that resulted 
from the new market pressures those renters generated. 


The formation of new households, changes of tenure from homeownership to 
renting, and falling tenant incomes added many households to the category 
of very low-income renters with worst case needs. As a secondary effect, new 
competition for affordable rental units increased the presence of higher income 
renters in affordable units, absorbed vacant units, and drove up rents. The housing 
market accommodated a substantial portion of new rental demand, which already 
was building in 2009, through the construction of new housing and conversion of 
homeowner units, however.


Changes in Affordable Housing Demand
This report has shown that the increase in the number of households with worst case 
needs reflects both changes in the population vulnerable to worst case needs—
unassisted very low-income renters—and changes in the prevalence of the severe 
problems that trigger worst case needs among that population. The population 
of vulnerable renters is affected primarily by demographic factors (including their 
incomes), and this population substantially determines the demand for affordable 
housing. The prevalence of severe problems or worst case needs, by contrast, 
reflects the economic response of the housing market to the change. 


The following analysis sorts out these factors. First, we distinguish between the 
effects of population change and the effects of the prevalence of worst case needs 
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to estimate their relative importance. Then we identify how much 
various demographic factors affected the population change.


Household Formation, Tenure, and Income Factors


The population of unassisted very low-income renters increased 
14.3 percent from 2009 to 2011, from 12.84 million to 14.67 
million. During the same period, the prevalence of worst case 
needs in this population increased from 55.2 to 57.8 percent. 


From these facts, we can attribute 1.06 million new cases of worst 
case needs (76.6 percent) to demographic changes and 320,000 
new cases (23.4 percent) to changes in the prevalence of severe 
problems, together totaling the 1.38 million new instances of 
worst case needs observed in the American Housing Survey 
between 2009 and 2011.33


The 1.06 million new worst case needs resulting from demographic 
shifts can be further broken down, as illustrated by the first four 
columns of Exhibit 3–1.
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 − Household formation. We attribute more than 210,000 
new cases of worst case needs, or 15.4 percent of the 
increase, to household formation. The nation added 3.22 
million new households between 2009 and 2011.34 The 
household formation rate of 2.9 percent during this 2-year 


period exceeded the average biennial increase of 1.8 percent 
observed in AHS samples since 2001.


 − Renter share of households. We attribute a substantial 
510,000 new cases of worst case needs, or 37.3 percent 
of the increase, to shifts in tenure between homeownership 
and renting. The nation added 3.47 million renter households 
from 2009 to 2011, an increase of 9.8 percent, which 
surpassed the increase in households. By comparison, the 
average biennial growth rate in renter households since 
2001 is 2.9 percent.


 − Renter income losses. Reductions of renters’ incomes 
account for 200,000 new cases of worst case needs, or 
14.7 percent of the increase from 2009 to 2011. Shrinking 
incomes accounted for 2.15 million new very low-income 
renters, and the growth rate of 12.5 percent exceeded 
growth in renters on a proportional basis. The average 
biennial change in the number of very low-income renters 
since 2001 is 5.4 percent.


 − Rental assistance gap. We attribute a 9.2-percent increase 
in worst case needs, or 130,000 new cases, to lack of rental 
assistance. The 2009-to-2011 increase in very low-income 
renters who lack housing assistance was 1.83 million. The 
14.3-percent increase exceeded the 12.5-percent increase 
in very low-income renters. Biennial changes in unassisted 
very low-income renters average 11.4 percent since 2001.


This analysis shows that demographic factors were the primary 
cause of increases in worst case needs between 2009 and 2011, 
unlike the market-driven increases of 2007 to 2009. Tenure shift 
alone explains 37.3 percent of new worst case needs in 2011, 
and the other demographic factors that increased the number 
of unassisted very low-income renters explain 38.4 percent. 
Only 23.4 percent of new problems remain to be attributed to an 
inadequate market response that increased prevalence of worst 
case needs. 


Aftermath of the Homeownership Crisis  
and Recession


The Great Recession that the United States endured from 
December 2007 to June 2009 (NBER, 2010) was caused in large 
part by a financial and mortgage crisis. By September 2009, 15.0 
million workers (9.8 percent of the labor force) were unemployed, 
and economic troubles persisted in September 2011, with 13.9 
million workers (9.0 percent) unemployed.35


33 The demographic effect equals the new prevalence times the numerical increase in renters, and the prevalence effect is the increase in prevalence times the baseline 
number of renters.


34 The Census Bureau benchmarked the 2011 AHS by assigning new weights so specified subgroup totals correspond with those found in the 2010 census. The 2009 AHS 
was benchmarked to the 2000 census. Rebenchmarking may account for a significant portion of reported household formation and especially of the significant change 
in renter share in the AHS between 2009 and 2011. A more detailed analysis is presented in Appendix F. 


35 Labor force statistics from the Current Population Survey. Data were extracted on April 4, 2013, from http://www.bls.gov/cps/.



http://www.bls.gov/cps
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Numerous homeowners became renters in the aftermath of the 
recession and mortgage crisis, and the tenure shift accelerated 
from 2009 to 2011. Homeownership rates declined by 0.6 points, 
from 68.1 percent in 2007 to 67.4 percent in 2009, and then 
they declined by another 1.3 points, to 66.1 percent, in 2011. 
Homeownership losses generally occurred earlier for households 
with incomes of less than the Area Median Income, with the 
homeownership rate among those households declining by 
0.9 points from 2007 to 2009 before stabilizing at 51.1 percent 
between 2009 and 2011.


Some shifts in tenure are driven by the underlying demographics. 
Despite the net formation of 570,000 households annually during 
the 4 years from 2008 through 2011, the number of independent 
households of prime age for homeownership declined 
substantially. Households with heads ages 35 through 44 years 
declined by 410,000 annually, and family households comprising 
a husband, a wife, and children declined by 330,000 annually 
(HUD-PD&R, 2012a). 


Falling household incomes added to the number of very low-
income renters between 2009 and 2011. The income of the 
median renter declined 1.5 percent during this period, even as 
the median rent increased 4.1 percent.


Some households that change tenure from owning to renting are 
likely to have incomes that keep them from having worst case 
needs. Nevertheless, they occupy and increase demand for 
rental units and thereby put upward pressure on rents for more 
vulnerable renters. 


The market accommodated some of the increased rental demand 
through more productive use of the existing housing stock, 
however. Exhibit 3–2 shows the significant increase in renter 
households, which was made greater by the decreasing number 
of owner households. The net increase in total housing units 
was less than the net increase in total households, as 310,000 
vacant units and 480,000 seasonal units entered into year-round 
occupancy or were demolished. These data, although not directly 
addressing housing affordability, do directly influence it.


EXHIBIT 3–2. HOUSEHOLD AND HOUSING UNIT CHANGE, 2009 TO 2011


Households and Units (thousands)


2009 2011 Change


Renter households (occupied year-round units) 35,378 38,816 3,438 


Owner households (occupied year-round units) 76,428 76,091 –337 


Total households (occupied year-round units) 111,806 114,907 3,101 


Vacant units (year round) 13,688 13,379 –309 


Seasonal units 4,618 4,133 –485 


Total units (occupied, vacant, or seasonal) 130,112 132,419 2,307 


Source: Census Bureau (2011); Census Bureau (2013). 


Affordable Housing Supply  
and Demand
Exhibits 2–8 and 2–13 presented the continuing decline in the 
availability of affordable rental units, but it also is clear that such 
affordability metrics are affected by multiple demographic and 
market factors. Some additional data, including key numbers 
underlying the changes in available unit ratios, will shed light on 
the issue. 


Exhibit 3–3 examines the factors responsible for the change in the 
availability of affordable units. In addition to vacant and seasonal 


housing being used more completely, rental construction also 
accelerated from 2009 to 2011.36 The number of rental units 
increased by 3.33 million (8.4 percent), from 39.74 to 43.08 
million. The stock of owner-occupied housing decreased by 
nearly 760,000 units from 2009 to 2011,  suggesting that the 
number of homeowner units converted to rental units following 
foreclosure helped offset some of the sharp increase in rental 
demand from former owner occupants of those units.37 The 3.47 
million new renter households absorbed all the net increase of 
rental units and also occupied 140,000 previously vacant units.38


36 HUD tabulations of units for housing mismatch analysis show 78.351 million total homeowner units in 2011 compared with the 79.107 million units recorded in 2009.
37 The net loss of owner-occupied units reflects changes from new construction, demolition, and conversion. Construction was completed on 943,000 new single-family 


detached homes during 2010 and 2011. See HUD-PD&R (2012a: Exhibit 4). 
38 HUD estimates, presented in Exhibit A–12, suggest that 140,000 units of the 310,000-unit reduction in vacant units shown in Exhibit 3–2 for 2009 to 2011 were vacant rental units.
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EXHIBIT 3–3. FACTORS EXPLAINING CHANGES IN RENTAL HOUSING AVAILABILITY RATE, 2009 TO 2011


Extremely Low 
Income (0–30% AMI)


Very Low Income  
(0–50% AMI)


Low Income  
(0–80% AMI)


Total


Cumulative households (thousands)


2009  10,270  17,427  24,595  35,396 


2011  11,774  19,267  27,017  38,867 


Percent change +14.6% +10.6% +9.8% +9.8%


Cumulative affordable & available 
rental units (thousands)


2009  3,665  11,710  25,715  39,744 


2011  4,220  12,444  27,806  43,075 


Percent change +15.1% +6.3% +8.1% +8.4%


Income limit (median, current dollars)


2009  16,300  27,150  43,450  —


2011  17,150  28,580  44,950  —


Percent change +5.2% +5.3% +3.5%  —


Median household income  
(all renters, current dollars)


2009 — — —  28,400 


2011 — — —  27,984 


Percent change — — — –1.5%


Median monthly housing cost  
(all renters, current dollars)


2009 — — —  784 


2011 — — —  816 


Percent change — — — +4.1%


AMI = Area Median Income.  
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


Further, unlike the 2007-to-2009 period, the number of units 
affordable at extremely low incomes increased from 6.27 million 
to 6.85 million, whereas the number of units affordable at 
incomes of 30 to 50 percent of AMI was essentially unchanged at 
10.95 million. The numbers of units both affordable and available 
increased for both these groups, as shown in Exhibit 3–3.


Some of the increase in renters with extremely low and very low 
incomes is explained by a shift in income limits. HUD calculates 
income limits on the basis of AMIs including both owners and 
renters, and then uses the income limits to define the boundaries 
of the extremely low-, very low-, and low-income categories. 
Exhibit 3–3 shows that these threshold values increased between 
3.5 and 5.3 percent, thereby capturing higher income renters in 
2011 than in 2009. During the same 2-year period, the median 


renter’s income decreased 1.5 percent, suggesting a generalized 
decline in incomes. 


These dual shifts explain the increases in lower income renters 
from 2009 to 2011. The extremely low-income category 
experienced the greatest increase, 14.6 percent. Very low-income 
renters increased 10.6 percent, and low-income renters increased 
9.8 percent. These increases, in the aggregate, exceeded the 
increase in the rental stock resulting from construction, tenure 
conversion, and vacant-unit absorption. 


The excess of demand relative to supply explains why competition 
for the most affordable units gained strength and why the median 
gross rent increased 4.1 percent from 2009 to 2011, causing rent 
burdens to be more prevalent and more severe.
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Concluding Summary
An analysis of the effects of incidence and of population change 
during the 2009-to-2011 period indicates that 1.06 million 
new cases of worst case needs (76.6 percent) resulted from 
demographic changes, and 320,000 new cases (23.4 percent) 
resulted from increases in prevalence. 


Four demographic factors continue to increase the number of 
unassisted, very low-income renters who are susceptible to 
worst case needs. National household formation accounts for 
a sizable 15.4 percent of the worst case needs that emerged 
from 2009 to 2011. Because of a significant decline of 1.3 points 
in the homeownership rate, an increase in the renter share of 
households was great enough to account for 37.3 percent of new 
cases of worst case needs. Renter income losses (and changes 
in income limits) that caused renters to slip into the very low-
income population accounted for 14.7 percent of new cases. 
Finally, the gap in rental assistance relative to the growing need 
accounts for 9.2 percent of new cases. 


Increases in the number of unassisted, very low-income renters 
represent greater demand for affordable housing that, unless met 
by a greater supply of affordable units, will intensify competition, 
drive up rents, and increase the prevalence of worst case needs.


The 23.4 percent of new cases that are attributable to increased 
prevalence suggest that the housing market from 2009 to 2011 
was much more responsive to the increased demand than 
it was from 2007 to 2009, when the prevalence of worst case 
needs among very low-income renters increased 41.0 percent. 
Existing housing stock was used more productively between 
2009 and 2011, as the supply of year-round vacant units and 
seasonally occupied units decreased. A significant loss of 
760,000 homeowner units from 2009 to 2011 suggests that the 
conversion of foreclosed homeowner units to rental units helped 
offset some of the sharp increase in rental demand from former 
owner occupants of those units. The number of units affordable at 
extremely low incomes actually increased more than the number 
of renters needing them, so availability was stable for the poorest 
group, although it worsened for those with higher incomes.39 
Overall, the 3.47 million new renter households absorbed all the 
net increase of rental units and also occupied 140,000 previously 
vacant units.


The median renter’s income decreased 1.5 percent from 2009 to 
2011, whereas the median gross rent increased 4.1 percent. The 
broad strokes of the most recent substantial (19-percent) increase 
in the number of worst case needs should not be obscured, 
therefore, by the nuances of the story. The recession and 
foreclosure crisis continue to have major import for the affordable 
rental housing market, and the problem of worst case needs now 
affects 7.4 percent of all households in the United States. Increases 


39 Units will switch from “unavailable” to “available” for extremely low-income renters if occupied by a household of which income declines from the 30-to-50 percent of AMI 
category to the 0-to-30 percent of AMI category.


in the number of very low-income renters continue to exceed 
increases in the affordable rental stock from all sources, even when 
that stock is augmented by rental assistance and subsidies. The 
69-percent increase in worst case needs since 2001 reflects the 
central fact that the number of extremely low-income renters has 
increased by 3.0 million, and that increase has not been matched 
by increases in affordable units or housing assistance.


SECTION 3.  UNDERSTANDING THE TREND IN WORST CASE NEEDS


WORST CASE HOUSING NEEDS 2011  REPORT TO CONGRESS
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TABLE A–1A. HOUSING CONDITIONS OF RENTER HOUSEHOLDS BY RELATIVE INCOME, 2009 AND 2011


Household Income as Percentage of HUD-Adjusted Area Median Family Income


2011 0–30% 30–50% 50–80% 80–120% >120% All Incomes


Total Households (thousands) 11,774 7,492 7,750 5,799 6,051 38,867 


Unassisted with severe problems 6,209 2,266 683 210 180 9,548 


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 934 3,264 3,218 1,174 604 9,194 


Unassisted with no problems 984 1,019 3,447 4,218 5,159 14,828 


Assisted 3,648 943 403 196 108 5,298 


Any with severe problems 7,716 2,386 712 226 181 11,220 


Rent burden 50%+ of income 7,534 2,196 494 98 68 10,391 


Severely inadequate housing 479 256 226 130 114 1,204 


Any with nonsevere problems only 2,022 3,682 3,380 1,199 612 10,895 


Rent burden 30–50% of income 1,663 3,465 2,880 830 287 9,124 


Moderately inadequate housing 443 403 417 299 268 1,830 


Crowded housing 220 350 300 117 85 1,072 


Any with no problems 2,037 1,424 3,659 4,374 5,259 16,753 


2009


Total Households (thousands) 9,961 7,157 7,168 5,658 5,452 35,396 


Unassisted with severe problems 5,069 2,026 644 203 143 8,085 


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 768 3,082 2,747 1,089 544 8,229 


Unassisted with no problems 784 1,115 3,424 4,220 4,668 14,211 


Assisted 3,340 934 354 146 97 4,871 


Any with severe problems 6,536 2,139 662 208 144 9,688 


Rent burden 50%+ of income 6,407 1,985 469 97 41 9,000 


Severely inadequate housing 387 194 204 111 102 998 


Any with nonsevere problems only 1,692 3,467 2,851 1,115 552 9,678 


Rent burden 30–50% of income 1,486 3,205 2,381 728 181 7,981 


Moderately inadequate housing 323 392 407 287 274 1,684 


Crowded housing 161 302 290 130 111 993 


Any with no problems 1,732 1,551 3,655 4,335 4,757 16,030 


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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TABLE A–1B. HOUSING CONDITIONS OF OWNER HOUSEHOLDS BY RELATIVE INCOME, 2009 AND 2011


Household Income as Percentage of HUD-Adjusted Area Median Family Income


2011 0–30% 30–50% 50–80% 80–120% >120% All Incomes


Total Households (thousands) 7,576 8,427 12,571 14,910 32,724 76,209 


Unassisted with severe problems 4,887 2,771 1,980 940 591 11,169 


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 1,300 2,432 3,982 3,824 3,346 14,885 


Unassisted with no problems 1,390 3,223 6,609 10,146 28,787 50,155 


Assisted


Any with severe problems 4,887 2,771 1,980 940 591 11,169 


Rent burden 50%+ of income 4,791 2,647 1,811 767 373 10,390 


Severely inadequate housing 185 155 187 177 218 922 


Any with nonsevere problems only 1,300 2,432 3,982 3,824 3,346 14,885 


Rent burden 30–50% of income 1,195 2,235 3,549 3,401 2,864 13,245 


Moderately inadequate housing 149 187 280 294 393 1,303 


Crowded housing 94 137 287 201 132 851 


Any with no problems 1,390 3,223 6,609 10,146 28,787 50,155 


2009


Total Households (thousands) 7,028 8,201 12,383 15,097 33,755 76,465 


Unassisted with severe problems 4,390 2,612 2,128 1,231 812 11,174 


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 1,316 2,226 3,757 3,943 3,754 14,996 


Unassisted with no problems 1,322 3,363 6,498 9,923 29,189 50,295 


Assisted — — — — — —


Any with severe problems 4,390 2,612 2,128 1,231 812 11,174 


Rent burden 50%+ of income 4,309 2,511 1,946 1,090 602 10,458 


Severely inadequate housing 159 146 202 149 213 868 


Any with nonsevere problems only 1,316 2,226 3,757 3,943 3,754 14,996 


Rent burden 30–50% of income 1,183 1,999 3,383 3,598 3,225 13,388 


Moderately inadequate housing 180 156 299 255 440 1,331 


Crowded housing 85 159 224 171 156 795 


Any with no problems 1,322 3,363 6,498 9,923 29,189 50,295 


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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TABLE A–2A. HOUSING CONDITIONS OF RENTERS AND OWNERS, 2001 TO 2011:
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS


2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011


Total Households (thousands) 105,435 105,868 108,901 110,719 111,861 115,076


Unassisted with severe problems 13,494 13,398 16,142 16,944 19,259 20,717


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 19,217 19,790 20,849 22,752 23,225 24,079


Unassisted with no problems 66,445 66,468 65,362 65,862 64,506 64,983


Assisted 6,279 6,211 6,547 5,161 4,871 5,298


Cost burden >50% of income 13,330 13,188 16,433 17,140 19,458 20,781


Cost burden 30–50% of income 16,923 17,856 19,403 21,153 21,818 22,369


Severely inadequate housing 2,108 1,971 2,023 1,805 1,866 2,126


Moderately inadequate housing 4,504 4,311 4,177 3,954 3,884 4,200


Crowded housing 2,631 2,559 2,621 2,529 2,509 1,923


Renter Households (thousands) 33,727 33,614 33,951 35,054 35,396 38,867


Unassisted with severe problems 5,758 5,887 6,860 6,993 8,085 9,548


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 7,283 7,557 7,303 8,445 8,229 9,194


Unassisted with no problems 14,407 13,958 13,240 14,455 14,211 14,828


Assisted 6,279 6,211 6,547 5,161 4,871 5,298


Cost burden >50% of income 6,412 6,477 7,891 7,793 9,000 10,391


Cost burden 30–50% of income 6,916 7,468 7,502 8,340 8,240 9,124


Severely inadequate housing 1,168 1,038 1,100 1,073 998 1,204


Moderately inadequate housing 2,508 2,525 2,542 2,400 2,264 2,602


Crowded housing 1,658 1,615 1,635 1,511 1,499 1,072


Owner Households (thousands) 71,708 72,254 74,950 75,665 76,465 76,209


Unassisted with severe problems 7,736 7,511 9,282 9,951 11,174 11,169


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 11,934 12,233 13,546 14,307 14,996 14,885


Unassisted with no problems 52,038 52,510 52,122 51,407 50,295 50,155


Assisted — — — — — —


Cost burden >50% of income 6,918 6,711 8,542 9,347 10,458 10,390


Cost burden 30–50% of income 10,007 10,388 11,901 12,813 13,578 13,245


Severely inadequate housing 940 933 923 732 868 922


Moderately inadequate housing 1,996 1,786 1,635 1,554 1,620 1,598


Crowded housing 973 944 986 1,018 1,010 851


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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TABLE A–2B. HOUSING CONDITIONS OF RENTERS AND OWNERS, 2001 TO 2011:
PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS


2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011


Total Households 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 12.8% 12.7% 14.8% 15.3% 17.2% 18.0%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 18.2% 18.7% 19.1% 20.5% 20.8% 20.9%


Unassisted with no problems 63.0% 62.8% 60.0% 59.5% 57.7% 56.5%


Assisted 6.0% 5.9% 6.0% 4.7% 4.4% 4.6%


Cost burden >50% of income 12.6% 12.5% 15.1% 15.5% 17.4% 18.1%


Cost burden 30–50% of income 16.1% 16.9% 17.8% 19.1% 19.5% 19.4%


Severely inadequate housing 2.0% 1.9% 1.9% 1.6% 1.7% 1.8%


Moderately inadequate housing 4.3% 4.1% 3.8% 3.6% 3.5% 3.6%


Crowded housing 2.5% 2.4% 2.4% 2.3% 2.2% 1.7%


Renter Households 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 17.1% 17.5% 20.2% 19.9% 22.8% 24.6%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 21.6% 22.5% 21.5% 24.1% 23.2% 23.7%


Unassisted with no problems 42.7% 41.5% 39.0% 41.2% 40.1% 38.2%


Assisted 18.6% 18.5% 19.3% 14.7% 13.8% 13.6%


Cost burden >50% of income 19.0% 19.3% 23.2% 22.2% 25.4% 26.7%


Cost burden 30–50% of income 20.5% 22.2% 22.1% 23.8% 23.3% 23.5%


Severely inadequate housing 3.5% 3.1% 3.2% 3.1% 2.8% 3.1%


Moderately inadequate housing 7.4% 7.5% 7.5% 6.8% 6.4% 6.7%


Crowded housing 4.9% 4.8% 4.8% 4.3% 4.2% 2.8%


Owner Households 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 10.8% 10.4% 12.4% 13.2% 14.6% 14.7%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 16.6% 16.9% 18.1% 18.9% 19.6% 19.5%


Unassisted with no problems 72.6% 72.7% 69.5% 67.9% 65.8% 65.8%


Assisted — — — — — —


Cost burden >50% of income 9.6% 9.3% 11.4% 12.4% 13.7% 13.6%


Cost burden 30–50% of income 14.0% 14.4% 15.9% 16.9% 17.8% 17.4%


Severely inadequate housing 1.3% 1.3% 1.2% 1.0% 1.1% 1.2%


Moderately inadequate housing 2.8% 2.5% 2.2% 2.1% 2.1% 2.1%


Crowded housing 1.4% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.1%


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–3. HOUSING CONDITIONS OF UNASSISTED RENTER HOUSEHOLDS,
BY RELATIVE INCOME, 2009 AND 2011


Household Income as Percentage of HUD-Adjusted Area Median Family Income


2011 0–30% 30–50% 50–80% 80–120% >120% All Incomes


Total Unassisted Households 
(thousands)


8,127 6,549 7,348 5,602 5,943 33,569 


Any with severe problems 6,209 2,266 683 210 180 9,548 


Rent burden 50%+ of income 6,103 2,106 483 92 68 8,853 


Severely inadequate housing 343 223 207 120 114 1,007 


Any with nonsevere problems only 934 3,264 3,218 1,174 604 9,194 


Rent burden 30–50% of income 719 3,102 2,749 814 287 7,671 


Moderately inadequate housing 242 348 388 290 263 1,531 


Crowded housing 158 312 279 116 81 946 


Any with no problems 984 1,019 3,447 4,218 5,159 14,828 


2009


Total Unassisted Households 
(thousands)


6,621 6,223 6,814 5,512 5,355 30,525 


Any with severe problems 5,069 2,026 644 203 143 8,085 


Rent burden 50%+ of income 4,996 1,896 469 97 41 7,500 


Severely inadequate housing 278 165 186 107 101 837 


Any with nonsevere problems only 768 3,082 2,747 1,089 544 8,229 


Rent burden 30–50% of income 647 2,869 2,317 712 175 6,720 


Moderately inadequate housing 192 348 371 280 273 1,464 


Crowded housing 124 288 282 126 111 930 


Any with no problems 784 1,115 3,424 4,220 4,668 14,211 


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–4. PREVALENCE OF HOUSING PROBLEMS AMONG RENTERS,
BY RELATIVE INCOME, 2009 AND 2011


Number Percentage


2009 2011 2009 2011


Renter Households (thousands) 35,396 38,867 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 8,085 9,548 22.8% 24.6%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 8,229 9,194 23.2% 23.7%


Unassisted with no problems 14,211 14,828 40.1% 38.2%


Assisted 4,871 5,298 13.8% 13.6%


Any with severe problems 9,688 11,220 27.4% 28.9%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 9,000 10,391 25.4% 26.7%


Severely inadequate housing 998 1,204 2.8% 3.1%


[Rent burden only] 8,110 9,243 22.9% 23.8%


Any with nonsevere problems only 9,678 10,895 27.3% 28.0%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 7,981 9,124 22.5% 23.5%


Moderately inadequate housing 1,684 1,830 4.8% 4.7%


Crowded housing 993 1,072 2.8% 2.8%


[Rent burden only] 7,094 8,090 20.0% 20.8%


Any with no problems 16,030 16,753 45.3% 43.1%


Income 0–30% HAMFI  (thousands) 9,961 11,774 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 5,069 6,209 50.9% 52.7%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 768 934 7.7% 7.9%


Unassisted with no problems 784 984 7.9% 8.4%


Assisted 3,340 3,648 33.5% 31.0%


Any with severe problems 6,536 7,716 65.6% 65.5%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 6,407 7,534 64.3% 64.0%


Severely inadequate housing 387 479 3.9% 4.1%


[Rent burden only] 5,712 6,613 57.3% 56.2%


Any with nonsevere problems only 1,692 2,022 17.0% 17.2%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 1,486 1,663 14.9% 14.1%


Moderately inadequate housing 323 443 3.2% 3.8%


Crowded housing 161 220 1.6% 1.9%


[Rent burden only] 1,230 1,380 12.3% 11.7%


Any with no problems 1,732 2,037 17.4% 17.3%


(continued)
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–4. PREVALENCE OF HOUSING PROBLEMS AMONG RENTERS,
BY RELATIVE INCOME, 2009 AND 2011


Number Percentage


2009 2011 2009 2011


Income 30–50% HAMFI  (thousands) 7,157 7,492 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 2,026 2,266 28.3% 30.2%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 3,082 3,264 43.1% 43.6%


Unassisted with no problems 1,115 1,019 15.6% 13.6%


Assisted 934 943 13.1% 12.6%


Any with severe problems 2,139 2,386 29.9% 31.8%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 1,985 2,196 27.7% 29.3%


Severely inadequate housing 194 256 2.7% 3.4%


[Rent burden only] 1,815 2,015 25.4% 26.9%


Any with nonsevere problems only 3,467 3,682 48.4% 49.1%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 3,205 3,465 44.8% 46.2%


Moderately inadequate housing 392 403 5.5% 5.4%


Crowded housing 302 350 4.2% 4.7%


[Rent burden only] 2,811 2,975 39.3% 39.7%


Any with no problems 1,551 1,424 21.7% 19.0%


Income 50-80% HAMFI  (thousands) 7,168 7,750 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 644 683 9.0% 8.8%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 2,747 3,218 38.3% 41.5%


Unassisted with no problems 3,424 3,447 47.8% 44.5%


Assisted 354 403 4.9% 5.2%


Any with severe problems 662 712 9.2% 9.2%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 469 494 6.5% 6.4%


Severely inadequate housing 204 226 2.8% 2.9%


[Rent burden only] 446 460 6.2% 5.9%


Any with nonsevere problems only 2,851 3,380 39.8% 43.6%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 2,381 2,880 33.2% 37.2%


Moderately inadequate housing 407 417 5.7% 5.4%


Crowded housing 290 300 4.0% 3.9%


[Rent burden only] 2,173 2,678 30.3% 34.6%


Any with no problems 3,655 3,659 51.0% 47.2%


(continued)
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–4. PREVALENCE OF HOUSING PROBLEMS AMONG RENTERS,
BY RELATIVE INCOME, 2009 AND 2011


Number Percentage


2009 2011 2009 2011


Income 80–120% HAMFI  (thousands) 5,658 5,799 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 203 210 3.6% 3.6%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 1,089 1,174 19.2% 20.2%


Unassisted with no problems 4,220 4,218 74.6% 72.7%


Assisted 146 196 2.6% 3.4%


Any with severe problems 208 226 3.7% 3.9%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 97 98 1.7% 1.7%


Severely inadequate housing 111 130 2.0% 2.2%


[Rent burden only] 96 89 1.7% 1.5%


Any with nonsevere problems only 1,115 1,199 19.7% 20.7%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 728 830 12.9% 14.3%


Moderately inadequate housing 287 299 5.1% 5.2%


Crowded housing 130 117 2.3% 2.0%


[Rent burden only] 705 793 12.5% 13.7%


Any with no problems 4,335 4,374 76.6% 75.4%


Income >120%  HAMFI  (thousands) 5,452 6,051 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 143 180 2.6% 3.0%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 544 604 10.0% 10.0%


Unassisted with no problems 4,668 5,159 85.6% 85.3%


Assisted 97 108 1.8% 1.8%


Any with severe problems 144 181 2.6% 3.0%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 41 68 0.8% 1.1%


Severely inadequate housing 102 114 1.9% 1.9%


[Rent burden only] 41 66 0.8% 1.1%


Any with nonsevere problems only 552 612 10.1% 10.1%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 181 287 3.3% 4.7%


Moderately inadequate housing 274 268 5.0% 4.4%


Crowded housing 111 85 2.0% 1.4%


[Rent burden only] 175 264 3.2% 4.4%


Any with no problems 4,757 5,259 87.3% 86.9%


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–5A. PREVALENCE OF HOUSING PROBLEMS AMONG VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS,
BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE,  2009 AND 2011


Number Percentage


Household Type 2009 2011 2009 2011


All Household Types (thousands) 17,118 19,267 100.0% 100.0%


Elderly Without Children (thousands) 3,636 3,934 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 1,328 1,470 36.5% 37.4%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 551 611 15.2% 15.5%


Unassisted with no problems 440 450 12.1% 11.4%


Assisted 1,316 1,403 36.2% 35.7%


Any with severe problems 1,747 1,891 48.0% 48.1%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 1,694 1,817 46.6% 46.2%


Severely inadequate housing 103 138 2.8% 3.5%


[Rent burden only] 1,555 1,631 42.8% 41.5%


Any with nonsevere problems only 921 1,028 25.3% 26.1%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 878 965 24.1% 24.5%


Moderately inadequate housing 97 125 2.7% 3.2%


Crowded housing 0 1 0.0% 0.0%


[Rent burden only] 824 902 22.7% 22.9%


Any with no problems 967 1,015 26.6% 25.8%


Families With Children  (thousands) 6,758 7,561 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 2,734 3,236 40.5% 42.8%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 1,704 1,883 25.2% 24.9%


Unassisted with no problems 630 577 9.3% 7.6%


Assisted 1,691 1,866 25.0% 24.7%


Any with severe problems 3,444 3,979 51.0% 52.6%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 3,337 3,847 49.4% 50.9%


Severely inadequate housing 225 269 3.3% 3.6%


[Rent burden only] 2,963 3,404 43.8% 45.0%


Any with nonsevere problems only 2,250 2,532 33.3% 33.5%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 2,020 2,209 29.9% 29.2%


Moderately inadequate housing 260 329 3.8% 4.4%


Crowded housing 448 545 6.6% 7.2%


[Rent burden only] 1,602 1,719 23.7% 22.7%


(continued)
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–5A. PREVALENCE OF HOUSING PROBLEMS AMONG VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS,
BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE,  2009 AND 2011


Number Percentage


Household Type 2009 2011 2009 2011


Other Family Households  (thousands) 1,410 1,782 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 633 801 44.9% 44.9%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 372 465 26.4% 26.1%


Unassisted with no problems 168 223 11.9% 12.5%


Assisted 236 293 16.7% 16.4%


Any with severe problems 697 903 49.4% 50.7%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 671 877 47.6% 49.2%


Severely inadequate housing 53 57 3.8% 3.2%


[Rent burden only] 618 764 43.8% 42.9%


Any with nonsevere problems only 453 573 32.1% 32.2%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 434 547 30.8% 30.7%


Moderately inadequate housing 45 73 3.2% 4.1%


Crowded housing 10 12 0.7% 0.7%


[Rent burden only] 399 490 28.3% 27.5%


Any with no problems 259 306 18.4% 17.2%


Other Nonfamily Households  (thousands) 5,314 5,990 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 2,401 2,969 45.2% 49.6%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 1,222 1,238 23.0% 20.7%


Unassisted with no problems 662 754 12.5% 12.6%


Assisted 1,030 1,029 19.4% 17.2%


Any with severe problems 2,786 3,329 52.4% 55.6%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 2,689 3,189 50.6% 53.2%


Severely inadequate housing 199 270 3.7% 4.5%


[Rent burden only] 2,392 2,828 45.0% 47.2%


Any with nonsevere problems only 1,535 1,571 28.9% 26.2%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 1,360 1,407 25.6% 23.5%


Moderately inadequate housing 314 319 5.9% 5.3%


Crowded housing 5 12 0.1% 0.2%


[Rent burden only] 1,217 1,244 22.9% 20.8%


Any with no problems 993 1,090 18.7% 18.2%


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–5B. PREVALENCE OF HOUSING PROBLEMS AMONG VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS
HAVING NONELDERLY PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES,* BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE,  2009 AND 2011


Number Percentage


Household Type 2009 2011 2009 2011


All Household Types (thousands) 2,583 3,068 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 986 1,306 38.2% 42.6%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 456 545 17.7% 17.8%


Unassisted with no problems 177 219 6.9% 7.1%


Assisted 964 997 37.3% 32.5%


Any with severe problems 1,343 1,656 52.0% 54.0%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 1,292 1,588 50.0% 51.8%


Severely inadequate housing 115 175 4.5% 5.7%


[Rent burden only] 1,054 1,325 40.8% 43.2%


Any with nonsevere problems only 762 893 29.5% 29.1%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 687 756 26.6% 24.6%


Moderately inadequate housing 122 193 4.7% 6.3%


Crowded housing 45 108 1.7% 3.5%


[Rent burden only] 597 609 23.1% 19.9%


Any with no problems 478 518 18.5% 16.9%


Elderly Without Children (thousands) 88 94 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 29 31 33.0% 33.0%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 29 29 33.0% 30.9%


Unassisted with no problems 6 9 6.8% 9.6%


Assisted 24 24 27.3% 25.5%


Any with severe problems 38 39 43.2% 41.5%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 38 34 43.2% 36.2%


Severely inadequate housing 0 9 0.0% 9.6%


[Rent burden only] 32 29 36.4% 30.9%


Any with nonsevere problems only 38 40 43.2% 42.6%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 38 37 43.2% 39.4%


Moderately inadequate housing 9 6 10.2% 6.4%


Crowded housing 0 0 0.0% 0.0%


[Rent burden only] 29 34 33.0% 36.2%


Any with no problems 12 15 13.6% 16.0%


(continued)
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–5B. PREVALENCE OF HOUSING PROBLEMS AMONG VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS
HAVING NONELDERLY PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES,* BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE,  2009 AND 2011


Number Percentage


Household Type 2009 2011 2009 2011


Families With Children  (thousands) 1,002 1,259 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 416 544 41.5% 43.2%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 201 260 20.1% 20.7%


Unassisted with no problems 62 71 6.2% 5.6%


Assisted 323 384 32.2% 30.5%


Any with severe problems 556 700 55.5% 55.6%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 542 680 54.1% 54.0%


Severely inadequate housing 44 57 4.4% 4.5%


[Rent burden only] 427 570 42.6% 45.3%


Any with nonsevere problems only 307 388 30.6% 30.8%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 282 299 28.1% 23.7%


Moderately inadequate housing 40 93 4.0% 7.4%


Crowded housing 40 99 4.0% 7.9%


[Rent burden only] 229 208 22.9% 16.5%


Any with no problems 139 170 13.9% 13.5%


Other Family Households  (thousands) 303 403 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 112 207 37.0% 51.4%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 62 71 20.5% 17.6%


Unassisted with no problems 29 33 9.6% 8.2%


Assisted 100 92 33.0% 22.8%


Any with severe problems 136 242 44.9% 60.0%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 134 233 44.2% 57.8%


Severely inadequate housing 9 24 3.0% 6.0%


[Rent burden only] 122 182 40.3% 45.2%


Any with nonsevere problems only 106 106 35.0% 26.3%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 101 99 33.3% 24.6%


Moderately inadequate housing 12 21 4.0% 5.2%


Crowded housing 0 0 0.0% 0.0%


[Rent burden only] 94 85 31.0% 21.1%


Any with no problems 61 55 20.1% 13.6%


(continued)
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–5B. PREVALENCE OF HOUSING PROBLEMS AMONG VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS
HAVING NONELDERLY PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES,* BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE,  2009 AND 2011


Number Percentage


Household Type 2009 2011 2009 2011


Other Nonfamily Households  (thousands) 1,190 1,312 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 429 524 36.1% 39.9%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 164 185 13.8% 14.1%


Unassisted with no problems 80 106 6.7% 8.1%


Assisted 517 497 43.4% 37.9%


Any with severe problems 613 675 51.5% 51.4%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 578 641 48.6% 48.9%


Severely inadequate housing 62 85 5.2% 6.5%


[Rent burden only] 473 544 39.7% 41.5%


Any with nonsevere problems only 311 359 26.1% 27.4%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 266 321 22.4% 24.5%


Moderately inadequate housing 61 73 5.1% 5.6%


Crowded housing 5 9 0.4% 0.7%


[Rent burden only] 245 282 20.6% 21.5%


Any with no problems 266 278 22.4% 21.2%


* Nonelderly household members reporting one or more of six measures of disability.  
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–6A. HOUSING PROBLEMS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS, 
BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE, 2011 


Total Elderly, No 
Children


Families With 
Children


Other 
Families


Other 
Nonfamily


Renter Households (thousands) 19,267 3,934 7,561 1,782 5,990 


Number of Children 15,535 0 15,535 0 0 


Number of Persons 46,331 5,181 29,152 4,283 7,714 


Children/Household 0.81 0.00 2.05 0.00 0.00


Persons/Household 2.40 1.32 3.86 2.40 1.29


Unassisted with severe problems 8,475 1,470 3,236 801 2,969 


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 4,198 611 1,883 465 1,238 


Unassisted with no problems 2,003 450 577 223 754 


Assisted 4,591 1,403 1,866 293 1,029 


Any with severe problems 10,102 1,891 3,979 903 3,329 


Rent burden 50%+ of income 9,730 1,817 3,847 877 3,189 


Severely inadequate housing 734 138 269 57 270 


[Rent burden only] 8,628 1,631 3,404 764 2,828 


Any with nonsevere problems only 5,704 1,028 2,532 573 1,571 


Rent burden 30–50% of income 5,128 965 2,209 547 1,407 


Moderately inadequate housing 846 125 329 73 319 


Crowded housing 570 1 545 12 12 


[Rent burden only] 4,354 902 1,719 490 1,244 


Any with no problems 3,462 1,015 1,050 306 1,090 


(continued)
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–6A. HOUSING PROBLEMS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS, 
BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE, 2011 


Total Elderly, No 
Children


Families With 
Children


Other 
Families


Other 
Nonfamily


Other Characteristics


One person in household 7,613 2,904 9 0 4,699 


Husband-wife family 3,943 595 2,582 766 0 


Female head 11,736 2,579 5,310 968 2,878 


Minority head 10,336 1,531 5,041 1,069 2,695 


AFDC/SSI income 3,642 830 1,594 380 837 


Social Security income 4,220 3,023 499 223 474 


Income below 50% poverty 4,862 654 2,264 340 1,604 


Income below poverty 10,805 1,861 4,906 761 3,277 


Income below 150% of poverty 15,915 2,981 6,934 1,300 4,701 


High school graduate 13,942 2,400 5,241 1,292 5,009 


Two+ years post high school 3,479 603 988 303 1,586 


Earnings at minimum wage:


  At least half time 8,338 335 4,393 988 2,622 


  At least full time 5,742 180 3,251 724 1,586 


Earnings main source of income 9,353 319 4,739 1,068 3,227 


Housing rated poor 1,159 144 564 111 340 


Housing rated good+ 14,334 3,195 5,338 1,351 4,450 


Neighborhood rated poor 1,894 230 918 183 563 


Neighborhood rated good+ 11,986 2,988 4,409 972 3,617 


In central cities 8,804 1,647 3,336 848 2,973 


Nonmetro 3,358 766 1,301 235 1,057 


Suburbs 7,105 1,521 2,925 700 1,960 


Midwest 3,864 837 1,350 268 1,409 


Northeast 3,939 1,099 1,383 350 1,107 


South 6,487 1,126 2,702 622 2,038 


West 4,977 872 2,127 542 1,437 


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–6B. HOUSING PROBLEMS AND CHARACTERISTICS
OF EXTREMELY LOW-INCOME RENTERS, BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE, 2011


Total Elderly, No 
Children


Families With 
Children


Other 
Families


Other 
Nonfamily


Renter Households (thousands) 11,774 2,563 4,505 860 3,846 


Number of children 9,687 0 9,687 0 0 


Number of persons 27,471 3,205 17,396 2,057 4,813 


Children/household 0.82 0.00 2.15 0.00 0.00


Persons/household 2.33 1.25 3.86 2.39 1.25


Unassisted with severe problems 6,209 1,054 2,413 535 2,207 


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 934 196 394 48 295 


Unassisted with no problems 984 207 223 85 470 


Assisted 3,648 1,106 1,475 192 875 


Any with severe problems 7,716 1,433 3,118 626 2,539 


Rent burden 50%+ of income 7,534 1,395 3,055 621 2,463 


Severely inadequate housing 479 96 181 20 180 


[Rent burden only] 6,613 1,232 2,677 539 2,165 


Any with nonsevere problems only 2,022 524 827 107 563 


Rent burden 30–50% of income 1,663 487 647 98 431 


Moderately inadequate housing 443 76 160 19 188 


Crowded housing 220 0 215 2 4 


[Rent burden only] 1,380 448 473 86 372 


Any with no problems 2,037 606 560 127 744 


(continued)
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–6B. HOUSING PROBLEMS AND CHARACTERISTICS
OF EXTREMELY LOW-INCOME RENTERS, BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE, 2011


Total Elderly, No 
Children


Families With 
Children


Other 
Families


Other 
Nonfamily


Other Characteristics


One person in household 5,169 2,011 9 0 3,149 


Husband-wife family 1,906 312 1,232 362 0 


Female head 7,474 1,704 3,365 493 1,911 


Minority head 6,603 1,110 3,098 539 1,856 


AFDC/SSI income 2,875 717 1,187 242 729 


Social Security income 2,621 1,880 282 107 353 


Income below 50% poverty 4,862 654 2,264 340 1,604 


Income below poverty 10,036 1,850 4,244 711 3,231 


Income below 150% of poverty 11,677 2,509 4,502 853 3,812 


High school graduate 8,086 1,455 2,925 600 3,106 


Two+ years post high school 1,882 339 510 133 900 


Earnings at minimum wage:


  At least half time 3,057 86 1,761 287 922 


  At least full time 1,131 15 860 102 154 


Earnings main source of income 4,345 118 2,234 408 1,585 


Housing rated poor 768 99 386 55 228 


Housing rated good+ 8,594 2,060 3,081 661 2,792 


Neighborhood rated poor 1,295 169 621 103 402 


Neighborhood rated good+ 8,071 1,966 2,919 587 2,599 


In central cities 5,607 1,148 2,063 442 1,954 


Nonmetro 2,036 469 767 120 679 


Suburbs 4,132 946 1,675 298 1,213 


Midwest 2,388 521 824 126 917 


Northeast 2,538 739 886 170 743 


South 3,885 744 1,542 294 1,306 


West 2,964 559 1,254 270 880 


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–7. HOUSING PROBLEMS AND CHARACTERISTICS
OF VERY LOW-INCOME, WORST CASE RENTERS, BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE, 2011


Total Elderly, No 
Children


Families with 
Children


Other 
Families


Other 
Nonfamily


Renter Households (thousands) 8,475 1,470 3,236 801 2,969 


Number of children 6,784 0 6,784 0 0 


Number of persons 20,659 1,960 12,741 1,943 4,014 


Children/household 0.80 0.00 2.10 0.00 0.00


Persons/household 2.44 1.33 3.94 2.43 1.35


Unassisted with severe problems 8,475 1,470 3,236 801 2,969 


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only — — — — —


Unassisted with no problems — — — — —


Assisted — — — — —


Any with severe problems 8,475 1,470 3,236 801 2,969 


Rent burden 50%+ of income 8,209 1,426 3,150 779 2,855 


Severely inadequate housing 566 97 189 52 227 


[Rent burden only] 7,284 1,275 2,796 672 2,541 


Any with nonsevere problems only — — — — —


Rent burden 30–50% of income — — — — —


Moderately inadequate housing — — — — —


Crowded housing — — — — —


[Rent burden only] — — — — —


Any with no problems — — — — —


(continued)
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–7. HOUSING PROBLEMS AND CHARACTERISTICS
OF VERY LOW-INCOME, WORST CASE RENTERS, BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE, 2011


Total Elderly, No 
Children


Families With 
Children


Other 
Families


Other 
Nonfamily


Other Characteristics


One person in household 3,291 1,062 6 0 2,222 


Husband-wife family 1,752 230 1,152 370 0 


Female head 5,107 997 2,213 422 1,475 


Minority head 4,378 541 2,128 480 1,229 


AFDC/SSI income 1,328 213 638 181 295 


Social Security income 1,635 1,131 211 92 201 


Income below 50% poverty 2,518 363 1,088 211 857 


Income below poverty 5,612 817 2,450 477 1,868 


Income below 150% of poverty 7,510 1,194 3,084 680 2,553 


High school graduate 6,399 979 2,261 575 2,584 


Two+ years post high school 1,782 272 460 161 889 


Earnings at minimum wage:


  At least half time 3,548 130 1,782 376 1,259 


  At least full time 1,982 65 1,128 228 562 


Earnings main source of income 4,456 146 2,043 468 1,799 


Housing rated poor 484 48 231 45 159 


Housing rated good+ 6,329 1,163 2,326 599 2,241 


Neighborhood rated poor 767 80 331 98 258 


Neighborhood rated good+ 6,105 1,154 2,289 549 2,112 


In central cities 3,813 593 1,374 376 1,469 


Nonmetro 1,323 282 435 95 510 


Suburbs 3,340 594 1,427 329 989 


Midwest 1,554 314 502 95 642 


Northeast 1,604 336 576 147 546 


South 2,964 470 1,138 309 1,049 


West 2,352 350 1,020 250 732 


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–8. HOUSING PROBLEMS AND CHARACTERISTICS
OF EXTREMELY LOW-INCOME, WORST CASE RENTERS, BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE, 2011


Total Elderly, No 
Children


Families With 
Children


Other 
Families


Other 
Nonfamily


Renter Households (thousands) 6,209 1,054 2,413 535 2,207 


Number of children 5,242 0 5,242 0 0 


Number of persons 15,224 1,373 9,643 1,290 2,919 


Children/household 0.84 0.00 2.17 0.00 0.00


Persons/household 2.45 1.30 4.00 2.41 1.32


Unassisted with severe problems 6,209 1,054 2,413 535 2,207 


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only — — — — —


Unassisted with no problems — — — — —


Assisted — — — — —


Any with severe problems 6,209 1,054 2,413 535 2,207 


Rent burden 50%+ of income 6,103 1,035 2,383 530 2,154 


Severely inadequate housing 343 67 117 20 139 


[Rent burden only] 5,346 906 2,088 454 1,898 


Any with nonsevere problems only — — — — —


Rent burden 30–50% of income — — — — —


Moderately inadequate housing — — — — —


Crowded housing — — — — —


[Rent burden only] — — — — —


Any with no problems — — — — —


(continued)







50 WORST CASE HOUSING NEEDS 2011 REPORT TO CONGRESS


APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–8. HOUSING PROBLEMS AND CHARACTERISTICS
OF EXTREMELY LOW-INCOME, WORST CASE RENTERS, BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE, 2011


Total Elderly, No 
Children


Families With 
Children


Other 
Families


Other 
Nonfamily


Other Characteristics


One person in household 2,489 784 6 0 1,699 


Husband-wife family 1,200 141 805 253 0 


Female head 3,806 718 1,658 292 1,137 


Minority head 3,267 412 1,597 311 946 


AFDC/SSI income 1,178 192 569 149 269 


Social Security income 1,155 796 153 62 143 


Income below 50% poverty 2,518 363 1,088 211 857 


Income below poverty 5,362 809 2,260 452 1,841 


Income below 150% of poverty 6,167 1,040 2,410 529 2,188 


High school graduate 4,535 678 1,582 379 1,896 


Two+ years post high school 1,153 173 290 97 594 


Earnings at minimum wage:


  At least half time 2,008 39 1,096 190 683 


  At least full time 686 3 506 68 109 


Earnings main source of income 2,993 70 1,387 290 1,247 


Housing rated poor 393 39 193 32 129 


Housing rated good+ 4,553 810 1,705 406 1,633 


Neighborhood rated poor 589 65 250 61 213 


Neighborhood rated good+ 4,410 816 1,693 365 1,536 


In central cities 2,831 428 1,033 261 1,109 


Nonmetro 1,005 214 336 72 383 


Suburbs 2,374 413 1,044 203 715 


Midwest 1,233 231 405 79 518 


Northeast 1,189 240 452 90 407 


South 2,126 347 804 199 775 


West 1,661 236 752 167 506 


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–9. INCIDENCE OF HOUSING PROBLEMS AMONG VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS,
BY RACE AND ETHNICITY, 2009 AND 2011


Number Percentage


2009 2011 2009 2011


Non-Hispanic White (thousands) 8,051 8,931 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 3,436 4,097 42.7% 45.9%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 1,905 2,081 23.7% 23.3%


Unassisted with no problems 1,105 1,127 13.7% 12.6%


Assisted 1,606 1,625 19.9% 18.2%


Any with severe problems 3,938 4,593 48.9% 51.4%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 3,832 4,437 47.6% 49.7%


Severely inadequate housing 232 296 2.9% 3.3%


[Rent burden only] 3,453 4,007 42.9% 44.9%


Any with nonsevere problems only 2,404 2,615 29.9% 29.3%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 2,223 2,425 27.6% 27.2%


Moderately inadequate housing 320 351 4.0% 3.9%


Crowded housing 104 81 1.3% 0.9%


[Rent burden only] 2,001 2,190 24.9% 24.5%


Any with no problems 1,708 1,724 21.2% 19.3%


Non-Hispanic Black (thousands) 4,493 4,606 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 1,640 1,820 36.5% 39.5%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 806 759 17.9% 16.5%


Unassisted with no problems 338 323 7.5% 7.0%


Assisted 1,710 1,704 38.1% 37.0%


Any with severe problems 2,359 2,514 52.5% 54.6%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 2,258 2,401 50.3% 52.1%


Severely inadequate housing 183 225 4.1% 4.9%


[Rent burden only] 2,020 2,072 45.0% 45.0%


Any with nonsevere problems only 1,322 1,297 29.4% 28.2%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 1,202 1,121 26.8% 24.3%


Moderately inadequate housing 204 256 4.5% 5.6%


Crowded housing 77 102 1.7% 2.2%


[Rent burden only] 1,051 953 23.4% 20.7%


Any with no problems 812 795 18.1% 17.3%


(continued)
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–9. INCIDENCE OF HOUSING PROBLEMS AMONG VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS,
BY RACE AND ETHNICITY, 2009 AND 2011


Number Percentage


2009 2011 2009 2011


Hispanic (thousands) 3,493 4,348 100.00% 100.00%


Unassisted with severe problems 1,582 1,971 45.3% 45.3%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 932 1,095 26.7% 25.2%


Unassisted with no problems 308 391 8.8% 9.0%


Assisted 672 892 19.2% 20.5%


Any with severe problems 1,841 2,294 52.7% 52.8%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 1,787 2,221 51.2% 51.1%


Severely inadequate housing 135 153 3.9% 3.5%


[Rent burden only] 1,578 1,951 45.2% 44.9%


Any with nonsevere problems only 1,151 1,423 33.0% 32.7%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 1,016 1,254 29.1% 28.8%


Moderately inadequate housing 148 179 4.2% 4.1%


Crowded housing 256 338 7.3% 7.8%


[Rent burden only] 776 941 22.2% 21.6%


Any with no problems 501 631 14.3% 14.5%


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–10. INCIDENCE OF HOUSING PROBLEMS AMONG VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS,
BY REGION, 2009 AND 2011


Number Percentage


2009 2011 2009 2011


Northeast (thousands) 3,626 3,939 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 1,415 1,604 39.0% 40.7%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 678 715 18.7% 18.2%


Unassisted with no problems 421 372 11.6% 9.4%


Assisted 1,112 1,247 30.7% 31.7%


Any with severe problems 1,831 2,060 50.5% 52.3%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 1,739 1,933 48.0% 49.1%


Severely inadequate housing 184 232 5.1% 5.9%


[Rent burden only] 1,531 1,656 42.2% 42.0%


Any with nonsevere problems only 1,003 1,112 27.7% 28.2%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 914 978 25.2% 24.8%


Moderately inadequate housing 146 220 4.0% 5.6%


Crowded housing 67 126 1.8% 3.2%


[Rent burden only] 793 789 21.9% 20.0%


Any with no problems 791 767 21.8% 19.5%


Midwest  (thousands) 3,628 3,864 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 1,410 1,554 38.9% 40.2%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 811 927 22.4% 24.0%


Unassisted with no problems 422 421 11.6% 10.9%


Assisted 986 962 27.2% 24.9%


Any with severe problems 1,735 1,897 47.8% 49.1%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 1,672 1,827 46.1% 47.3%


Severely inadequate housing 127 129 3.5% 3.3%


[Rent burden only] 1,516 1,638 41.8% 42.4%


Any with nonsevere problems only 1,131 1,214 31.2% 31.4%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 1,051 1,109 29.0% 28.7%


Moderately inadequate housing 136 146 3.7% 3.8%


Crowded housing 60 73 1.7% 1.9%


[Rent burden only] 951 1,003 26.2% 26.0%


Any with no problems 762 753 21.0% 19.5%


(continued)
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–10. INCIDENCE OF HOUSING PROBLEMS AMONG VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS,
BY REGION, 2009 AND 2011


Number Percentage


2009 2011 2009 2011


South (thousands) 5,912 6,487 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 2,479 2,964 41.9% 45.7%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 1,416 1,432 24.0% 22.1%


Unassisted with no problems 678 713 11.5% 11.0%


Assisted 1,338 1,378 22.6% 21.2%


Any with severe problems 3,020 3,464 51.1% 53.4%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 2,944 3,348 49.8% 51.6%


Severely inadequate housing 145 221 2.5% 3.4%


[Rent burden only] 2,636 2,995 44.6% 46.2%


Any with nonsevere problems only 1,813 1,907 30.7% 29.4%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 1,645 1,723 27.8% 26.6%


Moderately inadequate housing 287 286 4.9% 4.4%


Crowded housing 115 156 1.9% 2.4%


[Rent burden only] 1,427 1,486 24.1% 22.9%


Any with no problems 1,079 1,116 18.3% 17.2%


West  (thousands) 3,951 4,977 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 1,791 2,352 45.3% 47.3%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 945 1,124 23.9% 22.6%


Unassisted with no problems 378 498 9.6% 10.0%


Assisted 838 1,003 21.2% 20.2%


Any with severe problems 2,088 2,681 52.8% 53.9%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 2,037 2,622 51.6% 52.7%


Severely inadequate housing 124 152 3.1% 3.1%


[Rent burden only] 1,843 2,339 46.6% 47.0%


Any with nonsevere problems only 1,213 1,471 30.7% 29.6%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 1,081 1,318 27.4% 26.5%


Moderately inadequate housing 146 195 3.7% 3.9%


Crowded housing 221 215 5.6% 4.3%


[Rent burden only] 870 1,077 22.0% 21.6%


Any with no problems 650 825 16.5% 16.6%


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–11. INCIDENCE OF HOUSING PROBLEMS AMONG VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS,
BY METROPOLITAN LOCATION, 2009 AND 2011


Number Percentage


2009 2011 2009 2011


Central Cities (thousands) 7,915 8,804 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 3,344 3,813 42.2% 43.3%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 1,752 1,849 22.1% 21.0%


Unassisted with no problems 695 759 8.8% 8.6%


Assisted 2,125 2,383 26.8% 27.1%


Any with severe problems 4,206 4,692 53.1% 53.3%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 4,054 4,489 51.2% 51.0%


Severely inadequate housing 341 402 4.3% 4.6%


[Rent burden only] 3,584 3,902 45.3% 44.3%


Any with nonsevere problems only 2,363 2,631 29.9% 29.9%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 2,131 2,349 26.9% 26.7%


Moderately inadequate housing 423 396 5.3% 4.5%


Crowded housing 225 303 2.8% 3.4%


[Rent burden only] 1,749 1,973 22.1% 22.4%


Any with no problems 1,346 1,481 17.0% 16.8%


Suburbs  (thousands) 6,119 7,105 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 2,632 3,340 43.0% 47.0%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 1,470 1,615 24.0% 22.7%


Unassisted with no problems 715 846 11.7% 11.9%


Assisted 1,303 1,305 21.3% 18.4%


Any with severe problems 3,093 3,793 50.5% 53.4%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 3,028 3,673 49.5% 51.7%


Severely inadequate housing 146 233 2.4% 3.3%


[Rent burden only] 2,783 3,327 45.5% 46.8%


Any with nonsevere problems only 1,890 2,076 30.9% 29.2%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 1,765 1,919 28.8% 27.0%


Moderately inadequate housing 154 236 2.5% 3.3%


Crowded housing 195 186 3.2% 2.6%


[Rent burden only] 1,568 1,663 25.6% 23.4%


Any with no problems 1,135 1,237 18.5% 17.4%


(continued)
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–11. INCIDENCE OF HOUSING PROBLEMS AMONG VERY LOW-INCOME RENTERS,
BY METROPOLITAN LOCATION, 2009 AND 2011


Number Percentage


2009 2011 2009 2011


Nonmetropolitan  (thousands) 3,084 3,358 100.00% 100.00%


Unassisted with severe problems 1,119 1,323 36.3% 39.4%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 628 734 20.4% 21.9%


Unassisted with no problems 490 399 15.9% 11.9%


Assisted 847 903 27.5% 26.9%


Any with severe problems 1,376 1,617 44.6% 48.2%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 1,310 1,568 42.5% 46.7%


Severely inadequate housing 94 99 3.0% 2.9%


[Rent burden only] 1,160 1,399 37.6% 41.7%


Any with nonsevere problems only 906 997 29.4% 29.7%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 795 859 25.8% 25.6%


Moderately inadequate housing 138 215 4.5% 6.4%


Crowded housing 43 81 1.4% 2.4%


[Rent burden only] 725 718 23.5% 21.4%


Any with no problems 802 744 26.0% 22.2%


U.S. Total  (thousands) 17,118 19,267 100.0% 100.0%


Unassisted with severe problems 7,095 8,475 41.4% 44.0%


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 3,849 4,198 22.5% 21.8%


Unassisted with no problems 1,900 2,003 11.1% 10.4%


Assisted 4,274 4,591 25.0% 23.8%


Any with severe problems 8,675 10,102 50.7% 52.4%


Rent burden 50%+ of income 8,392 9,730 49.0% 50.5%


Severely inadequate housing 581 734 3.4% 3.8%


[Rent burden only] 7,527 8,628 44.0% 44.8%


Any with nonsevere problems only 5,159 5,704 30.1% 29.6%


Rent burden 30–50% of income 4,691 5,128 27.4% 26.6%


Moderately inadequate housing 715 846 4.2% 4.4%


Crowded housing 463 570 2.7% 3.0%


[Rent burden only] 4,041 4,354 23.6% 22.6%


Any with no problems 3,284 3,462 19.2% 18.0%


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–12. HOUSEHOLDS OCCUPYING U.S. RENTAL UNITS,
BY AFFORDABILITY OF RENT AND INCOME OF OCCUPANTS, 2009 AND 2011


Relative Income of 
Households


Occupied and Vacant Rental Units (thousands) by Unit Affordability Category 
(percent of HAMFI needed to afford the highest rent in the category)


2011 10* 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120+ Total


Extremely low-income  
(<30% HAMFI)


 794 1,778 1,278 1,473 2,134 1,953 1,068  588  226  135  100  247  11,774 


Very low-income 
(30–50%)


 235  371  437  948 1,570 1,575  1,115  577  218  111  109  227  7,492 


Low-income (50–80%)  184  262  276  601 1,427  1,748 1,278  884  392  193  188  317  7,750 


Middle-income  
or higher (>80%)


 234  287  349  563  1,173 1,986 1,753 1,645 1,112  780  476 1,491 11,850 


Total occupied units 1,446 2,699 2,340 3,585 6,304 7,261 5,214 3,694 1,948 1,219  873 2,284 38,867 


Vacant units for rent  98  137  134  361  697  815  584  426  248  180  125  403  4,208 


2009


Extremely low-income 
(<30% HAMFI)


646 1,569 1,180 1,355 1,841 1,517 805 515 149 85 75 224 9,961


Very low-income 
(30–50%)


210 390 477 1,017 1,583 1,378 910 507 204 136 109 235 7,157


Low-income (50–80%) 175 250 337 733 1,403 1,664 1,086 605 252 171 153 338 7,168


Middle-income  
or higher (>80%)


222 272 266 573 1,261 1,928 1,802 1,559 977 581 455 1,215 11,110


Total occupied units 1,253 2,482 2,260 3,679 6,088 6,487 4,604 3,187 1,582 972 792 2,011 35,396


Vacant units for rent 80 69 121 350 821 858 624 469 270 152 127 407 4,348


HAMFI = HUD-adjusted area median family income. 
* The 10 percent of HAMFI category includes units occupied with no cash rent. 
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–13. RENTERS AND RENTAL UNITS AFFORDABLE AND AVAILABLE TO THEM,
BY RELATIVE INCOME, 1999 TO 2011


1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011


Renter Households (thousands) 34,007 34,042 33,614 33,951 35,054 35,396 38,867


Extremely low-income (<30% HAMFI) 8,513 8,739 9,077 9,729 9,243 9,961 11,774


Very low-income (30–50%) 6,243 6,315 6,581 6,342 6,697 7,157 7,492


Low-income (50–80%) 7,270 7,251 7,460 7,488 7,650 7,168 7,750


Middle-income or higher (>80%) 11,981 11,737 10,496 10,392 11,464 11,110 11,850


Affordable Units 37,018 37,197 37,577 37,924 39,330 39,744 43,075


Extremely low-income (<30% HAMFI) 6,683 6,870 7,098 6,747 7,280 6,265 6,854


Very low-income (30–50%) 12,089 12,366 12,863 12,368 11,071 10,938 10,947


Low-income (50–80%) 14,222 13,634 13,518 14,044 15,063 16,228 17,995


Middle-income or higher (>80%) 4,023 4,328 4,099 4,765 5,916 6,313 7,279


Affordable and Available Units 37,018 37,197 37,577 37,924 39,330 39,744 43,075


Extremely low-income (<30% HAMFI) 3,573 3,803 3,996 3,982 4,224 3,665 4,220


Very low-income (30–50%) 7,905 8,132 8,744 8,549 7,786 8,045 8,225


Low-income (50–80%) 11,841 11,665 12,396 12,865 13,196 14,004 15,361


Middle-income or higher (>80%) 13,700 13,597 12,441 12,528 14,123 14,029 15,270


HAMFI = HUD-adjusted area median family income.  
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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APPENDIX A. DETAILED DATA ON HOUSING PROBLEMS AND SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING


TABLE A–14. AVERAGE INCOME AND AVERAGE GROSS RENT
OF RENTER HOUSEHOLDS, BY RELATIVE INCOME, 2009 AND 2011


Household Income as Percentage of HUD-Adjusted Area Median Family Income


2011 0–30% 30–50% 50–80% 80–120% >120% All Incomes


Total Households (thousands) 11,774 7,492 7,750 5,799 6,051 38,867


Unassisted with severe problems 6,209 2,266 683 210 180 9,548


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 934 3,264 3,218 1,174 604 9,194


Unassisted with no problems 984 1,019 3,447 4,218 5,159 14,828


Assisted 3,648 943 403 196 108 5,298


Average Monthly Income $743 $1,970 $3,096 $4,452 $8,989 $3,286


Unassisted with severe problems 788 1,878 2,964 4,562 8,734 1,435


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 1,057 2,042 3,139 4,427 8,965 3,085


Unassisted with no problems 391 2,046 3,095 4,493 9,011 5,300


Assisted 681 1,857 3,000 3,596 8,504 1,335


Average Gross Rent $681 $797 $861 $957 $1,275 $874


Unassisted with severe problems 797 1,086 1,490 1,870 2,924 979


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 571 691 930 1,265 1,908 920


Unassisted with no problems 648 563 669 826 1,147 884


Assisted 515 644 749 878 995 580


2009


Total Households (thousands) 9,961 7,157 7,168 5,658 5,452 35,396


Unassisted with severe problems 5,069 2,026 644 203 143 8,085


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 768 3,082 2,747 1,089 544 8,229


Unassisted with no problems 784 1,115 3,424 4,220 4,668 14,211


Assisted 3,340 934 354 146 97 4,871


Average Monthly Income $717 $1,917 $3,006 $4,319 $8,459 $3,191


Unassisted with severe problems 764 1,820 2,860 3,945 8,723 1,416


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 1,072 2,005 3,017 4,338 8,498 2,993


Unassisted with no problems 362 1,947 3,031 4,344 8,459 4,972


Assisted 647 1,799 2,951 3,959 7,832 1,278


Average Gross Rent $646 $755 $805 $920 $1,166 $825


Unassisted with severe problems 766 1,061 1,495 2,178 2,155 958


Unassisted with nonsevere problems only 491 664 872 1,205 1,481 845


Unassisted with no problems 536 444 611 789 1,099 823


Assisted 514 647 719 774 1,119 574


Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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TABLE A–15. HOUSING CONDITIONS OF HOUSEHOLDS HAVING NONELDERLY 
PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES,a BY DISABILITY TYPE, 2009 AND 2011


Functional Limitations ADL/IADL Limitationsb


2011
Any 


Limitation
Hearing Visual Cognitive Ambulatory Self-Care


Independent 
Living


Households (thousands) 9,995 2,272 1,808 4,018 5,020 1,480 2,877


Renter households 4,570 838 862 2,036 2,380 682 1,335


Owner households 5,425 1,434 946 1,982 2,640 797 1,542


Renters (thousands) 4,570 838 862 2,036 2,380 682 1,335


Unassisted with severe problems 1,377 218 254 647 705 223 414


Unassisted with nonsevere  
problems only


955 188 190 406 501 108 234


Unassisted with no problems 1,141 296 238 440 543 123 292


Assisted 1,097 135 180 544 631 228 396


Very Low-Income Renters 
(thousands)


3,068 481 548 1,474 1,661 502 974


Unassisted with severe problems 1,307 204 232 620 684 218 403


Unassisted with nonsevere  
problems only


545 107 104 238 304 52 132


Unassisted with no problems 219 59 47 111 99 33 89


Assisted 997 111 164 506 574 199 349


Any with severe problems 1,656 243 299 791 879 283 519


Rent burden 50%+ of income 1,589 234 287 766 840 274 491


Severely inadequate housing 175 34 34 77 83 34 67


[Rent burden only] 1,325 188 221 640 690 209 384


Any with nonsevere problems only 893 136 156 423 505 121 252


Rent burden 30–50% of income 756 112 114 368 435 107 222


Moderately inadequate housing 192 28 48 107 110 24 59


Crowded housing 108 20 19 63 49 10 24


[Rent burden only] 609 94 92 264 358 87 179


Any with no problems 519 102 92 260 277 98 203


(continued)a Includes elderly-headed households.  
b ADL = Activities of Daily Living. IADL = Instrumental Activities of Daily Living
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TABLE A–15. HOUSING CONDITIONS OF HOUSEHOLDS HAVING NONELDERLY 
PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES,a BY DISABILITY TYPE, 2009 AND 2011


Functional Limitations ADL/IADL Limitationsb


2009
Any 


Limitation
Hearing Visual Cognitive Ambulatory Self-Care


Independent 
Living


Households (thousands) 9,293 2,142 1,412 3,779 4,942 1,304 2,669


Renter households 3,886 779 633 1,817 2,000 509 1,136


Owner households 5,407 1,363 779 1,962 2,941 795 1,533


Renters (thousands) 3,886 779 633 1,817 2,000 509 1,136


Unassisted with severe problems 1,059 175 199 499 572 152 328


Unassisted with nonsevere  
problems only


815 198 147 373 363 77 199


Unassisted with no problems 987 248 125 412 476 112 254


Assisted 1,025 159 162 533 590 169 355


Very Low-Income Renters 
(thousands)


2,584 434 401 1,280 1,399 369 835


Unassisted with severe problems 987 164 181 475 537 143 315


Unassisted with nonsevere  
problems only


457 101 59 221 206 32 121


Unassisted with no problems 178 27 13 80 101 37 66


Assisted 963 143 148 504 555 157 333


Any with severe problems 1,342 224 238 676 728 207 443


Rent burden>50% of income 1,292 218 230 648 710 197 428


Severely inadequate housing 115 19 25 66 57 25 34


[Rent burden only, adequate housing] 1,054 180 154 512 582 158 341


Any with nonsevere problems only 762 146 108 376 391 84 210


Rent burden 30–50% of income 687 121 93 336 365 75 188


Moderately inadequate housing 123 38 28 78 54 12 33


Crowded housing 45 7 12 21 14 2 12


[Rent burden only] 597 102 68 280 323 70 165


Any with no problems 479 63 55 229 280 78 183


a Includes elderly-headed households.  
b ADL = Activities of Daily Living. IADL = Instrumental Activities of Daily Living 
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data


EXHIBIT B–1. BIRD’S EYE VIEW OF WORST CASE HOUSING NEEDS IN 2011


Unassisted very 
low-income renters,


14.68 million


Other renters,
24.19 million


Worst case needs,
8.48 million


Renters with severely 
inadequate housing,


1.20 million


Renters with severe 
rent burden,
10.39 millionNote: Not to scale.
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EXHIBIT B–2. AFFORDABLE RENTAL UNITS OCCUPIED BY HIGHER INCOME RENTERS, 2011


70 80 90 100 110 120+
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Renters with incomes of >80%AMI


Renters with incomes of 50-80%AMI


Renters with incomes of 30-50%AMI


Renters with incomes of 0-30%AMI


Vacant units for rent


Unit affordability: percent of AMI needed to afford the highest rent in the category
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0.36 0.70 0.82 0.430.58


0.23


0.37


0.44


0.95
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0.26


0.28
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1.43 1.75


1.28
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EXHIBIT B–3. RENTAL STOCK OF BELOW-FMR UNITS, 2011


Households 
(thousands)


Housing Units (thousands) Housing Units per 100 Households


Affordable


Affordable 
and 


Available


Affordable, 
Available,  


and Adequate Affordable


Affordable 
and 


Available


Affordable, 
Available,  


and Adequate


All 24,785 27,169 21,006 18,839 109.6 84.8 76.0


Northeast 4,993 5,255 4,186 3,596 105.2 83.8 72.0


Midwest 4,503 5,018 3,690 3,366 111.4 81.9 74.7


South 8,482 9,505 7,263 6,526 112.1 85.6 76.9


West 6,807 7,391 5,867 5,351 108.6 86.2 78.6


Cities 11,063 11,702 9,459 8,350 105.8 85.5 75.5


Suburbs 9,536 10,561 7,956 7,301 110.7 83.4 76.6


Nonmetropolitan areas 4,186 4,906 3,590 3,188 117.2 85.8 76.2


FMR = Fair Market Rent. 
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of American Housing Survey data
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APPENCDIX


FEDERAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE AND 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAMS 


HUD provides rental housing assistance through three key programs.


 − Public housing. Provides affordable housing to 1.1 million families through 
units owned and managed by local public housing agencies. Families are 
required to pay 30 percent of their incomes for rent.


 − Project-based assisted housing. Provides assistance to 1.3 million families 
living in privately owned rental housing. The assistance is attached to the units, 
which are reserved for low-income families who are required to pay 30 percent 
of their incomes for rent.


 − Tenant-based rental assistance. The Section 8 voucher program 
supplements the rent payments of more than 2.0 million families in the private 
rental market. The program is administered through state and local housing 
agencies. Although 30 percent of income is the rent baseline, families often pay 
more and use these portable subsidies to locate housing of their choice.


Several other federal housing programs produce affordable housing, typically with 
shallower subsidies. These units are often more affordable than market-rate units, yet 
extremely low-income families that do not have additional rent subsidies would often 
have to pay much more than 30 percent of their incomes under these programs. 


 − Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Program. Tax credits offered to 
investors by the U.S. Department of the Treasury subsidize the capital costs of 
units that have rents affordable to households with incomes not exceeding 60 
percent of Area Median Income. 


 − HOME Investment Partnerships Program. Provides annual formula grants 
to state and local governments that can be used to assist homeowners, first-
time homebuyers, or renters. Qualifying rents must be affordable to households 
with incomes not exceeding 65 percent of AMI or must be less than the local 
Fair Market Rent (FMR), whichever is less.
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 − Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS. Annual 
formula and competitive grants available to state and local 
governments and nonprofits for rental assistance targeted to 
a special-needs population. 


 − Older rental subsidy programs. Programs named for 
sections of the National Housing Act, primarily the Section 
221(d)(3) Below Market Interest Rate Program and the 
Section 236 mortgage assistance program, were active 
from the early 1960s through the early 1970s. They were 
designed to produce housing affordable for families with 
incomes greater than the public housing income limits. 


For further detail on HUD program requirements,  
see HUD-PD&R (2006).
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APPENDIX D. PREVIOUS REPORTS TO CONGRESS ON WORST CASE NEEDS


PREVIOUS REPORTS TO CONGRESS  
ON WORST CASE NEEDS


 − Priority Problems and “Worst Case” Needs in 1989 (June 1991, HUD-1314-PDR).


 − The Location of Worst Case Needs in the Late 1980s (December 1992, HUD-
1387-PDR).


 − Worst Case Needs for Housing Assistance in the United States in 1990 and 
1991 (June 1994, HUD-1481-PDR).


 − Rental Housing Assistance at a Crossroads: A Report to Congress on Worst 
Case Housing Needs (March 1996).


 − Rental Housing Assistance—The Crisis Continues (April 1998).


 − Rental Housing Assistance—The Worsening Crisis: A Report to Congress on 
Worst Case Housing Needs (March 2000). 


 − A Report on Worst Case Housing Needs in 1999: New Opportunity Amid 
Continuing Challenges, Executive Summary (January 2001).


 − Trends in Worst Case Needs for Housing, 1978–1999 (December 2003). 


 − Affordable Housing Needs: A Report to Congress on the Significant Need for 
Housing (December 2005).


 − Affordable Housing Needs 2005: Report to Congress (May 2007).


 − Housing Needs of Persons With Disabilities: Supplemental Findings to the 
Affordable Housing Needs 2005 Report (February 2008).


 − Worst Case Housing Needs 2007: A Report to Congress (May 2010).


 − Worst Case Housing Needs 2009: Report to Congress (February 2011).


These publications are available online at www.huduser.org.



www.huduser.org
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APPENDIX E. DATA AND METHODOLOGY 


Using the American Housing Survey Data
This report uses data from the most recent available American Housing Survey, 
conducted in 2011. The AHS is sponsored by HUD, is conducted by the Census 
Bureau, and is the only detailed periodic national housing survey in the United 
States. It provides nationally representative data on a wide range of housing 
subjects, including apartments, single-family homes, mobile homes, vacant homes, 
family composition, income, housing and neighborhood quality, housing costs, 
equipment, fuel type, size of housing units, and recent moves. National data are 
collected every 2 years from a sample of about 53,000 housing units. The survey, 
which started in 1973, has sampled the same housing units since 1985; it also 
samples newly constructed units to ensure both continuity and timeliness of the 
data. Information from the Worst Case Needs reports has helped inform public 
policy decisions, including decisions on targeting existing resources, determining 
the need for additional resources, and the form housing assistance should take. 


To estimate worst case needs for federal rental assistance from AHS data accurately, 
it is essential to determine whether household incomes fall below HUD’s official very 
low-income limits (50 percent of HUD-adjusted area median family income [HAMFI], 
also termed Area Median Income), whether a household already receives housing 
assistance, and whether an unassisted income-eligible household has one or more 
of the priority problems that formerly conferred preference in tenant selection for 
assistance (rent burdens exceeding 50 percent of income, substandard housing, or 
being involuntarily displaced). 


Weighting. Because the AHS is based on a sample of housing units rather than 
a census of all housing units, estimates based on the data must be “weighted 
up” so that totals for each year match independent estimates of the total housing 
stock and better represent the full housing stock. The Census Bureau weights up 
responses to account for undercoverage of households (about 2.2 percent) and 
household nonresponse (about 11 percent). The weights for 2001-through-2009 
AHS data used in this report are based on the 2000 Census of Housing, with 
adjustments for estimated change since then. The 2011 AHS data are reweighted 
to 2010 census benchmarks.
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Exclusions. Households reporting incomes that are zero or 
negative are excluded from estimates of worst case needs, 
although they are included in counts of total households. If such 
households pay rents greater than the Fair Market Rent and 
report zero or negative incomes, then their income situation is 
presumably temporary, and so they are included and higher 
incomes are imputed to them.


Household and Family Types


In this report, the terms “family” and “household” are not 
interchangeable, because not all households are families. Families 
refers only to a subset of households that have one or more people 
in the household related to the householder (the first household 
member age 18 years or older who is listed as an owner or renter 
of the housing unit) by birth, marriage, or adoption.


Families with children. Households with a child younger than 
age 18 present are presumed to meet the definition of family 
through relation by birth or adoption (including grandparents as 
parents).


Elderly households. Households in which the householder or 
spouse is age 62 or older and in which no children are present. 
Elderly households may be either family or nonfamily households.


Other families. Households with a nonelderly householder and 
no children in which either (1) one or more people is related to the 
householder by birth, marriage, or adoption; or (2) one or more 
subfamilies reside there that have members related to each other 
by birth, marriage, or adoption.


Other nonfamilies. Households with a single nonelderly person 
living alone or with only nonrelatives. Most of these households 
comprise single people living alone rather than unrelated people 
sharing housing.


Households with disabilities. Before 2009, no questions in 
the AHS were designed to ascertain directly whether individuals 
suffered from disabilities. Worst case needs reports for 2007 and 
earlier identified households containing people with disabilities 
using various forms of income-based proxies. Households with 
disabilities (1) were not families with children, (2) were not elderly 
households, and (3) received some form of income or government 
assistance that is very likely to indicate that an adult with 
disabilities is present in the household. Beginning with the 2009 
AHS, the survey now asks direct questions about impairments 
and difficulties with activities of daily living about each household 
member, including children. This report therefore addresses 
disability on the basis of people identified with these problems. 
In this report, elderly people with disabilities do not increase the 
number of households with disabilities because of the prevalence 
of disabilities associated with aging.


Housing Assistance Status


In 1997, the AHS questions intended to identify households 
receiving rental assistance were changed in both content and 
order from those used previously. After careful review, HUD and 
the Census Bureau adopted the following procedure to identify 
assisted units in a way that produces results that are more 
comparable with pre-1997 data. These questions were further 
refined in 2007, as a result of additional cognitive research.


 − Determine whether the household must recertify to 
determine the rent it pays.


 − Determine whether the rent is less because of a federal, 
state, or local government housing program.


 − Determine whether the household has a housing voucher, 
and, if so, whether it can be used to move to another location.


 − Determine whether the housing authority is the household’s 
landlord.


 − Determine whether the household was assigned to its 
housing unit or allowed to choose it.


Housing Problems


Rent or cost burden. A ratio of housing costs (including 
utilities) to household income that exceeds 30 percent, which is a 
conventional standard for housing affordability. To the extent that 
respondents underreport total income, the AHS estimates may 
overcount the number of households with cost burden. A severe 
cost burden exceeds 50 percent of reported income. A moderate 
cost burden exceeds 30 percent but is less than or equal to 50 
percent of reported income. Cost burdens qualify as potential 
worst case needs only if they are severe. Households reporting 
zero or negative income are defined as having no cost burden.


Inadequate housing. Housing with severe or moderate physical 
problems, as defined in the AHS since 1984 and modified from 
time to time to reflect changes in the survey. Severe inadequacies 
constitute potential worst case needs, but moderate inadequacies 
do not. The 2007 AHS eliminated the questions about hallways 
(common stairways and light fixtures) in multiunit structures 
in the section on selected physical problems, which affects 
the classification of units having severe or moderate physical 
problems. Briefly, a unit is defined as having severe physical 
inadequacies if it has any one of the following four problems. 


 − Plumbing. Lacking piped hot water or a flush toilet or lacking 
both bathtub and shower, all for the exclusive use of the unit.


 − Heating. Having been uncomfortably cold during the past 
winter for 24 hours or more, or three times for at least 6 
hours each, because of broken-down heating equipment.
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Electrical. Having no electricity or having all the following 
three electrical problems: exposed wiring, a room with no 
working wall outlet, and three or more blown fuses or tripped 
circuit breakers in the past 90 days.


 − Upkeep. Having any five of the following six maintenance 
problems: leaks from outdoors, leaks from indoors, holes in 
the floor, holes or open cracks in the walls or ceilings, more 
than 1 square foot of peeling paint or plaster, or rats in the 
past 90 days.


A unit has moderate inadequacies if it has any of the following 
four problems, but none of the severe problems listed previously.


 − Plumbing. Having all toilets break down simultaneously at 
least three times in the past 3 months for at least 3 hours 
each time.


 − Heating. Having unvented gas, oil, or kerosene heaters 
as the main source of heat (because these heaters may 
produce unsafe fumes and unhealthy levels of moisture).


 − Upkeep. Having any three of the six upkeep problems 
associated with severe inadequacies.


 − Kitchen. Lacking a sink, range, or refrigerator for the 
exclusive use of the unit.


Overcrowding. The condition of having more than one person 
per room in a residence. Overcrowding is counted as a moderate 
problem rather than a severe problem that constitutes a potential 
worst case need.


“Priority” problems. Problems qualifying for federal preference 
in admission to assisted housing programs between 1988 and 
1996, including paying more than one-half of income for rent 
(severe rent burden), living in severely substandard housing 
(including being homeless or in a homeless shelter), or being 
involuntarily displaced. These problems informed the original 
definition of worst case needs. Because the AHS sample tracks 
housing units and thus cannot count homeless people, AHS 
estimates of priority problems are limited to the two severe 
problems described previously: (1) rent burdens greater than 50 
percent of income, or (2) severe physical problems. In accordance 
with the intention to estimate the number of unassisted very low-
income renters with priority problems, the tables in Appendix A 
classify households with a combination of moderate problems 
and severe problems as having severe problems.


Income Measurement


Income sources. Income means gross income reported by 
AHS respondents for the 12 months preceding the interview. 
Beginning with the 2007 AHS, the previous combined question 
on interest, dividend, and rental income was split into separate


40 For details about how HUD sets income limits, see http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/il.html.


items. The “other income” question was also modified to no 
longer include child support or alimony. For each person in the 
family, the AHS questionnaire collects the amounts of 13 different 
types of income. Income includes amounts reported for wage 
and salary income, net self-employment income, Social Security 
or railroad retirement income, public assistance or welfare 
payments, and all other money income before deductions for 
taxes or any other purpose. Imputed income from equity is not 
included as income in this report. In accordance with HUD rules 
for determining income eligibility for HUD programs, the earnings 
of teenagers ages 17 years and younger are not counted as 
income for this report.


Supplemental and in-kind income sources. Poorer renters 
with high rent burdens are asked several questions about 
whether people outside the household contributed to household 
expenses such as rent, food, and childcare. The supplemental 
questions are asked of assisted renters who paid more than 
35 percent of their reported income for rent and of unassisted 
renters with household incomes of less than $10,000 who paid 
more than 50 percent of their income for rent. (These questions 
were not asked in the 2007 AHS, because the module could not 
be translated to the Census Bureau’s new computer language 
[Blaise] in time.) 


Family income. Reported income from all sources for the 
householder and other household members related to the 
householder.


Household income. Reported income from all sources for all 
household members ages 18 years or older. 


Income Categories


HAMFI and official income limits. HUD is required by law 
to set income limits each year that determine the eligibility of 
applicants for assisted housing programs. In 1974, Congress 
defined “low income” and “very low income” for HUD rental 
programs as incomes not exceeding 80 and 50 percent, 
respectively, of HAMFI. HAMFI is more commonly referred to as 
AMI, although the latter term may be subject to misinterpretation. 
Note that income limits are based on median family income (MFI), 
not median household income. HUD determines base income 
limits for a household of four. Income limits are further adjusted 
by household size: one person, 70 percent of base; two people, 
80 percent; three people, 90 percent; five people, 108 percent; 
six people, 116 percent; and so on. Each household is assigned 
to an income category using the income limit appropriate to its 
area and the number of household members.40


Income cutoffs in association with AHS geography. To 
categorize households in relation to “local” income limits as 
accurately as possible within the limitations of the geography 
given on the AHS public use files, HUD compares household 
incomes with area income limits. Very low- and low-income 



http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/il.html
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household of four are defined for each unit of geography identified 
in the AHS national microdata files. For housing units outside 
these metropolitan areas, the AHS geography identifies only 
four regions, metropolitan status, and six climate zones. Average 
income limits were estimated for each of these 48 locations.


Because developing estimates of official income limits for the 
geography identified in the AHS microdata was time consuming, 
before the 2003 AHS release, HUD prepared income limits to 
use with AHS geography for only 3 years: 1978, 1986, and 1995. 
Income cutoffs for the 2003 AHS release and each subsequent 
dataset have been based on HUD’s current income limits for 
those years, weighted by AHS weights. The Census Bureau adds 
these cutoffs to the AHS public use file. Additional detail about 
income limits can be found in the AHS Codebook (HUD-PD&R, 
2013: 1051–1052).


Categorizing households by income. For this report, when 
households are categorized using the extremely low-, very low-, 
and low-income cutoffs, the cutoffs are adjusted for household 
size using the same adjustment factors used by HUD programs. 


In addition, households reporting negative income are attributed 
incomes of slightly more than AMI if their monthly housing costs 
exceed the FMR and they lived in adequate and uncrowded 
housing. The justification for imputing higher incomes is that 
many households in this situation live in housing with amenities 
such as dining rooms, balconies, and off-the-street parking and 
thus may be reporting temporary accounting losses. 


 − Extremely low income. Income not in excess of 30 
percent of HAMFI, as determined by the extremely low-
income cutoff. 


 − Very low income. Income not in excess of 50 percent of 
HAMFI, as determined by the very low-income cutoff. Very 
low income thus includes extremely low income, although 
the term sometimes is used loosely in specific contexts, 
such as mismatch analysis, to mean incomes of between 30 
and 50 percent of HAMFI. 


 − Low income. Reported income not in excess of 80 percent 
of HAMFI, as determined by the low-income cutoff. 


 − Poor. Household income of less than the U.S. national 
poverty cutoff for that household size. As discussed in 
Appendix A of the Census Bureau’s AHS publications, AHS 
poverty estimates differ from official poverty estimates made 
from the Current Population Survey. AHS poverty estimates 
are based on the income of households rather than the 
income of families or individuals, and AHS income questions 
are much less detailed and refer to income during the past 
12 months rather than during a fixed period. The poverty 
cutoff for a family of four approximates 33 percent of HAMFI.


 −  Comparisons of income limits with poverty thresholds are 
presented in Tables A–6A, A–6B, A–7, and A–8.


 − Middle income. For this report, income exceeding 80 
percent and less than 120 percent of HAMFI. 


 − Upper income. For this report, income exceeding 120 
percent of HAMFI. 


Location


Metropolitan Statistical Area. From 1973 to 1983, the 
definitions of metropolitan location in AHS data corresponded 
to the 243 Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas used in the 
1970 census. Since 1984, metropolitan location in the AHS has 
referred to the MSAs defined in 1983, based on the 1980 census.


Region. The four census regions are the Northeast, Midwest, 
South, and West. 


Mismatch of Supply and Demand for Affordable 
Rental Housing


Mismatch. The discrepancy between the number of rental units 
needed by renters of various income categories and the number 
provided by the market that are affordable at those income levels.


Affordability. Several federal rental programs define 
“affordable” rents as those requiring not more than 30 percent 
of an income cutoff defined in relation to HAMFI. Under the Low-
Income Housing Tax Credit program, for example, housing units 
with rents up to 30 percent of 60 percent of HAMFI qualify as 
affordable and eligible for the credit. 


This report generalizes the approach developed to define LIHTC 
maximum rents for units of different sizes to define three categories 
of affordability (extremely low income, very low income, and low 
income) based on the incomes that are sufficient for the rents: at 
or less than 30 percent of HAMFI, more than 30 and not more 
than 50 percent of HAMFI, and more than 50 percent of HAMFI. 
Gross rents for each unit, including payments for utilities, are 
compared with 30 percent of HUD’s extremely low-income and 
very low-income cutoffs. 


The income limits used to define rent affordability are adjusted 
for number of bedrooms using the formula codified at 26 U.S.C. 
42(g)(2)(C): no bedrooms, 70 percent of base; one bedroom, 
75 percent; two bedrooms, 90 percent; three bedrooms, 104 
percent; four bedrooms, 116 percent; and plus 12 percent of 
base for every additional bedroom. This formula assumes that an 
efficiency unit houses one person, a one-bedroom unit houses 
1.5 people, and each additional bedroom houses another 1.5 
people. For vacant units, the costs of any utilities that would be 
paid by an occupant were allocated using a “hot deck” technique 
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based on a matrix of structure type, AHS climate code, and eight 
categories of gross rent. 


Three measures of affordability. Section 2 uses three 
measures to analyze the supply of the rental housing stock in 
relation to household incomes.


Categorizing rental units by affordability and households 
by income. For the analysis of mismatches between affordability 
and income in Section 2, we compared household incomes and 
housing unit rents with the current income limits (for income and 
rent categories up to and including 80 percent of HAMFI) and to 
a ratio of HAMFI (for categories exceeding 80 percent of HAMFI). 
As in the analysis of household income, households reporting 
negative income were redefined as having incomes slightly 
greater than MFI if their monthly housing costs were more than 
the FMR and they lived in adequate and uncrowded housing. 
Units with “no cash rent” reported are categorized solely on the 
basis of utility costs. Utility costs are allocated to vacant units 
through hot-deck imputation based on units that are comparable 
on the basis of cost, number of units, region, and tenure.


Race and Ethnicity


In 2003, the AHS began using revised Census Bureau categories 
of race and ethnicity that are not directly comparable with the 
categories used in the AHS from 2001 and earlier. Survey 
respondents may now select more than one racial group, 
causing slight but significant decreases in the size of previously 
monolithic categories.
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COMPARISON OF DATA SOURCES


Overview
Three federal surveys collect data on occupancy and tenure: the American 
Community Survey (ACS), the American Housing Survey (AHS), and the Current 
Population Survey/Housing Vacancy Survey (CPS/HVS). Each of these surveys 
uses an estimate of total housing units from the same data source, meaning as a 
practical matter that all three surveys show nearly the same number of total housing 
units. Recent updates to estimates of total housing units for the period of 2001 to 
2009 (to reflect the 2010 decennial census), however, make calculations of annual 
changes in housing unit counts problematic when comparing surveys.


Moreover, each survey produces different estimates of occupied housing units (and 
their opposite, vacant units) and renter-occupied housing units (and their opposite, 
owner-occupied housing units). Housing researchers are well aware of this issue 
and the multiple factors that contribute to it, such as survey question design and 
sample design. Given that the ACS and the AHS produce different estimates of 
renter-occupied housing units, it stands to reason that subgroups within renter-
occupied housing units, including those based on income and housing costs, will 
be different.


Housing Unit Counts


The Population Division of the Census Bureau produces independent quarterly 
estimates of total housing units that serve as control totals for housing units in each 
of the aforementioned surveys. The specific quarterly estimate used for each survey 
depends on which quarter best represents when the data collection for the survey 
was conducted. In some cases, a survey might use an estimate that represents a 
halfway point between quarters.


From 2000 through 2009, the quarterly estimates of total housing units were 
derived from the 2000 decennial census count of housing units and updated using 
building permit data, estimates of housing loss, and other administrative data. In 
other words, the count of total housing units from the 2000 decennial census was 
accepted as truth, and subsequent changes in the count for 2001 through 2009 
were estimated using alternative data sources and statistical modeling. The set of 
estimates produced for 2000 through 2009 based on the 2000 decennial census 
was called Vintage 2009.
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Beginning in 2010, the quarterly estimates of total housing units 
were based on the 2010 decennial census count of housing 
units. The subsequent estimate for 2011 was based on the 
2010 decennial census count of housing units and updated 
using building permit data, estimates of housing loss, and other 
administrative data. The 2010 decennial census was also used 
to revise the 2000-through-2009 estimates of total housing units. 
These estimates are referred to as Vintage 2010.


The 2010 decennial census revealed more housing units than 
the Census Bureau estimated in the years leading up to the 2010 
decennial census. The Vintage 2010 count of total housing units 
exceeded the Vintage 2009 estimate by 1.3 million units. The 
2009 AHS used the Vintage 2009 estimate. Exhibit F–1 shows the 
differences between the two vintages from 2000 through 2010. 


EXHIBIT F–1. ANNUAL HOUSING UNIT ESTIMATES BASED ON CPS/HVS, 2009 AND 2010 VINTAGES (THOUSANDS)


Year Vintage 2009 Vintage 2010 Difference


2000 116,236 116,264 28


2001 117,831 117,994 163


2002 119,396 119,697 301


2003 121,023 121,466 443


2004 122,766 123,355 589


2005 124,600 125,363 763


2006 126,383 127,296 913


2007 128,017 129,064 1,047


2008 129,211 130,415 1,204


2009 129,944 131,269 1,325


2010 130,599 131,806 1,207


2011 N/A 132,291 N/A


CPS/HVS = Current Population Survey/Housing Vacancy Survey. 
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of CPS/HVS data


The difference between vintages does not affect estimates of 
worst case needs in 2011, but it does affect estimates for previous 
years. The AHS data show an increase of 2.3 million housing 
units between 2009 and 2011. This increase is consistent with 
changes in the CPS/HVS data in Exhibit F–1, as is apparent by 
comparing the Vintage 2009 estimate for 2009 with the Vintage 
2010 estimate for 2011. More than one-half of this increase, 
however, is illusory. The actual increase in housing units is closer 
to 1 million, as can be seen by comparing the Vintage 2010 
estimates for 2009 and 2011. 


This rebenchmarking of AHS total housing units in 2010 poses 
challenges for comparing estimates of worst case needs for 
2009 and 2011. For this report, HUD chose not to update the 
2009 estimates, because the resulting revisions to worst case 
needs totals were minimal.


Vacancy and Tenure


It is well documented that the ACS, AHS, and CPS/HVS produce 
different estimates of vacancy and tenure.41 Exhibit F–2 shows 
the occupancy rates for each survey for 2009 and 2011 and the 
change between 2009 and 2011. The differences generally exhibit 
no pattern, other than that the ACS has the highest occupancy 
rate for both years. 


41 See http://www.census.gov/housing/ for an additional explanation.



http://www.census.gov/housing/





77WORST CASE HOUSING NEEDS 2011 REPORT TO CONGRESS


EXHIBIT F–2. OCCUPANCY RATES OF HOUSING UNITS FOR CPS/HVS, AHS, AND ACS DATASETS, 2009 AND 2011


2009 2011 Change 2009–11


CPS/HVS 85.5% 85.8% 0.3%


AHS 85.9% 86.8% 0.8%


ACS 87.4% 86.9% –0.5%


ACS = American Community Survey. AHS = American Housing Survey. CPS/HVS = Current Population Survey/Housing Vacancy Survey.


Exhibit F–3 shows the percentage of occupied housing units 
that were renter occupied in 2009 and 2011. All three surveys 
showed an increase in the renter-occupied housing units 
between 2009 and 2011. The ACS, however, showed a much 
higher renter occupancy rate for both 2009 and 2011 compared 
with the rates shown in the AHS or CPS/HVS.


APPENDIX F. COMPARISON OF DATA SOURCES


EXHIBIT F–3. PROPORTION OF RENTERS IN OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS 
FOR CPS/HVS, AHS, AND ACS DATASETS, 2009 AND 2011


2009 2011 Change 2009–11


CPS/HVS 32.6% 33.9% 1.2%


AHS 31.7% 33.8% 2.1%


ACS 34.1% 35.4% 1.3%


ACS = American Community Survey. AHS = American Housing Survey. CPS/HVS = Current Population Survey/Housing Vacancy Survey. 
Source: HUD-PD&R tabulations of CPS/HVS, ACS, and AHS data


The ACS’s higher occupancy rate and renter-occupied housing 
rate relative to the AHS resulted in about 2 million more rental 
housing units in the ACS than in the AHS in 2011. 


From this discrepancy, it can reasonably be expected that the 
ACS would show more households experiencing severe rent 
burdens than the AHS, simply because the ACS data show more 
renter households. 


The ACS-based estimate of the Joint Center for Housing Studies 
of Harvard University (JCHS) that 11.224 million renters had 
severe rent burdens in 2011 bears this difference out (JCHS, 
2013: Table A–3). This estimate is 8.0 percent more than HUD’s 
estimate of 10.391 million renters with severe burdens (Table 
A–1A). The JCHS estimate of 40.615 million renters, however, is 
also 4.5 percent more than the HUD estimate of 38.867 million 
renters (Table A–1A). Therefore, the differences in tenure-share 
estimates resulting from different data sources presumably 
account for more than one-half of the difference in severe rent 


burden estimates. Variations in the rent and income questions 
of the survey instruments, without doubt, have a significant role 
as well.
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Rental housing has always provided  


a broad choice of homes for people at 


all phases of life. The recent economic 


turmoil underscored the many advantages 


of renting and raised the barriers to 


homeownership, sparking a surge in 


demand that has buoyed rental markets 


across the country. But significant erosion 


in renter incomes over the past decade has 


pushed the number of households paying 


excessive shares of income for housing to 


record levels. Assistance efforts have  


failed to keep pace with this escalating 


need, undermining the nation’s longstanding 


goal of ensuring decent and affordable 


housing for all.


THE RESURGENCE OF RENTING 


Reversing the long uptrend in homeownership, American 


households have increasingly turned to the rental market 


for their housing. From 31 percent in 2004, the renter share 


of all US households climbed to 35 percent in 2012, bringing 


the total number to 43 million by early 2013. 


A confluence of factors drove this increase. The enormous 


wave of foreclosures that swept the nation after 2008 cer-


tainly played a role, displacing millions of homeowners. The 


economic upheaval of the Great Recession also contributed, 


with high rates of sustained unemployment straining house-


hold budgets and preventing would-be buyers from purchas-


ing homes. Meanwhile, the experience of the last few years 


highlighted the many risks of homeownership, including the 


potential loss of wealth from falling home values, the high 


costs of relocating, and the financial and personal havoc 


caused by foreclosure. All in all, recent conditions have 


brought renewed appreciation for the benefits of renting, 


including the greater ease of moving, the ability to choose 


housing that better fits the family budget, and the freedom 


from responsibility for home maintenance.   


Households of all but the oldest age groups have joined in 


the shift toward renting (Figure 1.1). The largest increase in 


share is among households in their 30s, up by at least 9 per-


centage points over an eight-year span. But shares of house-


holds across all five-year age groups between 25 and 54 also 


rose by at least 6 percentage points. In fact, the jump in 


rental rates for most age groups was well above the 4.0 per-


cent overall rise, reflecting how the movement of the popula-


tion into older age groups (when owning is more prevalent) 


stemmed some of the drop in homeownership. 


With these widespread increases in the shares opting to 


rent, the 2000s marked the strongest decade of growth in 


renter households over the past half-century. After a modest 


rise early in the decade, the number of renter households 


soared after 2005, boosting average annual growth to more 
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than 500,000. Although estimates from the two key Census 


Bureau sources for 2010–13 differ widely, they both indicate 


that renter household growth continued at a torrid pace—


rising at double the rate of recent decades (Figure 1.2). 


The future pace of growth will depend largely on how the 


share of households that rent evolves. This in turn depends 


primarily on economic factors such as changes in house-


hold incomes, the direction of prices and rents, and the 


availability and terms of mortgage finance. But given the 


ongoing recovery in the homeowner market and the fact 


that rentership rates for households aged 30–64 are at their 


highest in the last 30 years, further increases in renter 


share are likely to be small and growth in the number of 


renters is likely to slow. 


The Joint Center for Housing Studies has estimated renter 


household growth over the next decade applying current 


homeownership rates to recent household projections—in 


essence isolating the contribution of demographic forces from 


changes in rentership rates. Depending on the pace of immi-


gration, the number of renter households is likely to increase 


by between 4.0 million and 4.7 million in 2013–23. While a 


considerable slowdown from the current rate, growth would 


still outstrip increases in both the 1960s and 1990s. These pro-


jections would of course understate renter household growth 


if renting becomes more popular over the next decade and 


overstate growth if homeownership rates rebound. 


HOMES FOR A DIVERSE AMERICA 


Offering greater flexibility and requiring less of a financial 


stretch than homeownership, renting is most common 


during the young adult phase of life when changes in work 


and relationships are frequent. But while four out of ten 


renters are under age 35, renting has appeal for house-


holds of all ages. In fact, more than a third are middle-


aged (between 35 and 54), similar to that age group’s share 


among all households. 


Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, Housing Vacancy Surveys.
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FIGURE 1.1


Note: Renter growth in 2013 in the HVS was calculated by averaging the number of renters in the 
first and second quarters of the year and subtracting the average number of renters in the first 
and second quarters of 2012.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, Decennial Censuses, Current Population Surveys 
(CPS),  and Housing Vacancy Surveys (HVS). 
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Even during the phases of life when people are most likely to 


own, many households rent for at least some period of time. 


For example, nearly one in five households that were in their 


30s in 2001 switched from owning to renting at some point in 


2001–11, as did nearly one in seven of those in their 40s. Even 


among households in their 50s and 60s in 2001 with longer 


histories of homeownership, 11 percent of those switched 


from owners to renters at some point during the ensuing 


decade. A return to renting is even more common later in 


life, with 24 percent of households over age 70 making that 


transition between 2001 and 2011.


Rental living often conjures up images of single people and 


unrelated roommates. Singles are indeed the most common 


type of renter, reflecting both their growing share of all house-


holds and the fact that renting often suits their need for less 


space at a lower cost. But contrary to the stereotype, families 


with children account for nearly as many renters as single 


persons (Figure 2). In fact, the share of families with children 


among renters is higher than the share among owners. 


Since renting is more financially feasible for households 


of modest means, renters’ incomes are disproportionately 


low. Nearly a quarter of renters have annual incomes under 


$15,000 (roughly equivalent to earnings from full-time work 


at the minimum wage), while only 13 percent of all house-


holds fall into this income category. A similar share of rent-


ers takes home between $15,000 and $30,000 a year, again 


much higher than this group’s share of all households. Still, 


people at all income levels rent. More than a third of rent-


ers have moderate incomes (between $30,000 and $75,000), 


roughly matching their share of all households. The most 


underrepresented income group, earning $75,000 or more a 


year, still accounts for 17 percent of renters. 


Over the next decade, two broad demographic trends—the 


aging of the population and the increasing importance 


of minorities for household growth—will drive significant 


changes in rental demand. Assuming current rentership 


rates, the aging of the baby-boom generation will lift the 


number of renters over age 65 by 2.2 million in the ten years 


to 2023, generating roughly half of overall renter growth. The 


older profile of renters means much of the increase will be 


among single persons and married couples without children, 


each group accounting for about 30 percent of growth. Many 


of these older households are already renters, but will be 


aging into the next phase of life. This trend suggests growing 


demand for smaller rentals, with good access to transporta-


tion and located near communities where households in 


their 50s and 60s are currently living.


Mirroring overall population growth, minorities will contrib-


ute virtually all of the net increase in renters over the com-


ing decade, with Hispanics alone accounting for more than 


half of the total. Again assuming today’s rates of renting, 


minorities will add between 1.8 million and 2.2 million renter 


households in the 25–44 age group, with the wide range 


reflecting different assumptions about future immigration 


levels. Significant shares of these younger renter households 


will be married couples with children and single-parent 


families, which together will account for another 30 percent 


of new renters. This group of households will seek more 


spacious homes to accommodate their larger families and 


in locations with access to good schools and employment 


opportunities.


THE RANGE OF RENTAL HOUSING OPTIONS 


Unlike owner-occupied housing, rentals come in a variety of 


configurations. Still, nearly four out of ten rental properties 


are single-family homes, and another fifth are in small build-


ings with two to four units (Figure 3). The more prototypical 


apartment buildings of 10 or more units account for 30 per-


cent of rentals. Rental housing is more likely to be located 


Notes: Families with children may be headed by married couples or single parents, and only include 
children of the household head that are under age 18. Other family households include children under 
age 18 that are not those of the household head, such as grandchildren. 
Source: JCHS tabulations of the US Census Bureau, 2013 Current Population Survey.
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in urban areas, with central cities home to 43 percent of 


renters. But nearly as large a share (40 percent) of renters 


reside in the suburbs—only slightly below the 49 percent of 


all households that live in these areas. 


In keeping with the large share of renters of modest income, 


rental housing is concentrated in low-income communities. 


Based on American Community Survey (ACS) data from 2007 


to 2011, 45 percent of occupied rental homes in the 100 larg-


est metropolitan areas were located in low-income neighbor-


hoods (with median incomes below 80 percent of the metro 


area median). In contrast, only 28 percent of all households 


lived in these areas. Nonetheless, rental housing is found 


in neighborhoods across the income spectrum, with nearly 


a fifth in communities where median income exceeds 120 


percent of the metro area median. 


Yet the location of newly built rental units within metropoli-


tan areas nearly matches the distribution of existing owner 


and renter housing combined. Indeed, renter-occupied hous-


ing units built since 2000 are evenly distributed across neigh-


borhoods by income level, as well as across core cities, sub-


urbs, and exurban areas. In contrast, new owner-occupied 


units are highly concentrated in higher-income neighbor-


hoods and in exurban areas. 


The recent housing market upheaval has highlighted the 


dynamic nature of the housing stock. According to the 


Current Population Survey, the number of renter house-


holds increased by 3.4 million from 2007 through 2011. With 


construction volumes depressed, most of this new demand 


was met by the migration of 3.0 million units—primar-


ily single-family homes—from the owner-occupied to the 


rental housing stock. This influx pushed the share of single-


family rentals up 4 percentage points, to 35 percent, in 2011. 


While still a small share of the overall market, institutional 


investors also began buying up single-family properties 


for rentals, testing new business models for owning and 


managing portfolios of individual homes that may further 


expand rental housing options. 


RENTAL MARKET REVIVAL


The collapse of the housing market was a key factor in 


the genesis of the Great Recession, and its painfully slow 


rebound is one of the major impediments to the broader 


economic recovery. Even so, the rental sector bounced back 


relatively quickly both because demand has been so strong 


and because it was less caught up in the lending excesses 


that fueled the housing bubble. By a variety of measures, the 


rental sector has been strengthening for several years, start-


ing with the downturn in vacancy rates in 2010 (Figure 4). Rents 


picked up in 2011 as markets tightened. With these gains, the 


financial performance of rental properties also improved, 


with net operating income and property values making up 


much of the ground lost during the downturn.  


Note: Includes vacant for-sale and for-rent units.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2011 American Housing Survey.
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Most important for the economy, construction activity also 


accelerated in 2011 as multifamily starts—the vast majority 


intended for the rental market—jumped 54 percent. Midway 


through 2013, starts were on pace to total 294,000 for the 


year, still below the 340,000 annual rate averaged in the early 


2000s before the housing bust. Because of the lengthy con-


struction process for large properties, however, completions 


are still far below levels a decade ago. 


The rental housing recovery is widespread, with lower vacan-


cies, higher rents, and higher construction levels evident in a 


large majority of markets. Indeed, multifamily permitting has 


accelerated in two-thirds of the 100 largest metropolitan areas, 


exceeded averages during the 2000s in a third of those markets, 


and even surpassed previous peaks in a few metros. The rapid 


expansion of production has raised alarms about potential 


overbuilding, particularly since long development periods may 


mask the total volume of new multifamily housing coming on 


the market. So far, though, there are no signs of large increases 


in vacancies or decreases in rents that would indicate an over-


supply of units. Still, vacancy rates do appear to be bottoming 


out and rent increases are slowing in many markets, suggesting 


that supply and demand are moving into balance. 


One aspect of the rental market that does bear watching, 


however, is multifamily finance. During the downturn, most 


credit sources dried up as property performance deterio-


rated and the risk of delinquencies mounted. Much as in the 


owner-occupied market, though, lending activity continued 


through government-backed channels, with Fannie Mae, 


Freddie Mac, and the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) 


playing an important countercyclical role. 


But as the health of the multifamily market improved, pri-


vate lending revived. According to the Mortgage Bankers 


Association, banks and thrifts greatly expanded their mul-


tifamily lending in 2012, nearly matching the volume for 


Fannie and Freddie. Given fundamentally sound market 


conditions, multifamily lending activity should continue 


to increase. The experience of the last several years, how-


ever, clearly testifies to the importance of a government 


presence in a market that provides homes for millions of 


Americans, particularly during periods of economic stress. 


THE SPREAD OF COST BURDENS 


Against the backdrop of the rental market recovery, declining 


renter incomes continue to add to longstanding affordability 


pressures. Already up sharply before the recession began, 


the share of cost-burdened renters took a turn for the worse 


Note: Data for 2013 are through the second quarter. 
Sources: US Census Bureau, New Residential Construction; MPF Research; National Council of Real 
Estate Investment Fiduciaries (NCREIF); and Moody’s/RCA Commercial Property Price 
Index—Apartments.
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2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 ytd


Vacancy Rates (Percent)


All Rentals  10.6 10.2 9.5  8.7  8.5


Professionally 
Managed Apartments 7.9 6.6 5.6 4.9 4.9


Rents (Percent change)  


All Rentals 2.3 0.2 1.7 2.7 2.8


Professionally 
Managed Apartments -4.1 2.4 4.8 3.0 3.1


Multifamily Construction (Thousands of units)


Permits 142 157 206 311 337


Starts 109 116 178 245 299


Completions 274 155 138 166 181


Financial Indicators (Percent change)


Net Operating Income -2.4 9.2 10.4 6.1 4.9


Property Values -27.8 -3.7 19.2 14.2 14.0


Notes: Moderate (severe) burdens are defined as housing costs of 30–50% (more than 50%) of household 
income. Households with zero or negative income are assumed to be severely burdened, while renters 
not paying cash rent are assumed to be unburdened. 
Sources: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, Decennial Census and American Community Surveys.
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after 2007. As a result, the share of renters paying more than 


30 percent of income for housing, the traditional measure 


of affordability, rose 12 percentage points over the decade, 


reaching 50 percent in 2010 (Figure 5). Much of the increase 


was among renters facing severe burdens (paying more 


than half of income for rent), boosting their share nearly 8 


percentage points to 27 percent. These levels were unimagi-


nable just a decade ago, when the fact that the severely cost-


burdened share was nearly 20 percent was already cause for 


serious concern.  


In 2011, the last year for which detailed information is avail-


able, both the overall share of renters with cost burdens and 


the share with severe burdens moved up by about half a per-


centage point. These increases expanded the ranks of cost-


burdened renters to 20.6 million, including 11.3 million that 


pay more than half their incomes for housing. Initial esti-


mates for 2012 indicate the number of cost-burdened house-


holds again increased to a record 21.1 million. Although the 


share of cost-burdened renters receded slightly, this modest 


improvement occurred only because the number of higher-


income renters rose sharply.


Housing cost burdens are nearly ubiquitous among lowest-


income renters. An astounding 83 percent of renters with 


incomes of less than $15,000 were housing cost burdened in 


2011, including a dismal 71 percent with severe burdens. But 


the largest increases in shares in 2001–11 were for moderate-


income renters, up 11 percentage points among those with 


incomes of $30,000–44,999 and 9 percentage points among 


those with incomes of $45,000–74,999. 


Rising unemployment clearly contributed to deteriorating 


affordability. In 2011, three-quarters of renters with house-


hold heads that were unable to find work in the previous 


year had housing cost burdens. The number of such house-


holds nearly quadrupled between 2007 and 2011, adding 


830,000 to the ranks of cost-burdened renters. But high 


unemployment rates are not the main culprit because the 


spread of burdens has been even greater among households 


with full-time workers. The cost-burdened share of renters 


who worked throughout the preceding year rose by nearly 


10 percentage points between 2001 and 2011, boosting their 


numbers by more than 2.5 million over the decade. 


For families and individuals unable to find affordable hous-


ing, the consequences are dire. Among households with 


less than $15,000 a year in expenditures (a proxy for low 


income), severe cost burdens mean paying about $500 more 


for housing than their counterparts living in units they 


can afford. With little else in their already tight budgets to 


cut, these renters spend about $130 less on food—a reduc-


tion of nearly 40 percent relative to those without burdens. 


Severely burdened households with expenditures between 


$15,000–30,000 (one to two times full-time federal minimum 


wage work) cut back on food by a similar amount. Housing 


affordability is thus clearly linked to the problem of hunger 


in America. Both lower-income groups with severe housing 


cost burdens also spend significantly less on health care and 


retirement savings, with direct implications for their current 


and future well-being. But even those lower-income house-


holds that manage to secure affordable housing face difficult 


tradeoffs, often living in inadequate conditions or spending 


more on transportation. 


THE CHALLENGE OF SUPPLYING LOW-COST HOUSING


While the steady erosion of household incomes has helped 


lift the ranks of cost-burdened renters, the affordabil-


ity problem fundamentally reflects the simple fact that the 


cost of providing decent housing exceeds what low-income 


renters can afford to pay. Consider the case of renters with 


$15,000 in annual income. To meet the 30-percent-of-income 


affordability standard, they would have to find housing that 


costs no more than $375 a month. By comparison, the 2011 


median monthly cost for housing built within the previous 


four years was more than $1,000. Less than 34 percent of 


these new units rented for less than $800, and only 5 percent 


for less than $400.


Given this mismatch, it is no surprise that the gap between 


the number of lower-income renters and the supply of 


affordable units continues to grow. In 2011, 11.8 million rent-


ers with extremely low incomes (less than 30 percent of area 


median income, or about $19,000 nationally) competed for 


just 6.9 million rentals affordable at that income cutoff—a 


shortfall of 4.9 million units. The supply gap worsened sub-


stantially in 2001–11 as the number of extremely low-income 


renters climbed by 3.0 million while the number of afford-


able rentals was unchanged. Making matters worse, 2.6 


million of these affordable rentals were occupied by higher-


income households. 


Housing affordable to lowest-income renters tends to be 


older. Nearly half of unassisted rentals available for $400 


a month or less in 2011 were built more than 50 years ago. 


These low-rent units are also more likely to be in poor con-


dition, with 13.7 percent failing to meet the criteria for ade-


quacy defined by the American Housing Survey, compared 


with 9.8 percent of all rentals. As a result, these homes are 
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most at risk of being demolished or otherwise permanently 


lost from the housing stock. Over the 10 years ending in 2011, 


5.6 percent of all units available for rent were removed from 


the inventory. The rate for those renting for less than $400, 


however, was more than twice as high at 12.8 percent. While 


filtering of higher-cost units into the lower-cost segment off-


sets some losses, the net result is that the number of afford-


able units has stagnated for the past decade. 


To make progress on the nation’s legislative goal of afford-


able homes for all requires a multi-pronged approach. Part 


of the solution is to persist in efforts to reduce regulatory 


barriers to construction of rental housing in general, because 


expanding the supply helps to reduce rent inflation for all 


households. But efforts to develop low-cost rentals deserve 


particular attention. A growing number of jurisdictions have 


in fact put some form of requirements or incentives in place  


to include more affordable housing in larger developments. 


State and local governments are also under growing pres-


sure to provide greater allowances for the construction of 


smaller units, higher-density developments, and rentals with 


fewer amenities. For example, building accessory dwelling 


units (ADUs) within established neighborhoods is a promis-


ing means of adding modest rentals in convenient locations. 


Development of very small apartments, or micro units, may 


also help increase the affordable supply in high-density, 


high-cost areas. 


At the same time, there must be greater incentives to invest 


in existing affordable housing. These might entail more 


generous tax breaks for maintenance and improvements or 


exemption from certain local building code requirements, 


allowing the rehabilitation of properties in cost-effective 


ways that fully protect residents’ safety but not necessarily 


to the standards of new construction.  And for households 


with incomes too low to cover the costs of operating even 


lower-quality units in less desirable markets, public subsi-


dies are essential. 


POLICY DIRECTIONS


Rental subsidies are generally targeted at households with 


very low incomes, defined as not exceeding 50 percent 


of area median income. Between the onset of the Great 


Recession in 2007 and the latest count in 2011, the number of 


such renters soared by 3.3 million while the number able to 


obtain housing assistance expanded by just 225,000 (Figure 6). 
As a result, the share of income-eligible households receiv-


ing assistance shrank from an already modest 27.4 percent 


to 23.8 percent. Meanwhile, the number of unassisted very 


low-income renters with worst case needs (paying more than 


half of income for housing or living in severely inadequate 


homes) jumped by 2.6 million to 8.5 million. Continued 


economic recovery will ultimately boost renter incomes and 


thereby alleviate these conditions, but even in the best of 


times, the scale of need for assistance far outstrips available 


resources. And over the coming decade, rapid growth in the 


senior population will bring another surge in demand for 


assisted housing, straining the already limited capacity of 


programs specifically aimed at older Americans.


Notes: Very low-income (VLI) renters have incomes below 50% of area median. Worst case needs are defined as having no government housing assistance and paying more than 50% of income for rent or living in 
severely inadequate housing, or both.
Source: US Department of Housing and Urban Development, Worst Case Housing Needs Reports to Congress.
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The limited growth in rental housing assistance reflects a 


range of challenges facing the programs delivering support. 


While funding for Housing Choice Vouchers—the main vehicle 


for expanded assistance—increased over the past decade, 


rising rents and falling incomes combined to raise the per-


tenant costs of aid, limiting the program’s ability to reach 


more households. Public housing, the nation’s oldest assisted 


units, requires an estimated $26 billion in capital investments 


that remain unfunded. Many privately owned subsidized 


developments were also built more than 30 years ago and are 


now at risk of loss from the assisted stock due to aging and/or 


expiration of contracts. Mandatory funding cuts under federal 


budget sequestration have added to these pressures and could 


lead to a reduction of 125,000 vouchers this year. 


So far, the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program 


has been spared from sequestration because it operates 


through the tax code and therefore does not require annual 


appropriations. Since its inception in 1986, the LIHTC program 


has provided a critical piece of the financing used to support 


construction or preservation of some 2.2 million affordable 


housing units, filling a void left by the termination of most 


other assisted housing production programs several decades 


ago. The program has been highly successful in part because 


it puts private investors at risk of loss if developments fail. 


By itself, however, the LIHTC does not provide deep enough 


subsidies to make units affordable for extremely low-income 


tenants, so it is often combined with other forms of assis-


tance. The LIHTC program will come under scrutiny when 


debate about tax reform begins in earnest. In considering 


which tax expenditures to rein in, it will be important to 


recognize the LIHTC program’s exceptional track record and 


its unique role in adding to the affordable housing supply. It 


is also essential to look holistically at reforms of the LIHTC 


program and other assisted housing efforts to ensure that 


these resources work together effectively to meet the needs 


of the nation’s lowest-income renters.


With Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, and FHA providing the lion’s 


share of longer-term, fixed-rate multifamily rental loans, 


impending reform of the housing finance system will also 


have profound implications for the cost and availability of 


multifamily credit. Although some have called for winding 


down Fannie’s and Freddie’s multifamily activities and put-


ting an end to federal backstops beyond FHA, most propose 


replacing the implicit guarantees of Fannie Mae and Freddie 


Mac with explicit guarantees for which the federal govern-


ment would  charge a fee. Proposals for a federal  backstop 


differ, however, in whether they require a cap on the average 


per unit loan size or include an affordability requirement 


to ensure that credit is available to multifamily properties 


with lower rents or subsidies.  While the details are clearly 


significant, what is most important is that reform efforts 


do not lose sight of the critical federal role in ensuring the 


availability of multifamily financing to help maintain rental 


affordability, as well as in supporting the market more broad-


ly during economic downturns.


A variety of proposals for rental housing assistance reform 


are on the table that are intended to make more efficient use 


of existing resources, tailor interventions to serve as a spring-


board for individual opportunity, revitalize distressed neigh-


borhoods, and expand the scope of assistance. In particular, 


the US Department of Housing and Urban Development  


(HUD) has proposed a number of improvements to existing 


programs, including major changes to public housing. The 


Bipartisan Policy Center Housing Commission has attempted 


to jumpstart an even broader policy debate by laying out a 


framework of guiding principles and identifying a series of 


specific proposals that support those principles. The Housing 


Partnership Network has also created a detailed blueprint 


for reforms, while the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities 


has designed a new mechanism for delivering rental subsi-


dies through the tax system, similar to the support provided 


by housing vouchers. Meanwhile, many organizations are 


calling for finally funding the National Housing Trust Fund, 


which was created in 2008 to support production of housing 


affordable to households with extremely low incomes. The 


question now is whether Congress will recognize the vital 


importance of this assistance to millions of Americans and 


take action on these promising new directions. 
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Renting provides a flexible and financially 


suitable housing option for many Americans. 


While the likelihood of renting declines 


with age, many households switch between 


owning and renting at various points over 


their lives as their housing needs change. 


Although it is difficult to predict whether the 


recent shift toward renting will persist, the 


aging of the baby boomers and growth in the 


minority population alone will keep rental 


demand strong over the next decade. 


THE BENEFITS OF RENTING


The recent turmoil in for-sale housing markets and the 


broader economy has highlighted the many advantages of 


renting. Since the onset of the Great Recession, unemploy-


ment has remained stubbornly high and incomes have fall-


en, straining household budgets. In this environment, rent-


ing offers a flexible housing choice that enables households 


to adapt to changing financial circumstances—including the 


need to relocate quickly, whether to find a more affordable 


home or to take a job elsewhere in the country. 


The recent plunge in house prices also underscored the 


financial risks of homeownership. Falling home values are 


especially devastating to low- and moderate-income house-


holds, who often invest a substantial share of their resources 


in this single asset. And if forced to move when they owe 


more on their mortgages than their homes are worth, own-


ers must cover the gap between the sales proceeds and the 


mortgage debt, or walk away from their loans and face the 


consequences of impaired credit for years to come. 


For most households, renting is less of a financial stretch 


than buying a home. Even in the best of times, homeowners 


must come up with a substantial amount of cash to cover 


the downpayment and closing costs, as well as the expense 


of any immediate repairs. While renters typically have to pay 


a security deposit plus the last month’s rent, the total outlay 


is usually more modest than the upfront costs of buying. 


Equally important, renters who want to move do not incur 


the steep costs associated with selling a home. 


Renting also brings greater certainty to household budgeting 


because tenants do not have to cover the costs of unexpect-


ed but necessary home repairs. Owning a home, however, 


requires money, time, and skill to manage its upkeep. Renting 


transfers responsibility for maintenance to a landlord, 


reducing risk and worry for those who are either ill-suited to 


such tasks or who simply prefer to avoid these obligations. 


R E N T A L  H O U S I N G  D E M A N D 
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A 2012 Fannie Mae survey reveals many of the reasons some 


households favor renting over owning. More than half of the 


renter respondents considered renting a better choice for liv-


ing within a budget and having less stress (Figure 7). The other 


common reasons cited for preferring to rent are that it is the 


best decision in the current economic climate, allows one to 


live in a more convenient location, and provides more flex-


ibility in future decisions. At the same time, current home-


owners overwhelmingly held the view that owning a home 


is a better way to achieve these goals, although 28 percent 


agreed that renting is less stressful. 


Perhaps not surprisingly, attitudes toward renting have 


shifted somewhat as a result of the Great Recession. For 


example, slightly more than half (54 percent) of the house-


holds surveyed by Hart Research Associates in early 2013 


stated that renting had become more appealing given the 


country’s economic situation. Consistent with a variety of 


other sources, however, the same survey also found that 


a solid majority of renters (72 percent) still aspire to own 


homes in the future.


RENTING OVER THE LIFECYCLE 


Young adults are the most likely age group to rent. For 


those first leaving their family homes, the lower trans-


action costs and flexibility of renting makes it a natural 


choice during a stage in life marked by frequent changes 


in jobs, periods as a student, and shifts in personal rela-


tionships. As a result, nearly four out of five individuals 


under age 25 who live independently choose to rent. As 


people age and become more settled, the share that rent 


declines until late in life when the likelihood of renting 


increases slightly. Nevertheless, nearly two-thirds of 25–29 


year-olds and more than half of households in their early 


30s rent their homes. 


While a majority of US households own homes at some point 


in their lives, many return to renting in response to changing 


fortunes and housing needs. For example,  the Panel Study of 


Income Dynamics reports that 44 percent of families rented 


for some period between 2001 and 2011, but the renter share 


of households never exceeded 34 percent during the decade. 


Indeed, 16 percent of all households rented for the entire 


period, 13 percent started out as renters but made the transi-


tion to owning, 7 percent started out as owners but switched 


to renting, and 9 percent shifted between owning and renting 


multiple times (Figure 8). 


Tenure transitions are most common among younger house-


holds, but increase again among the oldest households. In 


particular, the share that move from owning to renting rises 


first among those in their 60s and then more sharply as 


they reach age 70. According to the 2011 American Housing 


Survey, households that had recently shifted from owning to 


renting typically made the move to accommodate a change 


in employment or in marital status. Slightly more than half 


Source: Fannie Mae National Housing Survey, Q3 2012 Data Summary.
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of these households also stated that their housing costs 


declined as a result of the change.


Preferences for location and type of housing depend on renter 


household type. Non-family households, including roommate 


situations that are more common among the young, are more 


likely to live in multifamily housing in central cities (Table A-2). 
As they move into the childrearing phase of life, renters tend to 


prefer single-family homes in suburban or rural locations. In 


fact, married couples with children choose single-family rent-


als more than any other housing type. Single persons, many of 


which are seniors, are more likely to live in central cities and 


the most likely of all renters to live in multifamily structures. 


GEOGRAPHIC VARIATIONS IN RENTING 


Renting is much more prevalent in central cities, where land 


prices are high and low-income households are concen-


trated. In general, rentership rates are highest in cities of the 


Northeast, where more than 60 percent of households rent 


compared with 45–50 percent in other regions. About a quar-


ter of households rent in suburban and non-metropolitan 


areas in most parts of the country, although rentership rates 


in these areas exceed 30 percent in the West. 


Reflecting differences in housing costs, demographic char-


acteristics, and the nature of the housing stock, renter 


shares also vary across metropolitan areas. Renting is 


somewhat more common in markets with higher house 


values, larger shares of young households, fewer senior 


households, and smaller shares of single-family homes. In 


the 20 largest metropolitan areas in the country, renter-


ship rates thus range from 52 percent in Los Angeles to 30 


percent in St. Louis (Figure 9). Most of the markets that have 


larger shares of renters are coastal metros with high home 


prices, including New York and San Diego. Renter shares are 


smaller in markets with lower house values, such as Detroit 


and Tampa.  


HOMES FOR A DIVERSE POPULATION


According to the Current Population Survey, 43.0 million US 


households rented their homes in 2013. Given the appeal of 


renting for young adults, 39 percent of these renters were 


under age 35—almost twice their share in the overall popula-


tion (Figure 10). But nearly as many renters were between the 


ages of 35 and 54 (36 percent). Households aged 55 and over 


currently make up a small share of renters (25 percent) rela-


tive to their share of all households. 
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With their need for less living space and their lower incomes, 


single persons are the most common renter household. Even 


so, nearly as many renters are households with children. 


Fully 32 percent of renters are married couples with children 


and single-parent families. Married couples without children 


are the most underrepresented household type among rent-


ers relative to their share of all households. 


While households of all incomes rent their homes, it is 


nonetheless true that a disproportionate share of renters 


have low incomes. Nearly half (46 percent) of renters have 


incomes below $30,000, including 22 percent with annual 


incomes below $15,000 (roughly equivalent to working 


year-round at the minimum wage) and 24 percent earn-


ing between $15,000 and $30,000. By comparison, only 30 


percent of all households have incomes this low. However, 


the renter share of moderate-income households (with 


$30,000–74,999 in annual income) is 37 percent—just above 


their share of total households. Higher-income households 


make up only about one in six renters, compared with 


about a third of all households.


Many lowest-income renters are among the country’s more 


vulnerable households. Roughly four out of ten renters with 


incomes under $15,000 are out of the workforce because they 


are disabled or retired. Of the remainder, half are employed 


but earn only modest amounts, while another sixth are 


unemployed and looking for work. Among renters earning 


$15,000–29,999, nearly a quarter are disabled or retired and 


fully 80 percent of the rest are employed. 


Since the mid-2000s, rentership rates have risen across 


all household types, income categories, and age groups 


except the oldest. While the sharpest increases have been 


among young adults, fewer individuals in this age group 


have been striking out on their own. As a result, adults 


under age 35 as a share of all renters actually fell between 


2005 and 2013.  And while the overall number of house-


holds aged 35–54 dropped by over 1.2 million during this 


time, higher rentership rates meant the number of rent-


ers within this age group actually rose by over 3 million. 


The aging of the baby-boom generation also meant that 


seniors accounted for a large share of renter household 


growth over this period. 


With their overall numbers climbing, low-income (under 


$15,000) and Hispanic households also contributed a large 


share of the recent increase in renters. Indeed, while each 


group currently represents approximately 13 percent of 


all households, low-income households were responsible 


for 26 percent of renter growth in 2005–13 while Hispanic 


households accounted for 29 percent. 


Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, 2013 Current Population Survey.
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WEALTH ACCUMULATION AMONG RENTERS


Savings and other forms of wealth provide economic security 


in times of job loss, poor health, or unexpected expenses. 


They also support life-changing investments in education 


and business opportunities, and lay a solid foundation for 


retirement. Even after controlling for their lower average 


incomes, though, renters accumulate much less wealth than 


homeowners. For example, among households in the upper-


middle income quartile, the median net worth of homeown-


ers in 2010 was nearly nine times that of renters. The median 


for all owners was 34 times that of renters. 


Home equity accounts for a significant share of the difference, 


but by no means all. Excluding housing wealth, homeowners 


still had a median net worth of $72,520 in 2010—more than 


14 times that of renters. And even accounting for differences 


in the ages as well as the incomes of owners and renters, the 


disparities remain wide. Among households aged 35–44 in the 


upper-middle income quartile, for example, median net wealth 


in 2010 was just $13,300 for renters but $69,700 for owners. 


With the housing market crash, the median net wealth of 


homeowners plunged 30 percent between 2007 and 2010. 


Renters’ median wealth fell only 5 percent. This modest 


decline largely reflects the fact that what little wealth they 


had was mostly in lower-risk, lower-yielding accounts. Even so, 


the median wealth of renters in the highest income quartile, 


who held a broader range of investments, dropped nearly 50 


percent as the recession drove down the values of a full range 


of financial assets as well as housing.  


Again, even after accounting for differences in income, renters 


are less likely than owners to own assets such as retirement 


accounts, cash-value life insurance policies, stocks, certifi-


cates of deposit, or savings bonds (Figure 11). The gap in retire-


ment savings is especially large, and may be due to differences 


in the nature of owners’ and renters’ employment as well as 


the types of benefits they receive. But what is perhaps most 


troubling is that holdings of these and other financial assets 


are low for owners as well as renters, underscoring the urgent 


public policy need to promote saving outside of employment 


and by means other than homeownership. 


DEMOGRAPHIC DRIVERS OF FUTURE DEMAND


Two key factors will drive rental housing demand over the 


next decade: changes in the number and characteristics of 


households, and changes in the tendency of different groups 


to own their homes. Of these, changes in the distribution of 


households is somewhat easier to project because the age 


structure of the adult population is already known with 


some certainty and the rate at which they form different 


types of households changes relatively slowly. 


In contrast, homeownership rates can fluctuate significant-


ly over a several-year span as economic conditions change. 


Consider trends in rental demand between 2005 and 2012. If 


homeownership rates had held constant, overall household 


growth would have lifted the number of renter households 


by 2.0 million. Instead, plummeting homeownership rates 


boosted the number of renters by some 6.6 million over 


this period. 


Homeownership rates are determined in large part by house-


hold incomes, housing prices, and the cost and availability 


of mortgage financing—all of which are highly uncertain. 


Preferences for owning or renting also play a role, but are 


similarly hard to gauge. Joint Center estimates of renter 


household growth therefore assume that homeownership 


rates by age, race/ethnicity, and household type remain at 


their 2012–13 averages. If current trends continue and home-


ownership rates decline further over the next decade, growth 


in the number of renters will be stronger than projected. At 


the same time, however, homeownership may well rebound, 


given that current rates for 25–54 year-olds are at their low-


est point since annual recordkeeping began in the 1970s. In 


that case, the projections will overstate renter growth. 


Note: Income quartiles are equal fourths of all households by income.
Source: JCHS tabulations of Federal Reserve Board, 2010 Survey of Consumer Finances.
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Given constant homeownership rates and using the Census 


Bureau’s high and low population projections, the Joint 


Center estimates that the number of renter households 


will increase between 4.0 million and 4.7 million in 2013–


23. Immigration rates are the major source of difference 


between the two scenarios. While a slowdown from its recent 


pace, growth in the number of renters would be comparable 


to increases in the 1980s—that is, somewhat slower than in 


the 1970s when the baby boomers entered the rental market, 


and in the 2000s when homeownership rates plunged.


The changing age structure of the population and the growing 


racial/ethnic diversity of Americans will alter the face of rent-


al demand over the next decade. With the aging of the baby 


boomers, the number of renters over age 65 will increase by 


2.2 million and account for roughly half of renter household 


growth (Figure 12). The echo boomers will provide the impetus 


for much of the rest of growth, replacing the smaller baby-


bust generation in the 25–44 age group and adding between 


1.9 million and 2.4 million renter households. The number of 


renters under age 25 will dip somewhat over the next 10 years 


as the echo boomers move out of this age group. 


The aging of the population means that the numbers of renter 


households that are either single or married couples with-


out children will rise. These two groups are each projected 


to account for 1.2–1.3 million additional renter households 


over the decade, or roughly 30 percent of overall growth. The 


number of renter households with children is also expected 


to climb as the echo-boom generation moves into the 25–34 


and 35–44 year-old age groups. In combination, the number of 


married couples with children and single-parent families that 


rent housing is projected to increase by 1.1–1.5 million. 


The growing diversity of American households will be evident 


in the sizable increase in the number of Hispanic renters. 


While currently making up about 20 percent of renter house-


holds, Hispanics are projected to account for more than half 


of renter household growth in 2013–23, with increases in the 


2.2–2.4 million range. African-Americans, Asians, and other 


minorities will drive the rest of renter household growth over 


the decade as the net number of white renters holds steady. 


THE OUTLOOK


Projected changes in the age and race/ethnicity of US house-


holds have important implications for housing markets and 


for policymakers. The burgeoning number of seniors points 


to increasing demand for housing that meets the needs of 


aging renters. While many of these households may be able 


to stay in their current homes, others may have to move to 


housing with better access to services and social networks 


when they can no longer drive. In addition, the growing 


number of seniors on fixed incomes is likely to outstrip the 


limited supply of affordable rentals. With the number of 


families with children also on the rise, demand for larger 


rental units will increase as well, particularly in communi-


ties with access to good schools and employment centers. 


Notes: Families with children may be headed by married or partnered couples or single parents, and only include children of the household head that are under age 18. Other family households 
include children under age 18 that are not those of the household head, such as grandchildren. White, black, and other household heads are non-Hispanic. Hispanics may be of any race.
Source: JCHS 2013 household projections, middle series. 
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R E N T A L  H O U S I N G  S U P P L Y 


The rental stock provides a broad range  


of housing options for the growing numbers 


of US households seeking to rent. To meet the 


rising tide of demand, construction activity has 


picked up pace in many markets across the 


country. The millions of homes switched from 


owner-occupied to rental in the aftermath of 


the housing crash have also helped to expand 


supply. The persistent challenge, however,  


is that the costs of adding new rentals  


or adequately maintaining existing units  


far exceed the ability of low-income  


renters to pay.


 


PROFILE OF THE STOCK 


Contrary to popular perceptions, most rental units are not 


located in large apartment buildings. According to American 


Housing Survey estimates for 2011, about 35 percent of occu-


pied rentals are in fact single-family homes and another 19 


percent are in buildings with two to four units. Indeed, only 


29 percent are in buildings with 10 or more units. It is impor-


tant to note, however, that these estimates likely overstate 


the share of rentals in smaller properties, given that these 


structures may be part of large apartment complexes—a 


critical distinction when considering the ownership and 


financing of this housing. For example, the 2001 Residential 


Finance Survey reported that 43 percent of rentals were in 


properties with 10 or more units, while the AHS for that year 


also indicated that 29 percent were in buildings of this size. 


The rental housing stock is somewhat older than the 


owner-occupied inventory. In 2011, the median-aged rental 


home was built in the early 1970s, or about five years earlier 


than the typical owner-occupied unit. During the 1960s and 


1970s, multifamily construction took off in part to accom-


modate the first wave of baby boomers as they began to 


live on their own. Multifamily construction was strong 


again in the early 1980s, spurred by generous tax provisions 


intended to stimulate the economy after the 1981 reces-


sion. Building activity then slowed to a moderate pace for 


much of the next two decades. Overall, about a third of the 


nation’s rental supply was built before 1960, another third 


in the two decades between 1960 and 1979, and the final 


third in the years since 1980. 


The oldest rentals are primarily single-family detached 


homes or in two- to four-unit buildings, 44 percent of which 


were built before 1960 (Figure 13). The older age of single-


family rentals reflects the tendency for growing shares 


of owner-occupied homes to switch to rentals over time. 


Meanwhile, construction of apartment buildings with two to 


four units has become less common over the years, with only 


22 percent built since 1980. Apartments in buildings with 10 
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or more units are newest on average, with large shares built 


during the 1960s and 1970s construction booms, as well as 


after 1980.


Rental housing is in generally good condition, with only 3.1 


percent categorized as severely inadequate and 6.7 per-


cent as moderately inadequate. These shares are, however, 


nearly twice those for all housing units. Given that older 


housing is more likely to be inadequate, more than 13 


percent of rentals built before 1960 have some structural 


deficiencies. Still, a large majority of renters are satisfied 


with their living conditions. A 2012 Fannie Mae survey 


found that more than three-quarters of respondents were 


satisfied with the ongoing maintenance of their rentals, 


including 43 percent who were very satisfied. In keeping 


with the AHS estimate of housing adequacy, only 8 percent 


of respondents to that survey were very dissatisfied with 


the maintenance of their homes. 


GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION 


While available in communities across the country, rental 


housing is more concentrated in the central cities of met-


ropolitan areas. Indeed, about 43 percent of all occupied 


rentals are located in central cities, compared with 29 


percent of all households. The share of rentals in suburbs 


is nearly as large (40 percent), although lower than the 


share of households (49 percent) residing in those areas. 


The remaining 17 percent of rental homes are in non-metro 


areas, also below the 22 percent share of households living 


in those locations. 


Rental housing is particularly common in lower-income 


neighborhoods. Across the 100 largest metropolitan areas, 


45 percent of occupied rental units in 2011 were located in 


low-income neighborhoods, compared with 28 percent of 


households. At the other end of the spectrum, 20 percent 


of rentals were in high-income neighborhoods, compared 


with 36 percent of households. In moderate-income areas, 


the shares are similar. The concentration of rental housing 


in low-income communities reflects in part the simple fact 


that more low-income households rent. But the limited 


supply of rental housing in higher-income neighborhoods 


may also constrain renters’ ability to find affordable hous-


ing in areas offering access to better schools and suburban 


employment centers. 


The prevalence of particular structure types is a function of 


land costs, zoning regulations, and historical development 


patterns. In central cities, where land costs are high and more 


Note: Data exclude vacant units.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
2011 American Housing Survey.
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land is zoned for multifamily buildings, the majority of the 


rental stock is in fact made up of multifamily buildings, with 


larger structures dominating. Rentals in buildings with 10 or 


more units constitute fully 37 percent of the rental stock in 


central cities, compared with only 27 percent in suburban 


areas (Figure 14). This pattern is also due to the heavy volume 


of multifamily construction in the 1960s and 1970s, much of 


it built with federal support and concentrated primarily in 


urban areas. Even so, single-family rentals still represent a 


significant share of the central city stock (27 percent), albeit 


substantially less than in the suburbs (39 percent). 


Renters in rural locations typically live in single-family or 


mobile homes, which account for six out of 10 rentals. In 


contrast, rentals in buildings with 10 or more units are rela-


tively rare in these communities. The one constant across 


geographies, however, is the relative importance of small 


multifamily rentals, with the shares of buildings with two to 


nine units varying only between 35 percent in central cities 


and 28 percent in non-metro areas. 


ADDITIONS THROUGH NEW CONSTRUCTION


Most additions to the rental housing inventory through 


new construction are in multifamily buildings, although 


not all multifamily units are built as rentals. At the height 


of the homeownership boom, more than four out of 10 


new multifamily units were built for sale. But with the 


recent rental market recovery, the share of multifamily 


units intended for renter occupancy rebounded to more 


than nine out of 10. A small though important share of 


single-family construction is also targeted to the rental 


market. Indeed, while just 6 percent of new single-family 


homes were built as rentals in 2012, these additions rep-


resented more than 30,000 units. 


On average, 260,000 new rental housing units were com-


pleted each year between 2000 and 2009, including 41,000 


single-family homes. But at the depth of the downturn in 


2010, completions of homes intended for rent totaled a mere 


151,000. Although rebounding to 186,000 in 2012, rental 


completions remain well below average annual levels in the 


ten years leading up to the recession despite the strength of 


renter household growth. 


While the overall rental housing stock is concentrated in 


central cities and lower-income neighborhoods, the loca-


tion of newer rentals closely matches the distribution of all 


existing housing (Figure 15). In contrast, new owner-occupied 


units are nearly twice as likely to be located in high-income 


Notes: Low-/moderate-/high-income neighborhoods are census tracts with median income that is under 80%/80–120%/at least 120% of the metropolitan median. Core cities have populations above 100,000. 
Suburbs are urbanized areas in metros that are outside of core cities. Exurbs are all other areas.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, 2007–11 Five-Year American Community Survey.
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neighborhoods. Newer rental housing is also fairly evenly 


distributed across cities, suburbs, and exurbs, expanding the 


available housing options without contributing to sprawl. 


New owner-occupied housing, however, remains heavily con-


centrated in exurban areas. 


It is also noteworthy that increasing shares of new rentals are 


in large buildings. From the 1970s through much of the 1990s, 


multifamily buildings with two to nine apartments were the 


most common rental structure. But a trend toward larger build-


ings emerged in the late 1990s. In both 2009 and 2010, nearly 


four out of five new rentals were in structures with at least 


20 units, and nine out of 10 were in buildings with at least 10 


units. In fact, some 43 percent of new apartments in 2010 were 


in buildings with 50 or more units. Although the housing mar-


ket downturn reduced its share of new construction, the large 


building segment of the market still accounted for more than 


two-thirds of rental completions in 2012. Buildings with two to 


nine units accounted for less than 11 percent. 


INFLUX OF OWNER-OCCUPIED HOUSING 


While new construction and a reduction in vacant for-rent 


housing helped to meet the recent surge in rental demand, 


much of the increase in the rental inventory came from the 


flood of formerly owner-occupied homes into the market. 


In 2009–11 alone, about 1.9 million homes switched on net 


from the owner-occupied to the rental stock. Another 1.1 


million units had been converted on net to rentals between 


2007 and 2009, bringing the inflow to more than 3.0 million 


homes over the four-year period. With signs that this trend 


continued after 2011, total additions are likely to be even 


higher today. 


Most of the homes converted to rentals are single-family resi-


dences (Figure 16), lifting the single-family share of the rental 


housing stock to a new high of 35 percent in 2011. While the 


share of single-family homes that are rentals also ticked up 


from 14 percent to 16 percent over this period, this increase 


only brought the share back in line with its long-run average. 


Much of the growth in single-family rentals may thus reflect 


the fact that these homes have become a larger share of the 


overall housing stock since the late 1990s.  


Although small-scale investors have traditionally owned the 


vast majority of single-family rentals, large investment pools 


began to buy up foreclosed homes after the housing crash to 


manage the properties as rentals. The largest of the groups 


amassed portfolios of 10,000–20,000 homes, many of them con-


centrated in a few select markets. While systematic information 


is hard to come by, CoreLogic found that institutional investors 


(defined as those acquiring at least five foreclosed properties or 


using a corporate identity) were most active in 2012 in Miami, 


where they bought 30 percent of foreclosed properties, followed 


by Phoenix (23 percent), Charlotte (21 percent), Las Vegas (19 


percent), and Orlando (18 percent). These shares of corporately 


owned single-family rentals are in fact close to historical levels. 


At the same time, though, the scale of operation of the largest 


institutional investors is unprecedented. 


These new, large-scale ventures may have importance not 


only in reviving moribund housing markets, but also in devel-


oping new models for financing and managing single-family 


homes as rental properties. Until now, institutional investors 


have shown little interest in this arena, presumably because 


of the high cost of managing geographically dispersed proper-


ties as well as the challenges of financing and titling individu-


al units. If these business models can be profitable, they could 


help to expand the rental options in both the market-rate 


and affordable housing sectors. Some investors have recently 


sought to securitize the cash flow from these portfolios, while 


others have formed real estate investment trusts (REITs) as a 


way to sell off a portion of their interest. However, it remains 


to be seen whether large-scale investment in single-family 


rentals will become a permanent part of the landscape or fade 


as house prices recover and demand from owner-occupants 


picks up, reducing the financial returns to investors. 


Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
American Housing Surveys.
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THE SUPPLY OF LOW-RENT HOUSING 


According to AHS data, the median contract rent (exclud-


ing tenant-paid utilities) was $725 in 2011. When factoring 


in typical monthly utility costs, the median gross rent was 


$843. At the 30-percent-of-income standard, households 


would have to earn at least $33,700 a year—several thou-


sand dollars more than the median renter income—to afford 


this home. And for the nearly one-quarter of renters with 


incomes of $15,000 or less, rents plus utilities would have  to 


total well under $400 a month to be affordable. Only 8 per-


cent of units have such low costs, although another 14 per-


cent receive some form of public subsidy that helps to close 


the gap between the demand for affordable housing and the 


private supply (Figure 17).


Affordable private market rentals are likely to be single-


family or mobile homes, which together account for 


56 percent of residences renting for less than $400. 


Moderately priced units (with rents between $400 and 


$800) are more likely to be in multifamily buildings with 


two to nine apartments. Meanwhile, 32 percent of units 


renting for at least $800 are located in larger multifamily 


buildings—almost double the share (17 percent) of units 


renting for less than $400 in such buildings. A large per-


centage of single-family rentals also has high rents, given 


that these homes are often more spacious and located in 


higher-income areas. 


Much of the lowest-cost rental stock is at least 50 years 


old. Nearly half (46 percent) of all unassisted housing with 


rents under $400 were built before 1960, compared with 


just a third of all units. In addition, many of the homes 


renting in the $400–599 range were built between 1960 and 


1979. Newer housing is much more likely to have higher 


rents, with 52 percent of unassisted cash rentals built in 


1980 or later leasing for at least $800 a month and just 6 


percent renting for less than $400.  


ONGOING LOSSES OF THE LOW-END STOCK  


With little revenue to cover operating and maintenance 


costs, the low-rent housing stock is especially vulnerable 


to removal. Of the 34.8 million rentals that existed in 2001, 


some 1.9 million were demolished by 2011—a loss rate of 


5.6 percent. Losses of units renting for less than $400, how-


ever, were nearly twice as high at 12.8 percent (Figure 18). 
Although making up only a small share of the overall rental 


supply, homes renting for less than $400 thus accounted 


for more than a third (650,000) of total removals. Removal 


rates for units with rents between $400 and $600 were also 


relatively high at 6.7 percent. Loss rates decline as rents 


increase, falling to just 3.0 percent for units with rents of 


$800 or more. 


Age is a key factor in the high loss rates for low-cost rent-


als, with removals of homes built before 1960 at roughly 8 


percent. Removal rates for single-family homes and two- 


to four-unit apartment buildings are also comparatively 


high. Fully 8.1 percent of rental units in non-metro areas 


were lost from the stock over the decade, compared with 


5.7 percent in central cities and 4.7 percent in suburbs. 


High losses in rural areas reflect the greater presence of 


mobile homes, particularly in the South and West where 


they account for more than 10 percent of rentals. Mobile 


homes have by far the highest loss rates of any structure 


type, with more than one in five removed from the stock 


between 2001 and 2011.  


SUPPLYING LOW-COST HOUSING 


While losses of existing rentals are concentrated among low-


rent units, new construction typically adds residences at the 


upper end of the rent distribution. The 2011 AHS reports that 


the median monthly gross rent for units built in the preceding 


four years was $1,052—affordable only for households earning 


at least $42,200 a year. Only 34 percent of new units had rents 


below $800, or roughly at costs affordable for the median renter. 


Notes: Excludes units without cash rent or with rent paid other than monthly. Affordable rents are 
defined as no more than 30% of household income. Monthly rents of $400 are roughly 30% of income 
for a household earning $15,000 per year, which is also roughly equivalent to full-time work at the 
federal minimum wage.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2011 American 
Housing Survey.
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One possible approach to lowering the costs of new construc-


tion would be to reduce the regulatory constraints on certain 


types of housing—for example, by allowing higher-density con-


struction to economize on land costs, permitting smaller unit 


sizes, and relaxing requirements for parking or other amenities. 


In addition, requiring that rehabilitation of existing rental prop-


erties meet the same building standards as new construction 


can make preservation efforts extremely costly. Allowing more 


flexibility in meeting these goals, but without requiring specific 


building materials or techniques, could help relieve some of 


these costs. Any relaxation of land use regulations and building 


codes must of course ensure the safety of residents and limit 


the costs imposed on surrounding communities. 


Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) also offer a promising 


way to add more affordable rentals in higher-cost locations 


without subsidies. ADUs are generally modest units located 


inside of or attached to a single-family home, or in a struc-


ture on the same property, providing homeowners a rental 


income stream or a place to house relatives or caregivers. But 


they also increase the housing options for people otherwise 


unable to afford to live in the communities where they work, 


help satisfy demand for smaller residences (including from 


owners who may want to downsize and rent out their pri-


mary residences), and add housing without the loss of open 


space or the need for new infrastructure. 


Yet local regulations enacted to preserve a community’s 


character often pose barriers to the creation of ADUs. If 


allowed at all, ADUs may be subject to minimum lot or house 


sizes, minimum and maximum unit sizes, and requirements 


for landscaping and design, off-street parking, and having an 


Note: The removal rate for all rentals includes mobile homes.  
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2001–11 American Housing Surveys.


0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14


All Rentals


Rent Level
Under $400


$400–599


$600–799


$800 and Over 


Year Built
Pre-1940


1940–1959


1960–1979


1980–1999


2000 and Later


Structure Type


Single-Family Detached


Single-Family Attached


Multifamily with 2–4 Units


Multifamily with 5–9 Units


Multifamily with 10 or More Units


Location
Central Cities


Suburbs


Non-Metro 


Low-Cost and Older Rentals Are Especially at Risk of Loss
Share of Units Permanently Removed from Stock 2001–11 (Percent)


FIGURE 18







21
21J O I N T  C E N T E R  F O R  H O U S I N G  S T U D I E S  O F  H A R V A R D  U N I V E R S I T Y


owner-occupant on site. A number of communities around 


the country, however, have now created or liberalized ADU 


regulations and offer technical assistance, low- or no-inter-


est loans to modify or create units, or amnesty programs to 


bring illegal housing into compliance. 


Like accessory units, micro-units are a potential housing 


alternative for those seeking affordable urban living. Given 


that these apartments are typically just a few hundred 


square feet, development of micro-units frequently requires 


changes to zoning laws related to minimum unit size or 


maximum number of dwellings per parcel. Off-street park-


ing requirements pose another barrier, though some cities 


provide waivers in areas well served by transit. Despite grow-


ing demand for smaller, centrally located rentals, concerns 


about increased density and the untested nature of new 


developments of this type have led some communities to 


establish initial limits on micro-units and to require evalua-


tion of their impacts on neighborhoods and affordability to 


inform future changes to regulations.


THE OUTLOOK


The recent housing boom and bust highlighted the dynam-


ic nature of the nation’s rental supply. Although new con-


struction slowed sharply following the Great Recession, 


surging demand was met by the conversion of some 3 


million owner-occupied units into rentals, pushing the 


single-family share of the rental stock to a new high. But 


while the market has proven highly responsive to chang-


ing conditions, supplying housing for very low-income 


renters continues to be a challenge because of the fun-


damental gap between the cost of development and what 


these households can afford to pay. 


The deterioration and loss of low-cost rental housing are 


grave concerns. To some extent, the loss of older rent-


als may be inevitable as time takes its toll, particularly 


when maintenance is deferred. Older housing may also 


be less efficient to operate and have outdated designs. 


While renovation and improvements might address some 


of these deficiencies, the costs of upgrading older proper-


ties to current building codes are often prohibitive. Still, 


rehabilitation of older buildings would provide the kind of 


modest but secure housing that is difficult to add through 


new construction. To encourage these investments, one 


strategy would be to offer tax incentives for upgrades to 


existing rentals that meet affordability standards. At the 


local level, it may be important to exempt renovated hous-


ing from some current building code requirements where 


doing so would help maintain affordability without com-


promising residents’ safety.  
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R E N T A L  M A R K E T  C O N D I T I O N S 


By most measures, the rental housing 


market has recovered from the Great 


Recession. Now that vacancy rate declines 


and rent increases are moderating, markets 


may be approaching balance. A clear sign of 


renewed health is the strong return  


of most private sources of mortgage 


financing. Going forward, though, a large 


unknown is how impending reform of the 


government role in the mortgage market will 


affect the cost and availability of credit for 


rental properties. 


MOVING INTO BALANCE 


While the owner-occupied market only began to show clear 


signs of recovery in 2012, rental markets have steadily 


improved for several years. From a record high of 10.6 per-


cent in 2009, the vacancy rate turned down in 2010 and has 


continued to slide, averaging 8.4 percent in the first three 


quarters of 2013. After four consecutive years of downward 


momentum, the US rental vacancy rate is now well below its 


average in the 2000s and approaching levels last seen during 


the 1990s (Figure 19). Whether vacancy rates have further to 


fall is difficult to judge because there is no clear benchmark 


for what represents market balance, given the upward drift 


in vacancy rates over the last few decades. 


While vacancies for larger rental buildings posted both 


the sharpest rise before and the sharpest drop after their 


recessionary peak in 2009, rates for all structure types have 


eased. Over the past three years, the vacancy rate for apart-


ment buildings with 10 or more units declined by 3.1 per-


centage points and that for buildings with five to nine units 


by 2.8 percentage points. The overall rate for buildings with 


at least five units—accounting for 42 percent of the rental 


housing stock—stands at about 9.1 percent. Remarkably, 


soaring demand was more than enough to absorb the 2.7 


million single-family homes that flooded into the rental 


market after 2007. Indeed, vacancy rates for single-family 


rentals barely increased during the recession and have 


fallen 1.8 percentage points since 2009 to just 8.1 percent. 


Vacancy rates in small multifamily buildings with two to 


four units have followed a similar path. 


Throughout the downturn and recovery, vacancy rates for 


professionally managed apartments—favored by large insti-


tutional investors—started out and remained much lower 


than in the broader rental market. Still, MPF Research data 


indicate that vacancy rates in this segment spiked by more 


than 4.1 percentage points from 3.9 percent in mid-2006 to 


8.0 percent at the end of 2009, before retreating to 4.7 per-


cent in the second quarter of 2013. Meanwhile, the cycle in 


Note: The vacancy rate for 2013 is the quarterly average through the third quarter.
Source: US Census Bureau, Housing Vacancy Surveys via Moody’s Economy.com.
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vacancy rates for all multifamily rentals was similar in tim-


ing but slightly more subdued. 


RENTS ON THE RISE 


The consumer price index (CPI) for contract rents—which 


excludes tenant-paid utilities and covers all rental housing in 


the country—is a key indicator of national trends. By this mea-


sure, the increase in nominal rents began to slow in late 2008 


as the recession took hold and then bottomed out in mid-2010 


(Figure 20). Rent growth then accelerated steadily through 2011 


before stabilizing at about a 2.8 percent annual rate through 


September 2013, outpacing the rise in overall prices. 


Data from MPF Research for professionally managed prop-


erties, however, show much more volatility in rents over 


the past few years. The disparity between the two sources 


reflects both differences in management of the properties 


and how each survey measures changes in rents. The MPF 


data show a much steeper falloff at the start of the recession, 


with nominal rent declines reaching fully 4.8 percent year-


over-year in the third quarter of 2009. Like the CPI, though, 


this measure indicates that rents turned up in mid-2010 and 


continued to gain momentum into late 2011, reaching 4.8 


percent by year end. The MPF measure also suggests that 


rental market tightening began to moderate in 2012, with 


rent increases slowing to a 3.1 percent annual rate by mid-


2013—roughly matching the change in the CPI rent index 


but still exceeding general price inflation by more than a full 


percentage point.  


Nearly every major metropolitan area has shared in the rental 


recovery. As of the second quarter of 2013, 90 of the 93 metro 


areas tracked by MPF Research reported annual rent increases, 


about the same number as at the end of 2012. Of this group, 20 


metros posted gains of 3.5 percent or more, outstripping overall 


inflation by more than 2.0 percentage points. In 27 other met-


ros, rents rose somewhat more slowly but were still up by at 


least 2.5 percent, or 1.0–2.0 percentage points above inflation. 


The metropolitan areas where rents have risen the most 


tend to have the strongest employment growth. For example, 


metros with rent increases exceeding 3.5 percent saw job 


gains of 2.4 percent in 2012. Most of these areas—including 


Austin, Corpus Christi, Houston, San Francisco, San Jose, and 


Santa Rosa—are concentrated in the West and South. In con-


trast, job growth in metros with the smallest rent increases 


or actual declines averaged just 1.4 percent in 2012.


However, some loss of momentum was also evident in 2012, 


with rent increases and occupancy growth moderating in 


most major metropolitan areas. Only a few metros—again 


primarily in the South and West—posted annual gains sur-


passing the previous year’s change. Data through the first 


half of 2013 suggest that occupancy rates and rent increases 


in most areas were roughly similar to those in 2012.   


MULTIFAMILY CONSTRUCTION OUT IN FRONT


After hitting an all-time low in 2009, multifamily construc-


tion ticked up in 2010 and then surged in 2011 even as single-


Note: The vacancy rate for 2013 is the quarterly average through the third quarter.
Source: US Census Bureau, Housing Vacancy Surveys via Moody’s Economy.com.
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family starts found a new bottom (Figure 21). The momentum 


continued in 2012, with multifamily starts up another 38 


percent. Overall housing starts rose by 194,000 units between 


2010 and 2012, with multifamily construction accounting 


for two-thirds of the increase. Multifamily starts climbed 


another 31 percent through the first eight months of 2013 to 


a seasonally adjusted annual rate of 294,000 units—still well 


below the 340,000 annual average prevailing in the decade 


before the downturn. While single-family construction has 


recently regained steam, the multifamily sector is still 


responsible for an outsized share of construction activity, 


accounting for one in three new units as of mid-2013 com-


pared with just one in five in the 1990s and 2000s.  


The rebound in multifamily construction is evident across 


the country. Over two-thirds of the 100 largest metros issued 


more multifamily permits in 2012 than 2011, while fully 


one-third issued more in 2012 than in the 2000s on average. 


Notes: Prices for All Consumer Items is the CPI-U for All Items. Rents for professionally managed apartment communities are from MPF Research. The CPI-U Rent Index is for primary residence. 
Sources: US Bureau of Labor Statistics; MPF Research.
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Note: The 2013 estimate is based on the average monthly seasonally adjusted annual rate through August.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, New Residential Construction.
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Notes: Data are for apartments. Net operating income is defined as gross rental income plus any other income less operating expenses. Annual rates are calculated across four quarters.
Source: JCHS tabulations of National Council of Real Estate Investment Fiduciaries (NCREIF) data.
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Through August 2013, the number of multifamily permits in 


these metros was up by more than 20 percent from a year 


earlier. However, there are some notable differences across 


markets. At one extreme, the pace of permitting in Portland 


(OR) and Orlando more than doubled, while activity in Miami, 


Atlanta, and Phoenix jumped by 70 percent or more. At the 


other extreme, Dallas, Houston, Charlotte, and Washington, 


DC, posted year-over-year declines after several years of 


strong growth. 


The surge in multifamily construction has raised some con-


cerns about potential overbuilding in certain markets. While 


activity in some metros has indeed surpassed peak rates in 


the 2000s, growth in renter households has also been much 


stronger than in that decade. Rather than past construction 


volumes, rent levels and rental vacancy rates are more reli-


able indicators of whether supply is outstripping demand. 


By those measures, there is no evidence of overbuilding 


yet in areas with the most construction activity in recent 


years.  Nevertheless, the lags between multifamily starts and 


completions mean that units begun in 2011 only began to 


come on line in 2012. In fact, the number of newly completed 


units rose to only 166,200 in 2012, representing a 20 percent 


increase over 2011 and the first year-over-year gain since 


2007–08. Indeed, in all three markets where multifamily per-


mits exceeded their 2000s peaks in 2012 (Austin, Raleigh, and 


Washington, DC), the pace of permitting slowed markedly 


through the first half of 2013 while vacancy rates held below 


5.0 percent. Rent increases in Washington, DC, also slowed 


noticeably, which may signal that additions to supply have 


caught up with demand. 


PROPERTY OWNERS PROSPERING


With vacancy rates falling and rents rising, the financial per-


formance of investment-grade properties improved markedly 


over the past three years. According to the National Council 


of Real Estate Investment Fiduciaries (NCREIF), the net oper-


ating income (NOI) for institutionally owned apartments was 


up by at least 4.9 percent annually over the past 12 quarters. 


The rebound in apartment property prices is even more 


impressive. Since bottoming out in the fourth quarter of 


2009, Moody’s Commercial Property Price Index for apart-


ment buildings climbed by 62 percent to a new high in 


mid-2013. NCREIF’s transaction-based price index shows a 


more moderate but still substantial increase of 53 percent. 


By contrast, the S&P/Case-Shiller® US National Home Price 


Index indicates that single-family house prices rose only 6.0 


percent over this period. With these increases in NOI and 


appraised property values, the annual return on investment 


for apartment owners has remained above 10 percent since 


late 2010 (Figure 22).


Declines in delinquency rates for multifamily loans mirror the 


strength of the apartment property market. Through the early 


and mid-2000s, the share of multifamily loans held by FDIC-







26 A M E R I C A ’ S  R E N T A L  H O U S I N G — E V O L V I N G  M A R K E T S  A N D  N E E D S26 A M E R I C A ’ S  R E N T A L  H O U S I N G — E V O L V I N G  M A R K E T S  A N D  N E E D S


insured institutions that were at least 90 days past due or in 


nonaccrual status hovered below 1.0 percent. But by the third 


quarter of 2010, that share had shot up to 5.4 percent. Since 


then, though, the share of noncurrent multifamily loans held 


by FDIC-insured institutions fell for 10 consecutive quarters, 


retreating to 1.5 percent in the first half of 2013. By com-


parison, the recovery in the owner-occupied market has been 


much slower, with the noncurrent share of loans on one- to 


four-unit properties hitting 11.4 percent in the first quarter of 


2010 before moderating to a still high 9.5 percent in mid-2013.  


Delinquencies on multifamily loans held in commercial 


mortgage backed securities (CMBS) have been slower to 


recede. According to Moody’s Delinquency Tracker, the share 


of CMBS loans that were 60 or more days past due, in fore-


closure, or in possession of the lender—a much broader mea-


sure of troubled loans than reported by the FDIC—peaked 


at 15.9 percent in early 2011 and then eased to 10.5 percent 


by mid-2013. While this market segment is finally on a path 


to improved performance, at this rate it will be a long time 


before delinquencies return to those prevailing before the 


housing market crash.


Meanwhile, the share of multifamily loans held or backed by 


Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac (government sponsored enter-


prises or GSEs) that are 60 or more days delinquent remained 


under 1.0 percent throughout the housing market downturn. 


This performance indicates that, unlike on the single-family 


side, the GSEs did not participate in the “race to the bottom” 


by relaxing screening and underwriting standards. On the 


contrary, the low delinquency rates on their loans indicate 


that Fannie and Freddie remained more disciplined than 


other market players through risk sharing arrangements and 


careful oversight of lenders. 


MULTIFAMILY LENDING IN RECOVERY


Over the past two decades, multifamily lending activity 


has fluctuated with the financial fortunes of rental proper-


ties. The dollar volume of multifamily loans outstanding 


increased steadily in the late 1990s as the market recovered 


from weak conditions at the start of the decade. Multifamily 


lending picked up even more in 2003–07 as the housing 


market boomed. But when the Great Recession took hold, 


both net operating incomes and property values plunged 


while loan delinquencies soared, bringing lending growth to 


a halt. Increases in outstanding loan volumes dropped off 


sharply in 2008 and remained weak through 2010, but then 


rebounded in 2011 as low interest rates and a burgeoning 


recovery in the broader rental market created a favorable 


environment for both borrowers and lenders. 


In the decade leading up to the Great Recession, the GSEs 


fueled a substantial share of the growth in outstanding loans—


outdistancing depository institutions that had once been 


the single largest source of multifamily lending—and greatly 


expanded their market shares (Figure 23). Much of the growth 


in federally backed lending occurred before the market heated 


up after 2003. Private asset-backed securities then emerged as 


an increasingly important source of funding, accounting for 


more than a quarter (27 percent) of net loan growth in 2003–07. 


A combination of state and local governments, life insurance 


companies, and other financial institutions also expanded 


their lending during those years, sourcing another 22 percent. 


The strong flow of credit for multifamily properties during this 


period helped to propel a sharp rise in property values, mirror-


ing trends in the owner-occupied market.


Once the recession hit, however, loans backed by the GSEs 


and FHA accounted for the lion’s share of multifamily lend-


ing, supporting the market between 2007 and 2010 when 


private capital was scarce. During this period, depository 


institutions and other lenders substantially reduced loan 


originations as market conditions deteriorated. New issu-


ances of private asset-backed securities also ceased amid 


the overall weakness of the market and the very high default 


rates for such loans. 


Notes: Data for 2013 are through the second quarter. CMBS are commercial mortgage backed 
securities issued by private firms. Other includes state and local governments, life insurance 
companies, pension funds, REITs, finance companies, and businesses.
Source: Mortgage Bankers Association calculations based on Federal Reserve Board, Flow of Funds, 
and FDIC data.
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The GSEs and FHA have continued to play a prominent 


role in the multifamily market since the recovery in private 


lending began in 2010. The Mortgage Bankers Association 


(MBA) estimates that annual originations backed by the 


GSEs nearly doubled between 2009 and 2012, while loans 


insured by FHA were up five-fold. The MBA data also indi-


cate that private lending is reviving, attesting to lenders’ 


confidence in the multifamily recovery. Originations by 


depositories exceeded their pre-recession levels in 2012, 


and those by life insurance companies approached their 


previous peak. In contrast, lending through the private-


label securities market, state and local governments, and 


other sources remained moribund. 


However, lending activity varies considerably by market seg-


ment. According to data reported under the Home Mortgage 


Disclosure Act (which excludes many of the largest commer-


cial lenders that are not involved in the single-family mar-


ket), the volume of small-balance loans fell off much more 


sharply between 2006 and 2011 than that of large-balance 


loans. Multifamily loans of less than $1 million dropped by 42 


percent over this period, while loans of $1.0–2.5 million were 


down by 16 percent. These declines are several times larger 


than the 3 percent dip in loans between $2.5 million and $25 


million, which account for about half the market. Indeed, the 


volume of loans over $25 million actually increased by 19 per-


cent even as the rest of the market had yet to recover. 


Since depository institutions had been the principal source 


of financing for smaller properties (and hence small-balance 


loans), it is no surprise that the lending decline was more 


severe in this part of the market. But given that smaller mul-


tifamily properties account for an outsized share of affordable 


rental units, it will be important to monitor whether the lend-


ing recovery extends to this segment. 


Lending activity in low-income and minority neighborhoods 


also plunged in 2006–11, reflecting in part the greater reli-


ance on small-balance loans in these areas as well as wide-


spread neighborhood distress. Over this period, multifamily 


loan volumes were down 15 percent in low-income areas and 


22 percent in minority communities, although up 8 percent 


in high-income neighborhoods and 12 percent in predomi-


nantly white areas. 


To foster further increases in private participation, the 


Federal Housing Finance Agency (FHFA—the regulator and 


conservator of the GSEs) has signaled its intent to set a ceil-


ing on the amount of multifamily lending that the GSEs can 


back in 2013. While the caps are fairly high—$30 billion for 


Fannie Mae and $26 billion for Freddie Mac—FHFA intends 


to further reduce GSE lending volumes over the next several 


years either by lowering these limits or by such actions as 


restricting loan products, requiring stricter underwriting, or 


increasing loan pricing. With lending by depository institu-


tions and life insurance companies increasing, the market 


may well be able to adjust to these restrictions. The bigger 


question, however, is how the financial reforms now under 


debate will redefine the government’s role in backstopping 


the multifamily market. Recent experience clearly demon-


strates the importance of federal support for multifamily 


lending when financial crises drive private lenders out of 


the market.


THE OUTLOOK


By virtually all rental market indicators, the recovery from 


the Great Recession has been strong. The most telling sign 


is the occasional alarms raised by some analysts that new 


rental construction may be overshooting the mark. But with 


vacancies still falling, rents rising, and the number of renter 


households increasing rapidly, there seems little reason for 


immediate concern. Given the lengthy lags in multifamily 


completions, though, overbuilding could occur in select mar-


kets. The more important issue for the multifamily rental 


market is how proposed reforms will affect the availability of 


financing for a range of rental properties—and particularly 


the traditionally underserved small property segment that 


makes up a significant share of the privately owned afford-


able rental stock. 
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R E N T A L  H O U S I N G  A F F O R D A B I L I T Y 


After a decade of falling incomes and rising 


rents, unprecedented shares of renters 


in markets across the country pay more 


than half their incomes for housing. While 


lowest-income renters have the greatest 


challenge finding affordable housing, nearly 


half of moderate-income renters also pay 


more than 30 percent of their incomes. The 


lack of low-cost housing options undermines 


quality of life for these families, forcing 


difficult tradeoffs in both housing quality and 


spending on other vital needs. 


COST-BURDENED HOUSEHOLDS AT HISTORIC HIGHS


According to initial estimates from the American Community 


Survey, the number of renters paying more than 30 percent of 


income for housing (the traditional measure of affordability) 


reached another high in 2012. Excessive housing costs strained 


the budgets of more than half of all renters, or 21.1 million 


households—a slight increase from the year before. The only 


glimmer of good news is that the share of cost-burdened rent-


ers declined slightly for the first time since the recession began 


in 2007, to 50 percent. But this modest improvement came 


about only because the number of higher-income renters 


increased sharply, reducing the overall cost-burdened share. 


The recent deterioration in rental affordability comes after 


a decade of lost ground. The share of cost-burdened renters 


increased by a stunning 12 percentage points between 2000 


and 2010, the largest jump in any decade dating back at least 


to 1960. The cumulative increase in the incidence of housing 


cost burdens is astounding. In 1960, about one in four rent-


ers paid more than 30 percent of income for housing. Today, 


one in two are cost burdened. Even in 1980, following two 


decades of worsening affordability, the cost-burdened share 


of renters was just above a third. 


The spread of severe cost burdens during the Great Recession 


and its aftermath is particularly alarming, accounting for 


roughly two-thirds of the total increase in the number of 


cost-burdened renters during the 2000s. By 2011, 28 percent 


of renters paid more than half their incomes for housing, 


bringing the number with severe cost burdens up by 2.5 mil-


lion in just four years, to 11.3 million. 


These increases are largely driven by the growing dispar-


ity between renter incomes and housing costs. Throughout the 


1980s and 1990s, real renter incomes moved up and down with 


economic cycles, while real rents, though less volatile, also went 


through periods of gains and losses. Affordability thus waxed 


and waned over the two decades as incomes and rents drifted 


apart and converged again. Since 2000, however, the two mea-
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sures have diverged sharply (Figure 24). After remaining almost 


flat through the 1990s, rents climbed 6 percent in real terms 


between 2000 and 2012. Meanwhile, real median renter incomes 


fell over much of this period, ending 13 percent lower in 2012 


than in 2000. As a result, the gap between rental costs and renter 


incomes in 2012 was wider than in any year except 2010. 


NATIONWIDE SPREAD OF COST BURDENS


While housing costs and incomes vary significantly across 


states, the incidence of renter cost burdens is similar. 


Indeed, the share of moderately burdened renters is 45 per-


cent or higher in 41 states and the District of Columbia, and 


exceeds 40 percent in all but three states. More than half of 


all renters in 19 states, along with Washington, DC, are cost 


burdened (Figure 25). 


Many of the states with the largest shares of cost-burdened 


renters have high housing costs, although the correlation with 


rents is less than perfect. High-cost California and Hawaii rank 


among the top three states in terms of cost-burdened share. But 


more than half of renters in Michigan, New Mexico, Maine, and 


Louisiana—states where both rents and incomes are relatively 


low—are also cost burdened. States such as Massachusetts 


Source: Table A-1.
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and Virginia have high rents, but are in the middle of the 


pack in terms of affordability because renter incomes are also 


relatively high. The states with the smallest shares of cost-


burdened renters are Wyoming and the Dakotas, where there 


are few renters, rents are low, and incomes are high relative to 


rents. Nonetheless, the shares of renters with cost burdens in 


all states are well above levels prevailing a decade ago. 


The widespread incidence of renter housing cost burdens 


reflects the gap between what lower-income households can 


afford to pay in rent and what housing costs to build and 


operate across the nation. An analysis by the National Low 


Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC) compares the rent for a 


modest two-bedroom home in each state in 2013 to the aver-


age hourly wage that full-time workers would have to earn to 


afford that housing. In the highest-cost states, the estimated 


wage is more than $20 an hour—well above the earnings of 


a typical renter. But even in the lowest-cost states, the wage 


needed to rent a modest home is at least $12 an hour, consid-


erably more than the federal minimum wage of $7.25. In no 


state did the mean hourly wage of renters exceed what was 


needed to afford a modest home. 


PRESSURES MOVING UP THE INCOME SCALE 


Housing affordability is an almost universal challenge for 


low-income households. Some 83 percent of renters with  


incomes below $15,000 were cost burdened in 2011, with the 


vast majority paying more than half their incomes for hous-


ing. Three-quarters of renters with incomes between $15,000 


and $30,000 were also burdened, although less than half 


severely so. But while the incidence of cost burdens among 


these low-income renters did not rise significantly over the 


past decade, the numbers of households with incomes below 


$30,000 did. Between 2001 and 2011, the number of cost-


burdened renters with incomes below $15,000 rose by 2.5 


million, while the number with incomes of $15,000–29,999 


was up by 1.8 million. 


Meanwhile, affordability problems among higher-income 


groups increased substantially. Between 2001 and 2011, 


the share of renters earning $30,000–44,999 and pay-


ing more than 30 percent of income for housing jumped 


by 11 percentage points, to 44 percent (Figure 26). At the 


same time, the cost-burdened share among those earning 


$45,000–74,999 nearly doubled, reaching nearly one in five 


of these relatively well-off households. With the sharp rise 


in share, the number of cost-burdened renter households 


with incomes of $30,000–44,999 increased by 800,000, while 


the number with incomes between $45,000 and $75,000 


increased by 651,000. The concentration of household 


growth among low-income renters, together with the creep 


of burdens up the income scale, thus propelled the spread 


of housing affordability challenges. 


Notes: Moderate (severe) burdens are defined as housing costs of 30–50% (more than 50%) of household income. Households with zero or negative income are assumed to be severely burdened, 
while renters not paying cash rent are assumed to be unburdened. 
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, American Community Surveys.


� Severe Burden     � Moderate Burden     


2001 2011 2001 2011


Household Income


Under $15,000 $15,000–29,999 $30,000–44,999 $45,000–74,999 $75,000 and Over


2001 2011 2001 2011 2001 2011


0


10


20


30


40


50


60


70


80


90


Higher-Income Renters Increasingly Face Affordability Challenges
Share of Renter Households (Percent)


                                                                                                                               


FIGURE 26







21
31J O I N T  C E N T E R  F O R  H O U S I N G  S T U D I E S  O F  H A R V A R D  U N I V E R S I T Y


Working full time is no antidote. In fact, the increase in bur-


dens has been especially dramatic among full-time workers. 


The cost-burdened share of fully employed renters jumped 


from just 28 percent in 2001, to 34 percent in 2007, and to 38 


percent in 2011. These increases boosted the cost-burdened 


ranks by more than 2.5 million over the decade, including 


1.4 million since 2007. Among those in the labor force, about 


two-thirds of the growth in cost-burdened renters since the 


Great Recession has been among the fully employed.


THE CONTRIBUTION OF ENERGY COSTS 


Energy accounts for a substantial share of rental costs. The 


2011 American Housing Survey reports that direct pay-


ments by the typical tenant to energy suppliers represented 


13 percent of total monthly housing costs and 4 percent of 


household income. And since the principal uses of energy—


heat, refrigeration, and lighting—are necessities, the amount 


spent on energy varies little with income. As such, the medi-


an monthly outlay for energy was $91 among renters with 


incomes below $15,000 annually, rising only to $135 among 


those with incomes of $75,000 or more. Given the large 


disparity in the incomes of the two groups, lowest-income 


renters have to pay a much larger share of their income for 


energy costs.  Indeed, utility costs represent some 15 percent 


of income for renters with incomes below $15,000, but just 1 


percent for those with incomes of $75,000 or more (Figure 27).  


But these estimates understate the total cost of energy con-


sumed in the home, given that landlords bear some costs for 


energy used in common areas of multifamily buildings and 


in cases where the rent includes heat. One way to gauge full 


energy costs is to consider the outlays by renters who pay for 


their own heat. For renters in this group with incomes below 


$15,000, the median monthly energy expense was $116 in 


2011—raising the share of income they spent on energy costs 


to 21 percent. 


The smaller shares of incomes and rents that higher-income 


households devote to energy costs also reflect the greater 


efficiency of their housing. Low-income renters typically live 


in older buildings and are more likely than higher-income 


renters to reside in units in two- to four-unit structures or 


mobile homes. Older homes, especially in small multifamily 


structures, are generally less energy efficient, while mobile 


homes—even though not as old—use more energy per 


square foot than conventional structures. Furthermore, a 


recent study published by the National Bureau of Economic 


Research found that among renters living in structures of 


five or more units, those with lower incomes were less likely 


to have Energy Star appliances, programmable thermostats, 


or other energy-efficient features. 


Among the biggest hurdles preventing rental property own-


ers from investing in energy improvements is the so-called 


“split incentives” problem. The property owner bears the 


costs of appliance purchases and upgrades to insulation, 


windows, doors, and other features affecting efficiency. But 


tenants that pay directly for energy use are generally the 


ones that benefit from these investments. Unless landlords 


can recoup the cost of such upgrades in higher rents, they 


have no incentive to improve the energy efficiency of their 


rental properties. Potential mechanisms for addressing this 


problem include subsidizing investments in efficiency, man-


dating standards for energy efficiency, and improving the 


transparency of energy efficiency and costs so that house-


holds can apply that information in choosing a rental and 


landlords can better recover their costs. 


THE GROWING SUPPLY GAP 


While growth in the number of low-income renters is an 


important factor driving the spread of cost burdens, the dif-


ficulty of supplying housing at rents these households can 


afford is also a problem. As a result, the gap between the 


demand for and supply of affordable rentals continues to 


widen. The shortfall for extremely low-income renters (earn-


ing up to 30 percent of area median income or AMI) is most 


Note: Values shown are medians.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2011 American Housing 
Survey; and US Energy Information Administration, 2009 Residential Energy Consumption Survey.
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acute, more than doubling from 1.9 million units in 2001 


to 4.9 million units in 2011 (Figure 28). Most of this increase 


reflects the 2.5 million rise in the ranks of extremely low-


income renters between 2007 and 2011, while the stock of 


low-cost rentals was essentially flat. Competition from high-


er-income households further limits the supply of affordable 


rentals available to lowest-income households. Of the units 


that extremely low-income renters could afford in 2011, 


more than a third were occupied by households with higher 


incomes. For every 100 extremely low-income renters, only 


36 units were both affordable and available. 


The shortage is evident in central cities, suburbs, and non-


metropolitan areas alike. In 2011, 36 central city rentals were 


affordable and available for every 100 extremely low-income 


renters, compared with 31 in suburbs and 46 in non-metro 


areas. The larger supply of affordable and available units in 


rural areas is offset somewhat by higher rates of inadequacy 


within the low-cost stock. Excluding inadequate housing, 


only 39 rentals were therefore affordable and available for 


every 100 extremely low-income rural renters. 


THE TOLL OF HOUSING COST BURDENS 


When households pay more than half their incomes for 


housing, they have much less to spend on other necessities 


that profoundly affect quality of life. For lowest-income 


households, high housing costs mean skimping on other 


basic needs to the detriment of their health and well-being. 


Cost-burdened households with even modest incomes 


spend less on vital needs, although there are some notable 


differences in where they make cutbacks. At the same time, 


limited spending on non-housing items by these house-


holds has significant implications for large segments of the 


economy, including the transportation, apparel, and enter-


tainment sectors. 


According to the 2012 Consumer Expenditure Survey, renters 


in the bottom quartile (corresponding to an annual income 


of about $15,000) spend about $1,300 each month. Renters 


in this group with severe cost burdens spend about $500 


more each month on housing than their counterparts living 


in affordable units. Cuts in spending to accommodate their 


higher housing costs fall most heavily on the two largest 


items in their household budgets—food and transporta-


tion (Figure 29). The tradeoff between spending on housing 


and food is particularly troubling and underscores the link 


between the lack of affordable housing and the problem of 


hunger in America. The next-largest spending cutbacks are 


for health care and retirement savings, further undermin-


ing renters’ well-being both now and in the future. Together, 


these four categories account for more than 60 percent of 


the difference in spending between bottom-quartile renters 


that are housing cost burdened and those who are not. Cost-


burdened households also spend less on apparel and enter-


tainment, which together account for another 11 percent of 


the disparity in expenditures. 


Note: Extremely low income is defined as no more than 30% of area median income.
Source: US Department of Housing and Urban Development, Worst Case Housing Needs 
Reports to Congress. 
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Patterns for households in the second-lowest expenditure 


quartile are similar. Renters in this group spend roughly 


$2,500 monthly on average (corresponding to an annual 


income of about $30,000). Those with severe cost burdens 


spend nearly $1,000 more each month for housing than their 


counterparts devoting less than 30 percent of expenditures 


to rent. As with renters in the lowest-expenditure quartile, 


these households meet their high housing costs by spending 


less on food than those with affordable housing. 


The biggest differences, however, are in outlays for transpor-


tation. Cost-burdened renters in the second-lowest expen-


diture quartile spend more than $200 per month less on 


transportation than those living in affordable units, reflect-


ing in part the tradeoff between living in a unit that is less 


expensive but far from work and one that is more expensive 


and convenient to work. Also like the lowest-expenditure 


renters who are cost burdened, this group cuts back on 


retirement savings ($110 less each month than their coun-


terparts in affordable housing) and health care ($78 less). 


All told, these four critical spending categories account for 


more than half of the cutbacks needed to offset high housing 


costs, with negative effects that are likely to be cumulative 


and enduring. 


AFFORDABILITY AND HOUSING QUALITY


In searching for rentals they can afford, low-income house-


holds may settle for structurally deficient housing. Based on 


the American Housing Survey’s comprehensive measure of 


housing adequacy, lower-income households are much more 


likely to live in structurally deficient housing. Some 12.8 per-


cent of extremely low-income renters, as well as 10.3 percent 


of very low-income renters (earning 30–50 percent of AMI), 


live in units with structural deficiencies. By comparison, 


7.1 percent of moderate- and higher-income renters (with 


incomes above 80 percent of AMI) live in housing that fails 


to meet AHS standards of adequacy. 


The likelihood of living in inadequate housing is somewhat 


higher for renters without cost burdens, highlighting the 


tradeoff these households must make between affordability 


and quality. In fact, across all income categories below 80 


percent of AMI, the share of renters without cost burdens 


living in inadequate housing is more than 3 percentage 


points higher than the share for those with severe burdens 


(Figure 30). For example, 15.7 percent of extremely low-income 


renters without cost burdens live in inadequate housing, 


compared with 12.1 percent of those with severe burdens—


nearly a 30 percent difference. Very low-income renters fare 


a little better, although 11.6 percent of those without cost 


burdens live in inadequate housing, along with 8.3 percent 


of those with severe burdens.  


THE OUTLOOK 


The significant decline in real renter incomes since 2000, 


together with a rise in rents, has fueled the spread of hous-


ing cost burdens. The latest measures indicate, however, 


that renter incomes have stopped falling, providing reason 


for hope that continued employment gains will help to stem 


the erosion of rental affordability. Still, renter income growth 


has a long way to go to catch up with housing cost increases. 


Conditions on the cost side may in fact improve if rent 


increases moderate as new rentals now in the pipeline come 


on line. With the high cost of development and the scale of 


the problem, however, making housing affordable for lower-


income renters will require a range of approaches that might 


include allowances for more efficient forms of development, 


as well as reducing the operating costs of existing rentals 


through energy improvements. Notes: Extremely low income is defined as no more than 30% of area median income; very low income 
as 30–50% of AMI, and low income as 50–80% of AMI. Moderate (severe) burdens are defined
as housing costs of 30–50% (more than 50%) of household income. Households with zero or negative 
income are assumed to be severely burdened, while renters paying no cash rent are assumed to
be unburdened.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2011 American 
Housing Survey. 
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R E N T A L  H O U S I N G  A S S I S T A N C E


Rental housing assistance is vital to the 


well-being of many of the country’s most 


vulnerable families and individuals. But 


even before the recession, only a fraction 


of those eligible were able to secure this 


support, and that share continues to shrink 


as funding pressures mount. Given the 


scale and importance of today’s rental 


affordability challenges, policymakers 


must ensure that reform and expansion of 


housing assistance efforts are not lost in the 


federal budget debate. 


THE RISING NEED FOR ASSISTED HOUSING 


While eligibility criteria vary, many programs target rental 


housing assistance to very low-income households, or those 


earning no more than 50 percent of area median income. 


But because assistance is not an entitlement, qualified rent-


ers increasingly outnumber assisted units. In the aftermath 


of the Great Recession, the number of potentially eligible 


households mushroomed from 15.9 million in 2007 to 19.3 


million in 2011 while the number of very low-income renters 


benefiting from some form of support only edged up from 


4.4 million to 4.6 million.  This trend stands in stark contrast 


to entitlements, like the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 


Program, that scaled up to meet growing need among unem-


ployed workers. 


HUD estimates indicate that less than a quarter (23.8 per-


cent) of very low-income renter households received hous-


ing assistance in 2011, a drop from 27.4 percent in 2007. Not 


only is the share without assistance rising, but so, too, is the 


share of these renters with severe cost burdens or living in 


severely inadequate housing (referred to as worst case hous-


ing needs). Among very low-income renters without assis-


tance, the share with worst-case needs climbed steadily from 


46 percent in 2003 to 50 percent in 2007 and to 58 percent 


in 2011.


Federal rental assistance programs support the nation’s 


most vulnerable families and individuals. Among residents 


of assisted housing in 2012, 31 percent were age 62 or older, 


34 percent were under age 62 but disabled, and 36 percent 


were female-headed families (Figure 31). The incomes of these 


assisted households are meager, with 47 percent having 


annual incomes under $10,000 and another 37 percent hav-


ing incomes between $10,000 and $20,000. While more than 


half of recipients are elderly or disabled, a substantial share 


(23 percent) receives most of their income from wages. 


For those able to secure housing assistance, the aid plays a 


critical role in relieving cost burdens. The 2011 American 
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Housing Survey reports that very low-income households 


without housing assistance faced average monthly housing 


costs of $745, while those with assistance paid an average of 


just $311 per month. Such significant savings go a long way 


toward helping these households pay for the other necessi-


ties of life. 


ONGOING FUNDING PRESSURES 


Rental housing assistance is delivered through a medley of 


programs, reflecting shifts in policy priorities and changing 


views about the most efficient means of providing afford-


able housing. In 2012, 2.2 million households lived in rent-


als found on the open market and subsidized by housing 


choice vouchers (Figure 32). Another 1.3 million renters lived 


in privately owned developments with subsidies tied to the 


housing units through programs that were primarily active 


from the late 1960s into the 1980s. A further 1.1 million 


families and individuals lived in public housing, owned and 


operated by local housing authorities. These units repre-


sent the oldest form of housing assistance, with most built 


in the two decades following World War II. Finally, slightly 


more than 270,000 renters received subsidies through the 


US Department of Agriculture, Office of Rural Development, 


with most residing in properties also benefiting from below 


market-rate financing that restricts the residences to lower-


income tenants. 


Each program has come under significant funding pressures 


in recent years. Since the early 1990s, the housing voucher 


program has been the main vehicle for expanding assistance. 


Between 1997 and 2004, increases in funding and improve-


ments in program management helped to lift the number of 


vouchers by some 649,000. But despite a 12 percent increase 


in outlays for the program from 2007 to 2012, higher market 


rents and utility costs—along with income losses primarily 


resulting from recession-induced unemployment—raised 


the per tenant cost of vouchers, thus leaving the number of 


assisted renters almost unchanged. 


Since vouchers provide the largest share of rental assis-


tance, the program will bear the brunt of federal budget 


cuts under sequestration. With across-the-board reductions 


of 5 percent, HUD estimates that 125,000 families will lose 


their vouchers in 2013, with additional cuts ahead if the 


next stage of sequestration is implemented in 2014. The 


voucher program is also affected by cutbacks in funding 


for administrative functions at the public housing authori-


ties (PHAs) that manage the program. To achieve the man-


dated spending cuts for the fiscal year, PHAs had to reduce 


Notes: Project-based assistance includes Section 8 New Construction and Substantial Rehabilitation, 
Section 236, and other HUD programs where subsidy is linked to a specific housing unit. Rural Housing 
Service includes only units with Section 521 rental assistance.
Sources: US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2012 Picture of Subsidized Households; 
Rural Housing Service from 2012 Multi-Family Housing Annual Fair Housing Occupancy Report.
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Notes: Elderly households have a householder or spouse aged 62 and over, and disabled households 
have a householder or spouse with a disability. Female-headed families have minor children living in 
the home. Very low-income renters have household incomes that are less than half of HUD-adjusted 
area median incomes. 
Sources: US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2012 Picture of Subsidized Households 
and 2011 Worst Case Needs Report to Congress.
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administrative funds by about a third. According to a May 


2013 survey, half of the 300 PHA respondents had already 


stopped issuing vouchers, and more than a quarter had 


been forced to cut staffing. PHAs have also reported other 


stopgap measures, such as reducing the amount of subsidy 


they provide—adding to the financial burden that tenants 


must bear and limiting the incentive for landlords to par-


ticipate in the program.


Project-based and public housing assistance have been 


subject to sequestration cuts as well, forcing property 


managers to make difficult choices about absorbing losses 


while tenant contributions toward rent remain capped 


at 30 percent of income. Although they may make up for 


some of the shortfall by reducing administrative expenses 


or tapping reserves, landlords will still need to take addi-


tional steps—particularly if the cuts continue. The fear is 


that they will find ways to pass some additional costs on to 


tenants and thus raise rent burdens, or scrimp on property 


maintenance and security to the detriment of the health 


and safety of residents as well as the longer-term viability 


of the properties. 


Budget cuts have also hastened the physical deterioration 


of public housing projects. Despite a HUD-sponsored study 


in 2010 estimating the need for $26 billion in capital repairs, 


outlays for these investments fell 18 percent between 2008 


and 2012. Sequestration will bring further funding cuts. 


Federal efforts are under way to address the capital needs 


backlog through the Rental Assistance Demonstration 


(RAD) program with PHAs, which are testing whether pri-


vate capital can be leveraged to fund needed improvements 


in a cost-effective way while still maintaining long-term 


affordability. But the current political climate threatens 


the viability of these programs as well. If the impasse 


continues, many public units will be subject to further 


undermaintenance, making it even more costly to attend to 


cumulative problems. 


After rising rapidly from the 1970s into the 1990s, the num-


ber of families helped through rural housing assistance pro-


grams plateaued and began to decline as few new units were 


added. Other federal programs that support assisted housing 


have undergone outright cuts. In particular, appropriations 


for the HOME program in fiscal 2012 were down 45 percent 


from two years earlier, while those for the Community 


Development Block Grant program were off by 26 percent.  


These deep cuts undermine state and local capacity to stave 


off losses of affordable rental housing and improve condi-


tions in distressed communities. 


THE CRITICAL ROLE OF THE LIHTC PROGRAM


The Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program has been 


the primary source of funding for both development of new 


low-income housing and preservation of existing subsidized 


properties since 1986. Over the quarter-century from 1987 


through 2011, the LIHTC program supported construction of 


roughly 1.2 million new units and rehabilitation of another 


749,000 homes (Figure 33). Compared with earlier generations of 


supply-side programs, LIHTC projects have a very low failure 


rate, with only 1–2 percent of properties undergoing foreclo-


Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development, LIHTC database.
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sure. An important factor in this success is that private inves-


tors, rather than the federal government, provide the equity up 


front and bear the financial risk for the projects.


Rather than providing direct subsidies that reduce tenants’ 


monthly contributions to rent, the LIHTC program reduces 


the effective cost of developing rental housing by generat-


ing capital through the sale of tax credits. In exchange for 


the credits, developers must set aside a minimum of either 


20 percent of the units for renters with incomes that do not 


exceed 50 percent of area median income, or 40 percent of 


units for those with incomes up to 60 percent of area median 


income. In practice, nearly nine out of 10 rental units in 


developments supported by the tax credits have been set 


aside for low-income renters. 


Rents for set-aside units are capped at levels affordable at 


the specified income limit and are not tied to the tenants’ 


income. But since many qualifying renters have significantly 


lower incomes, developers often have to apply other forms of 


subsidy to make the homes affordable. This layering of subsi-


dies has enabled the LIHTC program to serve extremely low-


income tenants. Indeed, a 2012 New York University study 


found that 43 percent of LIHTC occupants had incomes at or 


below 30 percent of AMI and that nearly 70 percent of these 


extremely low-income residents received additional forms 


of rental assistance. With the benefit of this support, only 31 


percent of renters in this income group were severely hous-


ing cost burdened—significantly less than the 63 percent 


share of extremely low-income renters overall. In addition, 


these extremely low-income residents benefit from newly 


built or renovated housing that is of higher quality and often 


offers better access to supportive services than housing they 


would otherwise be able to secure. 


To date, federal fiscal pressures have not yet directly reached 


this off-budget program. In fact, to help spur housing devel-


opment after the recession, Congress boosted the value of 


the tax credit through the end of 2013. But cuts to the HOME 


program have sharply diminished the pool of funds available 


to close gaps between what the tax credit can deliver and 


what is needed to bring rents down to more affordable levels. 


In addition, deficit-reduction efforts may yet lead to mean-


ingful tax reform, and many proposals call for substantial 


elimination of tax expenditures (indirect means of funding 


such as deductions, credits, and other measures that reduce 


taxes owed). 


The LIHTC program could no doubt be improved to make 


housing more affordable for lowest-income renters and 


to work more efficiently with other subsidy programs. But 


eliminating or significantly curtailing this program would 


create a substantial void in affordable housing production 


and preservation—and at the expense of one of the most 


successful efforts on record in terms of sound financial per-


formance and delivery of good-quality rentals. 


HOUSING AS A PLATFORM FOR OPPORTUNITY 


Linking supportive services and housing assistance can pro-


vide residents a springboard to economic self-sufficiency 


by addressing the underlying causes of poverty. A landmark 


effort in this vein is the Jobs-Plus demonstration, run from 


1998 to 2003 in six public housing developments across the 


country and funded by HUD and a consortium of founda-


tions and private funders. The program used a three-pronged 


approach to improve employment and earnings among work-


ing-age, non-disabled residents: on-site job centers where 


participants could get job search help and referrals to voca-


tional training and support services; modified rent rules so 


that they could increase their earnings without worrying that 


their rents would also rise; and neighbor-to-neighbor outreach 


to circulate news of job opportunities and encourage com-


munity support for engaging in work. A rigorous evaluation 


of the program found a modest but long-lasting increase in 


earnings for participants at sites where the program was fully 


implemented. On the basis of these promising outcomes, HUD 


has requested funding for a Jobs-Plus pilot for FY2014. 


Another such initiative is the Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) 


Program, first authorized in 1990, which targets housing 


voucher holders as well as public housing residents. Under 


this program, housing authorities take a case management 


approach to connect residents with employment assistance, 


job training, child care, financial literacy classes, and other 


supportive services in the community. Participating tenants 


enter into a contract that lays out specific goals for achieving 


economic independence over a five-year period. The hous-


ing authority creates escrow accounts on behalf of residents 


and deposits any increments in rent that they pay as their 


incomes rise. If program participants fulfill their contracts, 


they are awarded the amount accrued in the escrow account 


plus interest. 


A recent evaluation of the program found that among a 


small sample of participants tracked over a four-year period, 


roughly 24 percent had completed their contracts, 39 per-


cent were still engaged in the program, and slightly more 


than a third had dropped out. Those who completed the 


program had accrued an average of $5,300 and saw their 
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incomes increase by more than two-thirds. Despite the posi-


tive results, participation in the program remains relatively 


limited, with only 57,000 tenants enrolled as of 2012. 


Yet another example of HUD partnerships with PHAs to 


foster self-sufficiency among assisted renters is expansion 


of the Moving to Work (MTW) demonstration program in 


FY2014. This program exempts high-performing state and 


local PHAs from certain public housing and voucher rules, 


allowing them more flexibility to use federal funds to design 


and test locally driven policies related to helping tenants 


find employment. 


One dramatic success in using housing as a platform for 


opportunity has been in assisting the formerly homeless. 


Homeless individuals and families often struggle with 


substance abuse, mental illness, or domestic violence. In 


growing recognition of these root causes, efforts to end 


homelessness have shifted from emergency shelter-based 


services toward a model that links supportive services 


with housing. Since passage of the Homeless Emergency 


Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act 


in 2009, the availability of permanent supportive housing 


has increased by 55,000 beds (Figure 34). As a testament 


to the success of this strategy, the number of chronically 


homeless individuals fell by 10 percent during this period 


despite the severity of the recession. 


There is growing evidence that supportive housing can also 


reap significant savings for federal, state, and local govern-


ments compared with emergency shelters and institution-


alized care for the homeless. For example, a 2013 report 


from the Economic Roundtable found that placing high-cost 


hospital patients in Los Angeles into permanent supportive 


housing resulted in a net public cost avoidance of nearly 


$32,000 per individual in the first year, even including the 


costs for housing subsidies and housing placement. 


ASSISTING ELDERLY RENTERS 


With the leading edge of the baby-boom generation crossing 


the age 65 threshold, 2010 ushered in an era of significant 


growth in the senior renter population. The Joint Center esti-


mates that if current homeownership rates hold, the number 


of renters age 65 and older will increase by 2.2 million, or 


some 40 percent, in the decade ending in 2023. With substan-


tial shares of these households living on fixed incomes, both 


the need and eligibility for rental assistance will soar. 


In 2012, 1.5 million residents of HUD-assisted units were 62 


or older, which is the eligibility standard used for housing 


reserved for “elderly” residents. To just keep pace with the 40 


percent projected growth in these older renters, the number 


of assisted units dedicated to this segment of the population 


would have to increase by some 600,000 (Figure 35). And this 


figure does not account for the 2.5 million very low-income 


elderly renters that lacked housing assistance in 2011, fully 


1.5 million of which had worst case needs. 


Among the population of older renters assisted through fed-


eral programs, a large share reside in housing developments 


reserved for the elderly. The Government Accountability 


Office estimated that there were 943,000 units specifically 


designated for older households in 2004. In keeping with 


this estimate, HUD administrative data indicate that, as 


of 2012, 1.0 million elderly renters lived in either public 


housing or privately owned developments with unit-based 


assistance. Another 435,000 seniors, or 30 percent of all 


assisted older renters, relied on housing choice vouchers—


a significantly lower share than the 47 percent among all 


assisted households.  


Since the design of elderly housing should include accessibil-


ity features, project-based assistance may be better suited 


for older households than vouchers. Indeed, few rentals in 


the private market offer such features and landlords that 


accept vouchers have little incentive to add them. Many 


states in fact use some degree of targeting in their LIHTC 


Sources: US Department of Housing and Urban Development, Homelessness Resource 
Exchange and 2012 Annual Homelessness Assessment Report.
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programs to increase the supply of elderly housing. Over its 


history, the tax credits have supported roughly 311,000 units 


for older renters. Given its current scale, however, the LIHTC 


program has made only a marginal contribution toward 


meeting escalating demand, with only about 13 percent of 


tax credit properties so far dedicated to senior housing. 


The population over age 75 is also increasing rapidly, and 


the pace of growth will accelerate in 2020 as the oldest baby 


boomers reach this age. At that time of life, renters are more 


likely to require additional assistance with activities of daily 


living. HUD’s Section 202 program, established in 1959, has 


long been the primary means of expanding housing with 


supportive services for the elderly, but only an estimated 


263,000 units were still in operation as of 2006. In its cur-


rent form, the program provides an upfront capital grant 


to reduce development costs, as well as ongoing funding 


to close the gap between the cost of providing housing and 


what tenants can afford to pay. 


The Section 202 program faces a number of significant chal-


lenges. Many developments are quite old and in need of rein-


vestment. In addition, the subsidy contracts on an estimated 


65,000 units—about a quarter of the total—will expire by 


2023, requiring action to preserve this housing as afford-


able. Development of new units has also slowed because 


the capital grants alone cannot support the costs, requiring 


the layering of additional subsidies including the LIHTC. 


The Obama Administration has proposed halting the capital 


grants to allow redesign of the program, and legislation was 


passed in 2010 to improve provision of operating funding and 


prevent developments from opting out of the program. Given 


the future need for this type of housing, revitalization of this 


production program is critical. 


THE URGENT NEED FOR POLICY DEBATE 


It is hardly hyperbole to call the growing lack of rental 


affordability a crisis. More than half of all renters pay more 


than 30 percent of income for housing, including more than 


one in four that pay more than 50 percent. For the nation’s 


lowest-income families and individuals, the situation is 


especially dire, with more than seven out of 10 paying more 


than half their income for rent. 


Even before the Great Recession took hold, the steady erosion 


of renter incomes had already led to worsening affordability. 


And since 2007, the number of very low-income households 


that are generally eligible for housing assistance has surged, 


unmatched by a meaningful increase in the availability of 


assisted units. Any increases in funding that have occurred 


have been eaten up by the growing shortfall caused by rising 


rents and declining renter incomes. As a result, the share 


of income-eligible households receiving rental assistance 


stands at its lowest point in years.  


Given the costs of land, building materials, labor, and 


capital, market forces face a fundamental challenge in sup-


plying housing that is within reach of the lowest-income 


segments of society—the elderly, the disabled, the working 


poor, and those underemployed and unemployed workers 


seeking full-time jobs. Given this sober calculus, there is a 


clear and compelling need for public assistance to close the 


gap between what these families and individuals can afford 


and what it costs developers to provide decent housing and 


a suitable living environment. 


Expanding the reach of housing assistance should, of course, 


include efforts to make more efficient use of existing 


resources. And current assistance efforts should be tailored 


as much as possible to help address the underlying causes 


of economic instability, connecting recipients to communi-


ties, services, and supports that create a pathway to self-


sufficiency. Housing production programs can also be bet-


ter designed to improve the fabric of the neighborhoods of 


which they are a part. Nonetheless, greater efficiency and 


Notes: Elderly is defined as age 62 and older. Very low income (VLI) is defined as less than 50% of 
area median. 
Sources: US Department of Housing and Urban Development, Worst Case Housing Needs Reports to 
Congress; US Census Bureau, Current Population Surveys; JCHS 2013 household growth projections.  
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better targeting alone are not enough to bring existing assis-


tance programs to the scale necessary to meet the country’s 


spiraling need for affordable housing.


Despite the magnitude of the affordability crisis and the 


clear need for new thinking about assistance, active debate 


on rental housing policy has just begun. HUD’s many 


reform proposals are a start. So, too, is a recent analysis 


from the Bipartisan Policy Center’s Housing Commission 


that presents a thoughtful set of recommendations. A vari-


ety of other organizations has also identified opportunities 


for operational improvements in existing programs and 


outlined new approaches for funding affordable housing. 


Hopefully, Congress will take up this lead to engage in a 


much-needed dialogue. While the political climate remains 


fractious, the work of the BPC Commission demonstrates 


that common ground on these issues can be found. 


The country faces difficult choices as an aging population 


and rising health care costs strain the federal budget. It 


would be all too easy for rental housing concerns to get lost 


in the debate. But given how vital good quality, affordable 


housing is to the well-being of individuals and communities, 


the nation needs to decide that the time has come to recom-


mit to its longstanding goal of ensuring that every American 


can afford a decent home in a suitable living environment. 
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Table A-1 Renter Incomes and Housing Costs: 1986–2012 


Table A-2 Renter Household Characteristics by Structure Type and Location: 2011
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Table A-7 Multifamily Housing Market Indicators: 1980–2012 


The following tables can be downloaded in Microsoft Excel format  
from the Joint Center’s website at www.jchs.harvard.edu. 
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Year


Monthly Income and Housing Costs  
(2012 dollars) 


Housing Costs as a Share of Income  
(Percent)


Median Renter Income Contract Rent Gross Rent
Asking Rent for  


New Apartments Contract Rent Gross Rent
Asking Rent for  


New Apartments


1986 2,972 708 834 957 23.8 28.1 32.2


1987 2,943 711 831 1,045 24.2 28.2 35.5


1988 3,031 709 825 1,067 23.4 27.2 35.2


1989 3,133 703 817 1,092 22.4 26.1 34.9


1990 3,033 695 806 1,054 22.9 26.6 34.7


1991 2,908 690 801 1,035 23.7 27.5 35.6


1992 2,827 687 797 959 24.3 28.2 33.9


1993 2,798 683 793 910 24.4 28.3 32.5


1994 2,761 682 790 892 24.7 28.6 32.3


1995 2,833 680 785 987 24.0 27.7 34.8


1996 2,858 678 783 983 23.7 27.4 34.4


1997 2,922 682 787 1,036 23.3 26.9 35.4


1998 2,981 693 795 1,034 23.2 26.7 34.7


1999 3,088 699 799 1,090 22.6 25.9 35.3


2000 3,106 701 802 1,121 22.6 25.8 36.1


2001 3,080 712 821 1,142 23.1 26.6 37.1


2002 2,965 729 831 1,172 24.6 28.0 39.5


2003 2,866 733 840 1,162 25.6 29.3 40.5


2004 2,826 733 842 1,186 25.9 29.8 42.0


2005 2,844 730 846 1,107 25.7 29.7 38.9


2006 2,923 733 855 1,178 25.1 29.2 40.3


2007 2,935 743 865 1,133 25.3 29.5 38.6


2008 2,828 742 869 1,169 26.2 30.7 41.3


2009 2,806 761 885 1,138 27.1 31.5 40.5


2010 2,715 751 873 1,134 27.6 32.2 41.8


2011 2,702 740 860 1,084 27.4 31.8 40.1


2012 2,711 744 861 1,090 27.4 31.8 40.2


Notes and Sources: Values are adjusted for inflation using the CPI-U for All Items. Renter incomes are median renter household incomes from the US Census Bureau, Current Population Survey (CPS). Renters exclude those paying no cash rent. 
Contract rent equals median contract rent from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2011 American Housing Survey (AHS), indexed by the CPI rent of primary residence. Gross rent equals median gross rent from the 2011 
AHS, indexed by a weighted combination of the CPI rent of primary residence, the CPI energy services index, and the CPI water and sewer maintenance index. Asking rent is the median asking rent from the US Census Bureau, Survey of Market 
Absorption, and is for newly completed, privately financed, unsubsidized, and unfurnished rental apartments in structures of five or more units.


Renter Incomes and Housing Costs: 1986–2012
Measure Here


TABLE A-1







21
43J O I N T  C E N T E R  F O R  H O U S I N G  S T U D I E S  O F  H A R V A R D  U N I V E R S I T Y


21
43J O I N T  C E N T E R  F O R  H O U S I N G  S T U D I E S  O F  H A R V A R D  U N I V E R S I T Y


Renter Household Characteristics by Structure Type and Location: 2011
Households (Thousands)


TABLE A-2


Renter Characteristics


Single-Family


Multifamily


Mobile Home
 


2–4 Units
 


5–9 Units 10 or More Units


Central 
City Suburbs


Non-
Metro


Central 
City Suburbs


Non-
Metro


Central 
City Suburbs


Non-
Metro


Central 
City Suburbs


Non-
Metro


Central 
City Suburbs


Non-
Metro


Age of Householder


Under 25 457 385 272 495 280 208 367 253 104 894 452 220 0 103 86


25–34 1,345 1,595 830 1,101 797 379 673 609 171 1,690 1,267 150 28 165 176


35–44 1,049 1,573 733 650 513 211 441 376 76 930 679 76 13 126 149


45–54 770 1,196 598 586 440 177 337 323 67 904 629 97 29 93 180


55–64 477 698 452 387 323 146 240 252 63 718 451 95 13 91 67


65–74 251 291 197 218 182 93 105 102 53 456 279 44 3 51 46


75 and Over 153 250 202 149 115 78 60 97 34 595 471 156 8 28 48


Race/Ethnicity of Householder


White 1,954 3,689 2,462 1,560 1,470 904 877 977 377 2,765 2,200 646 43 476 551


Black 1,235 913 321 959 441 182 616 448 109 1,393 871 72 10 36 70


Asian / Other 298 364 167 261 191 81 195 169 18 624 425 67 5 25 33


Hispanic 1,015 1,022 333 807 547 127 534 418 64 1,406 732 53 37 119 99


Education of Householder


Less than High School 896 864 572 742 464 273 447 321 119 1,072 574 174 35 238 255


High School Graduate 1,153 1,709 1,129 919 815 426 497 540 146 1,303 1,024 237 26 222 307


Some College 1,536 2,048 1,098 1,025 825 424 727 676 212 1,816 1,291 339 26 156 159


Bachelor Degree 917 1,367 485 900 546 169 552 476 91 1,997 1,340 88 8 40 31


Household Type


Married without Children 526 891 518 386 306 140 195 240 44 699 471 56 16 58 108


Married with Children 882 1,558 721 395 354 116 266 272 48 510 467 30 25 149 107


Single Parent 934 1,078 612 653 544 287 407 366 118 674 554 102 19 97 137


Other Family 536 624 293 323 250 73 176 183 30 471 279 31 6 62 111


Single Person 1,001 1,287 854 1,270 925 504 884 741 259 3,128 2,034 493 22 205 187


Other Non-Family 623 550 285 560 269 172 294 211 68 707 424 127 6 86 102


Household Income Quartile


Bottom 1,691 1,643 1,235 1,566 1,067 780 1,030 763 348 2,875 1,638 591 43 355 400


Lower Middle 1,338 1,678 1,095 1,086 843 320 674 636 151 1,571 1,207 172 38 196 223


Upper Middle 944 1,659 730 593 516 152 389 403 62 1,097 955 61 11 92 110


Top 529 1,009 224 342 224 41 129 211 7 645 429 14 3 13 21


All Households 4,502 5,988 3,284 3,587 2,650 1,293 2,223 2,013 568 6,188 4,229 838 95 657 753


Note: Totals exclude a small number of households for which structure type was unavailable. 
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2011 American Housing Survey.
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Characteristics of the Rental Housing Stock: 2011
Occupied Rental Units (Thousands)


TABLE A-3


Single-Family Multifamily


Mobile Home TotalDetached Attached 2–4 Units 5–9 Units 10 or More Units


Census Region
Northeast 1,039 506 2,180 870 2,890 124 7,609
Midwest 2,348 407 1,676 951 2,124 162 7,668
South 4,610 965 1,958 1,677 3,352 924 13,486
West 3,122 778 1,715 1,305 2,889 294 10,103


Metro Area Status
Central City 3,308 1,194 3,587 2,223 6,188 95 16,594
Suburbs 4,762 1,226 2,650 2,013 4,229 657 15,536
Non-Metro 3,048 236 1,293 568 838 753 6,736


Region/Metro Status
Northeast
    Central City 242 267 1,172 415 1,932 0 4,028
    Suburbs 566 210 804 362 817 86 2,845
    Non-Metro 231 29 204 93 140 38 735
Midwest 
    Central City 731 175 834 398 985 17 3,140
    Suburbs 832 174 478 391 825 59 2,759
    Non-Metro 785 58 364 163 313 86 1,770
South
    Central City 1,286 417 821 787 1,717 42 5,070
    Suburbs 1,893 465 678 666 1,379 407 5,489
    Non-Metro 1,431 82 458 224 256 475 2,927
West
    Central City 1,049 335 759 623 1,554 35 4,356
    Suburbs 1,472 376 690 594 1,207 105 4,443
    Non-Metro 601 66 266 88 129 154 1,304


Year Built
Pre-1940 2,496 376 2,244 660 1,359 18 7,153
1940–1959 2,814 317 1,165 464 1,016 48 5,824
1960–1979 3,202 817 2,440 1,880 4,488 533 13,360
1980–1999 1,552 731 1,243 1,404 2,891 742 8,563
2000 or Later 1,055 413 437 396 1,502 163 3,965


Rent Level
Less than $400 1,196 280 991 562 1,396 363 4,787
$400–599 1,772 387 1,800 1,157 2,028 556 7,700
$600–799 1,951 539 1,721 1,309 2,485 216 8,221
$800 or More 4,654 1,278 2,660 1,651 5,038 111 15,393
No Cash Rent 1,315 122 175 28 101 211 1,953
Other Rental / Rent Not Paid Monthly 230 48 182 96 208 48 812


Number of Bedrooms
0 24 18 96 93 612 0 843
1 568 417 1,995 1,748 5,530 98 10,355
2 2,820 1,198 3,990 2,397 4,322 739 15,467
3 5,379 845 1,250 507 678 620 9,279
4 1,882 149 161 54 95 43 2,383
5 or More 446 27 36 5 19 5 539


Unit Size
Under 800 Sq. Ft. 812 351 2,059 1,675 4,748 331 9,975
800–1,199  Sq. Ft. 2,235 728 2,553 1,783 3,690 607 11,596
1,200  Sq. Ft. and Over 6,713 954 1,464 634 1,126 365 11,256


Rental Assistance
Without Rental Assistance 10,533 2,300 6,472 3,967 9,049 1,460 33,782
With Rental Assistance 586 355 1,057 836 2,206 44 5,084


Total
All Renters 11,119 2,655 7,529 4,803 11,255 1,504 38,866


Note: Assisted units include public housing and other government-subsidized units, as well as rentals where the tenants use vouchers.
Source: JCHS tabulations of the US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2011 American Housing Survey. 
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Characteristics of the Rental Housing Stock: 2011
Occupied Rental Units (Thousands)


TABLE A-3


10-Year Rental Stock Loss Rates: 2001–11
Share of 2001 Stock Permanently Removed within the Decade (Percent)


TABLE A-4


Total


Single-Family Multifamily


Mobile HomesDetached Attached 2–4 Units 5–9 Units 10 or More Units


Cash Rentals 5.6 6.4 5.5 7.4 4.0 3.1 20.7


Occupied 5.1 5.9 5.2 6.7 3.8 2.8 19.6


Vacant 9.7 12.5 8.0 15.1 6.0 5.4 28.0


No Cash Rentals 16.1 9.4 31.8 15.3 29.9 10.1 34.3


Rent Level


Under $400 12.8 10.6 15.9 16.8 9.4 9.2 22.6


$400–599 6.7 7.7 6.9 7.4 3.3 3.8 23.2


$600–799 4.4 5.4 4.6 5.4 4.0 3.0 10.6


$800 and Over 3.0 4.3 2.8 4.8 2.6 1.5 19.2


Year Built 


Pre-1940 7.8 8.0 6.6 9.4 9.3 3.8 33.7


1940–1959 8.4 7.2 12.9 12.6 6.5 5.6 0.0


1960–1979 5.1 5.8 5.1 5.2 2.8 3.7 21.0


1980–1999 2.5 1.9 2.0 1.8 1.3 1.4 20.9


2000 and Later 1.6 0.0 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 46.2


Location


Central City 5.7 5.9 7.2 8.0 4.8 4.0 21.5


 Suburbs 4.7 6.3 4.1 5.9 3.2 1.9 23.8


Non-Metro 8.1 7.3 6.1 8.7 3.5 5.2 19.2


Note: Loss rates by year built and location exclude no cash rentals.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development, American Housing Surveys.
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Tenure Shifts by Structure Type: 2003–11
Units (Thousands)


TABLE A-5


Structure Type Type of Switch 2003–05 2005–07 2007–09 2009–11


Single-Family


Total


Own to Rent 2,587 2,723 3,032 3,673


Rent to Own 2,196 2,051 1,968 2,009


Net Shift to Rental 391 672 1,063 1,664


Detached


Own to Rent 2,291 2,395 2,707 3,284


Rent to Own 1,877 1,838 1,731 1,850


Net Shift to Rental 414 558 976 1,433


Attached


Own to Rent 295 327 325 389


Rent to Own 318 213 237 158


Net Shift to Rental -23 114 88 231


Multifamily


Total


Own to Rent 541 680 692 690


Rent to Own 767 760 592 480


Net Shift to Rental -226 -80 100 210


2–4 Units


Own to Rent 272 312 271 288


Rent to Own 356 304 269 233


Net Shift to Rental -84 8 1 55


5 or More Units


Own to Rent 270 368 421 403


Rent to Own 410 456 322 248


Net Shift to Rental -140 -87 99 155


Source: JCHS tabulations of US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2003–11 American Housing Surveys.
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Tenure Shifts by Structure Type: 2003–11
Units (Thousands)


TABLE A-5


Renter Household Characteristics and Housing Cost Burdens: 2001, 2007, and 2011
Thousands


TABLE A-6


Renter Characteristics


2001 2007 2011


No  
Burden


Moderate 
Burden


Severe 
Burden Total


No  
Burden


Moderate 
Burden


Severe 
Burden Total


No  
Burden


Moderate 
Burden


Severe 
Burden Total


All Renter Households 21,658 7,335 7,457 36,450 19,813 8,174 8,880 36,866 20,006 9,267 11,342 40,615


Household Income


Less than $15,000 1,543 1,009 5,056 7,608 1,614 1,122 5,686 8,423 1,706 1,223 7,293 10,222


$15,000–29,999 2,589 3,411 2,016 8,015 2,451 3,546 2,567 8,563 2,410 3,961 3,270 9,641


$30,000–44,999 4,674 1,997 295 6,966 4,072 2,212 486 6,771 4,002 2,489 611 7,103


$45,000–74,999 7,070 758 81 7,909 6,311 1,072 129 7,512 6,296 1,331 158 7,785


$75,000 and Over 5,782 160 9 5,951 5,365 221 11 5,598 5,591 264 10 5,865


Age of Householder


Under 25 2,432 1,086 1,475 4,993 1,861 986 1,487 4,335 1,457 927 1,672 4,056


25–44 11,700 3,512 3,078 18,290 9,926 3,876 3,692 17,495 9,942 4,347 4,756 19,045


45–64 5,198 1,620 1,603 8,421 5,727 2,125 2,300 10,152 6,150 2,646 3,255 12,052


65 and Over 2,328 1,117 1,300 4,746 2,299 1,186 1,400 4,885 2,457 1,348 1,659 5,463


Household Type


Married Without Children 3,499 680 451 4,630 3,095 776 521 4,393 3,300 935 696 4,931


Married With Children 3,835 1,037 606 5,478 3,144 1,202 791 5,137 3,244 1,390 1,110 5,744


Single Parent 2,733 1,553 1,851 6,136 2,523 1,699 2,289 6,510 2,505 1,858 2,829 7,193


Other Family 1,778 546 455 2,779 1,724 623 607 2,954 1,800 831 907 3,538


Single Person 7,213 2,927 3,511 13,651 6,897 3,210 3,986 14,092 6,772 3,441 4,859 15,071


Non-Family 2,599 592 583 3,775 2,431 665 685 3,781 2,384 812 941 4,138


Race/Ethnicity of Householder


White 13,754 4,118 3,924 21,796 12,301 4,344 4,465 21,109 12,161 4,832 5,534 22,528


Black 3,433 1,436 1,705 6,574 3,169 1,661 2,131 6,960 3,129 1,855 2,665 7,650


Hispanic 2,956 1,291 1,226 5,472 2,919 1,606 1,640 6,166 3,112 1,928 2,277 7,317


Asian/Other 1,515 491 602 2,608 1,424 563 644 2,631 1,603 652 866 3,121


Education of Householder


No High School Diploma 3,967 1,906 2,307 8,180 3,053 1,730 2,281 7,064 2,680 1,742 2,574 6,997


High School Graduate 5,883 2,118 2,048 10,050 5,710 2,571 2,793 11,074 5,023 2,657 3,272 10,952


Some College 6,268 2,143 2,074 10,485 5,788 2,494 2,587 10,869 6,335 3,133 3,827 13,295


Bachelor Degree and 
Higher 5,539 1,168 1,028 7,735 5,262 1,379 1,219 7,860 5,967 1,735 1,669 9,371


Weeks Worked in Last 12 Months


Fully Employed 14,730 3,887 1,790 20,407 13,250 4,453 2,332 20,035 13,544 5,097 3,088 21,729


Short-Term Unemployed 2,147 928 874 3,949 1,920 933 1,016 3,869 1,503 893 1,158 3,553


Long-Term Unemployed 1,247 582 1,444 3,274 1,093 647 1,643 3,383 878 593 1,623 3,094


Fully Unemployed 95 71 223 388 127 80 276 483 355 251 875 1,480


Notes: Moderate (severe) burdens are defined as housing costs of 30–50% (more than 50%) of household income. Households with zero or negative income are assumed to be severely burdened, while renters paying no cash rent are assumed 
to be unburdened. Children are the householder’s own, step, or adopted children under the age of 18. White, black and Asian/other householders are non-Hispanic, while Hispanic householders may be of any race. Asian/other includes 
multiracial householders. High school graduates include those with a high school diploma, GED, or other alternate credential. Fully employed householders worked for at least 48 weeks, short-term unemployed for 27–47 weeks, and long-term 
unemployed for 1–26 weeks. Fully unemployed householders did not work in the previous 12 months but were in the labor force.
Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau, American Community Surveys.
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Multifamily Housing Market Indicators: 1980–2012


TABLE A-7


Year
Permits 1 


(Thousands)


 
Starts 2 


(Thousands)


 
Completions3


Size of  
New Units3


(Median sq. ft.)


Rental  
Vacancy  


Rates4


 (Percent)


Value Put  
in Place:


New Units5


(Millions of  
2012 dollars)


For Sale  
(Thousands)


For Rent  
(Thousands)


1980 480 440 174 371 915 5.4 46,554


1981 421 379 164 283 930 5.0 44,100


1982 454 400 148 226 925 5.3 36,968


1983 704 635 152 314 893 5.7 51,744


1984 759 665 197 430 871 5.9 62,362


1985 777 669 184 447 882 6.5 60,896


1986 692 626 133 503 876 7.3 65,020


1987 510 474 134 412 920 7.7 51,440


1988 462 407 117 329 940 7.7 43,275


1989 407 373 90 307 940 7.4 41,297


1990 317 298 76 266 955 7.2 33,815


1991 195 174 56 197 980 7.4 25,535


1992 184 170 44 150 985 7.4 21,428


1993 213 162 44 109 1,005 7.3 17,141


1994 303 259 49 138 1,015 7.4 21,815


1995 335 278 51 196 1,040 7.6 26,950


1996 356 316 50 234 1,030 7.8 29,740


1997 379 340 54 230 1,050 7.7 32,734


1998 425 346 55 260 1,020 7.9 34,614


1999 417 339 55 279 1,041 8.1 37,807


2000 394 338 60 272 1,039 8.0 37,678


2001 401 329 75 240 1,104 8.4 39,288


2002 415 346 63 260 1,070 8.9 42,054


2003 428 349 56 236 1,092 9.8 43,818


2004 457 345 72 238 1,105 10.2 48,549


2005 473 353 97 199 1,143 9.8 55,602


2006 461 336 127 198 1,192 9.7 60,135


2007 419 309 116 169 1,134 9.7 54,213


2008 330 284 101 200 1,089 10.0 47,281


2009 142 109 66 208 1,124 10.6 30,541


2010 157 116 30 125 1,137 10.2 15,463


2011 206 178 16 123 1,093 9.5 15,078


2012 311 245 11 155 1,056 8.7 21,348


Notes and Sources:  Value put in place is adjusted for inflation using the US Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U) for All Items. Web links confirmed as of November 2013.
1. US Census Bureau, New Privately Owned Housing Units Authorized by Building Permits, http://www.census.gov/construction/pdf/bpann.pdf     
2. US Census Bureau, New Privately Owned Housing Units Started, www.census.gov/construction/nrc/xls/starts_cust.xls     
3. US Census Bureau, New Privately Owned Housing Units Completed in the United States, by Purpose and Design, http://www.census.gov/construction/nrc/pdf/quarterly_starts_completions.pdf 
4. US Census Bureau, Housing Vacancy Survey, http://www.census.gov/housing/hvs/data/histtabs.html       
5. US Census Bureau, Annual Value of Private Construction Put in Place, http://www.census.gov/construction/c30/historical_data.html      
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The U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness and the National 
Low Income Housing Coalition share the goal of preventing 
and ending homelessness by expanding the supply of affordable 
rental homes. Meeting our goal requires high-quality research 
that tells us the depth of homelessness and shows the progress 
we’ve made towards ending it. Every year, Out of Reach provides 


just this kind of research. We know from this report that the cost of housing is 
simply too high for our lowest income neighbors to afford. Out of Reach helps us 
define the problem and points us toward solutions.


I am firm in my conviction that not only can we solve homelessness, but that 
the pathway to doing so is clear. In 2010, the U.S. Interagency Council on 
Homelessness released Opening Doors, the first-ever federal strategic plan to 
prevent and end homelessness. The most recent national report on homelessness 
found that as a country we are making progress on ending chronic and Veterans 
homelessness, yet the number of persons in families experiencing homelessness 
increased. An increasingly tight rental market and the drop in the number 
of affordable rental units available to extremely low income households is 
the greatest barrier to achieving our vision that “no one should experience 
homelessness, no one should be without a safe, stable place to call home.”


The data in Out of Reach highlight the gap between the cost of rental housing and 
the incomes of low-wage workers. So many families today simply do not make 
enough to afford the average rents in their towns or cities. With funding for 
housing assistance threatened by budget cuts each year, federal housing assistance 
programs are less and less available for struggling families.


Just as USICH is a leader in the national fight to end homelessness, NLIHC 
is leading the push for innovative policy solutions to the ongoing housing 
problems addressed in research from both organizations. One of the strategies 


for preventing and ending homelessness that USICH focuses on in Opening Doors 
is to increase access to stable and affordable housing, and funding the National 
Housing Trust Fund is listed as one way to achieve that goal. Building, preserving, 
and rehabilitating affordable rental homes through a mechanism like the Housing 
Trust Fund, an idea backed by the Administration, would advance this work. This 
would represent the first new federal housing construction program to address 
the housing needs of the lowest income Americans in 30 years. These are the 
households in the greatest need of decent, affordable housing, and the households 
at the greatest risk of homelessness.


A majority of Americans agree that homelessness is a problem that must be 
solved. There is a significant body of evidence that shows that affordable housing 
is a cost-effective and proven solution to homelessness. There is no better time 
than now to re-imagine federal housing policy and determine how to ensure that 
there is a dedicated source of funding for affordable housing production. Out of 
Reach proves that the affordable housing problem is real. It is time for all of us—
advocates and policymakers alike—to collaborate on solutions. We need to act 
with great urgency, now, to ensure that all children, youth, and adults have a stable 
place to call home.


Barbara Poppe
Executive Director, U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness


By Barbara Poppe, Executive Director, U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness
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Introduction


1 Joint Center for Housing Studies. (2012). State of the nation’s housing. Cambridge, MA: Author. http://bit.ly/KC6g8j
2 Leung, L. (2012, September 6). Survey: 61% of renters delaying homeownership. U-T San Diego. http://bit.ly/Zy1hw3
3 Wotapka, D. (2013, January 7). Apartment rents continue to rise as vacancies fall. Wall Street Journal. http://on.wsj.com/TZIsRa
4 Joint Center for Housing Studies. (2012). 
5 Wotapka, D. (2013, January 7). 
6 Extremely low income households are those with incomes at or below 30% of area median income.


The rental housing market is booming. With the number of renter 
households reaching 40.7 million, renters made up 35% of all 
households nationwide in 2011. In a single year (2011), the number 
of renter households rose by one million households, representing the 
single largest one-year increase since the early 1980s.1 


Renting has become more attractive to people in all demographic groups, 
appealing broadly across age and income groups. Households are delaying 
homeownership, an effect of the recession’s lasting impact on household financial 
confidence. A poll released in September 2012 suggests that 61% of U.S. renters 
have been deterred from homeownership for financial reasons, primarily citing 
difficulty saving for a down payment as a barrier.2


With demand for rental apartments accelerating, the national rental vacancy rate 
fell from 8% directly after the financial crisis to 4.5% by the third quarter of 2012.3 
Falling vacancy rates are a nationwide phenomenon, with two-thirds of all large 
metro areas experiencing a tightening rental market.4 Landlords also began to 
increase rents in 2012, raising prices an average of 3.8% from 2011.5


Finding a decent, affordable apartment is a challenge for all renters, but the 
poorest households are the most likely to be locked out of the market entirely. 
For every 100 extremely low income (ELI)6 renter households, there are just 
30 affordable and available units.7 Only a sliver of the rental market remains 
affordable and available to the lowest income households. 


The level of investment in new affordable housing units today is insufficient to 
meet the demand. Although nearly a third (29%) of renter households live below 
poverty,8 and a quarter of renters have extremely low incomes,9 most newly 
constructed units are for high income households, while older units are being 
swiftly upgraded to serve a higher income market.10


While ELI renter households may qualify for federal and local subsidy programs, 
housing assistance programs are oversubscribed and many eligible households 
go unassisted. Low income households desperately in need of housing find 


themselves on years-long waiting lists, or find that waiting lists for affordable 
housing in their area are closed entirely. Households on waiting lists for housing 
assistance have a median wait time of two years.11 For households trapped on 
waiting lists, many experience unstable housing situations, living “doubled up” 
with family or friends (40%) or in the worst cases suffering bouts of homelessness 
as they bounce from one untenable housing situation to another (23%).12  


The Housing Wage in Out of Reach captures the gap between wages and rents 
across the country, and is the estimate of the full-time hourly wage that a 
household must earn to afford a decent apartment at the HUD estimated Fair 
Market Rent (FMR), while spending no more than 30% of income on housing 
costs. The 2013 Housing Wage is $18.79, exceeding the $14.32 hourly wage earned 
by the average renter by almost $4.50 an hour, and greatly exceeding wages earned 
by low income renter households.


Each year, Out of Reach demonstrates that large numbers of low income renters 
cannot afford the cost of living in the cities and towns where they work. This 
edition underscores the challenges facing the lowest income renters: increasing 
rents, stagnating wages, and a shortage of affordable housing. The urgent 
solution to these issues is clear: expanding the supply of affordable housing units, 
dedicated to the lowest income renters.


Finding a decent, affordable apartment is 
a challenge for all renters, but the poorest 


households are the most likely to be 
locked out of the market entirely. 


For every 100 extremely low income 
renter households, there are just 30 


affordable and available units.
7 NLIHC (2013). Housing spotlight: America’s affordable housing shortage, and how to end it. Washington, D.C.: Author. 
8 U.S. Census Bureau. (2011). Table C-10-RO: Housing Costs – Renter Occupied Units. 2011 American Housing Survey. http://factfinder2.census.gov
9 NLIHC (2013). 
10 Joint Center for Housing Studies. (2012). 
11 Leopold, J. (2012, July). The housing needs of rental assistance applicants. Cityscape, 14(2). http://bit.ly/PH6EVh 
12 Ibid.
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13 NLIHC (2013). 
14 Ibid.
15 Social Security Administration. (2012, December). SSI monthly statistics, December 2012. Washington, D.C.: Author. http://1.usa.gov/Z6MKaH
16 Because SSI payments are reduced for beneficiaries who report other sources of income, the average federal payment in December 2012 was $519. However, 46 
    states supplement the federal payment for all or a subset of recipients, depending on the state. See Appendix A.
17 Social Security Administration. (2012, September). SSI annual statistical report, 2011. Washington, D.C.: Author.
18 Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2012, November). Volume I of the 2012 annual homeless assessment report. Office of Community Planning and 
    Development. Washington, D.C.: Author. http://bit.ly/YiJPf1


EXTREMELY LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS CONTINUE TO HAVE THE 
GREATEST HOUSING NEED


Today, one out of every four renter households is an ELI household. There are a 
total of 10.1 million ELI renter households across the United States, and many of 
these households lack affordable, safe and well-maintained housing. Over three-
quarters (76%) of ELI renters spend over 50% of their income on housing costs. 
These 7.7 million households have little left over to meet other basic needs.13 And 
the need for affordable housing among ELI households grows each year. In 2010, 
there was a need for 6.8 million units that are both affordable and available to ELI 
households; this figure rose to 7.1 million in 2011.14


In 2013, ELI households had incomes of no more than $19,810, down from 
$20,210 in 2012. At this income level, ELI households can afford to spend no more 
than $495 a month on rent. This year, the national two-bedroom FMR edged up to 
$977, and the one-bedroom FMR is $783, far above the rent ELI households are 
able to pay. 


Roughly eight million individuals receive Supplemental Security Income (SSI) 
because they are elderly, blind, or disabled, and have few economic resources.15 The 
maximum federal monthly SSI payment is $710 in 2013. On this income, an SSI 
recipient can afford rent of only $213 a month.16 SSI is the only source of income 
for 57% of all recipients, and nearly all beneficiaries (85%) were eligible on the 
basis of disability.17 Among those reliant on SSI, there is not a single county in the 
U.S. where even a modest efficiency apartment, priced according to the FMR, is 
affordable. 


For many ELI households, homelessness and housing instability are real threats. 
While the overall rate of homelessness has remained steady over the past 
year, homelessness among persons in families rose 1.4% from 2011 to 2012.18 
Low income families unable to afford market rents or obtain federal housing 
assistance often turn to family or friends for short term shelter. A study of low 
income families enrolled in a homelessness assistance program found that 45% 
of households lived doubled up prior to entering the program.19 Such conditions, 
often overcrowded, are precarious and are a common precursor to homelessness.


STAGNANT WAGES REMAIN INSUFFICIENT TO COVER RENTS


The Census Bureau’s most recent data indicate that household median income 
declined by 1.5% between 2010 and 2011.20 This is a continuation of a decade-
long trend; since 2000, worker productivity rose 22.8%, while hourly pay barely 
budged.21 Overall, wages have fallen to a record low as a proportion of the 
country’s gross domestic product, indicative of a widening disconnect between 
national economic trends and worker pay.22


Low income service sector workers, including those earning the minimum wage, 
compose a sizeable portion of the nation’s 10.1 million ELI renters. Overall job 
growth has been heavily concentrated in low-wage industries, with 58% of new 
jobs in the post-recession recovery period paying no more than $13.84 per hour.23 
This trend is likely to continue over the coming decade, with job growth between 
2010 and 2020 projected to be dominated by relatively low wage professions, such 
as home health aides.24


DEFINITIONS


Affordability in this report is consistent with the federal standard that no more than 30% 
of a household’s gross income should be spent on gross housing costs. Households paying 
over 30% of their income are considered cost burdened. Households paying over 50% of 
their income are considered severely cost burdened.


Area Median Income (AMI) is used to determine income eligibility for affordable housing 
programs. Area Median Income is set according to family size and varies by region. 


Extremely Low Income (ELI) refers to earning less than 30% of AMI.


Housing Wage is the estimated full-time hourly wage a household must earn to afford a 
decent rental unit at HUD estimated Fair Market Rent while spending no more than 30% of 
their income on housing costs.


Full-Time Work is defined as 2,080 hours per year (40 hours each week for 52 weeks). The 
average employee works roughly 34.5 hours per week, according to the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics.


Fair Market Rent (FMR) is the 40th percentile of gross rents for typical, non-substandard 
rental units. FMRs are determined by HUD on an annual basis, and reflect the cost of 
shelter and utilities. FMRs are used to determine payment standards for the Housing Choice 
Voucher program and Section 8 contracts. 


Renter Wage is the estimated hourly wage among renters by region, based on 2011 Bureau 
of Labor Statistics data, adjusted using the ratio of renter income to the overall household 
income reported in the ACS and projected to April 1, 2013.


19 Davis, T.H., and Saunders Lane, T. (2012, April). Rapid re-housing of families experiencing homelessness in Massachusetts: Maintaining housing stability. 
    Metropolitan Boston Housing Partnership. http://bit.ly/MZRvw1
20 DeNavas-Walt, C., Proctor, B., Smith, J. (2012, September). Income, poverty and health insurance: Coverage in the United States: 2011. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Census 
    Bureau. http://1.usa.gov/QJlChR
21 Economic Policy Institute. (2012). State of working America, 12th edition. Washington, D.C.: Author. http://stateofworkingamerica.org
22 Greenhouse, S. (2013, January 12). Our economic pickle. New York Times. http://nyti.ms/WAhzBJ
23 National Employment Law Project. (2012, August). The low-wage recovery and growing inequality. Washington, D.C.: Author. www.nelp.org
24 Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2012, January). Occupations with the most job growth, 2010 and projected 2020. http://1.usa.gov/5YY0Xx
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25 National Employment Law Project. (2012, July). Big Business, corporate profits, and the minimum wage. Washington, D.C.: Author. www.nelp.org
26 Cooper, D. (2012, January 4). Most minimum-wage workers are not teenagers. Washington, D.C.: Economic Policy Institute. http://bit.ly/wvWvv4
27 Schmitt, J. and Jones, J. (2012, April 2). Low-wage workers are older and better educated than ever. Washington, D.C.: Center for Economic and Policy Research. http://bit.ly/YWV7Kk
28 Housing Assistance Council. (2012). Taking stock: Rural people, poverty and housing in the 21st century. Washington, D.C.: Author.
29 U.S. Census Bureau (2011). 2011 American Community Survey. Washington, D.C.: Author. 
30 Joint Center for Housing Studies. (2011).


Minimum wage workers continued to earn just $7.25 per hour for 2013. Today’s 
minimum wage is worth about 30% less than it was in 1968, based on purchasing 
power. In other words, the minimum wage is not keeping up with the rising cost 
of living.25 The number of full-time jobs that a household must work today at the 
prevailing state minimum wage to afford the average two-bedroom FMR ranges 
from 1.4 jobs (Puerto Rico) to 4.4 jobs (Hawaii). In no state can an individual 
working a typical 40-hour work week at the minimum wage afford a two-bedroom 
apartment for his or her family. The one-bedroom housing wage also exceeds the 
federal minimum wage in each state across the country. In fact, with the exception 
of a handful of counties in Washington and Oregon (where the state minimum 
wage is $9.19 and $8.95, respectively), there is no county in the U.S. where even 
a one-bedroom unit at the FMR is affordable to someone working full-time at the 
minimum wage. 


Today, nineteen states and the District of Columbia have established minimum 
wage rates above the federal level. Ten states increased their minimum wage 
effective January 1, 2013. Yet, despite these upward adjustments, many 
minimum-wage workers still cannot afford to cover basic expenses such as rent.


According to an analysis from the Economic Policy Institute, 78% of minimum-
wage workers work at least 20 hours per week and 80% are at least 20 years old, 
dispelling the myth that the majority of minimum-wage workers are teenagers 
working part-time after school.26 Increasingly, more workers in their prime are 
working low-wage jobs that do not pay much more than the minimum wage. In 
1979, workers aged 25-64 made up about 48% of the low wage workforce, but by 
2011 60% of all workers earning $10 an hour or less were in this age group.27 


AFFORDABILITY IS A NATIONAL CONCERN


Housing costs vary across the nation, but the lack of affordable housing affects 
low-wage workers in all corners of the country. Nationally, the Housing Wage is 
highest in Hawaii, DC, California and New York, states known for high costs of 
living. Unsurprisingly, low income renters in these high-cost metropolitan regions 
are not earning anywhere near enough to afford a market-rate unit. 


The lack of decent, affordable housing is not solely an urban issue. Inadequate and 
substandard affordable housing is an issue that remains all too common in low 
income rural communities. And in spite of lower housing costs, rural Americans 
are increasingly facing a cost burden. Between 2000 and 2010, the number of 
cost burdened rural renter households increased by ten percentage points, largely 
caused by the lack of affordable rental units in rural areas. Many rural and tribal 
communities have minimal resources devoted to the development of new rental 
housing. And rural affordable housing developers face unique challenges, such as 
limited access to capital financing.28


For each state, Out of Reach combines data for counties outside metropolitan 
areas and calculates the Housing Wage for the rural communities within a state. 
Our findings this year demonstrate that while housing costs are lower in rural 
areas, these areas also generally have lower wages than metropolitan areas. To 
illustrate, Out of Reach 2013 indicates that the Housing Wage, on average across 
nonmetropolitan America, is $13.19, still exceeding the nonmetropolitan renter 
wage of $10.01 by about $3. At the state level, the nonmetropolitan two-bedroom 
housing wage exceeds the renter wage in all but one state.


Low income renters continue to struggle to overcome poverty and limited 
economic opportunities, while encountering rents that are likely to continue 
to rise in the coming years as demand grows. In both rural and urban America, 
renters are affected by the affordable housing shortage: over half of all renters 
(53%) are cost burdened, paying over 30% of their income for housing. The total 
number of cost-burdened households increased by about 600,000 since 2010.29 
Only 25% of renters faced such a burden in 1960.30


In order to close the gap between the demand for affordable housing and the 
supply, we would need to add 4.5 million units affordable to ELI households. 
This is not an unattainable goal. Once funded, the National Housing Trust Fund 
(NHTF) would provide states with the dollars they need to expand the stock of 
housing that is affordable to ELI households. 


In both rural and urban America, renters are affected by the affordable housing shortage: 
over half of all renters are cost burdened, paying over 30% of their income for housing. 
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1 U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness. (2012, December).  Report to Congress on Homeless Veterans.  Washington DC; Author. http://1.usa.gov/WsfpEi 
2 Ibid.
3 Ibid.
4 For a full list of eligibility criteria go to http://1.usa.gov/Y8qcrC. 
5 U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs. (2012). Veterans Pension Rate Table. http://1.usa.gov/Ya72Rt 


6 NLIHC tabulations of 2011 American Community Survey PUMS data.
7 Veterans receiving disability compensation are also eligible for Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI) and Social Security.
8 NLIHC tabulations of 2011 American Community Survey PUMS data.
9 U.S. Department of Veteran Affairs. (2013). 2013 Monday Morning Workload Reports.  www.vba.va.gov/REPORTS/mmwr/index.asp 
10 U.S. Department of Veteran Affairs. (2012). Montgomery Bill Active Duty (Chapter 30) Increased Educational Benefit. http://1.usa.gov/QFlz6J 


HOUSING IS ALSO “OUT OF REACH” FOR MANY VETERANS
There are more than 21 million veterans in the United States and unfortunately, 
many of these men and women face difficulties such as disabilities, 
homelessness and unemployment. The federal government is making a 
concerted effort to end homelessness among veterans by 2015, but high rents 
across the country continue to pose problems for those veterans who might have 
difficulty working due to their disabilities or other complications. 


The latest report to Congress from the U.S. Interagency Council on 
Homelessness (USICH) found that the number of veterans experiencing 
homelessness fell by 12% between January 2010 and January 2011.1 USICH 
attributed the drop in homelessness directly to an increase in HUD-Veterans 
Affairs Supportive Housing (VASH) housing vouchers. Between 2008 and 2012, 
the number of VASH vouchers increased by 38,250. However, a total of 67,495 
homeless veterans were identified during the Point-In-Time homelessness count 
in January of 2011.2 Veterans make up just 9% of the total U.S. population, but 
continue to be disproportionately represented in the homeless population, with 
13% of all homeless adults identifying as a veteran.3


All veterans who are 65 or older, or who are totally and permanently disabled, 
with at least 90 days of active duty service, at least one day of which was during 
a wartime period, are eligible for an annual pension.4 For single veterans without 
a spouse or child, the maximum annual pension rate (MAPR) is $12,465, and 
veterans receive the MAPR less any earned income.5 A veteran relying on a 
pension, with no additional income, can only afford rent of $311 a month. This 
is far below the one-bedroom FMR of $783. A veteran with one dependent can 
receive an annual pension of up to $16,324. With this income they could afford 
to spend no more than $408 a month. This is $569 below the two-bedroom FMR 
of $977. 


Nearly 3.4 million veterans are eligible for disability benefits as a result of 
disease or injury incurred during active military service.6 Each eligible veteran 
is evaluated by the Department of Veteran Affairs, and given a disability rating 
on a 0 to 100% scale, in increments of 10%. More than 750,000 (22%) of all 
veterans that have received a rating are considered at least 70% disabled. Only 
those veterans who are 100% disabled receive a monthly benefit that would 
allow them to afford the one-bedroom FMR (See Table 1). Monthly benefits to 
veterans vary depending on their disability rating and number of dependents. 


Fifty-four percent of all veterans with a service-related disability do not earn 
wages or income from an annual salary.7 This number jumps to 78% for those 
veterans with a disability rating of 70% or more.8


For disabled veterans, filing a claim for disability benefits can take many 
months, leaving veterans in limbo as they await a resolution. As of February 9, 
2013, there was a backlog of 230,823 cases of service-related disability claims 
pending for at least 125 days.9


Finding affordable housing can also be difficult for veterans who receive an 
Educational Allowance Assistance payment under the Montgomery GI Bill 
(often referred to as Chapter 30). As of October 1, 2012 this education benefit 
is $1,564 per month for a full-time student.10 The benefit is less for part-time 
students, and it does not go up if you have dependents. This benefit is paid 
directly to the veteran and can be used for tuition expenses, or living costs. 
Many veterans will supplement this funding with student loans or part-time 
employment, but some rely upon this income source exclusively. For those with 
no other source of income, the rent they can reasonably afford is $469.


Table 1: The Gap between Veteran Disability Compensation Rates 
and Housing Costs


2012 VA 
Disability 


Compensation 
Rates for 
Veterans 


(single, without 
dependents)


Benefit 
(monthly)


Amount Able to 
Afford 1 BR FMR


Difference 
Between 1 


BR FMR and 
Amount a 


Veteran Can 
Afford


50% $810 $243 $783 ($540.00)
60% $1,026 $307.80 $783 ($475.20)
70% $1,293 $387.90 $783 ($395.10)
80% $1,503 $450.90 $783 ($332.10)
90% $1,689 $506.70 $783 ($276.30)


100% $2,816 $844.80 $783 $61.80


 Source: http://benefits.va.gov/COMPENSATION/resources_comp01.asp
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CONCLUSIONS


The lack of decent housing affordable to low income households remains a pervasive national issue, affecting every single 
community across the United States. Today, federal housing programs serve approximately five million low income households, 
but the needs of many more households go unmet. Low income, unassisted households often face housing instability, threats of 
eviction, poor housing conditions and homelessness.


Ensuring that all families have a safe and stable place to call home should be a public policy priority. It is also an achievable goal, 
if a serious commitment is made to investing in affordable housing. As the country continues its recovery from the recession, 
the time to focus on expanding the supply of affordable housing is now.


In 2008, the NHTF was established precisely to address the need for additional affordable housing to serve ELI households. 
Unlike other federal housing programs, the NHTF creates a dedicated pool of funding not subject to the uncertainty of the 
annual budget appropriations process. The NHTF is designed to serve the lowest income, most vulnerable households, with 90% 
of funding reserved for rental housing and 75% of the funds reserved solely for ELI households.


Today, the National Low Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC) is focused on securing funding for the NHTF. NLIHC has a proposal 
to fund the NHTF through the reform of the mortgage interest deduction (MID), converting the MID to a non-refundable 15% 
tax credit and reducing the cap on the maximum mortgage to receive a tax break from $1 million to $500,000. The savings 
estimated to be $200 billion over ten years can be used to fund the NHTF, increasing access to affordable housing for the lowest 
income households.


The Numbers in this Report


As in past years, Out of Reach 2013 relies on data from HUD, the U.S. Census Bureau, the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the 
Department of Labor, and the Social Security Administration to make its case. See Appendix A for a detailed explanation of data 
sources and methodologies.


The FMR on which the Housing Wage is based is HUD’s best estimate of what a household seeking a modest rental unit in a 
short amount of time can expect to pay for rent and utilities in the current market. Thus, the FMR is an estimate of what a family 
moving today can expect to pay for a modest rental home, not what current renters are paying on average. See Appendix B for 
information on how HUD calculates the FMR.


Readers are cautioned against comparing statistics in one edition of Out of Reach with those in another. In recent years, HUD 
has changed its methodology for calculating FMRs and incomes. Since 2012, HUD has developed the FMR estimates using 
American Community Survey (ACS) data as base rents, rather than data from the Decennial Survey. The new methodology 
can introduce more year-to-year variability into the data. For this reason and others (e.g., changes to the metropolitan area 
definitions), readers should not compare this year’s data to previous editions of Out of Reach and assume that differences reflect 
actual market dynamics. Please consult the appendices and NLIHC research staff for assistance interpreting changes in the data.


The data in this report and the additional materials and data can be found online at WWW.NLIHC.ORG/OOR/2013.


Ensuring that all 


families have a safe 


and stable place to 


call home should be a 


public policy priority. 


Today, the National 


Low Income Housing 


Coalition is focused on 


securing funding for 


the National Housing 


Trust Fund. Learn 


more at www.nhtf.org.
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WHERE THE NUMBERS COME FROM


ACS (2007-2011).


Multiply Annual AMI by .3 
($66,032 x .3 = $19,810).


Multiply 30% of Annual AMI by .3 to get 
maximum amount that can be spent on 
housing for it to be affordable ($19,810 x 
.3 = $5,943). Divide by 12 to obtain 
monthly amount ($5,943/ 12 = $495).


Divide number of renter households 
by total number of households (ACS 
2007-2011) 
(38,864,600/114,761,359 = .34). 
Then multiply by 100 (.34 x 100 = 
34%).Divide income needed to 


afford FMR ($39,080) by 52 
(weeks per year) and then by 
40 (hours per work week) 
($39,080 / 52 = $752; $752 / 
40 = $18.79).


HUD median family income estimate 
based on data from Census 2007-
2011 American Community Survey 
(ACS).  


Multiply Annual AMI by .3 to get maximum 
amount that can be spent on housing for it to 
be affordable ($66,032 x .3 = $19,810). Divide 
by 12 to obtain monthly amount ($19,810 / 
12 = $1,651).


Developed by HUD 
annually. See Appendix B.


Multiply the FMR by 12 to get yearly rental cost ($977 
x 12 = $11,724). Then divide by .3 to determine the 
total income needed to afford $11,724 per year in rent 
($11,724 / .3 = $39,080).


Divide income needed to afford the 
FMR by 52 (weeks per year) ($39,080 / 
52 = $751). Then divide by $7.25 (the 
Federal minimum wage) ($751 / $7.25 
= 104 hours). Finally, divide by 40 
(hours per work week) (104 / 40 = 2.6 
full-time jobs). 


RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-
2011)


% of total 
household


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR 
(2013)


Income 
needed


to afford
2 BR 
FMR


 Annual 
AMI 


(2013)


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS
Estimated 


mean 
renter 
hourly 
wage 


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 
wage  needed 
to afford 2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  
jobs at 


mean renter 
wage 


needed to 
afford 2 BR 


FMR


$66,032 $495$1,651$977 34%$19,810UNITED STATES


Divide income needed to afford the FMR by 52 
(weeks per year) ($39,080 / 52 = $751). Then 
divide by $14.32 (The United States'  mean 
renter wage) ($751 / $14.32= 52 hours). 
Finally, divide by 40 (hours per work week) 
(52/ 40 = 1.3 full-time jobs). 


Average wage reported by the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 
for 2011, adjusted to reflect the 
income of renter households 
relative to all households in the 
United States, and projected to 
April 1, 2013. See Appendix A.


Calculate annual income by multiplying 
mean renter wage by 40 (hours per 
week) and 52 (weeks per year) ($14.32 
x 40 x 52 = $29,786).  Multiply by .3 to 
determine maximum amount that can 
be spent on rent ($29,786 x .3 = 
$8,936).  Divide by 12 to obtain 
monthly amount ($8,936/ 12 = $745).


$14.32 $745 1.3


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford 2 BR 


FY 12 HOUSING WAGE


2.6 38,864,600$39,080$18.79


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs


1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).  


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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HOW TO USE THE NUMBERS


There were 38,864,600 renter 
households in the United 
States (2007-2011).


In the United States, an ELI 
family (30% of AMI) earns 
$19,810 annually.


For an ELI family earning 30% of the Area 
Median Income, monthly rent of $495 or 
less is affordable.


Renter households 
represented 34% of all 
households in the United 
States.


A renter household needs to 
earn at least $18.79 per hour 
in order to afford a two-
bedroom unit at the FMR.


The annual median family income in 
the United States is $66,032.


For a family earning the AMI, monthly rent 
of $1,651 or less is affordable.


The FMR for a two-bedroom 
rental unit in the United 
States is $977.


A renter household needs an annual income of 
$39,080 in order for a two-bedroom rental unit at 
FMR to be affordable.


A renter household needs 2.6 full-time 
jobs paying the minimum wage in order 
to afford a two-bedroom rental unit at 
the FMR.


RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-
2011)


% of total 
household


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


 Two
bedroom


FMR 
(2013)


Income 
needed


to afford
2 BR 


Annual 
AMI 


(2013)


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 
wage  needed 
to afford 2 BR 


FMR 5


Full-time  
jobs at mean 
renter wage 
needed to 


afford 2 BR 
FMR


2.6 $66,032 $495$1,651$977 34%$19,810UNITED STATES


A renter household needs 1.3 full-time jobs 
paying the mean renter wage in order to afford 
a two-bedroom rental unit at the FMR.


The estimated mean (average) 
renter wage in the United 
States is $14.32 (2013).


If a household earns the equivalent 
of a job paying the mean renter 
wage, it can afford to spend $745  
or less in monthly rent.


$14.32 $745 1.3


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford 2 BR 


FY12 HOUSING WAGE


38,864,600$39,080$18.79


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs. 
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Housing Wage for Housing Wage for
States1 Two-Bedroom FMR Counties2 Two-Bedroom FMR
Hawaii $32.14 Nantucket County, MA $36.10
California $25.78 Honolulu County, HI $35.25
New York $25.25 San Mateo County, CA $34.52
New Jersey $24.84 San Francisco County, CA $34.52
Maryland $24.47 Marin County, CA $34.52
Massachusetts $24.05 Kauai County, HI $32.40
Connecticut $23.22 Orange County , CA $31.17
Alaska $21.37 Santa Clara County, CA $30.96
Virginia $20.72 Santa Cruz County, CA $30.52
Delaware $20.63 Nassau County, NY $30.44


Housing Wage for Housing Wage for
Metropolitan Areas Two-Bedroom FMR Combined Nonmetro Areas Two-Bedroom FMR
Honolulu, HI MSA $35.25 Massachusetts $31.73
San Francisco, CA HMFA $34.52 Hawaii $24.17
Stamford-Norwalk. CT HMFA $31.69 Alaska $21.42
Orange County, CA HMFA $31.17 Maryland $20.03
San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA HMFA $30.96 Connecticut $19.51
Santa Cruz-Watsonville, CA MSA $30.52 New Hampshire $18.84
Nassau-Suffolk, NY HMFA $30.44 Delaware $18.83
Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura, CA MSA $28.83 California $17.92
New York, NY HMFA $28.35 Vermont $17.82
Westchester County, NY $28.23 Colorado $16.68


MOST EXPENSIVE JURISDICTIONS


2013 MOST EXPENSIVE JURISDICTIONS


1 Excludes the District of Columbia.
2 Excludes metropolitan counties in New England.
3 HMFA = HUD Metro FMR Area. This term indicates that a portion of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) defined core-based statistical area is in the area to which the income limits and FMRs apply. HUD is required by OMB to alter the name of the metropolitan geographic entities it derives from the 


Core Based Statistical Area (CBSA) when the geography is not the same as that established by OMB. CBSA is a collective term meaning both metro and micro areas.
4 MSA = Metropolitan Statistical Area. Geographic entities defined by OMB for use by the Federal statistical agencies in collecting, tabulating and publishing Federal statistics. A metro area contains an urban core of 50,000 or more in population. 
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Housing Wage for Housing Wage for
Rank State Two-Bedroom FMR Rank State Two-Bedroom FMR


1 Hawaii $32.14 27 Louisiana $15.27
2 District of Columbia $27.15 28 Utah $14.94
3 California $25.78 29 Wyoming $14.84
4 New York $25.25 30 Michigan $14.77
5 New Jersey $24.84 31 Wisconsin $14.67
6 Maryland $24.47 32 New Mexico $14.42
7 Massachusetts $24.05 33 South Carolina $14.34
8 Connecticut $23.22 34 North Carolina $14.17
9 Alaska $21.37 35 Missouri $14.07


10 Virginia $20.72 36 Nebraska $13.99
11 Delaware $20.63 37 Tennessee $13.84
12 New Hampshire $20.47 38 Indiana $13.81
13 Nevada $19.69 39 Ohio $13.79
14 Florida $19.14 40 Kansas $13.69
15 Washington $18.58 41 Mississippi $13.41
16 Vermont $18.53 42 Montana $13.39
17 Rhode Island $18.18 43 Alabama $13.34
18 Colorado $17.26 44 Idaho $13.24
19 Pennsylvania $17.21 45 Oklahoma $13.18
20 Arizona $17.19 46 Iowa $12.97
21 Illinois $17.02 47 South Dakota $12.82
22 Texas $16.67 48 Arkansas $12.76
23 Maine $16.31 49 Kentucky $12.71
24 Minnesota $16.08 50 West Virginia $12.35
25 Oregon $16.00 51 North Dakota $12.06
26 Georgia $15.28 52 Puerto Rico $10.41


STATES RANKED BY TWO BEDROOM HOUSING WAGE


2013 STATES RANKED BY 
TWO-BEDROOM HOUSING WAGE


States are ranked from most expensive to least expensive.


National Low Income Housing Coalition  •  Out of Reach 2013 11







TA
B


LE
S 


A
N


D
 M


A
P


S
2013 TWO-BEDROOM RENTAL UNIT


HOUSING WAGE
Represents the hourly wage that a household must earn (working 40 hours a week, 52 weeks a year) in order to afford 


the Fair Market Rent for a two-bedroom unit, without paying more than 30% of their income.


TX $16.67


MT $13.39


AZ $17.19


NV $19.69


CO $17.26


OR $16.00


WY $14.84


KS $13.69


SD $12.82


NE $13.99


ND $12.06


OK $13.18


IA $12.97


NC $14.17


CA $25.78


NM $14.42


ID $13.24


UT $14.94


MN $16.08


MO
$14.07


WA $18.58


IL
$17.02


FL $19.14


GA $15.28


WI $14.67


AR
$12.76


AL
$13.34


NY $25.25


LA $15.27


PA $17.21


MI $14.77


KY $12.71 VA $20.72


SC $14.34


ME $16.31


NH $20.47
MA $24.05


PR $10.41


MS
$13.41


TN $13.84


OH
$13.79IN


$13.81 WV
$12.35


MD $24.47


VT $18.53


NJ $24.84


CT $23.22


DE $20.63


RI $18.18


DC $27.15


HI: $32.14


AK: $21.37


2013 TWO-BEDROOM HOUSING WAGE


HOUSING WAGE


$14.07 and Below


Between $14.08 and $17.26


Above $17.26


TX $16.67


MT $13.39


AZ $17.19


NV $19.69


CO $17.26


OR $16.00


WY $14.84


KS $13.69


SD $12.82


NE $13.99


ND $12.06


OK $13.18


IA $12.97


NC $14.17


CA $25.78


NM $14.42


ID $13.24


UT $14.94


MN $16.08


MO
$14.07


WA $18.58


IL
$17.02


FL $19.14


GA $15.28


WI $14.67


AR
$12.76


AL
$13.34


NY $25.25


LA $15.27


PA $17.21


MI $14.77


KY $12.71 VA $20.72


SC $14.34


ME $16.31


NH $20.47
MA $24.05


PR $10.41


MS
$13.41


TN $13.84


OH
$13.79IN


$13.81 WV
$12.35


MD $24.47


VT $18.53


NJ $24.84


CT $23.22


DE $20.63


RI $18.18


DC $27.15


HI: $32.14


AK: $21.37


2013 TWO-BEDROOM HOUSING WAGE


HOUSING WAGE


$14.07 and Below


Between $14.08 and $17.26


Above $17.26
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In no state can a minimum wage worker afford a two-bedroom unit at Fair Market Rent, 
working a standard 40-hour work week, without paying more than 30% of their income.


2013 HOURS AT MINIMUM WAGE
NEEDED TO AFFORD RENT


TX 92


MT 69


CA 129*


AZ 88* NM 77*


NV 95*


CO 89*


OR 72* ID 73


WY 82


KS 76
UT 82


SD 71


NE 77


MN 89
ND 67


OK 73


IL 82*


IA 72


WA 81*


MO 77*


GA 84
AR 70


NC 78


LA 84


PA 95


MI 80*


TN 76


KY 70


OH 70*


FL 98*


WI 81


AL 74
MS 74


NY 139


VA 114


SC 79


ME 87*


VT 86*


MD 135


NH 113


NJ 137


PR 57


IN 76
WV 68


MA 120*


CT 113*


DE 114


RI 94*


DC 132*


HI: 177


AK: 110 *


WEEKLY HOURS A MINIMUM WAGE WORKER MUST WORK TO AFFORD AN APARTMENT
In No State Can A Minimum Wage Worker Afford a Two Bedroom Unit at Fair Market Rents,
Working a Standard 40 Hour Work Week.


HOURS NEEDED TO AFFORD APARTMENT


(*) indicates a state minimum wage that exceeds
the federal minimum wage


80 hours/week or less


Between 81 and 97 hours/week


98/hours a week or more


TX 92


MT 69


CA 129*


AZ 88* NM 77*


NV 95*


CO 89*


OR 72* ID 73


WY 82


KS 76
UT 82


SD 71


NE 77


MN 89
ND 67


OK 73


IL 82*


IA 72


WA 81*


MO 77*


GA 84
AR 70


NC 78


LA 84


PA 95


MI 80*


TN 76


KY 70


OH 70*


FL 98*


WI 81


AL 74
MS 74


NY 139


VA 114


SC 79


ME 87*


VT 86*


MD 135


NH 113


NJ 137


PR 57


IN 76
WV 68


MA 120*


CT 113*


DE 114


RI 94*


DC 132*


HI: 177


AK: 110 *


WEEKLY HOURS A MINIMUM WAGE WORKER MUST WORK TO AFFORD AN APARTMENT
In No State Can A Minimum Wage Worker Afford a Two Bedroom Unit at Fair Market Rents,
Working a Standard 40 Hour Work Week.


HOURS NEEDED TO AFFORD APARTMENT


(*) indicates a state minimum wage that exceeds
the federal minimum wage


80 hours/week or less


Between 81 and 97 hours/week


98/hours a week or more


TX 92


MT 69


CA 129*


AZ 88* NM 77*


NV 95*


CO 89*


OR 72* ID 73


WY 82


KS 76
UT 82


SD 71


NE 77


MN 89
ND 67


OK 73


IL 82*


IA 72


WA 81*


MO 77*


GA 84
AR 70


NC 78


LA 84


PA 95


MI 80*


TN 76


KY 70


OH 70*


FL 98*


WI 81


AL 74
MS 74


NY 139


VA 114


SC 79


ME 87*


VT 86*


MD 135


NH 113


NJ 137


PR 57


IN 76
WV 68


MA 120*


CT 113*


DE 114


RI 94*


DC 132*


HI: 177


AK: 110 *


WEEKLY HOURS A MINIMUM WAGE WORKER MUST WORK TO AFFORD AN APARTMENT
In No State Can A Minimum Wage Worker Afford a Two Bedroom Unit at Fair Market Rents,
Working a Standard 40 Hour Work Week.


HOURS NEEDED TO AFFORD APARTMENT


(*) indicates a state minimum wage that exceeds
the federal minimum wage


80 hours/week or less


Between 81 and 97 hours/week


98/hours a week or more
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STATE SUMMARY


RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-
2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income 
needed


to afford
2 BR FMR


Annual 
AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI


30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage
2


3
4


1


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage necessary to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Full-time  jobs at 
mean renter 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


FY13 HOUSING WAGE


Alabama 536,712$409$1,362$694 $27,756 29%$16,346$13.34 $10.911.8 1.2$567$54,487
Alaska 90,274$611$2,038$1,111 $44,446 36%$24,453$21.37 $16.262.8 1.3$845$81,511
Arizona 783,634$445$1,482$894 $35,757 33%$17,789$17.19 $14.202.2 1.2$738$59,298
Arkansas 364,471$386$1,286$663 $26,539 33%$15,429$12.76 $10.881.8 1.2$566$51,432
California 5,377,530$537$1,789$1,341 $53,627 43%$21,472$25.78 $17.993.2 1.4$935$71,573
Colorado 645,287$553$1,843$897 $35,898 33%$22,121$17.26 $14.382.2 1.2$748$73,736
Connecticut 422,776$659$2,198$1,208 $48,304 31%$26,376$23.22 $15.712.8 1.5$817$87,919
Delaware 90,029$543$1,809$1,073 $42,907 27%$21,706$20.63 $14.572.8 1.4$758$72,352
District of Columbia 148,755$805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 57%$32,190$27.15 $25.203.3 1.1$1,310$107,300
Florida 2,211,588$430$1,432$995 $39,804 31%$17,186$19.14 $13.502.5 1.4$702$57,287
Georgia 1,158,069$447$1,488$795 $31,793 33%$17,861$15.28 $13.322.1 1.1$693$59,537
Hawaii 184,026$604$2,014$1,671 $66,853 41%$24,173$32.14 $13.564.4 2.4$705$80,576
Idaho 168,984$423$1,411$689 $27,545 29%$16,932$13.24 $10.531.8 1.3$548$56,440
Illinois 1,493,431$526$1,753$885 $35,392 31%$21,040$17.02 $14.082.1 1.2$732$70,133
Indiana 714,678$452$1,506$718 $28,733 29%$18,077$13.81 $11.351.9 1.2$590$60,256
Iowa 328,976$493$1,643$675 $26,980 27%$19,714$12.97 $10.301.8 1.3$535$65,713
Kansas 342,605$475$1,582$712 $28,471 31%$18,987$13.69 $11.571.9 1.2$602$63,290
Kentucky 512,862$412$1,374$661 $26,435 31%$16,485$12.71 $10.841.8 1.2$564$54,949
Louisiana 538,478$428$1,426$794 $31,752 32%$17,108$15.27 $12.572.1 1.2$654$57,026
Maine 150,686$468$1,559$848 $33,928 27%$18,712$16.31 $9.852.2 1.7$512$62,375
Maryland 666,669$691$2,302$1,273 $50,905 31%$27,624$24.47 $15.063.4 1.6$783$92,080
Massachusetts 917,936$640$2,133$1,251 $50,029 36%$25,596$24.05 $17.173.0 1.4$893$85,319
Michigan 1,012,575$461$1,537$768 $30,713 26%$18,438$14.77 $11.622.0 1.3$604$61,462
Minnesota 551,895$561$1,870$836 $33,438 26%$22,442$16.08 $12.222.2 1.3$635$74,807
Mississippi 318,782$365$1,218$697 $27,898 29%$14,610$13.41 $10.011.9 1.3$520$48,702
Missouri 717,399$465$1,551$732 $29,267 30%$18,607$14.07 $11.841.9 1.2$616$62,024
Montana 125,582$444$1,479$696 $27,857 31%$17,751$13.39 $10.451.7 1.3$544$59,169
Nebraska 226,895$492$1,641$728 $29,106 32%$19,691$13.99 $10.611.9 1.3$551$65,635
Nevada 404,070$480$1,602$1,024 $40,965 41%$19,219$19.69 $14.402.4 1.4$749$64,064
New Hampshire 141,527$598$1,995$1,065 $42,580 27%$23,937$20.47 $13.142.8 1.6$683$79,790
New Jersey 1,062,931$653$2,177$1,292 $51,672 33%$26,126$24.84 $16.263.4 1.5$845$87,088
New Mexico 231,840$425$1,418$750 $29,983 30%$17,017$14.42 $11.971.9 1.2$623$56,725
New York 3,260,455$545$1,816$1,313 $52,513 45%$21,789$25.25 $21.593.5 1.2$1,123$72,630
North Carolina 1,180,376$434$1,448$737 $29,481 32%$17,376$14.17 $12.172.0 1.2$633$57,918
North Dakota 93,247$506$1,687$627 $25,093 33%$20,248$12.06 $12.001.7 1.0$624$67,495
Ohio 1,427,601$459$1,530$717 $28,679 31%$18,354$13.79 $11.261.8 1.2$585$61,180
Oklahoma 460,777$420$1,399$685 $27,415 32%$16,783$13.18 $12.091.8 1.1$629$55,944
Oregon 557,706$460$1,534$832 $33,290 37%$18,408$16.00 $12.821.8 1.2$667$61,358
Pennsylvania 1,454,185$510$1,699$895 $35,802 29%$20,391$17.21 $12.922.4 1.3$672$67,969
Puerto Rico 350,760$176$588$541 $21,660 29%$7,051$10.41 $6.591.4 1.6$343$23,502


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs.


1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013  Area Median Income


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments. 


RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-
2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income 
needed


to afford
2 BR FMR


Annual
 AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI


30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage
2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage necessary to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Full-time  jobs at 
mean renter 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


FY13 HOUSING WAGE


Alabama 536,712$409$1,362$694 $27,756 29%$16,346$13.34 $11.261.8 1.2$585$54,487


Alaska 90,274$611$2,038$1,111 $44,446 36%$24,453$21.37 $16.772.8 1.3$872$81,511


Arizona 783,634$445$1,482$894 $35,757 33%$17,789$17.19 $14.642.2 1.2$761$59,298


Arkansas 364,471$386$1,286$663 $26,539 33%$15,429$12.76 $11.221.8 1.1$583$51,432


California 5,377,530$537$1,789$1,341 $53,627 43%$21,472$25.78 $18.563.2 1.4$965$71,573


Colorado 645,287$553$1,843$897 $35,898 33%$22,121$17.26 $14.832.2 1.2$771$73,736


Connecticut 422,776$659$2,198$1,208 $48,304 31%$26,376$23.22 $16.212.8 1.4$843$87,919


Delaware 90,029$543$1,809$1,073 $42,907 27%$21,706$20.63 $15.032.8 1.4$782$72,352


District of Columbia 148,755$805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 57%$32,190$27.15 $26.003.3 1.0$1,352$107,300


Florida 2,211,588$430$1,432$995 $39,804 31%$17,186$19.14 $13.932.5 1.4$724$57,287


Georgia 1,158,069$447$1,488$795 $31,793 33%$17,861$15.28 $13.742.1 1.1$714$59,537


Hawaii 184,026$604$2,014$1,671 $66,853 41%$24,173$32.14 $13.994.4 2.3$727$80,576


Idaho 168,984$423$1,411$689 $27,545 29%$16,932$13.24 $10.871.8 1.2$565$56,440


Illinois 1,493,431$526$1,753$885 $35,392 31%$21,040$17.02 $14.522.1 1.2$755$70,133


Indiana 714,678$452$1,506$718 $28,733 29%$18,077$13.81 $11.711.9 1.2$609$60,256


Iowa 328,976$493$1,643$675 $26,980 27%$19,714$12.97 $10.621.8 1.2$552$65,713


Kansas 342,605$475$1,582$712 $28,471 31%$18,987$13.69 $11.941.9 1.1$621$63,290


Kentucky 512,862$412$1,374$661 $26,435 31%$16,485$12.71 $11.181.8 1.1$581$54,949


Louisiana 538,478$428$1,426$794 $31,752 32%$17,108$15.27 $12.972.1 1.2$674$57,026


Maine 150,686$468$1,559$848 $33,928 27%$18,712$16.31 $10.162.2 1.6$529$62,375


Maryland 666,669$691$2,302$1,273 $50,905 31%$27,624$24.47 $15.533.4 1.6$808$92,080


Massachusetts 917,936$640$2,133$1,251 $50,029 36%$25,596$24.05 $17.713.0 1.4$921$85,319


Michigan 1,012,575$461$1,537$768 $30,713 26%$18,438$14.77 $11.992.0 1.2$623$61,462


Minnesota 551,895$561$1,870$836 $33,438 26%$22,442$16.08 $12.612.2 1.3$656$74,807


Mississippi 318,782$365$1,218$697 $27,898 29%$14,610$13.41 $10.321.9 1.3$537$48,702


Missouri 717,399$465$1,551$732 $29,267 30%$18,607$14.07 $12.221.9 1.2$635$62,024


Montana 125,582$444$1,479$696 $27,857 31%$17,751$13.39 $10.781.7 1.2$561$59,169


Nebraska 226,895$492$1,641$728 $29,106 32%$19,691$13.99 $10.941.9 1.3$569$65,635


Nevada 404,070$480$1,602$1,024 $40,965 41%$19,219$19.69 $14.862.4 1.3$773$64,064


New Hampshire 141,527$598$1,995$1,065 $42,580 27%$23,937$20.47 $13.562.8 1.5$705$79,790


New Jersey 1,062,931$653$2,177$1,292 $51,672 33%$26,126$24.84 $16.773.4 1.5$872$87,088


New Mexico 231,840$425$1,418$750 $29,983 30%$17,017$14.42 $12.351.9 1.2$642$56,725


New York 3,260,455$545$1,816$1,313 $52,513 45%$21,789$25.25 $22.273.5 1.1$1,158$72,630


North Carolina 1,180,376$434$1,448$737 $29,481 32%$17,376$14.17 $12.552.0 1.1$653$57,918


North Dakota 93,247$506$1,687$627 $25,093 33%$20,248$12.06 $12.381.7 1.0$644$67,495


Ohio 1,427,601$459$1,530$717 $28,679 31%$18,354$13.79 $11.611.8 1.2$604$61,180


Oklahoma 460,777$420$1,399$685 $27,415 32%$16,783$13.18 $12.481.8 1.1$649$55,944


Oregon 557,706$460$1,534$832 $33,290 37%$18,408$16.00 $13.221.8 1.2$688$61,358


Pennsylvania 1,454,185$510$1,699$895 $35,802 29%$20,391$17.21 $13.332.4 1.3$693$67,969


Puerto Rico 350,760$176$588$541 $21,660 29%$7,051$10.41 $6.801.4 1.5$354$23,502


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs.


1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013  Area Median Income


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments. 
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RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-
2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income 
needed


to afford
2 BR FMR


Annual 
AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI


30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 
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HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage necessary to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Full-time  jobs at 
mean renter 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


FY13 HOUSING WAGE


Rhode Island 155,632$545$1,816$945 $37,813 38%$21,795$18.18 $11.732.3 1.6$610$72,651
South Carolina 531,859$415$1,382$746 $29,837 30%$16,587$14.34 $10.942.0 1.3$569$55,290
South Dakota 99,572$470$1,565$667 $26,673 31%$18,784$12.82 $9.701.8 1.3$504$62,613
Tennessee 760,935$414$1,381$720 $28,787 31%$16,569$13.84 $12.201.9 1.1$634$55,228
Texas 3,081,340$461$1,535$867 $34,671 36%$18,422$16.67 $15.432.3 1.1$802$61,408
Utah 254,899$501$1,669$777 $31,079 29%$20,026$14.94 $11.782.1 1.3$612$66,754
Vermont 73,476$515$1,716$964 $38,541 29%$20,594$18.53 $11.322.2 1.6$588$68,647
Virginia 944,180$591$1,972$1,078 $43,108 32%$23,660$20.72 $15.792.9 1.3$821$78,866
Washington 926,319$554$1,845$966 $38,652 36%$22,142$18.58 $14.912.0 1.2$775$73,807
West Virginia 190,296$402$1,340$642 $25,693 26%$16,083$12.35 $10.181.7 1.2$529$53,611
Wisconsin 705,019$504$1,680$763 $30,518 31%$20,165$14.67 $11.222.0 1.3$583$67,217
Wyoming 64,740$521$1,738$772 $30,862 29%$20,852$14.84 $13.802.0 1.1$718$69,505


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs.


1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013  Area Median Income


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments. 


STATE SUMMARY
RENTER HOUSEHOLDS
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HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage necessary to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Full-time  jobs at 
mean renter 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


FY13 HOUSING WAGE


Alabama 536,712$409$1,362$694 $27,756 29%$16,346$13.34 $11.261.8 1.2$585$54,487


Alaska 90,274$611$2,038$1,111 $44,446 36%$24,453$21.37 $16.772.8 1.3$872$81,511


Arizona 783,634$445$1,482$894 $35,757 33%$17,789$17.19 $14.642.2 1.2$761$59,298


Arkansas 364,471$386$1,286$663 $26,539 33%$15,429$12.76 $11.221.8 1.1$583$51,432


California 5,377,530$537$1,789$1,341 $53,627 43%$21,472$25.78 $18.563.2 1.4$965$71,573


Colorado 645,287$553$1,843$897 $35,898 33%$22,121$17.26 $14.832.2 1.2$771$73,736


Connecticut 422,776$659$2,198$1,208 $48,304 31%$26,376$23.22 $16.212.8 1.4$843$87,919


Delaware 90,029$543$1,809$1,073 $42,907 27%$21,706$20.63 $15.032.8 1.4$782$72,352


District of Columbia 148,755$805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 57%$32,190$27.15 $26.003.3 1.0$1,352$107,300


Florida 2,211,588$430$1,432$995 $39,804 31%$17,186$19.14 $13.932.5 1.4$724$57,287


Georgia 1,158,069$447$1,488$795 $31,793 33%$17,861$15.28 $13.742.1 1.1$714$59,537


Hawaii 184,026$604$2,014$1,671 $66,853 41%$24,173$32.14 $13.994.4 2.3$727$80,576


Idaho 168,984$423$1,411$689 $27,545 29%$16,932$13.24 $10.871.8 1.2$565$56,440


Illinois 1,493,431$526$1,753$885 $35,392 31%$21,040$17.02 $14.522.1 1.2$755$70,133


Indiana 714,678$452$1,506$718 $28,733 29%$18,077$13.81 $11.711.9 1.2$609$60,256


Iowa 328,976$493$1,643$675 $26,980 27%$19,714$12.97 $10.621.8 1.2$552$65,713


Kansas 342,605$475$1,582$712 $28,471 31%$18,987$13.69 $11.941.9 1.1$621$63,290


Kentucky 512,862$412$1,374$661 $26,435 31%$16,485$12.71 $11.181.8 1.1$581$54,949


Louisiana 538,478$428$1,426$794 $31,752 32%$17,108$15.27 $12.972.1 1.2$674$57,026


Maine 150,686$468$1,559$848 $33,928 27%$18,712$16.31 $10.162.2 1.6$529$62,375


Maryland 666,669$691$2,302$1,273 $50,905 31%$27,624$24.47 $15.533.4 1.6$808$92,080


Massachusetts 917,936$640$2,133$1,251 $50,029 36%$25,596$24.05 $17.713.0 1.4$921$85,319


Michigan 1,012,575$461$1,537$768 $30,713 26%$18,438$14.77 $11.992.0 1.2$623$61,462


Minnesota 551,895$561$1,870$836 $33,438 26%$22,442$16.08 $12.612.2 1.3$656$74,807


Mississippi 318,782$365$1,218$697 $27,898 29%$14,610$13.41 $10.321.9 1.3$537$48,702


Missouri 717,399$465$1,551$732 $29,267 30%$18,607$14.07 $12.221.9 1.2$635$62,024


Montana 125,582$444$1,479$696 $27,857 31%$17,751$13.39 $10.781.7 1.2$561$59,169


Nebraska 226,895$492$1,641$728 $29,106 32%$19,691$13.99 $10.941.9 1.3$569$65,635


Nevada 404,070$480$1,602$1,024 $40,965 41%$19,219$19.69 $14.862.4 1.3$773$64,064


New Hampshire 141,527$598$1,995$1,065 $42,580 27%$23,937$20.47 $13.562.8 1.5$705$79,790


New Jersey 1,062,931$653$2,177$1,292 $51,672 33%$26,126$24.84 $16.773.4 1.5$872$87,088


New Mexico 231,840$425$1,418$750 $29,983 30%$17,017$14.42 $12.351.9 1.2$642$56,725


New York 3,260,455$545$1,816$1,313 $52,513 45%$21,789$25.25 $22.273.5 1.1$1,158$72,630


North Carolina 1,180,376$434$1,448$737 $29,481 32%$17,376$14.17 $12.552.0 1.1$653$57,918


North Dakota 93,247$506$1,687$627 $25,093 33%$20,248$12.06 $12.381.7 1.0$644$67,495


Ohio 1,427,601$459$1,530$717 $28,679 31%$18,354$13.79 $11.611.8 1.2$604$61,180


Oklahoma 460,777$420$1,399$685 $27,415 32%$16,783$13.18 $12.481.8 1.1$649$55,944


Oregon 557,706$460$1,534$832 $33,290 37%$18,408$16.00 $13.221.8 1.2$688$61,358


Pennsylvania 1,454,185$510$1,699$895 $35,802 29%$20,391$17.21 $13.332.4 1.3$693$67,969


Puerto Rico 350,760$176$588$541 $21,660 29%$7,051$10.41 $6.801.4 1.5$354$23,502


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs.


1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013  Area Median Income


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments. 
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Alabama


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Alabama, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $694.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,313 monthly or 
$27,756 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Alabama, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 74 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
1.8 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Alabama, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $10.91.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 49 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Alabama RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)
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bedroom
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to afford


2 BR FMR
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Rent
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of AMI


Rent 
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HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Alabama $1,362$694 $27,756 29%$13.34 $10.91 1.2$567$409 536,7121.8 $54,487 $16,346


Metropolitan Areas


Anniston-Oxford MSA 13,752$53,100 $398$1,328$25,440 30%$12.23 $8.981.7 1.4$467$636 $15,930


Auburn-Opelika MSA 20,331$63,000 $473$1,575$26,520 37%$12.75 $8.031.8 1.6$417$663 $18,900


Birmingham-Hoover HMFA 114,106$57,100 $428$1,428$31,400 29%$15.10 $13.182.1 1.1$685$785 $17,130


Chilton County HMFA 4,018$52,000 $390$1,300$23,760 25%$11.42 $8.851.6 1.3$460$594 $15,600


Columbus MSA 7,534$48,200 $362$1,205$29,440 37%$14.15 $11.352.0 1.2$590$736 $14,460


Decatur MSA 15,728$55,200 $414$1,380$24,720 26%$11.88 $10.921.6 1.1$568$618 $16,560


Dothan HMFA 15,935$50,000 $375$1,250$23,360 32%$11.23 $10.341.5 1.1$538$584 $15,000


Florence-Muscle Shoals MSA 17,076$51,000 $383$1,275$23,360 28%$11.23 $8.211.5 1.4$427$584 $15,300


Gadsden MSA 10,997$42,100 $316$1,053$26,280 27%$12.63 $9.951.7 1.3$517$657 $12,630


Henry County HMFA 1,312$49,900 $374$1,248$23,360 19%$11.23 $9.651.5 1.2$502$584 $14,970


Huntsville MSA 45,551$71,500 $536$1,788$26,000 29%$12.50 $11.691.7 1.1$608$650 $21,450


Mobile MSA 49,913$52,400 $393$1,310$30,480 32%$14.65 $11.152.0 1.3$580$762 $15,720


Montgomery MSA 44,552$61,500 $461$1,538$31,600 32%$15.19 $10.832.1 1.4$563$790 $18,450


Tuscaloosa MSA 27,279$55,700 $418$1,393$31,520 35%$15.15 $9.962.1 1.5$518$788 $16,710


Walker County HMFA 5,902$41,400 $311$1,035$23,360 23%$11.23 $9.211.5 1.2$479$584 $12,420


$616 $24,640 27%$11.85 $9.281.6 1.3$482Combined Nonmetro Areas $47,901 $1,198 $14,370 $359 142,726


Counties


Autauga County 4,450$61,500 $461$1,538$790 $31,600 22%$18,450$15.19 $9.822.1 1.5$510


Baldwin County 16,818$60,400 $453$1,510$729 $29,160 24%$18,120$14.02 $9.781.9 1.4$509


Barbour County 3,218$44,400 $333$1,110$584 $23,360 34%$13,320$11.23 $6.781.5 1.7$353


Bibb County 1,227$57,100 $428$1,428$785 $31,400 17%$17,130$15.10 $7.542.1 2.0$392


Blount County 4,207$57,100 $428$1,428$785 $31,400 20%$17,130$15.10 $7.572.1 2.0$393


Bullock County 766$40,200 $302$1,005$584 $23,360 20%$12,060$11.23 $4.691.5 2.4$244


Butler County 2,341$39,800 $299$995$584 $23,360 29%$11,940$11.23 $8.471.5 1.3$440


Calhoun County 13,752$53,100 $398$1,328$636 $25,440 30%$15,930$12.23 $8.981.7 1.4$467


Chambers County 3,885$42,000 $315$1,050$627 $25,080 29%$12,600$12.06 $8.841.7 1.4$460


Cherokee County 2,787$50,300 $377$1,258$584 $23,360 24%$15,090$11.23 $8.591.5 1.3$447


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Alabama RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)
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bedroom
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wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Chilton County 4,018$52,000 $390$1,300$594 $23,760 25%$15,600$11.42 $8.851.6 1.3$460


Choctaw County 783$42,600 $320$1,065$745 $29,800 15%$12,780$14.33 $15.592.0 0.9$811


Clarke County 2,087$46,000 $345$1,150$584 $23,360 23%$13,800$11.23 $10.071.5 1.1$524


Clay County 1,375$46,100 $346$1,153$584 $23,360 24%$13,830$11.23 $7.231.5 1.6$376


Cleburne County 1,188$44,200 $332$1,105$660 $26,400 22%$13,260$12.69 $10.831.8 1.2$563


Coffee County 5,531$58,400 $438$1,460$630 $25,200 29%$17,520$12.12 $8.521.7 1.4$443


Colbert County 6,091$51,000 $383$1,275$584 $23,360 27%$15,300$11.23 $10.731.5 1.0$558


Conecuh County 973$42,500 $319$1,063$584 $23,360 21%$12,750$11.23 $6.531.5 1.7$339


Coosa County 717$50,400 $378$1,260$584 $23,360 15%$15,120$11.23 $10.161.5 1.1$528


Covington County 3,836$46,200 $347$1,155$584 $23,360 26%$13,860$11.23 $8.691.5 1.3$452


Crenshaw County 1,747$50,700 $380$1,268$584 $23,360 31%$15,210$11.23 $9.861.5 1.1$513


Cullman County 7,746$45,000 $338$1,125$588 $23,520 25%$13,500$11.31 $9.051.6 1.2$470


Dale County 7,538$53,900 $404$1,348$585 $23,400 39%$16,170$11.25 $15.801.6 0.7$821


Dallas County 6,507$38,800 $291$970$613 $24,520 38%$11,640$11.79 $8.481.6 1.4$441


DeKalb County 5,774$42,900 $322$1,073$584 $23,360 22%$12,870$11.23 $8.831.5 1.3$459


Elmore County 6,484$61,500 $461$1,538$790 $31,600 23%$18,450$15.19 $8.512.1 1.8$443


Escambia County 3,878$44,400 $333$1,110$605 $24,200 28%$13,320$11.63 $10.091.6 1.2$525


Etowah County 10,997$42,100 $316$1,053$657 $26,280 27%$12,630$12.63 $9.951.7 1.3$517


Fayette County 1,903$44,700 $335$1,118$584 $23,360 26%$13,410$11.23 $6.451.5 1.7$336


Franklin County 3,849$47,100 $353$1,178$584 $23,360 31%$14,130$11.23 $8.101.5 1.4$421


Geneva County 3,134$50,000 $375$1,250$584 $23,360 29%$15,000$11.23 $8.021.5 1.4$417


Greene County 961$55,700 $418$1,393$788 $31,520 29%$16,710$15.15 $9.612.1 1.6$499


Hale County 1,415$55,700 $418$1,393$788 $31,520 24%$16,710$15.15 $9.332.1 1.6$485


Henry County 1,312$49,900 $374$1,248$584 $23,360 19%$14,970$11.23 $9.651.5 1.2$502


Houston County 12,801$50,000 $375$1,250$584 $23,360 33%$15,000$11.23 $10.551.5 1.1$549


Jackson County 5,152$48,300 $362$1,208$584 $23,360 24%$14,490$11.23 $8.081.5 1.4$420


Jefferson County 88,242$57,100 $428$1,428$785 $31,400 34%$17,130$15.10 $13.702.1 1.1$712


Lamar County 1,602$45,200 $339$1,130$584 $23,360 27%$13,560$11.23 $8.551.5 1.3$445


Lauderdale County 10,985$51,000 $383$1,275$584 $23,360 29%$15,300$11.23 $6.551.5 1.7$341


Lawrence County 2,878$55,200 $414$1,380$618 $24,720 21%$16,560$11.88 $12.621.6 0.9$656


Lee County 20,331$63,000 $473$1,575$663 $26,520 37%$18,900$12.75 $8.031.8 1.6$417


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Alabama RENTER HOUSEHOLDS
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wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Limestone County 7,040$71,500 $536$1,788$650 $26,000 23%$21,450$12.50 $9.511.7 1.3$494


Lowndes County 1,086$61,500 $461$1,538$790 $31,600 26%$18,450$15.19 $12.932.1 1.2$672


Macon County 2,577$45,000 $338$1,125$689 $27,560 32%$13,500$13.25 $6.791.8 2.0$353


Madison County 38,511$71,500 $536$1,788$650 $26,000 30%$21,450$12.50 $11.911.7 1.0$619


Marengo County 2,221$46,500 $349$1,163$584 $23,360 27%$13,950$11.23 $8.741.5 1.3$455


Marion County 3,165$47,000 $353$1,175$584 $23,360 25%$14,100$11.23 $7.931.5 1.4$412


Marshall County 9,600$50,800 $381$1,270$662 $26,480 28%$15,240$12.73 $8.151.8 1.6$424


Mobile County 49,913$52,400 $393$1,310$762 $30,480 32%$15,720$14.65 $11.152.0 1.3$580


Monroe County 2,277$41,200 $309$1,030$584 $23,360 25%$12,360$11.23 $10.431.5 1.1$543


Montgomery County 32,532$61,500 $461$1,538$790 $31,600 37%$18,450$15.19 $11.232.1 1.4$584


Morgan County 12,850$55,200 $414$1,380$618 $24,720 28%$16,560$11.88 $10.731.6 1.1$558


Perry County 1,342$32,800 $246$820$584 $23,360 36%$9,840$11.23 $7.641.5 1.5$397


Pickens County 2,177$43,400 $326$1,085$605 $24,200 28%$13,020$11.63 $7.461.6 1.6$388


Pike County 5,650$44,200 $332$1,105$584 $23,360 44%$13,260$11.23 $9.951.5 1.1$517


Randolph County 2,319$46,300 $347$1,158$634 $25,360 26%$13,890$12.19 $7.261.7 1.7$377


Russell County 7,534$48,200 $362$1,205$736 $29,440 37%$14,460$14.15 $11.352.0 1.2$590


Shelby County 14,711$57,100 $428$1,428$785 $31,400 20%$17,130$15.10 $12.572.1 1.2$654


St. Clair County 5,719$57,100 $428$1,428$785 $31,400 19%$17,130$15.10 $9.112.1 1.7$474


Sumter County 1,633$34,100 $256$853$584 $23,360 32%$10,230$11.23 $6.931.5 1.6$361


Talladega County 9,245$41,700 $313$1,043$584 $23,360 29%$12,510$11.23 $10.881.5 1.0$566


Tallapoosa County 4,354$50,900 $382$1,273$584 $23,360 27%$15,270$11.23 $8.821.5 1.3$459


Tuscaloosa County 24,903$55,700 $418$1,393$788 $31,520 36%$16,710$15.15 $9.992.1 1.5$519


Walker County 5,902$41,400 $311$1,035$584 $23,360 23%$12,420$11.23 $9.211.5 1.2$479


Washington County 976$55,000 $413$1,375$584 $23,360 15%$16,500$11.23 $13.941.5 0.8$725


Wilcox County 795$29,000 $218$725$584 $23,360 21%$8,700$11.23 $8.661.5 1.3$450


Winston County 2,394$42,300 $317$1,058$584 $23,360 25%$12,690$11.23 $7.421.5 1.5$386


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Alaska


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Alaska, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $1,111.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $3,704 monthly or 
$44,446 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Alaska, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.75.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 110 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.8 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Alaska, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $16.26.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 53 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.3 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Alaska RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Alaska $2,038$1,111 $44,446 36%$21.37 $16.26 1.3$845$611 90,2742.8 $81,511 $24,453


Metropolitan Areas


Anchorage HMFA 40,594$87,800 $659$2,195$44,160 39%$21.23 $15.242.7 1.4$792$1,104 $26,340


Fairbanks MSA 14,504$78,400 $588$1,960$46,760 41%$22.48 $14.742.9 1.5$766$1,169 $23,520


Matanuska-Susitna Borough HMFA 6,532$82,500 $619$2,063$40,600 21%$19.52 $9.532.5 2.0$496$1,015 $24,750


$1,114 $44,558 35%$21.42 $19.702.8 1.1$1,025Combined Nonmetro Areas $74,395 $1,860 $22,319 $558 28,644


Counties


Aleutians East Borough 163$65,100 $488$1,628$880 $35,200 49%$19,530$16.92 $14.502.2 1.2$754


Aleutians West Census Area 774$87,000 $653$2,175$1,581 $63,240 62%$26,100$30.40 $19.103.9 1.6$993


Anchorage Municipality 40,594$87,800 $659$2,195$1,104 $44,160 39%$26,340$21.23 $15.242.7 1.4$792


Bethel Census Area 1,527$58,900 $442$1,473$1,524 $60,960 36%$17,670$29.31 $18.403.8 1.6$957


Bristol Bay Borough 191$98,100 $736$2,453$1,081 $43,240 45%$29,430$20.79 $14.992.7 1.4$780


Denali Borough 230$86,600 $650$2,165$828 $33,120 33%$25,980$15.92 $21.352.1 0.7$1,110


Dillingham Census Area 591$68,100 $511$1,703$1,086 $43,440 43%$20,430$20.88 $17.652.7 1.2$918


Fairbanks North Star Borough 14,504$78,400 $588$1,960$1,169 $46,760 41%$23,520$22.48 $14.742.9 1.5$766


Haines Borough 372$74,200 $557$1,855$897 $35,880 32%$22,260$17.25 $11.552.2 1.5$601


Hoonah-Angoon Census Area 362$53,400 $401$1,335$834 $33,360 37%$16,020$16.04 $8.692.1 1.8$452


Juneau City and Borough 4,397$94,100 $706$2,353$1,326 $53,040 36%$28,230$25.50 $12.773.3 2.0$664


Kenai Peninsula Borough 5,931$75,800 $569$1,895$892 $35,680 26%$22,740$17.15 $11.272.2 1.5$586


Ketchikan Gateway Borough 2,337$83,400 $626$2,085$1,102 $44,080 43%$25,020$21.19 $12.622.7 1.7$656


Kodiak Island Borough 2,058$69,700 $523$1,743$1,089 $43,560 46%$20,910$20.94 $14.892.7 1.4$775


Lake and Peninsula Borough 213$50,200 $377$1,255$686 $27,440 38%$15,060$13.19 $23.701.7 0.6$1,232


Matanuska-Susitna Borough 6,532$82,500 $619$2,063$1,015 $40,600 21%$24,750$19.52 $9.532.5 2.0$496


Nome Census Area 1,297$56,000 $420$1,400$1,478 $59,120 47%$16,800$28.42 $20.213.7 1.4$1,051


North Slope Borough 1,092$75,100 $563$1,878$1,136 $45,440 56%$22,530$21.85 $45.112.8 0.5$2,346


Northwest Arctic Borough 819$56,100 $421$1,403$1,158 $46,320 46%$16,830$22.27 $30.902.9 0.7$1,607


Petersburg Census Area, Alaska 370$80,800 $606$2,020$928 $37,120 24%$24,240$17.85 $9.382.3 1.9$488


Prince of Wales-Hyder Census Area 752$54,200 $407$1,355$918 $36,720 32%$16,260$17.65 $14.492.3 1.2$754


Sitka City and Borough, Alaska 1,685$75,300 $565$1,883$1,235 $49,400 46%$22,590$23.75 $11.853.1 2.0$616


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Alaska RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Skagway Municipality Census Area 166$92,800 $696$2,320$1,149 $45,960 39%$27,840$22.10 $16.192.9 1.4$842


Southeast Fairbanks Census Area 878$67,100 $503$1,678$1,139 $45,560 35%$20,130$21.90 $38.662.8 0.6$2,011


Valdez-Cordova Census Area 896$81,400 $611$2,035$905 $36,200 24%$24,420$17.40 $14.202.2 1.2$739


Wade Hampton Census Area 565$39,600 $297$990$855 $34,200 33%$11,880$16.44 $12.502.1 1.3$650


Wrangell City and Borough Census Area 241$57,100 $428$1,428$686 $27,440 24%$17,130$13.19 $13.211.7 1.0$687


Yakutat City and Borough 126$96,500 $724$2,413$723 $28,920 49%$28,950$13.90 $11.931.8 1.2$621


Yukon-Koyukuk Census Area 611$47,800 $359$1,195$809 $32,360 30%$14,340$15.56 $21.962.0 0.7$1,142


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Arizona


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Arizona, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $894.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,980 monthly or 
$35,757 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Arizona, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.80.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 88 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.2 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Arizona, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $14.20.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 48 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Arizona RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Arizona $1,482$894 $35,757 33%$17.19 $14.20 1.2$738$445 783,6342.2 $59,298 $17,789


Metropolitan Areas


Flagstaff MSA 17,509$56,500 $424$1,413$42,640 39%$20.50 $11.352.6 1.8$590$1,066 $16,950


Lake Havasu City-Kingman MSA 23,116$45,300 $340$1,133$30,760 29%$14.79 $11.421.9 1.3$594$769 $13,590


Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale MSA * 514,133$62,200 $467$1,555$37,000 34%$17.79 $15.002.3 1.2$780$925 $18,660


Prescott MSA 25,446$50,400 $378$1,260$32,760 28%$15.75 $11.372.0 1.4$591$819 $15,120


Tucson MSA * 137,725$59,900 $449$1,498$35,040 36%$16.85 $12.122.2 1.4$630$876 $17,970


Yuma MSA 20,717$47,300 $355$1,183$31,200 30%$15.00 $10.291.9 1.5$535$780 $14,190


$686 $27,428 28%$13.19 $13.021.7 1.0$677Combined Nonmetro Areas $48,516 $1,213 $14,555 $364 44,988


Counties


Apache County 4,511$36,700 $275$918$626 $25,040 24%$11,010$12.04 $16.981.5 0.7$883


Cochise County 15,062$54,100 $406$1,353$712 $28,480 31%$16,230$13.69 $13.011.8 1.1$677


Coconino County 17,509$56,500 $424$1,413$1,066 $42,640 39%$16,950$20.50 $11.352.6 1.8$590


Gila County 4,623$49,200 $369$1,230$729 $29,160 23%$14,760$14.02 $12.771.8 1.1$664


Graham County 2,861$51,000 $383$1,275$650 $26,000 26%$15,300$12.50 $10.841.6 1.2$564


Greenlee County 1,716$55,000 $413$1,375$626 $25,040 52%$16,500$12.04 $36.151.5 0.3$1,880


La Paz County 2,638$40,100 $301$1,003$677 $27,080 25%$12,030$13.02 $8.861.7 1.5$461


Maricopa County * 485,677$62,200 $467$1,555$925 $37,000 35%$18,660$17.79 $15.082.3 1.2$784


Mohave County 23,116$45,300 $340$1,133$769 $30,760 29%$13,590$14.79 $11.421.9 1.3$594


Navajo County 9,500$49,700 $373$1,243$679 $27,160 27%$14,910$13.06 $11.321.7 1.2$589


Pima County * 137,725$59,900 $449$1,498$876 $35,040 36%$17,970$16.85 $12.122.2 1.4$630


Pinal County * 28,456$62,200 $467$1,555$925 $37,000 23%$18,660$17.79 $11.482.3 1.5$597


Santa Cruz County 4,077$43,500 $326$1,088$677 $27,080 31%$13,050$13.02 $8.271.7 1.6$430


Yavapai County 25,446$50,400 $378$1,260$819 $32,760 28%$15,120$15.75 $11.372.0 1.4$591


Yuma County 20,717$47,300 $355$1,183$780 $31,200 30%$14,190$15.00 $10.291.9 1.5$535


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  
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Arkansas


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Arkansas, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $663.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,212 monthly or 
$26,539 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Arkansas, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 70 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
1.8 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Arkansas, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $10.88.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 47 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Arkansas RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Arkansas $1,286$663 $26,539 33%$12.76 $10.88 1.2$566$386 364,4711.8 $51,432 $15,429


Metropolitan Areas


Fayetteville-Springdale-Rogers HMFA 59,352$56,700 $425$1,418$26,200 36%$12.60 $13.871.7 0.9$721$655 $17,010


Fort Smith HMFA 24,317$47,000 $353$1,175$26,480 34%$12.73 $10.591.8 1.2$550$662 $14,100


Franklin County HMFA 1,662$42,200 $317$1,055$24,680 25%$11.87 $9.441.6 1.3$491$617 $12,660


Grant County HMFA 1,267$62,400 $468$1,560$23,400 19%$11.25 $8.651.6 1.3$450$585 $18,720


Hot Springs MSA 11,966$46,700 $350$1,168$28,760 30%$13.83 $9.121.9 1.5$474$719 $14,010


Jonesboro HMFA 14,644$48,500 $364$1,213$25,000 40%$12.02 $8.941.7 1.3$465$625 $14,550


Little Rock-North Little Rock-Conway HMFA 91,317$62,100 $466$1,553$29,800 34%$14.33 $11.632.0 1.2$605$745 $18,630


Memphis HMFA 8,092$58,000 $435$1,450$30,720 43%$14.77 $9.682.0 1.5$503$768 $17,400


Pine Bluff MSA 11,983$41,600 $312$1,040$26,360 34%$12.67 $9.861.7 1.3$513$659 $12,480


Poinsett County HMFA 3,199$41,300 $310$1,033$23,400 34%$11.25 $7.911.6 1.4$411$585 $12,390


Texarkana MSA 5,688$57,300 $430$1,433$28,480 34%$13.69 $10.071.9 1.4$524$712 $17,190


$605 $24,202 29%$11.64 $9.351.6 1.2$486Combined Nonmetro Areas $45,115 $1,128 $13,534 $338 130,984


Counties


Arkansas County 2,701$51,800 $389$1,295$612 $24,480 33%$15,540$11.77 $10.231.6 1.2$532


Ashley County 2,299$49,400 $371$1,235$585 $23,400 26%$14,820$11.25 $9.821.6 1.1$510


Baxter County 4,207$44,800 $336$1,120$596 $23,840 23%$13,440$11.46 $8.781.6 1.3$457


Benton County 24,432$56,700 $425$1,418$655 $26,200 30%$17,010$12.60 $15.401.7 0.8$801


Boone County 3,973$48,900 $367$1,223$585 $23,400 27%$14,670$11.25 $10.531.6 1.1$548


Bradley County 1,450$41,600 $312$1,040$593 $23,720 30%$12,480$11.40 $9.701.6 1.2$504


Calhoun County 365$42,100 $316$1,053$585 $23,400 18%$12,630$11.25 $19.331.6 0.6$1,005


Carroll County 3,221$44,700 $335$1,118$641 $25,640 28%$13,410$12.33 $8.401.7 1.5$437


Chicot County 1,459$34,700 $260$868$585 $23,400 31%$10,410$11.25 $8.321.6 1.4$432


Clark County 2,675$48,200 $362$1,205$633 $25,320 33%$14,460$12.17 $7.601.7 1.6$395


Clay County 1,763$42,300 $317$1,058$585 $23,400 26%$12,690$11.25 $8.291.6 1.4$431


Cleburne County 2,336$47,700 $358$1,193$602 $24,080 22%$14,310$11.58 $9.341.6 1.2$485


Cleveland County 736$41,600 $312$1,040$659 $26,360 22%$12,480$12.67 $6.671.7 1.9$347


Columbia County 2,834$49,800 $374$1,245$585 $23,400 29%$14,940$11.25 $9.111.6 1.2$474


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Arkansas RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)
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bedroom


FMR
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Rent
affordable
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of AMI
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at 30%
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affordable
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wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Conway County 2,145$51,100 $383$1,278$636 $25,440 26%$15,330$12.23 $9.231.7 1.3$480


Craighead County 14,644$48,500 $364$1,213$625 $25,000 40%$14,550$12.02 $8.941.7 1.3$465


Crawford County 6,555$47,000 $353$1,175$662 $26,480 28%$14,100$12.73 $9.231.8 1.4$480


Crittenden County 8,092$58,000 $435$1,450$768 $30,720 43%$17,400$14.77 $9.682.0 1.5$503


Cross County 2,185$48,900 $367$1,223$601 $24,040 32%$14,670$11.56 $10.351.6 1.1$538


Dallas County 936$39,400 $296$985$585 $23,400 31%$11,820$11.25 $7.761.6 1.5$403


Desha County 2,187$38,600 $290$965$585 $23,400 41%$11,580$11.25 $8.391.6 1.3$436


Drew County 2,475$47,500 $356$1,188$585 $23,400 34%$14,250$11.25 $8.051.6 1.4$418


Faulkner County 14,148$62,100 $466$1,553$745 $29,800 34%$18,630$14.33 $10.872.0 1.3$565


Franklin County 1,662$42,200 $317$1,055$617 $24,680 25%$12,660$11.87 $9.441.6 1.3$491


Fulton County 1,040$38,800 $291$970$585 $23,400 22%$11,640$11.25 $6.121.6 1.8$318


Garland County 11,966$46,700 $350$1,168$719 $28,760 30%$14,010$13.83 $9.121.9 1.5$474


Grant County 1,267$62,400 $468$1,560$585 $23,400 19%$18,720$11.25 $8.651.6 1.3$450


Greene County 5,514$48,700 $365$1,218$590 $23,600 34%$14,610$11.35 $9.041.6 1.3$470


Hempstead County 2,633$44,400 $333$1,110$585 $23,400 30%$13,320$11.25 $10.331.6 1.1$537


Hot Spring County 3,053$49,000 $368$1,225$585 $23,400 25%$14,700$11.25 $11.011.6 1.0$572


Howard County 1,633$43,100 $323$1,078$585 $23,400 33%$12,930$11.25 $8.241.6 1.4$428


Independence County 4,131$46,500 $349$1,163$604 $24,160 28%$13,950$11.62 $9.551.6 1.2$497


Izard County 1,405$42,200 $317$1,055$585 $23,400 24%$12,660$11.25 $7.161.6 1.6$372


Jackson County 1,870$38,400 $288$960$585 $23,400 29%$11,520$11.25 $8.681.6 1.3$451


Jefferson County 9,957$41,600 $312$1,040$659 $26,360 35%$12,480$12.67 $10.041.7 1.3$522


Johnson County 2,865$41,700 $313$1,043$603 $24,120 30%$12,510$11.60 $8.871.6 1.3$461


Lafayette County 703$39,400 $296$985$585 $23,400 26%$11,820$11.25 $8.091.6 1.4$421


Lawrence County 2,020$41,400 $311$1,035$585 $23,400 30%$12,420$11.25 $7.031.6 1.6$366


Lee County 1,255$36,400 $273$910$585 $23,400 36%$10,920$11.25 $7.951.6 1.4$413


Lincoln County 1,290$41,600 $312$1,040$659 $26,360 32%$12,480$12.67 $8.751.7 1.4$455


Little River County 1,188$48,200 $362$1,205$592 $23,680 22%$14,460$11.38 $12.781.6 0.9$665


Logan County 1,807$51,800 $389$1,295$585 $23,400 22%$15,540$11.25 $7.521.6 1.5$391


Lonoke County 6,357$62,100 $466$1,553$745 $29,800 26%$18,630$14.33 $7.782.0 1.8$405


Madison County 1,318$56,700 $425$1,418$655 $26,200 22%$17,010$12.60 $8.391.7 1.5$436


Marion County 1,301$43,900 $329$1,098$585 $23,400 18%$13,170$11.25 $7.621.6 1.5$396


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Arkansas RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Miller County 5,688$57,300 $430$1,433$712 $28,480 34%$17,190$13.69 $10.071.9 1.4$524


Mississippi County 6,994$42,100 $316$1,053$585 $23,400 41%$12,630$11.25 $12.871.6 0.9$669


Monroe County 1,285$37,800 $284$945$585 $23,400 37%$11,340$11.25 $6.751.6 1.7$351


Montgomery County 574$46,000 $345$1,150$705 $28,200 15%$13,800$13.56 $5.011.9 2.7$261


Nevada County 985$49,600 $372$1,240$585 $23,400 27%$14,880$11.25 $8.821.6 1.3$459


Newton County 625$40,300 $302$1,008$586 $23,440 18%$12,090$11.27 $4.541.6 2.5$236


Ouachita County 3,229$45,500 $341$1,138$585 $23,400 30%$13,650$11.25 $8.201.6 1.4$426


Perry County 692$62,100 $466$1,553$745 $29,800 17%$18,630$14.33 $8.612.0 1.7$448


Phillips County 3,596$35,000 $263$875$585 $23,400 44%$10,500$11.25 $8.821.6 1.3$459


Pike County 1,030$42,000 $315$1,050$585 $23,400 25%$12,600$11.25 $7.351.6 1.5$382


Poinsett County 3,199$41,300 $310$1,033$585 $23,400 34%$12,390$11.25 $7.911.6 1.4$411


Polk County 1,795$40,300 $302$1,008$585 $23,400 22%$12,090$11.25 $8.851.6 1.3$460


Pope County 6,882$49,000 $368$1,225$619 $24,760 30%$14,700$11.90 $9.531.6 1.2$496


Prairie County 971$45,300 $340$1,133$585 $23,400 26%$13,590$11.25 $8.281.6 1.4$431


Pulaski County 60,861$62,100 $466$1,553$745 $29,800 39%$18,630$14.33 $12.262.0 1.2$638


Randolph County 1,771$46,300 $347$1,158$585 $23,400 24%$13,890$11.25 $5.251.6 2.1$273


Saline County 9,259$62,100 $466$1,553$745 $29,800 23%$18,630$14.33 $8.322.0 1.7$433


Scott County 1,058$41,900 $314$1,048$587 $23,480 25%$12,570$11.29 $6.721.6 1.7$350


Searcy County 850$41,100 $308$1,028$585 $23,400 25%$12,330$11.25 $5.041.6 2.2$262


Sebastian County 17,762$47,000 $353$1,175$662 $26,480 37%$14,100$12.73 $10.991.8 1.2$571


Sevier County 1,586$41,700 $313$1,043$585 $23,400 27%$12,510$11.25 $8.121.6 1.4$422


Sharp County 1,315$41,900 $314$1,048$585 $23,400 19%$12,570$11.25 $6.731.6 1.7$350


St. Francis County 4,053$36,400 $273$910$590 $23,600 45%$10,920$11.35 $9.111.6 1.2$474


Stone County 1,024$39,100 $293$978$585 $23,400 20%$11,730$11.25 $6.081.6 1.9$316


Union County 5,055$49,100 $368$1,228$648 $25,920 30%$14,730$12.46 $10.941.7 1.1$569


Van Buren County 1,623$42,700 $320$1,068$585 $23,400 23%$12,810$11.25 $9.481.6 1.2$493


Washington County 33,602$56,700 $425$1,418$655 $26,200 44%$17,010$12.60 $12.321.7 1.0$641


White County 9,401$49,100 $368$1,228$712 $28,480 32%$14,730$13.69 $10.051.9 1.4$523


Woodruff County 1,339$39,200 $294$980$585 $23,400 41%$11,760$11.25 $8.441.6 1.3$439


Yell County 2,314$42,000 $315$1,050$585 $23,400 29%$12,600$11.25 $7.171.6 1.6$373


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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California


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In California, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $1,341.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $4,469 monthly or 
$53,627 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In California, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $8.00.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 129 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
3.2 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In California, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $17.99.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 57 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.4 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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California RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


California $1,789$1,341 $53,627 43%$25.78 $17.99 1.4$935$537 5,377,5303.2 $71,573 $21,472


Metropolitan Areas


Bakersfield MSA 100,132$52,500 $394$1,313$32,160 40%$15.46 $12.261.9 1.3$638$804 $15,750


Chico MSA 33,813$55,700 $418$1,393$35,120 40%$16.88 $11.092.1 1.5$577$878 $16,710


El Centro MSA 21,302$48,000 $360$1,200$32,880 44%$15.81 $7.762.0 2.0$403$822 $14,400


Fresno MSA 128,359$54,600 $410$1,365$35,120 45%$16.88 $10.832.1 1.6$563$878 $16,380


Hanford-Corcoran MSA 18,465$50,400 $378$1,260$31,120 45%$14.96 $12.051.9 1.2$627$778 $15,120


Los Angeles-Long Beach HMFA 1,678,964$61,900 $464$1,548$56,840 52%$27.33 $18.323.4 1.5$952$1,421 $18,570


Madera-Chowchilla MSA 15,900$54,500 $409$1,363$34,440 38%$16.56 $11.232.1 1.5$584$861 $16,350


Merced MSA 33,155$50,200 $377$1,255$30,880 45%$14.85 $10.191.9 1.5$530$772 $15,060


Modesto MSA 64,707$56,600 $425$1,415$37,640 39%$18.10 $11.652.3 1.6$606$941 $16,980


Napa MSA 18,199$80,600 $605$2,015$52,080 37%$25.04 $14.513.1 1.7$754$1,302 $24,180


Oakland-Fremont HMFA 361,475$89,200 $669$2,230$54,440 40%$26.17 $18.573.3 1.4$966$1,361 $26,760


Orange County HMFA * 391,720$84,100 $631$2,103$64,840 40%$31.17 $18.033.9 1.7$938$1,621 $25,230


Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura MSA 90,672$86,700 $650$2,168$59,960 34%$28.83 $15.063.6 1.9$783$1,499 $26,010


Redding MSA 23,996$54,400 $408$1,360$37,960 35%$18.25 $10.792.3 1.7$561$949 $16,320


Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario MSA * 421,709$62,600 $470$1,565$44,640 33%$21.46 $11.922.7 1.8$620$1,116 $18,780


Sacramento--Arden-Arcade--Roseville HMFA * 264,578$70,900 $532$1,773$42,920 37%$20.63 $14.432.6 1.4$750$1,073 $21,270


Salinas MSA 60,902$63,100 $473$1,578$48,920 49%$23.52 $13.412.9 1.8$697$1,223 $18,930


San Benito County HMFA 6,084$79,800 $599$1,995$47,160 36%$22.67 $10.612.8 2.1$551$1,179 $23,940


San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos MSA 476,270$72,300 $542$1,808$55,280 45%$26.58 $17.283.3 1.5$899$1,382 $21,690


San Francisco HMFA 353,206$101,200 $759$2,530$71,800 51%$34.52 $27.944.3 1.2$1,453$1,795 $30,360


San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara HMFA 247,755$101,300 $760$2,533$64,400 41%$30.96 $33.023.9 0.9$1,717$1,610 $30,390


San Luis Obispo-Paso Robles MSA 40,365$70,900 $532$1,773$45,440 40%$21.85 $11.392.7 1.9$592$1,136 $21,270


Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-Goleta MSA 65,746$71,000 $533$1,775$57,040 46%$27.42 $15.143.4 1.8$787$1,426 $21,300


Santa Cruz-Watsonville MSA 38,132$73,800 $554$1,845$63,480 41%$30.52 $12.823.8 2.4$666$1,587 $22,140


Santa Rosa-Petaluma MSA 70,867$74,900 $562$1,873$53,280 38%$25.62 $14.913.2 1.7$775$1,332 $22,470


Stockton MSA 83,609$58,600 $440$1,465$39,880 39%$19.17 $12.192.4 1.6$634$997 $17,580


Vallejo-Fairfield MSA 48,947$78,800 $591$1,970$46,640 35%$22.42 $14.362.8 1.6$747$1,166 $23,640


$932 $37,284 34%$17.92 $10.722.2 1.7$557Combined Nonmetro Areas $57,885 $1,447 $17,365 $434 111,602


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  
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California RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Visalia-Porterville MSA 52,684$48,500 $364$1,213$30,720 41%$14.77 $9.941.8 1.5$517$768 $14,550


Yolo HMFA 32,117$75,000 $563$1,875$43,280 46%$20.81 $11.882.6 1.8$618$1,082 $22,500


Yuba City MSA 22,098$56,300 $422$1,408$32,480 40%$15.62 $11.352.0 1.4$590$812 $16,890


Counties


Alameda County 243,713$89,200 $669$2,230$1,361 $54,440 45%$26,760$26.17 $19.433.3 1.3$1,010


Alpine County 70$85,300 $640$2,133$912 $36,480 20%$25,590$17.54 $13.432.2 1.3$698


Amador County 3,070$69,200 $519$1,730$1,082 $43,280 21%$20,760$20.81 $11.642.6 1.8$605


Butte County 33,813$55,700 $418$1,393$878 $35,120 40%$16,710$16.88 $11.092.1 1.5$577


Calaveras County 4,026$69,700 $523$1,743$923 $36,920 21%$20,910$17.75 $10.832.2 1.6$563


Colusa County 2,553$57,000 $428$1,425$766 $30,640 37%$17,100$14.73 $10.511.8 1.4$547


Contra Costa County 117,762$89,200 $669$2,230$1,361 $54,440 32%$26,760$26.17 $16.883.3 1.6$878


Del Norte County 3,784$55,100 $413$1,378$856 $34,240 39%$16,530$16.46 $8.982.1 1.8$467


El Dorado County * 17,008$70,900 $532$1,773$1,073 $42,920 25%$21,270$20.63 $11.422.6 1.8$594


Fresno County 128,359$54,600 $410$1,365$878 $35,120 45%$16,380$16.88 $10.832.1 1.6$563


Glenn County 3,202$52,900 $397$1,323$776 $31,040 34%$15,870$14.92 $9.391.9 1.6$488


Humboldt County 22,922$54,400 $408$1,360$973 $38,920 43%$16,320$18.71 $10.502.3 1.8$546


Imperial County 21,302$48,000 $360$1,200$822 $32,880 44%$14,400$15.81 $7.762.0 2.0$403


Inyo County 2,950$65,800 $494$1,645$836 $33,440 37%$19,740$16.08 $9.022.0 1.8$469


Kern County 100,132$52,500 $394$1,313$804 $32,160 40%$15,750$15.46 $12.261.9 1.3$638


Kings County 18,465$50,400 $378$1,260$778 $31,120 45%$15,120$14.96 $12.051.9 1.2$627


Lake County 8,917$49,200 $369$1,230$879 $35,160 35%$14,760$16.90 $10.172.1 1.7$529


Lassen County 3,517$66,800 $501$1,670$1,001 $40,040 35%$20,040$19.25 $9.882.4 1.9$514


Los Angeles County 1,678,964$61,900 $464$1,548$1,421 $56,840 52%$18,570$27.33 $18.323.4 1.5$952


Madera County 15,900$54,500 $409$1,363$861 $34,440 38%$16,350$16.56 $11.232.1 1.5$584


Marin County 38,046$101,200 $759$2,530$1,795 $71,800 37%$30,360$34.52 $17.054.3 2.0$887


Mariposa County 2,213$61,300 $460$1,533$831 $33,240 29%$18,390$15.98 $6.532.0 2.4$340


Mendocino County 13,082$49,900 $374$1,248$989 $39,560 38%$14,970$19.02 $10.942.4 1.7$569


Merced County 33,155$50,200 $377$1,255$772 $30,880 45%$15,060$14.85 $10.191.9 1.5$530


Modoc County 1,244$49,300 $370$1,233$626 $25,040 32%$14,790$12.04 $8.961.5 1.3$466


Mono County 2,320$79,600 $597$1,990$1,203 $48,120 43%$23,880$23.13 $9.442.9 2.4$491


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  
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California RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)
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FMR
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Annual 
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affordable
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HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Monterey County 60,902$63,100 $473$1,578$1,223 $48,920 49%$18,930$23.52 $13.412.9 1.8$697


Napa County 18,199$80,600 $605$2,015$1,302 $52,080 37%$24,180$25.04 $14.513.1 1.7$754


Nevada County 11,088$65,900 $494$1,648$1,034 $41,360 27%$19,770$19.88 $12.222.5 1.6$636


Orange County * 391,720$84,100 $631$2,103$1,621 $64,840 40%$25,230$31.17 $18.033.9 1.7$938


Placer County * 36,197$70,900 $532$1,773$1,073 $42,920 28%$21,270$20.63 $13.202.6 1.6$686


Plumas County 2,842$57,600 $432$1,440$950 $38,000 30%$17,280$18.27 $11.612.3 1.6$604


Riverside County * 207,511$62,600 $470$1,565$1,116 $44,640 31%$18,780$21.46 $11.412.7 1.9$593


Sacramento County * 211,373$70,900 $532$1,773$1,073 $42,920 41%$21,270$20.63 $15.052.6 1.4$783


San Benito County 6,084$79,800 $599$1,995$1,179 $47,160 36%$23,940$22.67 $10.612.8 2.1$551


San Bernardino County * 214,198$62,600 $470$1,565$1,116 $44,640 36%$18,780$21.46 $12.382.7 1.7$644


San Diego County 476,270$72,300 $542$1,808$1,382 $55,280 45%$21,690$26.58 $17.283.3 1.5$899


San Francisco County 212,864$101,200 $759$2,530$1,795 $71,800 63%$30,360$34.52 $30.484.3 1.1$1,585


San Joaquin County 83,609$58,600 $440$1,465$997 $39,880 39%$17,580$19.17 $12.192.4 1.6$634


San Luis Obispo County 40,365$70,900 $532$1,773$1,136 $45,440 40%$21,270$21.85 $11.392.7 1.9$592


San Mateo County 102,296$101,200 $759$2,530$1,795 $71,800 40%$30,360$34.52 $27.194.3 1.3$1,414


Santa Barbara County 65,746$71,000 $533$1,775$1,426 $57,040 46%$21,300$27.42 $15.143.4 1.8$787


Santa Clara County 247,755$101,300 $760$2,533$1,610 $64,400 41%$30,390$30.96 $33.023.9 0.9$1,717


Santa Cruz County 38,132$73,800 $554$1,845$1,587 $63,480 41%$22,140$30.52 $12.823.8 2.4$666


Shasta County 23,996$54,400 $408$1,360$949 $37,960 35%$16,320$18.25 $10.792.3 1.7$561


Sierra County 308$72,200 $542$1,805$826 $33,040 23%$21,660$15.88 $5.122.0 3.1$266


Siskiyou County 6,959$50,000 $375$1,250$803 $32,120 35%$15,000$15.44 $9.671.9 1.6$503


Solano County 48,947$78,800 $591$1,970$1,166 $46,640 35%$23,640$22.42 $14.362.8 1.6$747


Sonoma County 70,867$74,900 $562$1,873$1,332 $53,280 38%$22,470$25.62 $14.913.2 1.7$775


Stanislaus County 64,707$56,600 $425$1,415$941 $37,640 39%$16,980$18.10 $11.652.3 1.6$606


Sutter County 12,379$56,300 $422$1,408$812 $32,480 39%$16,890$15.62 $10.692.0 1.5$556


Tehama County 8,474$48,300 $362$1,208$826 $33,040 36%$14,490$15.88 $12.572.0 1.3$653


Trinity County 1,583$49,600 $372$1,240$782 $31,280 28%$14,880$15.04 $8.331.9 1.8$433


Tulare County 52,684$48,500 $364$1,213$768 $30,720 41%$14,550$14.77 $9.941.8 1.5$517


Tuolumne County 6,478$66,400 $498$1,660$1,007 $40,280 29%$19,920$19.37 $11.172.4 1.7$581


Ventura County 90,672$86,700 $650$2,168$1,499 $59,960 34%$26,010$28.83 $15.063.6 1.9$783


Yolo County 32,117$75,000 $563$1,875$1,082 $43,280 46%$22,500$20.81 $11.882.6 1.8$618


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  
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California RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Yuba County 9,719$56,300 $422$1,408$812 $32,480 41%$16,890$15.62 $12.952.0 1.2$674


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  
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Colorado


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Colorado, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $897.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,992 monthly or 
$35,898 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Colorado, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.78.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 89 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.2 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Colorado, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $14.38.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 48 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Colorado RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Colorado $1,843$897 $35,898 33%$17.26 $14.38 1.2$748$553 645,2872.2 $73,736 $22,121


Metropolitan Areas


Boulder MSA 42,395$91,600 $687$2,290$42,720 36%$20.54 $14.312.6 1.4$744$1,068 $27,480


Colorado Springs HMFA 79,328$69,100 $518$1,728$32,520 34%$15.63 $12.812.0 1.2$666$813 $20,730


Denver-Aurora-Broomfield MSA 340,412$77,800 $584$1,945$37,600 34%$18.08 $16.192.3 1.1$842$940 $23,340


Fort Collins-Loveland MSA 39,170$75,800 $569$1,895$33,320 33%$16.02 $11.102.1 1.4$577$833 $22,740


Grand Junction MSA 16,360$61,300 $460$1,533$33,480 28%$16.10 $11.592.1 1.4$603$837 $18,390


Greeley MSA 25,546$66,300 $497$1,658$28,800 29%$13.85 $10.931.8 1.3$568$720 $19,890


Pueblo MSA 19,477$51,400 $386$1,285$26,640 31%$12.81 $9.261.6 1.4$481$666 $15,420


Teller County HMFA 1,404$72,600 $545$1,815$35,600 16%$17.12 $7.872.2 2.2$409$890 $21,780


$867 $34,693 31%$16.68 $11.782.1 1.4$613Combined Nonmetro Areas $64,174 $1,604 $19,252 $481 81,195


Counties


Adams County 48,608$77,800 $584$1,945$940 $37,600 33%$23,340$18.08 $13.142.3 1.4$683


Alamosa County 1,990$48,600 $365$1,215$662 $26,480 35%$14,580$12.73 $7.381.6 1.7$384


Arapahoe County 77,183$77,800 $584$1,945$940 $37,600 35%$23,340$18.08 $15.972.3 1.1$830


Archuleta County 863$69,600 $522$1,740$748 $29,920 22%$20,880$14.38 $7.861.8 1.8$409


Baca County 410$46,200 $347$1,155$626 $25,040 24%$13,860$12.04 $9.661.5 1.2$502


Bent County 677$46,200 $347$1,155$626 $25,040 34%$13,860$12.04 $12.181.5 1.0$633


Boulder County 42,395$91,600 $687$2,290$1,068 $42,720 36%$27,480$20.54 $14.312.6 1.4$744


Broomfield County 5,820$77,800 $584$1,945$940 $37,600 28%$23,340$18.08 $19.052.3 0.9$990


Chaffee County 1,965$57,800 $434$1,445$678 $27,120 25%$17,340$13.04 $8.821.7 1.5$459


Cheyenne County 177$72,400 $543$1,810$626 $25,040 20%$21,720$12.04 $13.261.5 0.9$690


Clear Creek County 788$77,800 $584$1,945$940 $37,600 20%$23,340$18.08 $14.732.3 1.2$766


Conejos County 699$41,400 $311$1,035$626 $25,040 23%$12,420$12.04 $9.441.5 1.3$491


Costilla County 308$40,400 $303$1,010$626 $25,040 23%$12,120$12.04 $6.631.5 1.8$345


Crowley County 263$46,900 $352$1,173$626 $25,040 22%$14,070$12.04 $9.481.5 1.3$493


Custer County 291$51,600 $387$1,290$720 $28,800 16%$15,480$13.85 $9.151.8 1.5$476


Delta County 3,221$51,400 $386$1,285$759 $30,360 25%$15,420$14.60 $10.811.9 1.4$562


Denver County 124,674$77,800 $584$1,945$940 $37,600 48%$23,340$18.08 $18.902.3 1.0$983


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Colorado RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Dolores County 166$52,300 $392$1,308$626 $25,040 19%$15,690$12.04 $12.221.5 1.0$636


Douglas County 18,685$77,800 $584$1,945$940 $37,600 19%$23,340$18.08 $15.482.3 1.2$805


Eagle County 6,823$85,700 $643$2,143$1,275 $51,000 37%$25,710$24.52 $11.723.2 2.1$609


El Paso County 79,328$69,100 $518$1,728$813 $32,520 34%$20,730$15.63 $12.812.0 1.2$666


Elbert County 770$77,800 $584$1,945$940 $37,600 9%$23,340$18.08 $8.362.3 2.2$435


Fremont County 4,867$48,500 $364$1,213$686 $27,440 28%$14,550$13.19 $8.401.7 1.6$437


Garfield County 6,987$74,500 $559$1,863$1,083 $43,320 35%$22,350$20.83 $15.412.7 1.4$801


Gilpin County 720$77,800 $584$1,945$940 $37,600 29%$23,340$18.08 $9.412.3 1.9$490


Grand County 1,272$73,800 $554$1,845$907 $36,280 25%$22,140$17.44 $8.032.2 2.2$417


Gunnison County 2,656$73,500 $551$1,838$869 $34,760 42%$22,050$16.71 $10.882.1 1.5$566


Hinsdale County 69$94,500 $709$2,363$686 $27,440 21%$28,350$13.19 $8.741.7 1.5$455


Huerfano County 959$47,200 $354$1,180$827 $33,080 31%$14,160$15.90 $7.812.0 2.0$406


Jackson County 204$47,100 $353$1,178$718 $28,720 28%$14,130$13.81 $9.651.8 1.4$502


Jefferson County 62,373$77,800 $584$1,945$940 $37,600 29%$23,340$18.08 $13.302.3 1.4$691


Kiowa County 207$62,300 $467$1,558$626 $25,040 29%$18,690$12.04 $18.791.5 0.6$977


Kit Carson County 890$59,200 $444$1,480$626 $25,040 30%$17,760$12.04 $11.191.5 1.1$582


La Plata County 6,400$73,400 $551$1,835$931 $37,240 31%$22,020$17.90 $13.252.3 1.4$689


Lake County 864$47,800 $359$1,195$987 $39,480 33%$14,340$18.98 $11.392.4 1.7$592


Larimer County 39,170$75,800 $569$1,895$833 $33,320 33%$22,740$16.02 $11.102.1 1.4$577


Las Animas County 1,968$52,400 $393$1,310$714 $28,560 31%$15,720$13.73 $10.611.8 1.3$552


Lincoln County 564$58,100 $436$1,453$710 $28,400 29%$17,430$13.65 $9.081.8 1.5$472


Logan County 2,417$55,400 $416$1,385$669 $26,760 30%$16,620$12.87 $10.281.7 1.3$534


Mesa County 16,360$61,300 $460$1,533$837 $33,480 28%$18,390$16.10 $11.592.1 1.4$603


Mineral County 52$70,200 $527$1,755$966 $38,640 14%$21,060$18.58 $8.342.4 2.2$434


Moffat County 1,368$66,000 $495$1,650$734 $29,360 26%$19,800$14.12 $13.821.8 1.0$718


Montezuma County 3,165$56,300 $422$1,408$626 $25,040 29%$16,890$12.04 $7.791.5 1.5$405


Montrose County 4,508$55,900 $419$1,398$760 $30,400 27%$16,770$14.62 $10.441.9 1.4$543


Morgan County 3,849$51,700 $388$1,293$712 $28,480 37%$15,510$13.69 $12.061.8 1.1$627


Otero County 2,660$43,900 $329$1,098$649 $25,960 36%$13,170$12.48 $7.611.6 1.6$396


Ouray County 414$69,900 $524$1,748$1,013 $40,520 25%$20,970$19.48 $11.442.5 1.7$595


Park County 791$77,800 $584$1,945$940 $37,600 11%$23,340$18.08 $9.982.3 1.8$519


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Colorado RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Phillips County 483$58,000 $435$1,450$675 $27,000 27%$17,400$12.98 $9.521.7 1.4$495


Pitkin County 2,470$109,900 $824$2,748$1,322 $52,880 33%$32,970$25.42 $17.763.3 1.4$924


Prowers County 1,678$50,000 $375$1,250$626 $25,040 34%$15,000$12.04 $8.241.5 1.5$428


Pueblo County 19,477$51,400 $386$1,285$666 $26,640 31%$15,420$12.81 $9.261.6 1.4$481


Rio Blanco County 677$72,600 $545$1,815$655 $26,200 27%$21,780$12.60 $18.661.6 0.7$971


Rio Grande County 1,070$51,100 $383$1,278$626 $25,040 27%$15,330$12.04 $8.741.5 1.4$454


Routt County 2,729$79,200 $594$1,980$1,102 $44,080 27%$23,760$21.19 $14.172.7 1.5$737


Saguache County 789$39,300 $295$983$626 $25,040 29%$11,790$12.04 $8.751.5 1.4$455


San Juan County 212$66,900 $502$1,673$817 $32,680 52%$20,070$15.71 $8.162.0 1.9$424


San Miguel County 1,343$87,900 $659$2,198$1,063 $42,520 39%$26,370$20.44 $13.282.6 1.5$691


Sedgwick County 274$55,600 $417$1,390$626 $25,040 26%$16,680$12.04 $8.311.5 1.4$432


Summit County 3,456$92,100 $691$2,303$1,242 $49,680 31%$27,630$23.88 $11.333.1 2.1$589


Teller County 1,404$72,600 $545$1,815$890 $35,600 16%$21,780$17.12 $7.872.2 2.2$409


Washington County 612$52,000 $390$1,300$626 $25,040 29%$15,600$12.04 $12.161.5 1.0$632


Weld County 25,546$66,300 $497$1,658$720 $28,800 29%$19,890$13.85 $10.931.8 1.3$568


Yuma County 1,209$51,700 $388$1,293$626 $25,040 31%$15,510$12.04 $11.851.5 1.0$616


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Connecticut


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Connecticut, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $1,208.  In order to afford this level of 
rent and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $4,025 monthly or 
$48,304 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Connecticut, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $8.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 113 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household 
must include 2.8 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.


In Connecticut, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $15.71.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 59 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.5 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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Connecticut RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Connecticut $2,198$1,208 $48,304 31%$23.22 $15.71 1.5$817$659 422,7762.8 $87,919 $26,376


Metropolitan Areas


Bridgeport HMFA 39,469$87,900 $659$2,198$49,200 31%$23.65 $21.242.9 1.1$1,105$1,230 $26,370


Colchester-Lebanon HMFA 1,266$101,800 $764$2,545$46,800 15%$22.50 $15.052.7 1.5$782$1,170 $30,540


Danbury HMFA 16,222$107,600 $807$2,690$55,360 23%$26.62 $21.243.2 1.3$1,105$1,384 $32,280


Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford HMFA * 142,823$85,500 $641$2,138$44,040 32%$21.17 $14.642.6 1.4$761$1,101 $25,650


Milford-Ansonia-Seymour HMFA 11,982$91,400 $686$2,285$51,760 26%$24.88 $12.563.0 2.0$653$1,294 $27,420


New Haven-Meriden HMFA * 76,848$80,500 $604$2,013$52,640 37%$25.31 $12.563.1 2.0$653$1,316 $24,150


Norwich-New London HMFA 31,524$81,900 $614$2,048$43,520 32%$20.92 $15.052.5 1.4$782$1,088 $24,570


Southern Middlesex County HMFA 3,482$98,100 $736$2,453$48,000 17%$23.08 $12.612.8 1.8$656$1,200 $29,430


Stamford-Norwalk HMFA 42,764$115,300 $865$2,883$65,920 31%$31.69 $21.243.8 1.5$1,105$1,648 $34,590


Waterbury HMFA 27,376$62,800 $471$1,570$37,680 36%$18.12 $12.562.2 1.4$653$942 $18,840


$1,014 $40,579 24%$19.51 $10.362.4 1.9$539Combined Nonmetro Areas $84,122 $2,103 $25,237 $631 29,020


Counties


Litchfield County 16,127$87,500 $656$2,188$1,066 $42,640 21%$26,250$20.50 $9.952.5 2.1$517


Windham County 12,893$78,300 $587$1,958$950 $38,000 29%$23,490$18.27 $11.052.2 1.7$575


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  


National Low Income Housing Coalition  •  Out of Reach 2013 39







This information is provided for New England states only, because only in these states do FMR and metropolitan areas include portions of counties, rather than entire counties. 


Towns within Connecticut FMR Areas 
 
Bridgeport, CT HMFA 
 Fairfield County 


Bridgeport town, Easton town, Fairfield town, Monroe town, Shelton 
town, Stratford town, Trumbull town 


 
Colchester-Lebanon, CT HMFA 
 New London County 


Colchester town, Lebanon town 
 
Danbury, CT HMFA 
 Fairfield County 


Bethel town, Brookfield town, Danbury town, New Fairfield town, 
Newtown town, Redding town, Ridgefield town, Sherman town 


 
Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT HMFA 
 Hartford County 


Avon town, Berlin town, Bloomfield town, Bristol town, Burlington 
town, Canton town, East Granby town, East Hartford town, East 
Windsor town, Enfield town, Farmington town, Glastonbury town, 
Granby town, Hartford town, Hartland town, Manchester town, 
Marlborough town, New Britain town, Newington town, Plainville 
town, Rocky Hill town, Simsbury town, South Windsor town, 
Southington town, Suffield town, West Hartford town, Wethersfield 
town, Windsor Locks town, Windsor town 
 


 Middlesex County 
Chester town, Cromwell town, Durham town, East Haddam town, East 
Hampton town, Haddam town, Middlefield town, Middletown town, 
Portland town 
 
Tolland County 
Andover town, Bolton town, Columbia town, Coventry town, Ellington 
town, Hebron town, Mansfield town, Somers town, Stafford town, 
Tolland town, Union town, Vernon town, Willington town 


 


 
 
Milford-Ansonia-Seymour, CT HMFA 
 New Haven County 


Ansonia town, Beacon Falls town, Derby town, Milford town, Oxford 
town, Seymour town 


 
New Haven-Meriden, CT HMFA 
 New Haven County 


Bethany town, Branford town, Cheshire town, East Haven town, 
Guilford town, Hamden town, Madison town, Meriden town, New 
Haven town, North Branford town, North Haven town, Orange town, 
Wallingford town, West Haven town, Woodbridge town 


 
Norwich-New London, CT HMFA 
 New London County 


Bozrah town, East Lyme town, Franklin town, Griswold town, Groton 
town, Ledyard town, Lisbon town, Lyme town, Montville town, New 
London town, North Stonington town, Norwich town, Old Lyme town, 
Preston town, Salem town, Sprague town, Stonington town, Voluntown 
town, Waterford town 


 
Southern Middlesex County, CT HMFA 
 Middlesex County 


Clinton town, Deep River town, Essex town, Killingworth town, Old 
Saybrook town, Westbrook town 


 
Stamford-Norwalk, CT HMFA 
 Fairfield County 


Darien town, Greenwich town, New Canaan town, Norwalk town, 
Stamford town, Weston town, Westport town, Wilton town 


 
Waterbury, CT HMFA 
 New Haven County 


Middlebury town, Naugatuck town, Prospect town, Southbury town, 
Waterbury town, Wolcott town 
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Delaware


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Delaware, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $1,073.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $3,576 monthly or 
$42,907 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Delaware, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 114 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.8 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Delaware, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $14.57.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 57 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.4 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Delaware RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Delaware $1,809$1,073 $42,907 27%$20.63 $14.57 1.4$758$543 90,0292.8 $72,352 $21,706


Metropolitan Areas


Dover MSA † 15,916$68,000 $510$1,700$39,600 28%$19.04 2.6$990 $20,400


Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington MSA * 58,986$79,200 $594$1,980$44,760 30%$21.52 $15.753.0 1.4$819$1,119 $23,760


$979 $39,160 20%$18.83 $10.012.6 1.9$520Combined Nonmetro Areas $57,500 $1,438 $17,250 $431 15,127


Counties


Kent County † 15,916$68,000 $510$1,700$990 $39,600 28%$20,400$19.04 2.6


New Castle County * 58,986$79,200 $594$1,980$1,119 $44,760 30%$23,760$21.52 $15.753.0 1.4$819


Sussex County 15,127$57,500 $431$1,438$979 $39,160 20%$17,250$18.83 $10.012.6 1.9$520


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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District of Columbia


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In the District of Columbia, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $1,412.  In order to afford 
this level of rent and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $4,707 
monthly or $56,480 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into 
a Housing Wage of:


In the District of Columbia, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $8.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a 
two-bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 132 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household 
must include 3.3 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
In the District of Columbia, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $25.20.  In order to afford the FMR for 
a two-bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 43 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 
hours per week year-round, a household must include 1.1 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the 
two-bedroom FMR affordable.
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District of 
Columbia


RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


District of Columbia $2,683$1,412 $56,480 57%$27.15 $25.20 1.1$1,310$805 148,7553.3 $107,300 $32,190


Metropolitan Areas


Washington-Arlington-Alexandria HMFA 148,755$107,300 $805$2,683$56,480 57%$27.15 $25.203.3 1.1$1,310$1,412 $32,190


Counties


District of Columbia 148,755$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 57%$32,190$27.15 $25.203.3 1.1$1,310


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Florida


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Florida, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $995.  In order to afford this level of rent and 
utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $3,317 monthly or $39,804 
annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing Wage of:


In Florida, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.79.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 98 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.5 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Florida, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $13.50.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 57 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.4 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Florida RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Florida $1,432$995 $39,804 31%$19.14 $13.50 1.4$702$430 2,211,5882.5 $57,287 $17,186


Metropolitan Areas


Baker County HMFA 1,992$59,100 $443$1,478$29,720 24%$14.29 $7.871.8 1.8$409$743 $17,730


Cape Coral-Fort Myers MSA 63,787$56,300 $422$1,408$36,600 26%$17.60 $12.362.3 1.4$643$915 $16,890


Crestview-Fort Walton-Destin MSA 23,672$64,000 $480$1,600$36,080 33%$17.35 $11.952.2 1.5$622$902 $19,200


Deltona-Daytona Beach-Ormond Beach MSA 49,343$56,500 $424$1,413$35,600 25%$17.12 $9.842.2 1.7$512$890 $16,950


Fort Lauderdale HMFA * 211,618$61,700 $463$1,543$49,440 32%$23.77 $15.243.1 1.6$792$1,236 $18,510


Gainesville MSA 45,542$64,000 $480$1,600$38,160 44%$18.35 $10.062.4 1.8$523$954 $19,200


Jacksonville HMFA 159,153$63,200 $474$1,580$36,400 32%$17.50 $13.672.2 1.3$711$910 $18,960


Lakeland-Winter Haven MSA 62,802$51,000 $383$1,275$32,040 28%$15.40 $12.232.0 1.3$636$801 $15,300


Miami-Miami Beach-Kendall HMFA 350,001$49,000 $368$1,225$44,880 42%$21.58 $14.692.8 1.5$764$1,122 $14,700


Naples-Marco Island MSA 28,606$65,700 $493$1,643$41,520 24%$19.96 $12.662.6 1.6$658$1,038 $19,710


North Port-Bradenton-Sarasota MSA * 75,831$59,900 $449$1,498$41,080 25%$19.75 $12.822.5 1.5$667$1,027 $17,970


Ocala MSA 28,990$45,800 $344$1,145$32,200 22%$15.48 $10.532.0 1.5$548$805 $13,740


Orlando-Kissimmee MSA 267,282$58,500 $439$1,463$39,320 35%$18.90 $13.222.4 1.4$687$983 $17,550


Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville MSA 54,176$61,800 $464$1,545$34,960 25%$16.81 $13.662.2 1.2$710$874 $18,540


Palm Coast MSA 6,814$53,100 $398$1,328$41,400 19%$19.90 $10.332.6 1.9$537$1,035 $15,930


Panama City-Lynn Haven-Panama City Beach MSA 23,597$57,800 $434$1,445$36,800 34%$17.69 $12.662.3 1.4$658$920 $17,340


Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent MSA 49,826$57,700 $433$1,443$31,040 30%$14.92 $11.531.9 1.3$599$776 $17,310


Port St. Lucie MSA 38,280$53,300 $400$1,333$37,600 23%$18.08 $12.132.3 1.5$631$940 $15,990


Punta Gorda MSA 13,996$53,100 $398$1,328$34,440 20%$16.56 $11.512.1 1.4$599$861 $15,930


Sebastian-Vero Beach MSA 13,623$60,500 $454$1,513$34,880 24%$16.77 $10.522.2 1.6$547$872 $18,150


Tallahassee HMFA 55,617$60,000 $450$1,500$36,800 42%$17.69 $9.852.3 1.8$512$920 $18,000


Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater MSA 348,974$56,800 $426$1,420$36,600 31%$17.60 $14.182.3 1.2$737$915 $17,040


Wakulla County HMFA 1,668$67,900 $509$1,698$30,880 16%$14.85 $8.691.9 1.7$452$772 $20,370


West Palm Beach-Boca Raton HMFA * 143,409$64,600 $485$1,615$47,320 27%$22.75 $15.722.9 1.4$817$1,183 $19,380


$786 $31,431 23%$15.11 $10.331.9 1.5$537Combined Nonmetro Areas $48,643 $1,216 $14,593 $365 92,989


Counties


Alachua County 44,413$64,000 $480$1,600$954 $38,160 46%$19,200$18.35 $10.102.4 1.8$525


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  
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Florida RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Baker County 1,992$59,100 $443$1,478$743 $29,720 24%$17,730$14.29 $7.871.8 1.8$409


Bay County 23,597$57,800 $434$1,445$920 $36,800 34%$17,340$17.69 $12.662.3 1.4$658


Bradford County 2,154$50,600 $380$1,265$626 $25,040 23%$15,180$12.04 $9.031.5 1.3$469


Brevard County 54,176$61,800 $464$1,545$874 $34,960 25%$18,540$16.81 $13.662.2 1.2$710


Broward County * 211,618$61,700 $463$1,543$1,236 $49,440 32%$18,510$23.77 $15.243.1 1.6$792


Calhoun County 1,249$41,800 $314$1,045$626 $25,040 26%$12,540$12.04 $9.001.5 1.3$468


Charlotte County 13,996$53,100 $398$1,328$861 $34,440 20%$15,930$16.56 $11.512.1 1.4$599


Citrus County 9,979$46,500 $349$1,163$762 $30,480 17%$13,950$14.65 $10.881.9 1.3$566


Clay County 15,185$63,200 $474$1,580$910 $36,400 22%$18,960$17.50 $10.402.2 1.7$541


Collier County 28,606$65,700 $493$1,643$1,038 $41,520 24%$19,710$19.96 $12.662.6 1.6$658


Columbia County 7,222$41,300 $310$1,033$626 $25,040 30%$12,390$12.04 $10.471.5 1.1$545


DeSoto County 2,550$41,400 $311$1,035$711 $28,440 24%$12,420$13.67 $11.741.8 1.2$610


Dixie County 1,044$42,400 $318$1,060$626 $25,040 19%$12,720$12.04 $8.351.5 1.4$434


Duval County 121,829$63,200 $474$1,580$910 $36,400 37%$18,960$17.50 $14.372.2 1.2$747


Escambia County 36,565$57,700 $433$1,443$776 $31,040 33%$17,310$14.92 $11.951.9 1.2$622


Flagler County 6,814$53,100 $398$1,328$1,035 $41,400 19%$15,930$19.90 $10.332.6 1.9$537


Franklin County 1,571$49,000 $368$1,225$679 $27,160 34%$14,700$13.06 $7.771.7 1.7$404


Gadsden County 4,988$60,000 $450$1,500$920 $36,800 30%$18,000$17.69 $7.522.3 2.4$391


Gilchrist County 1,129$64,000 $480$1,600$954 $38,160 19%$19,200$18.35 $8.402.4 2.2$437


Glades County 870$46,800 $351$1,170$752 $30,080 22%$14,040$14.46 $16.381.9 0.9$852


Gulf County 1,359$49,900 $374$1,248$659 $26,360 25%$14,970$12.67 $12.741.6 1.0$662


Hamilton County 1,193$49,500 $371$1,238$626 $25,040 27%$14,850$12.04 $11.351.5 1.1$590


Hardee County 2,056$45,700 $343$1,143$820 $32,800 26%$13,710$15.77 $10.302.0 1.5$536


Hendry County 3,309$41,000 $308$1,025$747 $29,880 30%$12,300$14.37 $12.111.8 1.2$630


Hernando County 12,489$56,800 $426$1,420$915 $36,600 18%$17,040$17.60 $9.302.3 1.9$483


Highlands County 8,243$44,100 $331$1,103$704 $28,160 21%$13,230$13.54 $9.181.7 1.5$477


Hillsborough County 174,430$56,800 $426$1,420$915 $36,600 38%$17,040$17.60 $14.752.3 1.2$767


Holmes County 1,410$45,400 $341$1,135$626 $25,040 21%$13,620$12.04 $7.821.5 1.5$407


Indian River County 13,623$60,500 $454$1,513$872 $34,880 24%$18,150$16.77 $10.522.2 1.6$547


Jackson County 3,441$52,700 $395$1,318$626 $25,040 21%$15,810$12.04 $7.111.5 1.7$370


Jefferson County 1,385$60,000 $450$1,500$920 $36,800 26%$18,000$17.69 $7.852.3 2.3$408


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  
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Florida RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Lafayette County 492$57,400 $431$1,435$628 $25,120 20%$17,220$12.08 $7.961.6 1.5$414


Lake County 26,410$58,500 $439$1,463$983 $39,320 22%$17,550$18.90 $10.112.4 1.9$525


Lee County 63,787$56,300 $422$1,408$915 $36,600 26%$16,890$17.60 $12.362.3 1.4$643


Leon County 49,244$60,000 $450$1,500$920 $36,800 45%$18,000$17.69 $10.092.3 1.8$525


Levy County 3,634$46,000 $345$1,150$626 $25,040 23%$13,800$12.04 $8.101.5 1.5$421


Liberty County 530$51,800 $389$1,295$626 $25,040 25%$15,540$12.04 $7.461.5 1.6$388


Madison County 1,743$49,700 $373$1,243$626 $25,040 25%$14,910$12.04 $8.691.5 1.4$452


Manatee County * 35,509$59,900 $449$1,498$1,027 $41,080 27%$17,970$19.75 $11.882.5 1.7$618


Marion County 28,990$45,800 $344$1,145$805 $32,200 22%$13,740$15.48 $10.532.0 1.5$548


Martin County 12,570$53,300 $400$1,333$940 $37,600 21%$15,990$18.08 $12.732.3 1.4$662


Miami-Dade County 350,001$49,000 $368$1,225$1,122 $44,880 42%$14,700$21.58 $14.692.8 1.5$764


Monroe County 10,094$63,300 $475$1,583$1,534 $61,360 36%$18,990$29.50 $13.263.8 2.2$690


Nassau County 5,572$63,200 $474$1,580$910 $36,400 20%$18,960$17.50 $12.092.2 1.4$629


Okaloosa County 23,672$64,000 $480$1,600$902 $36,080 33%$19,200$17.35 $11.952.2 1.5$622


Okeechobee County 3,499$45,900 $344$1,148$889 $35,560 25%$13,770$17.10 $10.972.2 1.6$570


Orange County 165,238$58,500 $439$1,463$983 $39,320 40%$17,550$18.90 $13.882.4 1.4$722


Osceola County 32,762$58,500 $439$1,463$983 $39,320 35%$17,550$18.90 $11.312.4 1.7$588


Palm Beach County * 143,409$64,600 $485$1,615$1,183 $47,320 27%$19,380$22.75 $15.722.9 1.4$817


Pasco County 40,001$56,800 $426$1,420$915 $36,600 22%$17,040$17.60 $10.792.3 1.6$561


Pinellas County 122,054$56,800 $426$1,420$915 $36,600 30%$17,040$17.60 $14.602.3 1.2$759


Polk County 62,802$51,000 $383$1,275$801 $32,040 28%$15,300$15.40 $12.232.0 1.3$636


Putnam County 6,626$40,400 $303$1,010$626 $25,040 23%$12,120$12.04 $9.061.5 1.3$471


Santa Rosa County 13,261$57,700 $433$1,443$776 $31,040 24%$17,310$14.92 $9.891.9 1.5$514


Sarasota County * 40,322$59,900 $449$1,498$1,027 $41,080 24%$17,970$19.75 $13.532.5 1.5$704


Seminole County 42,872$58,500 $439$1,463$983 $39,320 28%$17,550$18.90 $12.692.4 1.5$660


St. Johns County 16,567$63,200 $474$1,580$910 $36,400 23%$18,960$17.50 $10.812.2 1.6$562


St. Lucie County 25,710$53,300 $400$1,333$940 $37,600 25%$15,990$18.08 $11.542.3 1.6$600


Sumter County 4,184$55,100 $413$1,378$687 $27,480 10%$16,530$13.21 $10.841.7 1.2$564


Suwannee County 4,175$47,800 $359$1,195$630 $25,200 26%$14,340$12.12 $7.411.6 1.6$385


Taylor County 1,260$48,900 $367$1,223$626 $25,040 17%$14,670$12.04 $11.051.5 1.1$575


Union County 1,232$56,800 $426$1,420$626 $25,040 34%$17,040$12.04 $10.131.5 1.2$527


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  
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Florida RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Volusia County 49,343$56,500 $424$1,413$890 $35,600 25%$16,950$17.12 $9.842.2 1.7$512


Wakulla County 1,668$67,900 $509$1,698$772 $30,880 16%$20,370$14.85 $8.691.9 1.7$452


Walton County 5,842$59,800 $449$1,495$838 $33,520 26%$17,940$16.12 $9.792.1 1.6$509


Washington County 2,028$49,700 $373$1,243$629 $25,160 23%$14,910$12.10 $8.531.6 1.4$444


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  
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Georgia


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Georgia, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $795.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,649 monthly or 
$31,793 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Georgia, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 84 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.1 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Georgia, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $13.32.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 46 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.1 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Georgia RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Georgia $1,488$795 $31,793 33%$15.28 $13.32 1.1$693$447 1,158,0692.1 $59,537 $17,861


Metropolitan Areas


Albany MSA 24,697$49,100 $368$1,228$27,520 42%$13.23 $11.211.8 1.2$583$688 $14,730


Athens-Clarke County MSA 27,611$58,400 $438$1,460$31,040 41%$14.92 $9.902.1 1.5$515$776 $17,520


Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta HMFA 609,379$66,300 $497$1,658$34,960 33%$16.81 $15.152.3 1.1$788$874 $19,890


Augusta-Richmond County MSA 45,018$56,800 $426$1,420$29,520 34%$14.19 $11.412.0 1.2$593$738 $17,040


Brunswick MSA 13,446$51,900 $389$1,298$27,720 31%$13.33 $9.811.8 1.4$510$693 $15,570


Butts County HMFA 1,838$63,200 $474$1,580$29,680 23%$14.27 $9.662.0 1.5$502$742 $18,960


Chattanooga MSA 14,346$58,000 $435$1,450$29,080 25%$13.98 $8.811.9 1.6$458$727 $17,400


Columbus MSA 36,383$48,200 $362$1,205$29,440 41%$14.15 $12.322.0 1.1$641$736 $14,460


Dalton HMFA 11,158$50,600 $380$1,265$24,920 32%$11.98 $11.381.7 1.1$592$623 $15,180


Gainesville MSA 18,504$56,500 $424$1,413$31,840 30%$15.31 $12.042.1 1.3$626$796 $16,950


Haralson County HMFA 2,832$48,200 $362$1,205$23,960 27%$11.52 $10.051.6 1.1$523$599 $14,460


Hinesville-Fort Stewart HMFA 11,248$42,600 $320$1,065$34,000 49%$16.35 $12.112.3 1.3$630$850 $12,780


Lamar County HMFA 2,096$44,900 $337$1,123$23,960 33%$11.52 $9.011.6 1.3$469$599 $13,470


Long County HMFA 1,741$49,600 $372$1,240$27,960 37%$13.44 $9.931.9 1.4$516$699 $14,880


Macon MSA 27,892$54,400 $408$1,360$26,920 37%$12.94 $9.991.8 1.3$520$673 $16,320


Meriwether County HMFA 2,467$50,100 $376$1,253$25,760 30%$12.38 $9.501.7 1.3$494$644 $15,030


Monroe County HMFA 1,886$64,900 $487$1,623$23,960 20%$11.52 $9.141.6 1.3$475$599 $19,470


Murray County HMFA 4,252$48,300 $362$1,208$24,320 30%$11.69 $10.441.6 1.1$543$608 $14,490


Rome MSA 11,555$50,300 $377$1,258$31,400 33%$15.10 $10.902.1 1.4$567$785 $15,090


Savannah MSA 48,859$60,000 $450$1,500$34,800 38%$16.73 $12.892.3 1.3$670$870 $18,000


Valdosta MSA 19,521$45,400 $341$1,135$28,800 39%$13.85 $9.431.9 1.5$490$720 $13,620


Warner Robins MSA 16,213$68,700 $515$1,718$32,520 32%$15.63 $9.832.2 1.6$511$813 $20,610


$634 $25,356 31%$12.19 $9.151.7 1.3$476Combined Nonmetro Areas $47,701 $1,193 $14,310 $358 205,127


Counties


Appling County 2,050$48,900 $367$1,223$599 $23,960 29%$14,670$11.52 $14.011.6 0.8$729


Atkinson County 847$37,000 $278$925$599 $23,960 31%$11,100$11.52 $7.361.6 1.6$383


Bacon County 1,330$48,300 $362$1,208$599 $23,960 34%$14,490$11.52 $6.391.6 1.8$332


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Georgia RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Baker County 412$49,100 $368$1,228$688 $27,520 33%$14,730$13.23 $7.221.8 1.8$376


Baldwin County 6,472$50,700 $380$1,268$674 $26,960 40%$15,210$12.96 $8.241.8 1.6$429


Banks County 1,418$51,700 $388$1,293$604 $24,160 22%$15,510$11.62 $7.801.6 1.5$406


Barrow County 5,373$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 23%$19,890$16.81 $9.092.3 1.8$473


Bartow County 10,304$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 30%$19,890$16.81 $10.972.3 1.5$570


Ben Hill County 2,333$38,100 $286$953$648 $25,920 37%$11,430$12.46 $8.791.7 1.4$457


Berrien County 2,150$43,400 $326$1,085$599 $23,960 30%$13,020$11.52 $8.921.6 1.3$464


Bibb County 24,332$54,400 $408$1,360$673 $26,920 43%$16,320$12.94 $10.101.8 1.3$525


Bleckley County 1,202$51,800 $389$1,295$599 $23,960 29%$15,540$11.52 $5.591.6 2.1$291


Brantley County 1,071$51,900 $389$1,298$693 $27,720 16%$15,570$13.33 $5.741.8 2.3$299


Brooks County 1,759$45,400 $341$1,135$720 $28,800 28%$13,620$13.85 $6.091.9 2.3$316


Bryan County 2,814$60,000 $450$1,500$870 $34,800 26%$18,000$16.73 $7.522.3 2.2$391


Bulloch County 11,309$46,000 $345$1,150$606 $24,240 46%$13,800$11.65 $7.461.6 1.6$388


Burke County 2,206$56,800 $426$1,420$738 $29,520 28%$17,040$14.19 $12.362.0 1.1$643


Butts County 1,838$63,200 $474$1,580$742 $29,680 23%$18,960$14.27 $9.662.0 1.5$502


Calhoun County 500$39,700 $298$993$599 $23,960 28%$11,910$11.52 $5.371.6 2.1$279


Camden County 5,529$61,000 $458$1,525$764 $30,560 31%$18,300$14.69 $11.672.0 1.3$607


Candler County 1,225$41,600 $312$1,040$599 $23,960 33%$12,480$11.52 $9.351.6 1.2$486


Carroll County 12,561$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 32%$19,890$16.81 $10.652.3 1.6$554


Catoosa County 6,141$58,000 $435$1,450$727 $29,080 25%$17,400$13.98 $8.761.9 1.6$455


Charlton County 792$48,800 $366$1,220$606 $24,240 21%$14,640$11.65 $10.031.6 1.2$522


Chatham County 41,598$60,000 $450$1,500$870 $34,800 41%$18,000$16.73 $13.182.3 1.3$685


Chattahoochee County 1,744$48,200 $362$1,205$736 $29,440 69%$14,460$14.15 $24.172.0 0.6$1,257


Chattooga County 2,598$41,500 $311$1,038$599 $23,960 29%$12,450$11.52 $10.151.6 1.1$528


Cherokee County 15,235$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 20%$19,890$16.81 $10.022.3 1.7$521


Clarke County 22,477$58,400 $438$1,460$776 $31,040 54%$17,520$14.92 $10.332.1 1.4$537


Clay County 335$33,300 $250$833$599 $23,960 28%$9,990$11.52 $6.181.6 1.9$321


Clayton County 35,154$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 41%$19,890$16.81 $15.452.3 1.1$803


Clinch County 788$48,200 $362$1,205$599 $23,960 30%$14,460$11.52 $9.281.6 1.2$482


Cobb County 81,282$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 31%$19,890$16.81 $14.462.3 1.2$752


Coffee County 4,469$42,400 $318$1,060$599 $23,960 30%$12,720$11.52 $9.121.6 1.3$474


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Georgia RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)
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HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Colquitt County 5,743$41,500 $311$1,038$599 $23,960 36%$12,450$11.52 $8.391.6 1.4$436


Columbia County 8,432$56,800 $426$1,420$738 $29,520 20%$17,040$14.19 $8.942.0 1.6$465


Cook County 1,832$39,700 $298$993$599 $23,960 28%$11,910$11.52 $8.171.6 1.4$425


Coweta County 11,223$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 25%$19,890$16.81 $9.922.3 1.7$516


Crawford County 893$54,400 $408$1,360$673 $26,920 19%$16,320$12.94 $5.981.8 2.2$311


Crisp County 3,594$44,200 $332$1,105$599 $23,960 41%$13,260$11.52 $8.331.6 1.4$433


Dade County 1,339$58,000 $435$1,450$727 $29,080 21%$17,400$13.98 $10.321.9 1.4$537


Dawson County 1,722$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 21%$19,890$16.81 $8.392.3 2.0$436


Decatur County 3,845$47,100 $353$1,178$599 $23,960 37%$14,130$11.52 $7.631.6 1.5$397


DeKalb County 110,782$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 42%$19,890$16.81 $15.432.3 1.1$803


Dodge County 2,437$49,400 $371$1,235$599 $23,960 30%$14,820$11.52 $6.611.6 1.7$344


Dooly County 1,529$42,100 $316$1,053$599 $23,960 32%$12,630$11.52 $8.211.6 1.4$427


Dougherty County 18,568$49,100 $368$1,228$688 $27,520 52%$14,730$13.23 $11.741.8 1.1$611


Douglas County 12,909$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 28%$19,890$16.81 $10.642.3 1.6$553


Early County 1,427$42,800 $321$1,070$599 $23,960 35%$12,840$11.52 $10.431.6 1.1$542


Echols County 476$45,400 $341$1,135$720 $28,800 37%$13,620$13.85 $10.181.9 1.4$530


Effingham County 4,447$60,000 $450$1,500$870 $34,800 25%$18,000$16.73 $11.322.3 1.5$588


Elbert County 2,135$37,800 $284$945$599 $23,960 28%$11,340$11.52 $9.051.6 1.3$471


Emanuel County 2,777$38,700 $290$968$599 $23,960 34%$11,610$11.52 $9.751.6 1.2$507


Evans County 1,341$48,800 $366$1,220$599 $23,960 33%$14,640$11.52 $10.501.6 1.1$546


Fannin County 2,019$44,000 $330$1,100$599 $23,960 20%$13,200$11.52 $7.891.6 1.5$410


Fayette County 5,860$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 15%$19,890$16.81 $9.752.3 1.7$507


Floyd County 11,555$50,300 $377$1,258$785 $31,400 33%$15,090$15.10 $10.902.1 1.4$567


Forsyth County 7,355$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 13%$19,890$16.81 $10.042.3 1.7$522


Franklin County 2,472$47,500 $356$1,188$599 $23,960 28%$14,250$11.52 $8.291.6 1.4$431


Fulton County 161,921$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 45%$19,890$16.81 $19.042.3 0.9$990


Gilmer County 3,270$48,200 $362$1,205$672 $26,880 28%$14,460$12.92 $9.151.8 1.4$476


Glascock County 383$49,200 $369$1,230$659 $26,360 31%$14,760$12.67 $9.021.7 1.4$469


Glynn County 11,180$51,900 $389$1,298$693 $27,720 36%$15,570$13.33 $10.141.8 1.3$527


Gordon County 6,062$51,000 $383$1,275$679 $27,160 32%$15,300$13.06 $10.251.8 1.3$533


Grady County 3,263$41,600 $312$1,040$611 $24,440 35%$12,480$11.75 $8.311.6 1.4$432


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Georgia RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)
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HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
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hourly wage 
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Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Greene County 1,656$45,000 $338$1,125$599 $23,960 27%$13,500$11.52 $9.601.6 1.2$499


Gwinnett County 76,292$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 29%$19,890$16.81 $13.552.3 1.2$705


Habersham County 3,547$52,300 $392$1,308$599 $23,960 24%$15,690$11.52 $8.721.6 1.3$453


Hall County 18,504$56,500 $424$1,413$796 $31,840 30%$16,950$15.31 $12.042.1 1.3$626


Hancock County 660$28,900 $217$723$742 $29,680 22%$8,670$14.27 $10.592.0 1.3$551


Haralson County 2,832$48,200 $362$1,205$599 $23,960 27%$14,460$11.52 $10.051.6 1.1$523


Harris County 1,307$48,200 $362$1,205$736 $29,440 12%$14,460$14.15 $6.012.0 2.4$312


Hart County 2,136$47,200 $354$1,180$599 $23,960 22%$14,160$11.52 $8.281.6 1.4$430


Heard County 1,135$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 26%$19,890$16.81 $17.112.3 1.0$890


Henry County 14,804$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 22%$19,890$16.81 $9.612.3 1.7$500


Houston County 16,213$68,700 $515$1,718$813 $32,520 32%$20,610$15.63 $9.832.2 1.6$511


Irwin County 685$54,500 $409$1,363$606 $24,240 22%$16,350$11.65 $7.191.6 1.6$374


Jackson County 4,907$61,900 $464$1,548$742 $29,680 23%$18,570$14.27 $8.852.0 1.6$460


Jasper County 1,239$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 25%$19,890$16.81 $6.552.3 2.6$341


Jeff Davis County 1,650$42,800 $321$1,070$599 $23,960 29%$12,840$11.52 $8.431.6 1.4$438


Jefferson County 1,841$39,300 $295$983$599 $23,960 30%$11,790$11.52 $11.521.6 1.0$599


Jenkins County 858$38,100 $286$953$599 $23,960 29%$11,430$11.52 $8.071.6 1.4$420


Johnson County 948$38,000 $285$950$599 $23,960 28%$11,400$11.52 $8.371.6 1.4$435


Jones County 1,996$54,400 $408$1,360$673 $26,920 19%$16,320$12.94 $7.741.8 1.7$402


Lamar County 2,096$44,900 $337$1,123$599 $23,960 33%$13,470$11.52 $9.011.6 1.3$469


Lanier County 1,188$45,400 $341$1,135$720 $28,800 35%$13,620$13.85 $8.611.9 1.6$448


Laurens County 5,590$49,400 $371$1,235$599 $23,960 32%$14,820$11.52 $9.281.6 1.2$483


Lee County 2,327$49,100 $368$1,228$688 $27,520 24%$14,730$13.23 $10.531.8 1.3$547


Liberty County 11,248$42,600 $320$1,065$850 $34,000 49%$12,780$16.35 $12.112.3 1.3$630


Lincoln County 583$46,600 $350$1,165$599 $23,960 17%$13,980$11.52 $8.101.6 1.4$421


Long County 1,741$49,600 $372$1,240$699 $27,960 37%$14,880$13.44 $9.931.9 1.4$516


Lowndes County 16,098$45,400 $341$1,135$720 $28,800 42%$13,620$13.85 $9.681.9 1.4$503


Lumpkin County 3,070$53,500 $401$1,338$770 $30,800 28%$16,050$14.81 $9.532.0 1.6$495


Macon County 1,650$39,600 $297$990$599 $23,960 35%$11,880$11.52 $12.171.6 0.9$633


Madison County 2,281$58,400 $438$1,460$776 $31,040 24%$17,520$14.92 $7.412.1 2.0$386


Marion County 856$48,200 $362$1,205$736 $29,440 27%$14,460$14.15 $6.882.0 2.1$358


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Georgia RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


McDuffie County 2,898$56,800 $426$1,420$738 $29,520 35%$17,040$14.19 $8.952.0 1.6$465


McIntosh County 1,195$51,900 $389$1,298$693 $27,720 21%$15,570$13.33 $6.231.8 2.1$324


Meriwether County 2,467$50,100 $376$1,253$644 $25,760 30%$15,030$12.38 $9.501.7 1.3$494


Miller County 705$43,200 $324$1,080$599 $23,960 28%$12,960$11.52 $9.311.6 1.2$484


Mitchell County 2,745$46,700 $350$1,168$653 $26,120 34%$14,010$12.56 $6.351.7 2.0$330


Monroe County 1,886$64,900 $487$1,623$599 $23,960 20%$19,470$11.52 $9.141.6 1.3$475


Montgomery County 960$48,900 $367$1,223$599 $23,960 29%$14,670$11.52 $8.141.6 1.4$423


Morgan County 1,618$61,400 $461$1,535$644 $25,760 25%$18,420$12.38 $7.821.7 1.6$406


Murray County 4,252$48,300 $362$1,208$608 $24,320 30%$14,490$11.69 $10.441.6 1.1$543


Muscogee County 32,476$48,200 $362$1,205$736 $29,440 45%$14,460$14.15 $12.302.0 1.2$639


Newton County 8,300$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 25%$19,890$16.81 $9.812.3 1.7$510


Oconee County 2,007$58,400 $438$1,460$776 $31,040 18%$17,520$14.92 $8.252.1 1.8$429


Oglethorpe County 846$58,400 $438$1,460$776 $31,040 18%$17,520$14.92 $6.822.1 2.2$355


Paulding County 8,802$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 18%$19,890$16.81 $8.562.3 2.0$445


Peach County 2,834$57,100 $428$1,428$643 $25,720 31%$17,130$12.37 $7.151.7 1.7$372


Pickens County 2,295$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 21%$19,890$16.81 $8.152.3 2.1$424


Pierce County 1,750$50,100 $376$1,253$599 $23,960 25%$15,030$11.52 $8.161.6 1.4$424


Pike County 1,006$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 17%$19,890$16.81 $7.102.3 2.4$369


Polk County 4,355$45,900 $344$1,148$664 $26,560 30%$13,770$12.77 $8.221.8 1.6$427


Pulaski County 1,189$49,800 $374$1,245$599 $23,960 28%$14,940$11.52 $10.331.6 1.1$537


Putnam County 2,011$52,900 $397$1,323$638 $25,520 23%$15,870$12.27 $8.421.7 1.5$438


Quitman County 301$36,500 $274$913$599 $23,960 32%$10,950$11.52 $14.501.6 0.8$754


Rabun County 1,699$53,600 $402$1,340$714 $28,560 25%$16,080$13.73 $8.031.9 1.7$417


Randolph County 791$31,700 $238$793$599 $23,960 26%$9,510$11.52 $8.291.6 1.4$431


Richmond County 31,482$56,800 $426$1,420$738 $29,520 43%$17,040$14.19 $12.342.0 1.2$642


Rockdale County 8,571$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 30%$19,890$16.81 $12.322.3 1.4$640


Schley County 485$50,200 $377$1,255$599 $23,960 28%$15,060$11.52 $11.251.6 1.0$585


Screven County 1,075$47,000 $353$1,175$599 $23,960 23%$14,100$11.52 $7.181.6 1.6$374


Seminole County 613$40,700 $305$1,018$599 $23,960 20%$12,210$11.52 $9.761.6 1.2$507


Spalding County 8,295$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 36%$19,890$16.81 $10.222.3 1.6$532


Stephens County 2,290$44,400 $333$1,110$630 $25,200 25%$13,320$12.12 $8.831.7 1.4$459


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Georgia RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Stewart County 723$44,300 $332$1,108$599 $23,960 33%$13,290$11.52 $8.231.6 1.4$428


Sumter County 4,365$44,000 $330$1,100$607 $24,280 38%$13,200$11.67 $9.261.6 1.3$481


Talbot County 567$46,400 $348$1,160$631 $25,240 21%$13,920$12.13 $7.381.7 1.6$384


Taliaferro County † 186$31,200 $234$780$599 $23,960 29%$9,360$11.52 1.6


Tattnall County 2,453$48,500 $364$1,213$599 $23,960 31%$14,550$11.52 $8.101.6 1.4$421


Taylor County 991$38,100 $286$953$599 $23,960 29%$11,430$11.52 $11.871.6 1.0$617


Telfair County 2,269$38,400 $288$960$599 $23,960 39%$11,520$11.52 $8.361.6 1.4$434


Terrell County 1,301$49,100 $368$1,228$688 $27,520 38%$14,730$13.23 $6.981.8 1.9$363


Thomas County 6,975$49,200 $369$1,230$650 $26,000 40%$14,760$12.50 $9.961.7 1.3$518


Tift County 5,181$48,200 $362$1,205$630 $25,200 37%$14,460$12.12 $8.941.7 1.4$465


Toombs County 3,897$47,000 $353$1,175$599 $23,960 38%$14,100$11.52 $9.551.6 1.2$497


Towns County 617$51,000 $383$1,275$659 $26,360 14%$15,300$12.67 $9.981.7 1.3$519


Treutlen County 959$51,100 $383$1,278$599 $23,960 38%$15,330$11.52 $7.221.6 1.6$376


Troup County 8,761$50,200 $377$1,255$744 $29,760 36%$15,060$14.31 $11.572.0 1.2$601


Turner County 1,051$43,000 $323$1,075$599 $23,960 34%$12,900$11.52 $6.841.6 1.7$355


Twiggs County 671$54,400 $408$1,360$673 $26,920 22%$16,320$12.94 $10.621.8 1.2$552


Union County 2,045$54,000 $405$1,350$659 $26,360 22%$16,200$12.67 $8.921.7 1.4$464


Upson County 3,279$45,400 $341$1,135$599 $23,960 31%$13,620$11.52 $8.801.6 1.3$458


Walker County 6,866$58,000 $435$1,450$727 $29,080 26%$17,400$13.98 $8.481.9 1.6$441


Walton County 6,959$66,300 $497$1,658$874 $34,960 24%$19,890$16.81 $7.482.3 2.2$389


Ware County 4,389$50,600 $380$1,265$604 $24,160 34%$15,180$11.62 $8.951.6 1.3$465


Warren County 662$39,200 $294$980$599 $23,960 29%$11,760$11.52 $8.211.6 1.4$427


Washington County 1,981$43,600 $327$1,090$599 $23,960 28%$13,080$11.52 $9.581.6 1.2$498


Wayne County 2,987$48,500 $364$1,213$599 $23,960 29%$14,550$11.52 $9.941.6 1.2$517


Webster County 244$43,000 $323$1,075$599 $23,960 19%$12,900$11.52 $7.481.6 1.5$389


Wheeler County 472$47,900 $359$1,198$599 $23,960 28%$14,370$11.52 $12.001.6 1.0$624


White County 3,000$54,200 $407$1,355$748 $29,920 24%$16,260$14.38 $7.612.0 1.9$396


Whitfield County 11,158$50,600 $380$1,265$623 $24,920 32%$15,180$11.98 $11.381.7 1.1$592


Wilcox County 580$43,100 $323$1,078$599 $23,960 22%$12,930$11.52 $8.571.6 1.3$446


Wilkes County 1,231$41,600 $312$1,040$599 $23,960 30%$12,480$11.52 $7.711.6 1.5$401


Wilkinson County 584$52,200 $392$1,305$599 $23,960 17%$15,660$11.52 $15.231.6 0.8$792


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  


National Low Income Housing Coalition  •  Out of Reach 2013 56







Georgia RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Worth County 2,089$49,100 $368$1,228$688 $27,520 26%$14,730$13.23 $7.581.8 1.7$394


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Hawaii


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Hawaii, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $1,671.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $5,571 monthly or 
$66,853 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Hawaii, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 177 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
4.4 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Hawaii, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $13.56.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 95 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 2.4 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Hawaii RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Hawaii $2,014$1,671 $66,853 41%$32.14 $13.56 2.4$705$604 184,0264.4 $80,576 $24,173


Metropolitan Areas


Honolulu MSA * 132,385$86,300 $647$2,158$73,320 43%$35.25 $14.124.9 2.5$734$1,833 $25,890


$1,257 $50,273 37%$24.17 $12.103.3 2.0$629Combined Nonmetro Areas $67,858 $1,696 $20,357 $509 51,641


Counties


Hawaii County 21,936$60,900 $457$1,523$1,044 $41,760 34%$18,270$20.08 $10.792.8 1.9$561


Honolulu County * 132,385$86,300 $647$2,158$1,833 $73,320 43%$25,890$35.25 $14.124.9 2.5$734


Kalawao County † 46$84,500 $634$2,113$1,213 $48,520 100%$25,350$23.33 3.2


Kauai County 7,959$62,700 $470$1,568$1,685 $67,400 36%$18,810$32.40 $12.554.5 2.6$653


Maui County 21,700$78,600 $590$1,965$1,315 $52,600 42%$23,580$25.29 $13.043.5 1.9$678


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Idaho


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Idaho, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $689.  In order to afford this level of rent and 
utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,295 monthly or $27,545 
annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing Wage of:


In Idaho, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 73 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
1.8 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Idaho, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $10.53.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 50 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.3 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Idaho RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Idaho $1,411$689 $27,545 29%$13.24 $10.53 1.3$548$423 168,9841.8 $56,440 $16,932


Metropolitan Areas


Boise City-Nampa HMFA 65,854$60,000 $450$1,500$28,960 30%$13.92 $11.481.9 1.2$597$724 $18,000


Gem County HMFA 1,566$53,100 $398$1,328$25,240 24%$12.13 $7.131.7 1.7$371$631 $15,930


Idaho Falls MSA 10,958$58,500 $439$1,463$26,840 25%$12.90 $8.441.8 1.5$439$671 $17,550


Logan MSA 846$55,700 $418$1,393$25,240 20%$12.13 $7.301.7 1.7$380$631 $16,710


Pocatello MSA 9,429$57,000 $428$1,425$25,040 29%$12.04 $8.561.7 1.4$445$626 $17,100


$658 $26,312 30%$12.65 $10.531.7 1.2$548Combined Nonmetro Areas $53,015 $1,325 $15,904 $398 58,842


Counties


Bannock County 8,758$57,000 $428$1,425$626 $25,040 29%$17,100$12.04 $7.891.7 1.5$410


Bingham County 3,143$55,000 $413$1,375$626 $25,040 22%$16,500$12.04 $8.671.7 1.4$451


Blaine County 2,824$78,600 $590$1,965$921 $36,840 31%$23,580$17.71 $12.952.4 1.4$673


Boise County 702$60,000 $450$1,500$724 $28,960 23%$18,000$13.92 $5.701.9 2.4$296


Bonner County 4,938$54,600 $410$1,365$669 $26,760 27%$16,380$12.87 $9.641.8 1.3$501


Boundary County 803$46,300 $347$1,158$626 $25,040 19%$13,890$12.04 $8.611.7 1.4$448


Camas County 132$45,800 $344$1,145$633 $25,320 29%$13,740$12.17 $12.931.7 0.9$672


Canyon County 18,109$60,000 $450$1,500$724 $28,960 29%$18,000$13.92 $9.471.9 1.5$492


Caribou County 468$57,000 $428$1,425$626 $25,040 18%$17,100$12.04 $14.011.7 0.9$729


Clark County 78$40,000 $300$1,000$626 $25,040 24%$12,000$12.04 $14.801.7 0.8$770


Custer County 379$60,300 $452$1,508$671 $26,840 20%$18,090$12.90 $10.991.8 1.2$571


Franklin County 846$55,700 $418$1,393$631 $25,240 20%$16,710$12.13 $7.301.7 1.7$380


Gem County 1,566$53,100 $398$1,328$631 $25,240 24%$15,930$12.13 $7.131.7 1.7$371


Gooding County 1,428$48,200 $362$1,205$626 $25,040 27%$14,460$12.04 $10.741.7 1.1$559


Idaho County 1,540$41,700 $313$1,043$626 $25,040 23%$12,510$12.04 $10.601.7 1.1$551


Jefferson County 1,509$58,500 $439$1,463$671 $26,840 19%$17,550$12.90 $7.201.8 1.8$374


Latah County 6,784$57,600 $432$1,440$661 $26,440 46%$17,280$12.71 $7.521.8 1.7$391


Lemhi County 938$52,200 $392$1,305$626 $25,040 26%$15,660$12.04 $5.931.7 2.0$308


Lewis County 467$43,800 $329$1,095$626 $25,040 28%$13,140$12.04 $7.501.7 1.6$390


Madison County 4,922$43,700 $328$1,093$631 $25,240 50%$13,110$12.13 $8.371.7 1.4$435


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Idaho RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Owyhee County 1,237$60,000 $450$1,500$724 $28,960 32%$18,000$13.92 $11.381.9 1.2$592


Payette County 2,008$53,500 $401$1,338$626 $25,040 24%$16,050$12.04 $8.461.7 1.4$440


Shoshone County 1,739$47,500 $356$1,188$626 $25,040 30%$14,250$12.04 $13.081.7 0.9$680


Twin Falls County 8,998$51,000 $383$1,275$655 $26,200 32%$15,300$12.60 $9.711.7 1.3$505


Washington County 976$49,900 $374$1,248$626 $25,040 24%$14,970$12.04 $6.261.7 1.9$326


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Illinois


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Illinois, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $885.  In order to afford this level of rent and 
utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,949 monthly or $35,392 
annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing Wage of:


In Illinois, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $8.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 82 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.1 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Illinois, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $14.08.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 48 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Illinois RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Illinois $1,753$885 $35,392 31%$17.02 $14.08 1.2$732$526 1,493,4312.1 $70,133 $21,040


Metropolitan Areas


Bloomington-Normal MSA 20,407$86,800 $651$2,170$29,040 32%$13.96 $11.421.7 1.2$594$726 $26,040


Bond County HMFA 1,274$64,600 $485$1,615$27,640 20%$13.29 $8.461.6 1.6$440$691 $19,380


Cape Girardeau-Jackson MSA 1,033$55,000 $413$1,375$28,800 33%$13.85 $6.651.7 2.1$346$720 $16,500


Champaign-Urbana MSA 38,157$72,000 $540$1,800$31,400 42%$15.10 $9.491.8 1.6$494$785 $21,600


Chicago-Naperville-Joliet HMFA 1,004,510$73,600 $552$1,840$38,640 33%$18.58 $15.692.3 1.2$816$966 $22,080


Danville MSA 9,226$48,200 $362$1,205$25,160 29%$12.10 $9.081.5 1.3$472$629 $14,460


Davenport-Moline-Rock Island MSA 23,223$63,100 $473$1,578$28,440 26%$13.67 $12.901.7 1.1$671$711 $18,930


Decatur MSA 13,323$55,900 $419$1,398$25,360 30%$12.19 $11.761.5 1.0$611$634 $16,770


DeKalb County HMFA 14,148$73,300 $550$1,833$32,280 37%$15.52 $8.801.9 1.8$457$807 $21,990


Grundy County HMFA 4,458$79,700 $598$1,993$36,680 24%$17.63 $14.692.1 1.2$764$917 $23,910


Kankakee-Bradley MSA 12,386$61,000 $458$1,525$30,680 30%$14.75 $9.701.8 1.5$505$767 $18,300


Kendall County HMFA 5,086$91,500 $686$2,288$48,920 14%$23.52 $10.472.9 2.2$545$1,223 $27,450


Macoupin County HMFA 4,307$63,500 $476$1,588$25,040 22%$12.04 $7.711.5 1.6$401$626 $19,050


Peoria MSA 39,999$66,600 $500$1,665$28,320 26%$13.62 $13.161.7 1.0$684$708 $19,980


Rockford MSA 38,021$61,100 $458$1,528$28,680 29%$13.79 $10.021.7 1.4$521$717 $18,330


Springfield MSA 24,908$67,200 $504$1,680$27,800 29%$13.37 $9.621.6 1.4$500$695 $20,160


St. Louis HMFA 68,230$69,200 $519$1,730$33,200 28%$15.96 $9.401.9 1.7$489$830 $20,760


$647 $25,870 26%$12.44 $9.191.5 1.4$478Combined Nonmetro Areas $58,081 $1,452 $17,424 $436 170,735


Counties


Adams County 6,707$56,400 $423$1,410$626 $25,040 25%$16,920$12.04 $9.081.5 1.3$472


Alexander County 1,033$55,000 $413$1,375$720 $28,800 33%$16,500$13.85 $6.651.7 2.1$346


Bond County 1,274$64,600 $485$1,615$691 $27,640 20%$19,380$13.29 $8.461.6 1.6$440


Boone County 3,011$61,100 $458$1,528$717 $28,680 17%$18,330$13.79 $9.951.7 1.4$517


Brown County 569$53,500 $401$1,338$626 $25,040 27%$16,050$12.04 $11.761.5 1.0$611


Bureau County 3,496$58,700 $440$1,468$635 $25,400 24%$17,610$12.21 $10.511.5 1.2$546


Calhoun County 421$69,200 $519$1,730$830 $33,200 20%$20,760$15.96 $5.821.9 2.7$302


Carroll County 1,650$58,800 $441$1,470$626 $25,040 24%$17,640$12.04 $8.481.5 1.4$441


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Illinois RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Cass County 1,482$54,900 $412$1,373$657 $26,280 29%$16,470$12.63 $10.461.5 1.2$544


Champaign County 35,838$72,000 $540$1,800$785 $31,400 45%$21,600$15.10 $9.371.8 1.6$487


Christian County 3,584$56,000 $420$1,400$635 $25,400 25%$16,800$12.21 $10.911.5 1.1$567


Clark County 1,519$56,000 $420$1,400$688 $27,520 23%$16,800$13.23 $9.611.6 1.4$500


Clay County 1,342$51,700 $388$1,293$626 $25,040 24%$15,510$12.04 $9.031.5 1.3$470


Clinton County 2,725$69,200 $519$1,730$830 $33,200 19%$20,760$15.96 $8.661.9 1.8$450


Coles County 7,918$57,600 $432$1,440$653 $26,120 38%$17,280$12.56 $7.881.5 1.6$410


Cook County 778,119$73,600 $552$1,840$966 $38,640 40%$22,080$18.58 $16.962.3 1.1$882


Crawford County 1,581$54,400 $408$1,360$626 $25,040 20%$16,320$12.04 $12.101.5 1.0$629


Cumberland County 782$55,000 $413$1,375$626 $25,040 19%$16,500$12.04 $8.421.5 1.4$438


De Witt County 1,515$60,400 $453$1,510$626 $25,040 23%$18,120$12.04 $14.561.5 0.8$757


DeKalb County 14,148$73,300 $550$1,833$807 $32,280 37%$21,990$15.52 $8.801.9 1.8$457


Douglas County 1,654$64,100 $481$1,603$655 $26,200 22%$19,230$12.60 $10.071.5 1.3$523


DuPage County 81,059$73,600 $552$1,840$966 $38,640 24%$22,080$18.58 $15.622.3 1.2$812


Edgar County 1,891$54,800 $411$1,370$626 $25,040 24%$16,440$12.04 $8.641.5 1.4$449


Edwards County 594$54,600 $410$1,365$626 $25,040 21%$16,380$12.04 $12.061.5 1.0$627


Effingham County 2,772$65,200 $489$1,630$626 $25,040 21%$19,560$12.04 $8.201.5 1.5$426


Fayette County 1,723$54,400 $408$1,360$626 $25,040 21%$16,320$12.04 $8.571.5 1.4$446


Ford County 1,212$72,000 $540$1,800$785 $31,400 21%$21,600$15.10 $11.581.8 1.3$602


Franklin County 3,481$45,900 $344$1,148$626 $25,040 22%$13,770$12.04 $8.891.5 1.4$462


Fulton County 3,437$53,800 $404$1,345$626 $25,040 23%$16,140$12.04 $6.781.5 1.8$353


Gallatin County 542$52,000 $390$1,300$626 $25,040 23%$15,600$12.04 $8.671.5 1.4$451


Greene County 1,366$55,300 $415$1,383$626 $25,040 24%$16,590$12.04 $8.211.5 1.5$427


Grundy County 4,458$79,700 $598$1,993$917 $36,680 24%$23,910$17.63 $14.692.1 1.2$764


Hamilton County 602$54,100 $406$1,353$626 $25,040 17%$16,230$12.04 $8.121.5 1.5$422


Hancock County 1,583$58,600 $440$1,465$626 $25,040 20%$17,580$12.04 $8.941.5 1.3$465


Hardin County 402$41,000 $308$1,025$626 $25,040 22%$12,300$12.04 $6.431.5 1.9$334


Henderson County 621$58,600 $440$1,465$626 $25,040 20%$17,580$12.04 $7.101.5 1.7$369


Henry County 4,432$63,100 $473$1,578$711 $28,440 22%$18,930$13.67 $9.171.7 1.5$477


Iroquois County 2,876$60,100 $451$1,503$642 $25,680 24%$18,030$12.35 $8.921.5 1.4$464


Jackson County 10,826$54,000 $405$1,350$671 $26,840 46%$16,200$12.90 $7.051.6 1.8$366


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Illinois RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)
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FMR
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Rent
affordable
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of AMI
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wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Jasper County 694$56,400 $423$1,410$626 $25,040 17%$16,920$12.04 $12.681.5 0.9$660


Jefferson County 3,988$54,500 $409$1,363$626 $25,040 26%$16,350$12.04 $8.761.5 1.4$455


Jersey County 1,684$69,200 $519$1,730$830 $33,200 19%$20,760$15.96 $6.611.9 2.4$344


Jo Daviess County 2,131$64,200 $482$1,605$626 $25,040 22%$19,260$12.04 $8.861.5 1.4$461


Johnson County 775$50,400 $378$1,260$626 $25,040 18%$15,120$12.04 $6.501.5 1.9$338


Kane County 39,712$73,600 $552$1,840$966 $38,640 23%$22,080$18.58 $10.232.3 1.8$532


Kankakee County 12,386$61,000 $458$1,525$767 $30,680 30%$18,300$14.75 $9.701.8 1.5$505


Kendall County 5,086$91,500 $686$2,288$1,223 $48,920 14%$27,450$23.52 $10.472.9 2.2$545


Knox County 6,898$55,000 $413$1,375$626 $25,040 32%$16,500$12.04 $6.901.5 1.7$359


La Salle County 10,586$66,000 $495$1,650$727 $29,080 24%$19,800$13.98 $10.041.7 1.4$522


Lake County 53,710$73,600 $552$1,840$966 $38,640 22%$22,080$18.58 $14.822.3 1.3$770


Lawrence County 1,719$48,400 $363$1,210$626 $25,040 30%$14,520$12.04 $8.821.5 1.4$458


Lee County 3,466$64,600 $485$1,615$626 $25,040 25%$19,380$12.04 $11.201.5 1.1$582


Livingston County 3,499$64,800 $486$1,620$644 $25,760 24%$19,440$12.38 $10.581.5 1.2$550


Logan County 2,848$67,200 $504$1,680$626 $25,040 26%$20,160$12.04 $7.491.5 1.6$389


Macon County 13,323$55,900 $419$1,398$634 $25,360 30%$16,770$12.19 $11.761.5 1.0$611


Macoupin County 4,307$63,500 $476$1,588$626 $25,040 22%$19,050$12.04 $7.711.5 1.6$401


Madison County 27,371$69,200 $519$1,730$830 $33,200 26%$20,760$15.96 $9.051.9 1.8$471


Marion County 4,176$53,700 $403$1,343$626 $25,040 26%$16,110$12.04 $9.561.5 1.3$497


Marshall County 870$66,600 $500$1,665$708 $28,320 17%$19,980$13.62 $8.201.7 1.7$426


Mason County 1,308$54,600 $410$1,365$626 $25,040 20%$16,380$12.04 $7.161.5 1.7$372


Massac County 1,402$55,000 $413$1,375$626 $25,040 22%$16,500$12.04 $13.461.5 0.9$700


McDonough County 5,061$55,700 $418$1,393$713 $28,520 39%$16,710$13.71 $6.801.7 2.0$354


McHenry County 17,509$73,600 $552$1,840$966 $38,640 16%$22,080$18.58 $9.982.3 1.9$519


McLean County 20,407$86,800 $651$2,170$726 $29,040 32%$26,040$13.96 $11.421.7 1.2$594


Menard County 917$67,200 $504$1,680$695 $27,800 18%$20,160$13.37 $6.871.6 1.9$357


Mercer County 1,388$63,100 $473$1,578$711 $28,440 20%$18,930$13.67 $9.101.7 1.5$473


Monroe County 2,321$69,200 $519$1,730$830 $33,200 19%$20,760$15.96 $8.081.9 2.0$420


Montgomery County 2,749$60,500 $454$1,513$626 $25,040 24%$18,150$12.04 $9.231.5 1.3$480


Morgan County 4,195$62,900 $472$1,573$628 $25,120 30%$18,870$12.08 $8.731.5 1.4$454


Moultrie County 1,203$57,900 $434$1,448$626 $25,040 21%$17,370$12.04 $11.891.5 1.0$618


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Illinois RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)
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bedroom


FMR
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Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable
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HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 
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Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Ogle County 5,241$69,000 $518$1,725$670 $26,800 25%$20,700$12.88 $12.171.6 1.1$633


Peoria County 24,452$66,600 $500$1,665$708 $28,320 32%$19,980$13.62 $12.091.7 1.1$629


Perry County 1,773$53,300 $400$1,333$626 $25,040 21%$15,990$12.04 $6.881.5 1.8$358


Piatt County 1,107$72,000 $540$1,800$785 $31,400 17%$21,600$15.10 $9.571.8 1.6$498


Pike County 1,464$53,600 $402$1,340$626 $25,040 22%$16,080$12.04 $8.121.5 1.5$422


Pope County 452$54,700 $410$1,368$626 $25,040 24%$16,410$12.04 $5.811.5 2.1$302


Pulaski County 563$42,200 $317$1,055$626 $25,040 23%$12,660$12.04 $9.351.5 1.3$486


Putnam County 540$73,200 $549$1,830$626 $25,040 22%$21,960$12.04 $13.601.5 0.9$707


Randolph County 2,865$58,600 $440$1,465$626 $25,040 24%$17,580$12.04 $8.261.5 1.5$429


Richland County 1,552$57,200 $429$1,430$626 $25,040 23%$17,160$12.04 $8.981.5 1.3$467


Rock Island County 17,403$63,100 $473$1,578$711 $28,440 29%$18,930$13.67 $13.641.7 1.0$709


Saline County 2,741$49,200 $369$1,230$626 $25,040 26%$14,760$12.04 $10.691.5 1.1$556


Sangamon County 23,991$67,200 $504$1,680$695 $27,800 29%$20,160$13.37 $9.671.6 1.4$503


Schuyler County 631$54,900 $412$1,373$626 $25,040 20%$16,470$12.04 $12.731.5 0.9$662


Scott County 549$68,500 $514$1,713$626 $25,040 26%$20,550$12.04 $11.511.5 1.0$599


Shelby County 1,755$59,200 $444$1,480$631 $25,240 20%$17,760$12.13 $8.751.5 1.4$455


St. Clair County 33,708$69,200 $519$1,730$830 $33,200 33%$20,760$15.96 $10.111.9 1.6$526


Stark County 471$66,600 $500$1,665$708 $28,320 20%$19,980$13.62 $9.941.7 1.4$517


Stephenson County 5,506$57,600 $432$1,440$635 $25,400 28%$17,280$12.21 $9.261.5 1.3$481


Tazewell County 11,926$66,600 $500$1,665$708 $28,320 22%$19,980$13.62 $16.391.7 0.8$853


Union County 1,760$51,500 $386$1,288$626 $25,040 26%$15,450$12.04 $6.831.5 1.8$355


Vermilion County 9,226$48,200 $362$1,205$629 $25,160 29%$14,460$12.10 $9.081.5 1.3$472


Wabash County 971$59,100 $443$1,478$626 $25,040 20%$17,730$12.04 $9.601.5 1.3$499


Warren County 1,861$52,700 $395$1,318$673 $26,920 27%$15,810$12.94 $7.491.6 1.7$390


Washington County 1,097$68,200 $512$1,705$626 $25,040 18%$20,460$12.04 $11.691.5 1.0$608


Wayne County 1,668$50,900 $382$1,273$626 $25,040 23%$15,270$12.04 $10.471.5 1.1$544


White County 1,292$51,700 $388$1,293$626 $25,040 20%$15,510$12.04 $7.841.5 1.5$408


Whiteside County 5,827$57,600 $432$1,440$664 $26,560 25%$17,280$12.77 $8.871.5 1.4$461


Will County 34,401$73,600 $552$1,840$966 $38,640 16%$22,080$18.58 $9.502.3 2.0$494


Williamson County 7,414$62,200 $467$1,555$675 $27,000 28%$18,660$12.98 $8.391.6 1.5$436


Winnebago County 35,010$61,100 $458$1,528$717 $28,680 31%$18,330$13.79 $10.021.7 1.4$521


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Illinois RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Woodford County 2,280$66,600 $500$1,665$708 $28,320 16%$19,980$13.62 $6.891.7 2.0$358


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Indiana


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Indiana, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $718.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,394 monthly or 
$28,733 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Indiana, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 76 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
1.9 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Indiana, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $11.35.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 49 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Indiana RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Indiana $1,506$718 $28,733 29%$13.81 $11.35 1.2$590$452 714,6781.9 $60,256 $18,077


Metropolitan Areas


Anderson MSA 13,971$55,600 $417$1,390$26,920 27%$12.94 $8.581.8 1.5$446$673 $16,680


Bloomington HMFA 24,098$61,100 $458$1,528$29,880 45%$14.37 $7.952.0 1.8$413$747 $18,330


Carroll County HMFA 1,706$64,200 $482$1,605$24,760 21%$11.90 $8.571.6 1.4$446$619 $19,260


Cincinnati-Middleton HMFA 6,646$68,700 $515$1,718$29,600 23%$14.23 $8.602.0 1.7$447$740 $20,610


Columbus MSA 8,266$62,500 $469$1,563$29,200 28%$14.04 $14.381.9 1.0$748$730 $18,750


Elkhart-Goshen MSA 18,799$51,900 $389$1,298$28,840 27%$13.87 $10.641.9 1.3$553$721 $15,570


Evansville HMFA 31,698$60,100 $451$1,503$30,160 30%$14.50 $10.772.0 1.3$560$754 $18,030


Fort Wayne MSA 44,545$61,900 $464$1,548$25,840 28%$12.42 $10.911.7 1.1$567$646 $18,570


Gary HMFA 68,737$61,500 $461$1,538$31,680 27%$15.23 $11.022.1 1.4$573$792 $18,450


Gibson County HMFA 2,865$65,500 $491$1,638$26,000 22%$12.50 $11.971.7 1.0$623$650 $19,650


Greene County HMFA 2,848$53,900 $404$1,348$24,760 22%$11.90 $6.811.6 1.7$354$619 $16,170


Indianapolis HMFA 212,525$65,100 $488$1,628$30,600 32%$14.71 $13.572.0 1.1$705$765 $19,530


Jasper County HMFA 2,697$67,900 $509$1,698$27,920 22%$13.42 $10.691.9 1.3$556$698 $20,370


Kokomo MSA 11,433$60,100 $451$1,503$26,160 28%$12.58 $11.281.7 1.1$587$654 $18,030


Lafayette HMFA 30,374$62,700 $470$1,568$29,960 44%$14.40 $10.412.0 1.4$541$749 $18,810


Louisville HMFA 22,514$60,400 $453$1,510$29,240 26%$14.06 $8.891.9 1.6$462$731 $18,120


Michigan City-La Porte MSA 10,543$59,500 $446$1,488$30,320 25%$14.58 $9.062.0 1.6$471$758 $17,850


Muncie MSA 15,728$53,800 $404$1,345$25,400 34%$12.21 $8.601.7 1.4$447$635 $16,140


Owen County HMFA 1,625$55,600 $417$1,390$24,760 19%$11.90 $10.391.6 1.1$540$619 $16,680


Putnam County HMFA 2,491$63,100 $473$1,578$25,640 20%$12.33 $8.481.7 1.5$441$641 $18,930


South Bend-Mishawaka HMFA 29,605$58,400 $438$1,460$28,560 29%$13.73 $11.031.9 1.2$573$714 $17,520


Sullivan County HMFA 1,745$55,900 $419$1,398$24,760 22%$11.90 $8.241.6 1.4$428$619 $16,770


Terre Haute HMFA 17,266$53,600 $402$1,340$27,680 31%$13.31 $9.981.8 1.3$519$692 $16,080


Washington County HMFA 2,239$48,400 $363$1,210$24,760 21%$11.90 $7.851.6 1.5$408$619 $14,520


$635 $25,402 24%$12.21 $10.071.7 1.2$524Combined Nonmetro Areas $55,634 $1,391 $16,690 $417 129,714


Counties


Adams County 2,496$56,400 $423$1,410$619 $24,760 20%$16,920$11.90 $9.211.6 1.3$479


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Indiana RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Allen County 39,965$61,900 $464$1,548$646 $25,840 29%$18,570$12.42 $11.121.7 1.1$578


Bartholomew County 8,266$62,500 $469$1,563$730 $29,200 28%$18,750$14.04 $14.381.9 1.0$748


Benton County 837$62,700 $470$1,568$749 $29,960 23%$18,810$14.40 $9.902.0 1.5$515


Blackford County 1,251$50,300 $377$1,258$619 $24,760 24%$15,090$11.90 $8.501.6 1.4$442


Boone County 4,553$65,100 $488$1,628$765 $30,600 22%$19,530$14.71 $8.932.0 1.6$464


Brown County 903$65,100 $488$1,628$765 $30,600 15%$19,530$14.71 $5.692.0 2.6$296


Carroll County 1,706$64,200 $482$1,605$619 $24,760 21%$19,260$11.90 $8.571.6 1.4$446


Cass County 3,663$53,000 $398$1,325$619 $24,760 25%$15,900$11.90 $10.061.6 1.2$523


Clark County 12,368$60,400 $453$1,510$731 $29,240 29%$18,120$14.06 $9.631.9 1.5$501


Clay County 2,049$53,600 $402$1,340$692 $27,680 20%$16,080$13.31 $8.321.8 1.6$433


Clinton County 3,246$61,100 $458$1,528$672 $26,880 27%$18,330$12.92 $10.041.8 1.3$522


Crawford County 670$49,000 $368$1,225$619 $24,760 16%$14,700$11.90 $6.351.6 1.9$330


Daviess County 2,376$57,100 $428$1,428$619 $24,760 22%$17,130$11.90 $8.901.6 1.3$463


Dearborn County 4,300$68,700 $515$1,718$740 $29,600 23%$20,610$14.23 $8.972.0 1.6$466


Decatur County 3,068$55,600 $417$1,390$640 $25,600 31%$16,680$12.31 $12.071.7 1.0$627


DeKalb County 3,271$58,800 $441$1,470$619 $24,760 20%$17,640$11.90 $11.241.6 1.1$585


Delaware County 15,728$53,800 $404$1,345$635 $25,400 34%$16,140$12.21 $8.601.7 1.4$447


Dubois County 3,569$68,300 $512$1,708$619 $24,760 22%$20,490$11.90 $10.481.6 1.1$545


Elkhart County 18,799$51,900 $389$1,298$721 $28,840 27%$15,570$13.87 $10.641.9 1.3$553


Fayette County 2,571$49,500 $371$1,238$625 $25,000 27%$14,850$12.02 $7.341.7 1.6$382


Floyd County 7,916$60,400 $453$1,510$731 $29,240 27%$18,120$14.06 $8.691.9 1.6$452


Fountain County 1,371$54,900 $412$1,373$619 $24,760 20%$16,470$11.90 $9.551.6 1.2$497


Franklin County 1,716$68,700 $515$1,718$740 $29,600 20%$20,610$14.23 $7.162.0 2.0$372


Fulton County 2,057$51,000 $383$1,275$654 $26,160 25%$15,300$12.58 $9.441.7 1.3$491


Gibson County 2,865$65,500 $491$1,638$650 $26,000 22%$19,650$12.50 $11.971.7 1.0$623


Grant County 8,090$48,400 $363$1,210$619 $24,760 30%$14,520$11.90 $10.981.6 1.1$571


Greene County 2,848$53,900 $404$1,348$619 $24,760 22%$16,170$11.90 $6.811.6 1.7$354


Hamilton County 19,966$65,100 $488$1,628$765 $30,600 20%$19,530$14.71 $12.142.0 1.2$631


Hancock County 4,748$65,100 $488$1,628$765 $30,600 18%$19,530$14.71 $9.012.0 1.6$468


Harrison County 2,230$60,400 $453$1,510$731 $29,240 15%$18,120$14.06 $6.201.9 2.3$322


Hendricks County 8,880$65,100 $488$1,628$765 $30,600 17%$19,530$14.71 $9.812.0 1.5$510


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Indiana RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Henry County 4,607$56,000 $420$1,400$634 $25,360 24%$16,800$12.19 $7.931.7 1.5$412


Howard County 10,033$60,100 $451$1,503$654 $26,160 29%$18,030$12.58 $11.311.7 1.1$588


Huntington County 3,014$59,100 $443$1,478$630 $25,200 21%$17,730$12.12 $10.021.7 1.2$521


Jackson County 4,476$56,900 $427$1,423$711 $28,440 27%$17,070$13.67 $10.461.9 1.3$544


Jasper County 2,697$67,900 $509$1,698$698 $27,920 22%$20,370$13.42 $10.691.9 1.3$556


Jay County 1,868$50,900 $382$1,273$619 $24,760 23%$15,270$11.90 $9.481.6 1.3$493


Jefferson County 3,724$55,600 $417$1,390$626 $25,040 29%$16,680$12.04 $10.111.7 1.2$526


Jennings County 2,766$51,500 $386$1,288$646 $25,840 25%$15,450$12.42 $12.011.7 1.0$625


Johnson County 12,764$65,100 $488$1,628$765 $30,600 25%$19,530$14.71 $8.672.0 1.7$451


Knox County 4,470$54,800 $411$1,370$619 $24,760 30%$16,440$11.90 $8.641.6 1.4$449


Kosciusko County 6,829$60,200 $452$1,505$651 $26,040 22%$18,060$12.52 $12.751.7 1.0$663


LaGrange County 2,169$57,200 $429$1,430$691 $27,640 18%$17,160$13.29 $10.161.8 1.3$528


Lake County 53,736$61,500 $461$1,538$792 $31,680 29%$18,450$15.23 $11.162.1 1.4$580


LaPorte County 10,543$59,500 $446$1,488$758 $30,320 25%$17,850$14.58 $9.062.0 1.6$471


Lawrence County 4,027$53,500 $401$1,338$619 $24,760 22%$16,050$11.90 $8.251.6 1.4$429


Madison County 13,971$55,600 $417$1,390$673 $26,920 27%$16,680$12.94 $8.581.8 1.5$446


Marion County 150,459$65,100 $488$1,628$765 $30,600 42%$19,530$14.71 $15.162.0 1.0$788


Marshall County 4,158$61,700 $463$1,543$644 $25,760 23%$18,510$12.38 $10.571.7 1.2$550


Martin County 581$58,500 $439$1,463$619 $24,760 14%$17,550$11.90 $8.821.6 1.3$459


Miami County 3,254$52,400 $393$1,310$619 $24,760 24%$15,720$11.90 $9.241.6 1.3$481


Monroe County 24,098$61,100 $458$1,528$747 $29,880 45%$18,330$14.37 $7.952.0 1.8$413


Montgomery County 3,964$59,900 $449$1,498$659 $26,360 27%$17,970$12.67 $10.761.7 1.2$559


Morgan County 5,424$65,100 $488$1,628$765 $30,600 21%$19,530$14.71 $8.032.0 1.8$418


Newton County 1,086$61,500 $461$1,538$792 $31,680 20%$18,450$15.23 $9.392.1 1.6$488


Noble County 3,878$57,300 $430$1,433$633 $25,320 22%$17,190$12.17 $10.411.7 1.2$541


Ohio County 630$68,700 $515$1,718$740 $29,600 26%$20,610$14.23 $8.662.0 1.6$450


Orange County 1,763$48,800 $366$1,220$619 $24,760 23%$14,640$11.90 $8.241.6 1.4$428


Owen County 1,625$55,600 $417$1,390$619 $24,760 19%$16,680$11.90 $10.391.6 1.1$540


Parke County 1,049$54,800 $411$1,370$619 $24,760 17%$16,440$11.90 $5.921.6 2.0$308


Perry County 1,689$59,000 $443$1,475$619 $24,760 22%$17,700$11.90 $8.271.6 1.4$430


Pike County 981$52,500 $394$1,313$619 $24,760 18%$15,750$11.90 $15.091.6 0.8$785


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Indiana RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
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2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
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Rent 
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wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Porter County 13,915$61,500 $461$1,538$792 $31,680 23%$18,450$15.23 $10.682.1 1.4$555


Posey County 1,545$60,100 $451$1,503$754 $30,160 15%$18,030$14.50 $8.642.0 1.7$449


Pulaski County 1,072$54,100 $406$1,353$619 $24,760 21%$16,230$11.90 $11.161.6 1.1$580


Putnam County 2,491$63,100 $473$1,578$641 $25,640 20%$18,930$12.33 $8.481.7 1.5$441


Randolph County 2,561$48,400 $363$1,210$619 $24,760 25%$14,520$11.90 $9.751.6 1.2$507


Ripley County 2,376$60,900 $457$1,523$691 $27,640 22%$18,270$13.29 $12.601.8 1.1$655


Rush County 1,744$56,200 $422$1,405$619 $24,760 26%$16,860$11.90 $8.751.6 1.4$455


Scott County 2,301$49,700 $373$1,243$661 $26,440 25%$14,910$12.71 $7.871.8 1.6$409


Shelby County 4,828$65,100 $488$1,628$765 $30,600 28%$19,530$14.71 $10.552.0 1.4$548


Spencer County 1,327$65,200 $489$1,630$619 $24,760 16%$19,560$11.90 $6.501.6 1.8$338


St. Joseph County 29,605$58,400 $438$1,460$714 $28,560 29%$17,520$13.73 $11.031.9 1.2$573


Starke County 1,853$46,800 $351$1,170$619 $24,760 20%$14,040$11.90 $7.681.6 1.6$399


Steuben County 2,975$60,700 $455$1,518$670 $26,800 21%$18,210$12.88 $9.591.8 1.3$499


Sullivan County 1,745$55,900 $419$1,398$619 $24,760 22%$16,770$11.90 $8.241.6 1.4$428


Switzerland County 882$55,000 $413$1,375$619 $24,760 21%$16,500$11.90 $10.231.6 1.2$532


Tippecanoe County 29,537$62,700 $470$1,568$749 $29,960 45%$18,810$14.40 $10.422.0 1.4$542


Tipton County 1,400$60,100 $451$1,503$654 $26,160 21%$18,030$12.58 $10.981.7 1.1$571


Union County 645$52,900 $397$1,323$619 $24,760 22%$15,870$11.90 $7.241.6 1.6$377


Vanderburgh County 26,546$60,100 $451$1,503$754 $30,160 36%$18,030$14.50 $11.222.0 1.3$584


Vermillion County 1,487$53,600 $402$1,340$692 $27,680 23%$16,080$13.31 $14.891.8 0.9$774


Vigo County 13,730$53,600 $402$1,340$692 $27,680 34%$16,080$13.31 $9.831.8 1.4$511


Wabash County 3,194$56,100 $421$1,403$626 $25,040 25%$16,830$12.04 $8.061.7 1.5$419


Warren County 705$61,600 $462$1,540$619 $24,760 21%$18,480$11.90 $9.291.6 1.3$483


Warrick County 3,607$60,100 $451$1,503$754 $30,160 16%$18,030$14.50 $8.602.0 1.7$447


Washington County 2,239$48,400 $363$1,210$619 $24,760 21%$14,520$11.90 $7.851.6 1.5$408


Wayne County 8,878$49,400 $371$1,235$619 $24,760 32%$14,820$11.90 $9.731.6 1.2$506


Wells County 2,334$61,900 $464$1,548$646 $25,840 22%$18,570$12.42 $9.121.7 1.4$474


White County 2,235$55,900 $419$1,398$624 $24,960 23%$16,770$12.00 $8.871.7 1.4$461


Whitley County 2,246$61,900 $464$1,548$646 $25,840 17%$18,570$12.42 $9.101.7 1.4$473


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Iowa


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Iowa, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $675.  In order to afford this level of rent and 
utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,248 monthly or $26,980 
annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing Wage of:


In Iowa, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 72 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
1.8 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Iowa, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $10.30.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 50 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.3 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Iowa RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Iowa $1,643$675 $26,980 27%$12.97 $10.30 1.3$535$493 328,9761.8 $65,713 $19,714


Metropolitan Areas


Ames MSA 15,613$74,900 $562$1,873$28,800 45%$13.85 $9.211.9 1.5$479$720 $22,470


Benton County HMFA 1,925$69,100 $518$1,728$23,640 19%$11.37 $7.651.6 1.5$398$591 $20,730


Bremer County HMFA 1,660$72,900 $547$1,823$24,280 18%$11.67 $8.871.6 1.3$461$607 $21,870


Cedar Rapids HMFA 23,147$71,700 $538$1,793$29,000 27%$13.94 $11.691.9 1.2$608$725 $21,510


Davenport-Moline-Rock Island MSA 19,770$63,100 $473$1,578$28,440 30%$13.67 $10.091.9 1.4$525$711 $18,930


Des Moines-West Des Moines MSA 61,406$72,900 $547$1,823$30,000 28%$14.42 $12.442.0 1.2$647$750 $21,870


Dubuque MSA 9,468$66,100 $496$1,653$25,480 26%$12.25 $10.401.7 1.2$541$637 $19,830


Iowa City HMFA 20,567$75,800 $569$1,895$34,120 40%$16.40 $8.032.3 2.0$417$853 $22,740


Jones County HMFA 1,519$62,900 $472$1,573$24,720 19%$11.88 $9.431.6 1.3$490$618 $18,870


Omaha-Council Bluffs HMFA 12,799$72,700 $545$1,818$33,120 27%$15.92 $8.572.2 1.9$446$828 $21,810


Sioux City MSA 12,454$59,700 $448$1,493$26,280 32%$12.63 $9.071.7 1.4$472$657 $17,910


Washington County HMFA 2,158$64,300 $482$1,608$25,440 24%$12.23 $7.351.7 1.7$382$636 $19,290


Waterloo-Cedar Falls HMFA 17,287$64,100 $481$1,603$25,400 30%$12.21 $10.211.7 1.2$531$635 $19,230


$588 $23,521 24%$11.31 $9.371.6 1.2$487Combined Nonmetro Areas $60,412 $1,510 $18,124 $453 129,203


Counties


Adair County 779$60,900 $457$1,523$581 $23,240 23%$18,270$11.17 $8.941.5 1.2$465


Adams County 316$56,100 $421$1,403$605 $24,200 19%$16,830$11.63 $9.661.6 1.2$502


Allamakee County 1,156$59,400 $446$1,485$565 $22,600 20%$17,820$10.87 $9.541.5 1.1$496


Appanoose County 1,548$43,800 $329$1,095$565 $22,600 28%$13,140$10.87 $8.651.5 1.3$450


Audubon County 547$62,300 $467$1,558$565 $22,600 20%$18,690$10.87 $12.761.5 0.9$664


Benton County 1,925$69,100 $518$1,728$591 $23,640 19%$20,730$11.37 $7.651.6 1.5$398


Black Hawk County 16,347$64,100 $481$1,603$635 $25,400 31%$19,230$12.21 $10.151.7 1.2$528


Boone County 2,464$71,100 $533$1,778$623 $24,920 23%$21,330$11.98 $9.581.7 1.3$498


Bremer County 1,660$72,900 $547$1,823$607 $24,280 18%$21,870$11.67 $8.871.6 1.3$461


Buchanan County 1,741$65,300 $490$1,633$573 $22,920 21%$19,590$11.02 $9.211.5 1.2$479


Buena Vista County 2,418$56,700 $425$1,418$594 $23,760 32%$17,010$11.42 $11.371.6 1.0$591


Butler County 1,164$63,400 $476$1,585$565 $22,600 19%$19,020$10.87 $10.081.5 1.1$524


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Iowa RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Calhoun County 854$53,200 $399$1,330$565 $22,600 20%$15,960$10.87 $9.461.5 1.1$492


Carroll County 2,080$65,900 $494$1,648$565 $22,600 24%$19,770$10.87 $7.831.5 1.4$407


Cass County 1,748$52,000 $390$1,300$565 $22,600 29%$15,600$10.87 $9.161.5 1.2$476


Cedar County 1,525$67,900 $509$1,698$617 $24,680 20%$20,370$11.87 $9.741.6 1.2$506


Cerro Gordo County 5,635$63,900 $479$1,598$639 $25,560 28%$19,170$12.29 $9.591.7 1.3$499


Cherokee County 1,351$60,300 $452$1,508$565 $22,600 25%$18,090$10.87 $9.211.5 1.2$479


Chickasaw County 934$53,700 $403$1,343$565 $22,600 17%$16,110$10.87 $9.511.5 1.1$494


Clarke County 769$58,100 $436$1,453$569 $22,760 22%$17,430$10.94 $8.811.5 1.2$458


Clay County 2,025$60,000 $450$1,500$565 $22,600 28%$18,000$10.87 $8.731.5 1.2$454


Clayton County 1,661$57,300 $430$1,433$565 $22,600 22%$17,190$10.87 $8.721.5 1.2$453


Clinton County 5,112$62,400 $468$1,560$586 $23,440 26%$18,720$11.27 $9.331.6 1.2$485


Crawford County 1,368$57,200 $429$1,430$565 $22,600 21%$17,160$10.87 $8.731.5 1.2$454


Dallas County 5,242$72,900 $547$1,823$750 $30,000 21%$21,870$14.42 $11.502.0 1.3$598


Davis County 548$56,200 $422$1,405$566 $22,640 18%$16,860$10.88 $9.001.5 1.2$468


Decatur County 1,018$51,000 $383$1,275$565 $22,600 32%$15,300$10.87 $5.631.5 1.9$293


Delaware County 1,431$63,600 $477$1,590$565 $22,600 20%$19,080$10.87 $9.121.5 1.2$474


Des Moines County 4,620$57,300 $430$1,433$663 $26,520 27%$17,190$12.75 $9.041.8 1.4$470


Dickinson County 1,852$63,400 $476$1,585$565 $22,600 23%$19,020$10.87 $6.851.5 1.6$356


Dubuque County 9,468$66,100 $496$1,653$637 $25,480 26%$19,830$12.25 $10.401.7 1.2$541


Emmet County 905$59,400 $446$1,485$594 $23,760 22%$17,820$11.42 $8.091.6 1.4$421


Fayette County 1,819$55,900 $419$1,398$565 $22,600 21%$16,770$10.87 $8.471.5 1.3$440


Floyd County 1,666$56,100 $421$1,403$565 $22,600 24%$16,830$10.87 $7.161.5 1.5$372


Franklin County 1,088$56,200 $422$1,405$565 $22,600 26%$16,860$10.87 $11.711.5 0.9$609


Fremont County 697$63,400 $476$1,585$565 $22,600 22%$19,020$10.87 $10.031.5 1.1$522


Greene County 1,023$63,900 $479$1,598$565 $22,600 25%$19,170$10.87 $9.411.5 1.2$489


Grundy County 940$64,100 $481$1,603$635 $25,400 19%$19,230$12.21 $11.241.7 1.1$585


Guthrie County 1,008$72,900 $547$1,823$750 $30,000 21%$21,870$14.42 $11.622.0 1.2$604


Hamilton County 1,574$65,300 $490$1,633$620 $24,800 24%$19,590$11.92 $9.561.6 1.2$497


Hancock County 887$59,400 $446$1,485$567 $22,680 19%$17,820$10.90 $11.071.5 1.0$575


Hardin County 1,767$61,200 $459$1,530$565 $22,600 25%$18,360$10.87 $11.681.5 0.9$607


Harrison County 1,268$72,700 $545$1,818$828 $33,120 21%$21,810$15.92 $7.192.2 2.2$374


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Iowa RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Henry County 2,076$57,400 $431$1,435$572 $22,880 27%$17,220$11.00 $8.931.5 1.2$464


Howard County 833$59,100 $443$1,478$565 $22,600 21%$17,730$10.87 $8.701.5 1.2$452


Humboldt County 1,008$60,600 $455$1,515$565 $22,600 24%$18,180$10.87 $10.071.5 1.1$524


Ida County 791$62,300 $467$1,558$565 $22,600 25%$18,690$10.87 $12.521.5 0.9$651


Iowa County 1,394$68,600 $515$1,715$565 $22,600 21%$20,580$10.87 $9.101.5 1.2$473


Jackson County 1,804$57,600 $432$1,440$565 $22,600 22%$17,280$10.87 $8.441.5 1.3$439


Jasper County 3,875$60,000 $450$1,500$611 $24,440 26%$18,000$11.75 $8.681.6 1.4$452


Jefferson County 1,615$58,800 $441$1,470$652 $26,080 24%$17,640$12.54 $7.681.7 1.6$399


Johnson County 20,567$75,800 $569$1,895$853 $34,120 40%$22,740$16.40 $8.032.3 2.0$417


Jones County 1,519$62,900 $472$1,573$618 $24,720 19%$18,870$11.88 $9.431.6 1.3$490


Keokuk County 847$56,800 $426$1,420$565 $22,600 19%$17,040$10.87 $9.591.5 1.1$499


Kossuth County 1,280$64,800 $486$1,620$565 $22,600 19%$19,440$10.87 $10.261.5 1.1$533


Lee County 3,847$53,800 $404$1,345$581 $23,240 27%$16,140$11.17 $10.051.5 1.1$522


Linn County 23,147$71,700 $538$1,793$725 $29,000 27%$21,510$13.94 $11.691.9 1.2$608


Louisa County 808$58,400 $438$1,460$612 $24,480 19%$17,520$11.77 $9.551.6 1.2$497


Lucas County 920$60,200 $452$1,505$565 $22,600 25%$18,060$10.87 $6.291.5 1.7$327


Lyon County 763$61,000 $458$1,525$565 $22,600 17%$18,300$10.87 $9.041.5 1.2$470


Madison County 1,231$72,900 $547$1,823$750 $30,000 21%$21,870$14.42 $6.842.0 2.1$356


Mahaska County 2,270$61,500 $461$1,538$573 $22,920 25%$18,450$11.02 $7.521.5 1.5$391


Marion County 2,853$70,000 $525$1,750$645 $25,800 23%$21,000$12.40 $10.671.7 1.2$555


Marshall County 4,039$59,200 $444$1,480$589 $23,560 26%$17,760$11.33 $11.491.6 1.0$597


Mills County 957$72,700 $545$1,818$828 $33,120 17%$21,810$15.92 $7.692.2 2.1$400


Mitchell County 748$67,300 $505$1,683$565 $22,600 17%$20,190$10.87 $8.521.5 1.3$443


Monona County 1,136$54,300 $407$1,358$565 $22,600 28%$16,290$10.87 $8.541.5 1.3$444


Monroe County 649$56,400 $423$1,410$565 $22,600 19%$16,920$10.87 $10.001.5 1.1$520


Montgomery County 1,200$53,800 $404$1,345$565 $22,600 26%$16,140$10.87 $8.921.5 1.2$464


Muscatine County 3,777$65,300 $490$1,633$640 $25,600 23%$19,590$12.31 $10.421.7 1.2$542


O'Brien County 1,465$63,100 $473$1,578$565 $22,600 24%$18,930$10.87 $8.081.5 1.3$420


Osceola County 672$61,900 $464$1,548$565 $22,600 25%$18,570$10.87 $10.751.5 1.0$559


Page County 1,619$56,100 $421$1,403$565 $22,600 26%$16,830$10.87 $8.311.5 1.3$432


Palo Alto County 990$60,800 $456$1,520$565 $22,600 25%$18,240$10.87 $9.561.5 1.1$497


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Iowa RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Plymouth County 2,043$73,600 $552$1,840$598 $23,920 21%$22,080$11.50 $9.841.6 1.2$511


Pocahontas County 660$59,800 $449$1,495$565 $22,600 20%$17,940$10.87 $10.321.5 1.1$537


Polk County 50,378$72,900 $547$1,823$750 $30,000 30%$21,870$14.42 $12.772.0 1.1$664


Pottawattamie County 10,574$72,700 $545$1,818$828 $33,120 29%$21,810$15.92 $8.762.2 1.8$456


Poweshiek County 1,905$69,900 $524$1,748$611 $24,440 25%$20,970$11.75 $9.071.6 1.3$472


Ringgold County 419$54,500 $409$1,363$565 $22,600 20%$16,350$10.87 $8.911.5 1.2$463


Sac County 828$57,700 $433$1,443$565 $22,600 18%$17,310$10.87 $9.351.5 1.2$486


Scott County 19,770$63,100 $473$1,578$711 $28,440 30%$18,930$13.67 $10.091.9 1.4$525


Shelby County 1,122$59,000 $443$1,475$565 $22,600 22%$17,700$10.87 $6.991.5 1.6$363


Sioux County 2,159$63,800 $479$1,595$565 $22,600 19%$19,140$10.87 $9.041.5 1.2$470


Story County 15,613$74,900 $562$1,873$720 $28,800 45%$22,470$13.85 $9.211.9 1.5$479


Tama County 1,579$58,500 $439$1,463$576 $23,040 22%$17,550$11.08 $8.811.5 1.3$458


Taylor County 552$51,200 $384$1,280$565 $22,600 21%$15,360$10.87 $8.771.5 1.2$456


Union County 1,584$53,700 $403$1,343$572 $22,880 30%$16,110$11.00 $6.701.5 1.6$348


Van Buren County 591$53,200 $399$1,330$565 $22,600 19%$15,960$10.87 $11.941.5 0.9$621


Wapello County 3,644$52,400 $393$1,310$649 $25,960 25%$15,720$12.48 $10.271.7 1.2$534


Warren County 3,547$72,900 $547$1,823$750 $30,000 21%$21,870$14.42 $8.082.0 1.8$420


Washington County 2,158$64,300 $482$1,608$636 $25,440 24%$19,290$12.23 $7.351.7 1.7$382


Wayne County 546$47,600 $357$1,190$565 $22,600 20%$14,280$10.87 $8.821.5 1.2$459


Webster County 5,162$57,500 $431$1,438$565 $22,600 33%$17,250$10.87 $10.041.5 1.1$522


Winnebago County 1,146$62,400 $468$1,560$565 $22,600 25%$18,720$10.87 $8.401.5 1.3$437


Winneshiek County 1,846$65,400 $491$1,635$565 $22,600 23%$19,620$10.87 $8.721.5 1.2$454


Woodbury County 12,454$59,700 $448$1,493$657 $26,280 32%$17,910$12.63 $9.071.7 1.4$472


Worth County 661$60,200 $452$1,505$565 $22,600 20%$18,060$10.87 $8.821.5 1.2$459


Wright County 1,387$57,300 $430$1,433$565 $22,600 25%$17,190$10.87 $10.461.5 1.0$544


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Kansas


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Kansas, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $712.  In order to afford this level of rent and 
utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,373 monthly or $28,471 
annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing Wage of:


In Kansas, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 76 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
1.9 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Kansas, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $11.57.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 47 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Kansas RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Kansas $1,582$712 $28,471 31%$13.69 $11.57 1.2$602$475 342,6051.9 $63,290 $18,987


Metropolitan Areas


Franklin County HMFA 2,860$62,600 $470$1,565$30,120 28%$14.48 $9.862.0 1.5$513$753 $18,780


Kansas City HMFA 92,907$71,200 $534$1,780$31,320 30%$15.06 $13.432.1 1.1$699$783 $21,360


Lawrence MSA 20,802$70,800 $531$1,770$34,400 48%$16.54 $8.322.3 2.0$433$860 $21,240


Manhattan MSA 21,937$61,100 $458$1,528$33,200 49%$15.96 $9.882.2 1.6$514$830 $18,330


St. Joseph MSA 809$59,300 $445$1,483$25,320 26%$12.17 $12.881.7 0.9$670$633 $17,790


Sumner County HMFA 2,098$66,400 $498$1,660$24,400 23%$11.73 $7.281.6 1.6$379$610 $19,920


Topeka MSA 28,998$62,100 $466$1,553$27,680 30%$13.31 $10.851.8 1.2$564$692 $18,630


Wichita HMFA 72,915$63,200 $474$1,580$28,160 32%$13.54 $11.641.9 1.2$605$704 $18,960


$601 $24,040 28%$11.56 $10.111.6 1.1$526Combined Nonmetro Areas $56,099 $1,402 $16,830 $421 99,279


Counties


Allen County 1,257$55,100 $413$1,378$577 $23,080 22%$16,530$11.10 $7.861.5 1.4$408


Anderson County 593$50,000 $375$1,250$577 $23,080 19%$15,000$11.10 $7.201.5 1.5$374


Atchison County 1,886$56,200 $422$1,405$577 $23,080 31%$16,860$11.10 $9.891.5 1.1$514


Barber County 584$51,900 $389$1,298$577 $23,080 25%$15,570$11.10 $10.581.5 1.0$550


Barton County 3,125$55,000 $413$1,375$577 $23,080 28%$16,500$11.10 $11.791.5 0.9$613


Bourbon County 1,498$51,000 $383$1,275$605 $24,200 26%$15,300$11.63 $10.171.6 1.1$529


Brown County 1,350$49,600 $372$1,240$577 $23,080 33%$14,880$11.10 $9.371.5 1.2$487


Butler County 5,377$63,200 $474$1,580$704 $28,160 22%$18,960$13.54 $10.271.9 1.3$534


Chase County 271$58,000 $435$1,450$577 $23,080 24%$17,400$11.10 $6.481.5 1.7$337


Chautauqua County 354$52,100 $391$1,303$577 $23,080 23%$15,630$11.10 $7.051.5 1.6$367


Cherokee County 1,737$51,400 $386$1,285$577 $23,080 21%$15,420$11.10 $11.211.5 1.0$583


Cheyenne County 291$50,400 $378$1,260$577 $23,080 23%$15,120$11.10 $12.501.5 0.9$650


Clark County 222$64,700 $485$1,618$577 $23,080 25%$19,410$11.10 $8.911.5 1.2$463


Clay County 883$59,700 $448$1,493$687 $27,480 25%$17,910$13.21 $8.861.8 1.5$461


Cloud County 875$47,500 $356$1,188$577 $23,080 22%$14,250$11.10 $9.211.5 1.2$479


Coffey County 723$60,900 $457$1,523$577 $23,080 21%$18,270$11.10 $16.801.5 0.7$874


Comanche County 152$54,100 $406$1,353$577 $23,080 18%$16,230$11.10 $7.091.5 1.6$369


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Kansas RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Cowley County 3,847$54,900 $412$1,373$592 $23,680 29%$16,470$11.38 $9.781.6 1.2$509


Crawford County 5,577$52,400 $393$1,310$602 $24,080 36%$15,720$11.58 $8.521.6 1.4$443


Decatur County 293$47,100 $353$1,178$577 $23,080 20%$14,130$11.10 $6.621.5 1.7$344


Dickinson County 1,904$60,300 $452$1,508$577 $23,080 25%$18,090$11.10 $9.321.5 1.2$485


Doniphan County 809$59,300 $445$1,483$633 $25,320 26%$17,790$12.17 $12.881.7 0.9$670


Douglas County 20,802$70,800 $531$1,770$860 $34,400 48%$21,240$16.54 $8.322.3 2.0$433


Edwards County 306$53,300 $400$1,333$577 $23,080 23%$15,990$11.10 $10.111.5 1.1$526


Elk County 247$43,000 $323$1,075$577 $23,080 19%$12,900$11.10 $6.541.5 1.7$340


Ellis County 4,237$66,100 $496$1,653$635 $25,400 36%$19,830$12.21 $8.061.7 1.5$419


Ellsworth County 626$57,500 $431$1,438$577 $23,080 24%$17,250$11.10 $11.831.5 0.9$615


Finney County 3,901$60,300 $452$1,508$615 $24,600 32%$18,090$11.83 $11.601.6 1.0$603


Ford County 3,642$55,500 $416$1,388$630 $25,200 33%$16,650$12.12 $11.141.7 1.1$579


Franklin County 2,860$62,600 $470$1,565$753 $30,120 28%$18,780$14.48 $9.862.0 1.5$513


Geary County 6,007$61,100 $458$1,528$830 $33,200 51%$18,330$15.96 $11.872.2 1.3$617


Gove County 225$50,500 $379$1,263$577 $23,080 20%$15,150$11.10 $8.731.5 1.3$454


Graham County 238$66,700 $500$1,668$577 $23,080 20%$20,010$11.10 $11.411.5 1.0$593


Grant County 728$64,600 $485$1,615$577 $23,080 26%$19,380$11.10 $11.531.5 1.0$600


Gray County 511$63,600 $477$1,590$577 $23,080 25%$19,080$11.10 $12.351.5 0.9$642


Greeley County 120$68,000 $510$1,700$577 $23,080 24%$20,400$11.10 $15.681.5 0.7$815


Greenwood County 701$52,400 $393$1,310$577 $23,080 24%$15,720$11.10 $9.001.5 1.2$468


Hamilton County 261$40,200 $302$1,005$664 $26,560 24%$12,060$12.77 $12.631.8 1.0$657


Harper County 734$49,200 $369$1,230$577 $23,080 28%$14,760$11.10 $9.151.5 1.2$476


Harvey County 3,391$63,200 $474$1,580$704 $28,160 26%$18,960$13.54 $8.261.9 1.6$429


Haskell County 333$64,000 $480$1,600$613 $24,520 24%$19,200$11.79 $13.671.6 0.9$711


Hodgeman County 172$58,100 $436$1,453$577 $23,080 22%$17,430$11.10 $9.551.5 1.2$497


Jackson County 1,200$62,100 $466$1,553$692 $27,680 22%$18,630$13.31 $8.381.8 1.6$436


Jefferson County 1,096$62,100 $466$1,553$692 $27,680 15%$18,630$13.31 $8.711.8 1.5$453


Jewell County 324$50,400 $378$1,260$577 $23,080 22%$15,120$11.10 $12.081.5 0.9$628


Johnson County 60,412$71,200 $534$1,780$783 $31,320 28%$21,360$15.06 $13.742.1 1.1$714


Kearny County 304$53,200 $399$1,330$577 $23,080 22%$15,960$11.10 $14.891.5 0.7$774


Kingman County 829$58,600 $440$1,465$577 $23,080 25%$17,580$11.10 $12.571.5 0.9$653


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Kansas RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Kiowa County 312$47,000 $353$1,175$577 $23,080 31%$14,100$11.10 $9.441.5 1.2$491


Labette County 2,417$52,000 $390$1,300$577 $23,080 28%$15,600$11.10 $9.471.5 1.2$492


Lane County 225$61,400 $461$1,535$651 $26,040 31%$18,420$12.52 $14.201.7 0.9$738


Leavenworth County 8,249$71,200 $534$1,780$783 $31,320 32%$21,360$15.06 $9.852.1 1.5$512


Lincoln County 301$53,700 $403$1,343$577 $23,080 21%$16,110$11.10 $8.131.5 1.4$423


Linn County 771$71,200 $534$1,780$783 $31,320 18%$21,360$15.06 $12.002.1 1.3$624


Logan County 337$60,600 $455$1,515$577 $23,080 25%$18,180$11.10 $6.501.5 1.7$338


Lyon County 5,293$51,800 $389$1,295$604 $24,160 39%$15,540$11.62 $8.951.6 1.3$465


Marion County 968$59,400 $446$1,485$577 $23,080 19%$17,820$11.10 $7.911.5 1.4$411


Marshall County 1,029$59,800 $449$1,495$577 $23,080 24%$17,940$11.10 $12.151.5 0.9$632


McPherson County 2,611$72,300 $542$1,808$622 $24,880 23%$21,690$11.96 $10.971.6 1.1$571


Meade County 467$56,000 $420$1,400$577 $23,080 26%$16,800$11.10 $14.561.5 0.8$757


Miami County 2,295$71,200 $534$1,780$783 $31,320 19%$21,360$15.06 $7.062.1 2.1$367


Mitchell County 767$57,900 $434$1,448$577 $23,080 28%$17,370$11.10 $8.721.5 1.3$453


Montgomery County 3,933$54,500 $409$1,363$577 $23,080 28%$16,350$11.10 $8.601.5 1.3$447


Morris County 636$57,600 $432$1,440$577 $23,080 25%$17,280$11.10 $7.661.5 1.4$398


Morton County 311$58,600 $440$1,465$577 $23,080 25%$17,580$11.10 $13.771.5 0.8$716


Nemaha County 814$60,700 $455$1,518$577 $23,080 20%$18,210$11.10 $7.161.5 1.5$372


Neosho County 1,664$51,700 $388$1,293$577 $23,080 25%$15,510$11.10 $10.231.5 1.1$532


Ness County 256$59,400 $446$1,485$577 $23,080 19%$17,820$11.10 $12.671.5 0.9$659


Norton County 652$60,300 $452$1,508$577 $23,080 29%$18,090$11.10 $8.371.5 1.3$435


Osage County 1,428$62,100 $466$1,553$692 $27,680 21%$18,630$13.31 $6.291.8 2.1$327


Osborne County 342$50,200 $377$1,255$577 $23,080 20%$15,060$11.10 $9.451.5 1.2$492


Ottawa County 427$63,500 $476$1,588$577 $23,080 18%$19,050$11.10 $8.741.5 1.3$455


Pawnee County 670$51,400 $386$1,285$629 $25,160 27%$15,420$12.10 $8.061.7 1.5$419


Phillips County 477$57,600 $432$1,440$577 $23,080 20%$17,280$11.10 $9.781.5 1.1$509


Pottawatomie County 1,671$61,100 $458$1,528$830 $33,200 21%$18,330$15.96 $10.812.2 1.5$562


Pratt County 1,192$59,800 $449$1,495$628 $25,120 30%$17,940$12.08 $10.291.7 1.2$535


Rawlins County 309$53,900 $404$1,348$577 $23,080 26%$16,170$11.10 $12.681.5 0.9$659


Reno County 7,561$52,600 $395$1,315$612 $24,480 29%$15,780$11.77 $10.491.6 1.1$546


Republic County 423$53,200 $399$1,330$577 $23,080 18%$15,960$11.10 $10.261.5 1.1$534


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Kansas RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Rice County 948$54,200 $407$1,355$577 $23,080 25%$16,260$11.10 $7.931.5 1.4$412


Riley County 14,259$61,100 $458$1,528$830 $33,200 56%$18,330$15.96 $8.662.2 1.8$451


Rooks County 552$50,600 $380$1,265$577 $23,080 23%$15,180$11.10 $12.361.5 0.9$643


Rush County 337$51,700 $388$1,293$577 $23,080 21%$15,510$11.10 $12.981.5 0.9$675


Russell County 747$48,600 $365$1,215$577 $23,080 23%$14,580$11.10 $7.881.5 1.4$410


Saline County 7,350$61,000 $458$1,525$630 $25,200 33%$18,300$12.12 $9.961.7 1.2$518


Scott County 311$69,100 $518$1,728$577 $23,080 15%$20,730$11.10 $18.051.5 0.6$939


Sedgwick County 64,147$63,200 $474$1,580$704 $28,160 33%$18,960$13.54 $11.901.9 1.1$619


Seward County 2,693$49,400 $371$1,235$669 $26,760 36%$14,820$12.87 $12.201.8 1.1$635


Shawnee County 24,853$62,100 $466$1,553$692 $27,680 34%$18,630$13.31 $11.121.8 1.2$578


Sheridan County 254$56,200 $422$1,405$582 $23,280 23%$16,860$11.19 $8.701.5 1.3$452


Sherman County 853$52,200 $392$1,305$577 $23,080 33%$15,660$11.10 $7.081.5 1.6$368


Smith County 323$50,700 $380$1,268$577 $23,080 18%$15,210$11.10 $7.321.5 1.5$381


Stafford County 372$54,600 $410$1,365$577 $23,080 20%$16,380$11.10 $12.021.5 0.9$625


Stanton County 169$54,800 $411$1,370$577 $23,080 22%$16,440$11.10 $14.261.5 0.8$742


Stevens County 613$58,300 $437$1,458$727 $29,080 30%$17,490$13.98 $8.801.9 1.6$457


Sumner County 2,098$66,400 $498$1,660$610 $24,400 23%$19,920$11.73 $7.281.6 1.6$379


Thomas County 1,067$68,500 $514$1,713$577 $23,080 34%$20,550$11.10 $8.191.5 1.4$426


Trego County 249$54,500 $409$1,363$780 $31,200 20%$16,350$15.00 $12.562.1 1.2$653


Wabaunsee County 421$62,100 $466$1,553$692 $27,680 15%$18,630$13.31 $7.661.8 1.7$398


Wallace County 130$60,500 $454$1,513$577 $23,080 21%$18,150$11.10 $11.451.5 1.0$595


Washington County 507$54,900 $412$1,373$577 $23,080 20%$16,470$11.10 $8.251.5 1.3$429


Wichita County 219$53,700 $403$1,343$610 $24,400 25%$16,110$11.73 $10.451.6 1.1$544


Wilson County 934$51,200 $384$1,280$577 $23,080 24%$15,360$11.10 $10.691.5 1.0$556


Woodson County 396$48,100 $361$1,203$577 $23,080 25%$14,430$11.10 $10.301.5 1.1$536


Wyandotte County 21,180$71,200 $534$1,780$783 $31,320 37%$21,360$15.06 $13.382.1 1.1$696


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Kentucky


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Kentucky, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $661.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,203 monthly or 
$26,435 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Kentucky, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 70 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
1.8 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Kentucky, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $10.84.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 47 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Kentucky RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Kentucky $1,374$661 $26,435 31%$12.71 $10.84 1.2$564$412 512,8621.8 $54,949 $16,485


Metropolitan Areas


Bowling Green MSA 17,859$58,300 $437$1,458$27,000 37%$12.98 $9.561.8 1.4$497$675 $17,490


Cincinnati-Middleton HMFA 41,733$68,700 $515$1,718$29,600 28%$14.23 $11.272.0 1.3$586$740 $20,610


Clarksville HMFA 12,864$52,700 $395$1,318$28,160 40%$13.54 $11.951.9 1.1$621$704 $15,810


Elizabethtown MSA 14,513$55,500 $416$1,388$25,800 34%$12.40 $10.891.7 1.1$566$645 $16,650


Evansville HMFA 6,889$60,100 $451$1,503$30,160 29%$14.50 $10.052.0 1.4$523$754 $18,030


Grant County HMFA 2,587$48,600 $365$1,215$28,240 30%$13.58 $10.391.9 1.3$540$706 $14,580


Huntington-Ashland MSA 9,103$50,800 $381$1,270$25,080 27%$12.06 $10.871.7 1.1$565$627 $15,240


Lexington-Fayette MSA 74,528$63,800 $479$1,595$28,000 39%$13.46 $11.001.9 1.2$572$700 $19,140


Louisville HMFA 118,908$60,400 $453$1,510$29,240 33%$14.06 $12.581.9 1.1$654$731 $18,120


Meade County HMFA 2,908$50,400 $378$1,260$26,240 29%$12.62 $13.751.7 0.9$715$656 $15,120


Nelson County HMFA 3,832$55,500 $416$1,388$24,520 24%$11.79 $8.741.6 1.3$455$613 $16,650


Owensboro MSA 12,426$53,800 $404$1,345$25,720 28%$12.37 $9.091.7 1.4$473$643 $16,140


Shelby County HMFA 4,152$73,000 $548$1,825$28,240 28%$13.58 $9.601.9 1.4$499$706 $21,900


$580 $23,213 27%$11.16 $9.431.5 1.2$490Combined Nonmetro Areas $46,467 $1,162 $13,940 $349 190,560


Counties


Adair County 1,899$43,000 $323$1,075$555 $22,200 26%$12,900$10.67 $6.371.5 1.7$331


Allen County 1,906$47,800 $359$1,195$555 $22,200 24%$14,340$10.67 $9.121.5 1.2$474


Anderson County 2,030$67,800 $509$1,695$704 $28,160 24%$20,340$13.54 $10.281.9 1.3$535


Ballard County 634$51,300 $385$1,283$571 $22,840 19%$15,390$10.98 $11.531.5 1.0$600


Barren County 5,110$51,500 $386$1,288$575 $23,000 31%$15,450$11.06 $8.291.5 1.3$431


Bath County 808$40,300 $302$1,008$555 $22,200 19%$12,090$10.67 $5.801.5 1.8$302


Bell County 3,428$34,100 $256$853$555 $22,200 32%$10,230$10.67 $8.391.5 1.3$436


Boone County 9,527$68,700 $515$1,718$740 $29,600 23%$20,610$14.23 $11.272.0 1.3$586


Bourbon County 3,048$63,800 $479$1,595$700 $28,000 38%$19,140$13.46 $10.551.9 1.3$549


Boyd County 6,023$50,800 $381$1,270$627 $25,080 31%$15,240$12.06 $11.621.7 1.0$604


Boyle County 3,391$51,200 $384$1,280$619 $24,760 31%$15,360$11.90 $9.871.6 1.2$513


Bracken County 658$68,700 $515$1,718$740 $29,600 21%$20,610$14.23 $10.322.0 1.4$537


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Kentucky RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Breathitt County 1,582$30,900 $232$773$555 $22,200 30%$9,270$10.67 $11.331.5 0.9$589


Breckinridge County 1,586$46,600 $350$1,165$555 $22,200 21%$13,980$10.67 $7.941.5 1.3$413


Bullitt County 5,324$60,400 $453$1,510$731 $29,240 19%$18,120$14.06 $9.391.9 1.5$488


Butler County 1,119$45,400 $341$1,135$555 $22,200 22%$13,620$10.67 $5.611.5 1.9$292


Caldwell County 1,176$51,300 $385$1,283$555 $22,200 23%$15,390$10.67 $7.281.5 1.5$379


Calloway County 4,874$57,500 $431$1,438$618 $24,720 33%$17,250$11.88 $6.811.6 1.7$354


Campbell County 10,057$68,700 $515$1,718$740 $29,600 29%$20,610$14.23 $8.182.0 1.7$425


Carlisle County 345$44,700 $335$1,118$560 $22,400 17%$13,410$10.77 $7.041.5 1.5$366


Carroll County 1,547$51,100 $383$1,278$579 $23,160 37%$15,330$11.13 $12.371.5 0.9$643


Carter County 2,221$42,800 $321$1,070$555 $22,200 21%$12,840$10.67 $7.941.5 1.3$413


Casey County 995$38,200 $287$955$555 $22,200 16%$11,460$10.67 $6.761.5 1.6$352


Christian County 11,575$52,700 $395$1,318$704 $28,160 44%$15,810$13.54 $12.611.9 1.1$656


Clark County 5,049$63,800 $479$1,595$700 $28,000 35%$19,140$13.46 $8.951.9 1.5$465


Clay County 1,622$30,700 $230$768$555 $22,200 24%$9,210$10.67 $10.081.5 1.1$524


Clinton County 947$30,000 $225$750$555 $22,200 24%$9,000$10.67 $7.921.5 1.3$412


Crittenden County 889$48,100 $361$1,203$555 $22,200 23%$14,430$10.67 $8.901.5 1.2$463


Cumberland County 663$35,600 $267$890$555 $22,200 25%$10,680$10.67 $8.161.5 1.3$424


Daviess County 11,033$53,800 $404$1,345$643 $25,720 30%$16,140$12.37 $8.751.7 1.4$455


Edmonson County 1,195$58,300 $437$1,458$675 $27,000 25%$17,490$12.98 $6.991.8 1.9$363


Elliott County 512$35,300 $265$883$555 $22,200 20%$10,590$10.67 $4.621.5 2.3$240


Estill County 1,595$38,500 $289$963$555 $22,200 28%$11,550$10.67 $7.531.5 1.4$392


Fayette County 52,630$63,800 $479$1,595$700 $28,000 43%$19,140$13.46 $11.181.9 1.2$581


Fleming County 1,132$50,800 $381$1,270$555 $22,200 20%$15,240$10.67 $9.531.5 1.1$495


Floyd County 4,445$34,400 $258$860$555 $22,200 29%$10,320$10.67 $11.951.5 0.9$621


Franklin County 7,489$64,900 $487$1,623$670 $26,800 36%$19,470$12.88 $10.121.8 1.3$526


Fulton County 1,070$38,000 $285$950$555 $22,200 37%$11,400$10.67 $8.401.5 1.3$437


Gallatin County 792$68,700 $515$1,718$740 $29,600 27%$20,610$14.23 $8.952.0 1.6$465


Garrard County 1,390$49,900 $374$1,248$583 $23,320 22%$14,970$11.21 $6.171.5 1.8$321


Grant County 2,587$48,600 $365$1,215$706 $28,240 30%$14,580$13.58 $10.391.9 1.3$540


Graves County 3,530$48,200 $362$1,205$610 $24,400 24%$14,460$11.73 $8.931.6 1.3$464


Grayson County 2,466$46,600 $350$1,165$555 $22,200 25%$13,980$10.67 $8.181.5 1.3$426


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Kentucky RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Green County 1,088$50,600 $380$1,265$555 $22,200 25%$15,180$10.67 $5.791.5 1.8$301


Greenup County 3,080$50,800 $381$1,270$627 $25,080 22%$15,240$12.06 $8.001.7 1.5$416


Hancock County 554$53,800 $404$1,345$643 $25,720 17%$16,140$12.37 $12.081.7 1.0$628


Hardin County 13,318$55,500 $416$1,388$645 $25,800 35%$16,650$12.40 $11.191.7 1.1$582


Harlan County 3,209$34,500 $259$863$555 $22,200 30%$10,350$10.67 $12.171.5 0.9$633


Harrison County 2,389$55,000 $413$1,375$603 $24,120 33%$16,500$11.60 $9.381.6 1.2$488


Hart County 1,678$43,300 $325$1,083$555 $22,200 24%$12,990$10.67 $6.161.5 1.7$320


Henderson County 5,763$60,100 $451$1,503$754 $30,160 31%$18,030$14.50 $9.722.0 1.5$505


Henry County 1,707$60,400 $453$1,510$731 $29,240 28%$18,120$14.06 $7.911.9 1.8$411


Hickman County 441$56,100 $421$1,403$555 $22,200 22%$16,830$10.67 $7.231.5 1.5$376


Hopkins County 5,277$52,400 $393$1,310$555 $22,200 28%$15,720$10.67 $12.861.5 0.8$668


Jackson County 1,205$30,100 $226$753$613 $24,520 22%$9,030$11.79 $8.081.6 1.5$420


Jefferson County 107,456$60,400 $453$1,510$731 $29,240 36%$18,120$14.06 $12.931.9 1.1$672


Jessamine County 5,909$63,800 $479$1,595$700 $28,000 33%$19,140$13.46 $9.471.9 1.4$492


Johnson County 2,559$42,100 $316$1,053$555 $22,200 27%$12,630$10.67 $9.281.5 1.2$483


Kenton County 19,414$68,700 $515$1,718$740 $29,600 31%$20,610$14.23 $12.742.0 1.1$663


Knott County 1,517$37,800 $284$945$555 $22,200 26%$11,340$10.67 $16.901.5 0.6$879


Knox County 4,573$32,700 $245$818$555 $22,200 36%$9,810$10.67 $9.621.5 1.1$500


Larue County 1,195$55,500 $416$1,388$645 $25,800 24%$16,650$12.40 $6.301.7 2.0$327


Laurel County 5,755$46,100 $346$1,153$558 $22,320 26%$13,830$10.73 $8.811.5 1.2$458


Lawrence County 1,510$38,000 $285$950$555 $22,200 26%$11,400$10.67 $9.161.5 1.2$476


Lee County 683$34,900 $262$873$555 $22,200 24%$10,470$10.67 $5.281.5 2.0$274


Leslie County 1,056$38,200 $287$955$642 $25,680 24%$11,460$12.35 $14.901.7 0.8$775


Letcher County 2,378$45,300 $340$1,133$555 $22,200 26%$13,590$10.67 $10.071.5 1.1$524


Lewis County 881$37,400 $281$935$555 $22,200 18%$11,220$10.67 $6.681.5 1.6$347


Lincoln County 2,324$43,700 $328$1,093$555 $22,200 24%$13,110$10.67 $8.271.5 1.3$430


Livingston County 609$48,600 $365$1,215$555 $22,200 17%$14,580$10.67 $11.091.5 1.0$577


Logan County 2,943$50,100 $376$1,253$628 $25,120 27%$15,030$12.08 $11.611.7 1.0$604


Lyon County 664$51,000 $383$1,275$572 $22,880 20%$15,300$11.00 $6.101.5 1.8$317


Madison County 12,290$58,700 $440$1,468$617 $24,680 39%$17,610$11.87 $8.831.6 1.3$459


Magoffin County 940$40,800 $306$1,020$555 $22,200 20%$12,240$10.67 $5.251.5 2.0$273


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Kentucky RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Marion County 1,413$52,000 $390$1,300$623 $24,920 20%$15,600$11.98 $10.071.7 1.2$524


Marshall County 2,353$56,800 $426$1,420$626 $25,040 19%$17,040$12.04 $11.481.7 1.0$597


Martin County 1,220$31,900 $239$798$555 $22,200 28%$9,570$10.67 $10.571.5 1.0$550


Mason County 1,933$50,200 $377$1,255$571 $22,840 29%$15,060$10.98 $9.551.5 1.1$497


McCracken County 8,291$64,300 $482$1,608$590 $23,600 31%$19,290$11.35 $9.861.6 1.2$513


McCreary County 1,674$28,100 $211$703$555 $22,200 26%$8,430$10.67 $7.411.5 1.4$385


McLean County 839$53,800 $404$1,345$643 $25,720 22%$16,140$12.37 $9.601.7 1.3$499


Meade County 2,908$50,400 $378$1,260$656 $26,240 29%$15,120$12.62 $13.751.7 0.9$715


Menifee County 439$43,700 $328$1,093$555 $22,200 20%$13,110$10.67 $6.081.5 1.8$316


Mercer County 2,075$58,600 $440$1,465$619 $24,760 25%$17,580$11.90 $8.841.6 1.3$460


Metcalfe County 920$43,400 $326$1,085$574 $22,960 23%$13,020$11.04 $12.151.5 0.9$632


Monroe County 1,124$39,700 $298$993$555 $22,200 26%$11,910$10.67 $6.571.5 1.6$342


Montgomery County 3,294$49,500 $371$1,238$555 $22,200 32%$14,850$10.67 $9.351.5 1.1$486


Morgan County 1,040$41,500 $311$1,038$555 $22,200 22%$12,450$10.67 $7.711.5 1.4$401


Muhlenberg County 2,347$45,700 $343$1,143$555 $22,200 19%$13,710$10.67 $8.981.5 1.2$467


Nelson County 3,832$55,500 $416$1,388$613 $24,520 24%$16,650$11.79 $8.741.6 1.3$455


Nicholas County 686$46,100 $346$1,153$555 $22,200 25%$13,830$10.67 $4.421.5 2.4$230


Ohio County 1,801$46,500 $349$1,163$555 $22,200 21%$13,950$10.67 $10.251.5 1.0$533


Oldham County 2,903$60,400 $453$1,510$731 $29,240 15%$18,120$14.06 $6.371.9 2.2$331


Owen County 1,305$60,400 $453$1,510$585 $23,400 28%$18,120$11.25 $9.181.6 1.2$477


Owsley County 387$24,400 $183$610$555 $22,200 23%$7,320$10.67 $6.601.5 1.6$343


Pendleton County 1,285$68,700 $515$1,718$740 $29,600 24%$20,610$14.23 $10.742.0 1.3$559


Perry County 3,106$41,500 $311$1,038$555 $22,200 29%$12,450$10.67 $9.841.5 1.1$512


Pike County 6,919$34,000 $255$850$561 $22,440 26%$10,200$10.79 $12.721.5 0.8$662


Powell County 1,454$41,200 $309$1,030$555 $22,200 32%$12,360$10.67 $6.701.5 1.6$348


Pulaski County 7,205$44,800 $336$1,120$558 $22,320 28%$13,440$10.73 $7.811.5 1.4$406


Robertson County 241$51,900 $389$1,298$759 $30,360 31%$15,570$14.60 $7.562.0 1.9$393


Rockcastle County 1,261$39,900 $299$998$555 $22,200 19%$11,970$10.67 $5.821.5 1.8$303


Rowan County 2,671$48,600 $365$1,215$572 $22,880 33%$14,580$11.00 $6.471.5 1.7$337


Russell County 1,748$43,100 $323$1,078$555 $22,200 24%$12,930$10.67 $7.071.5 1.5$367


Scott County 5,086$63,800 $479$1,595$700 $28,000 29%$19,140$13.46 $12.521.9 1.1$651


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Kentucky RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Shelby County 4,152$73,000 $548$1,825$706 $28,240 28%$21,900$13.58 $9.601.9 1.4$499


Simpson County 1,956$53,700 $403$1,343$685 $27,400 29%$16,110$13.17 $11.841.8 1.1$615


Spencer County 757$60,400 $453$1,510$731 $29,240 12%$18,120$14.06 $6.761.9 2.1$352


Taylor County 2,949$46,800 $351$1,170$605 $24,200 31%$14,040$11.63 $6.931.6 1.7$360


Todd County 1,310$46,900 $352$1,173$578 $23,120 28%$14,070$11.12 $9.811.5 1.1$510


Trigg County 1,289$52,700 $395$1,318$704 $28,160 21%$15,810$13.54 $6.181.9 2.2$321


Trimble County 761$60,400 $453$1,510$731 $29,240 22%$18,120$14.06 $13.101.9 1.1$681


Union County 1,292$55,800 $419$1,395$555 $22,200 24%$16,740$10.67 $10.061.5 1.1$523


Warren County 16,664$58,300 $437$1,458$675 $27,000 39%$17,490$12.98 $9.601.8 1.4$499


Washington County 872$52,900 $397$1,323$555 $22,200 19%$15,870$10.67 $10.811.5 1.0$562


Wayne County 2,344$33,300 $250$833$555 $22,200 27%$9,990$10.67 $7.211.5 1.5$375


Webster County 1,126$60,100 $451$1,503$754 $30,160 23%$18,030$14.50 $12.472.0 1.2$648


Whitley County 3,953$37,700 $283$943$582 $23,280 30%$11,310$11.19 $10.821.5 1.0$563


Wolfe County 607$23,900 $179$598$555 $22,200 24%$7,170$10.67 $5.131.5 2.1$267


Woodford County 2,806$63,800 $479$1,595$700 $28,000 28%$19,140$13.46 $9.491.9 1.4$494


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Louisiana


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Louisiana, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $794.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,646 monthly or 
$31,752 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Louisiana, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 84 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.1 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Louisiana, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $12.57.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 49 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Louisiana RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
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at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Louisiana $1,426$794 $31,752 32%$15.27 $12.57 1.2$654$428 538,4782.1 $57,026 $17,108


Metropolitan Areas


Alexandria MSA 17,085$52,500 $394$1,313$26,280 31%$12.63 $9.751.7 1.3$507$657 $15,750


Baton Rouge HMFA 86,261$64,600 $485$1,615$32,040 31%$15.40 $11.632.1 1.3$605$801 $19,380


Houma-Bayou Cane-Thibodaux MSA 17,825$64,400 $483$1,610$29,920 24%$14.38 $13.942.0 1.0$725$748 $19,320


Iberville Parish HMFA 2,650$54,500 $409$1,363$24,800 24%$11.92 $17.751.6 0.7$923$620 $16,350


Lafayette MSA 33,538$62,100 $466$1,553$30,880 32%$14.85 $13.832.0 1.1$719$772 $18,630


Lake Charles MSA 21,098$53,900 $404$1,348$29,920 28%$14.38 $12.832.0 1.1$667$748 $16,170


Monroe MSA 23,346$51,400 $386$1,285$27,800 36%$13.37 $9.521.8 1.4$495$695 $15,420


New Orleans-Metairie-Kenner MSA 159,745$60,300 $452$1,508$37,400 36%$17.98 $14.762.5 1.2$768$935 $18,090


Shreveport-Bossier City MSA 52,959$55,500 $416$1,388$31,400 35%$15.10 $11.332.1 1.3$589$785 $16,650


$672 $26,881 30%$12.92 $10.511.8 1.2$547Combined Nonmetro Areas $48,606 $1,215 $14,582 $365 123,971


Counties


Acadia Parish 6,847$47,200 $354$1,180$620 $24,800 31%$14,160$11.92 $8.721.6 1.4$454


Allen Parish 2,170$46,400 $348$1,160$620 $24,800 26%$13,920$11.92 $8.731.6 1.4$454


Ascension Parish 6,449$64,600 $485$1,615$801 $32,040 18%$19,380$15.40 $10.482.1 1.5$545


Assumption Parish 1,559$54,900 $412$1,373$628 $25,120 18%$16,470$12.08 $12.091.7 1.0$629


Avoyelles Parish 4,838$41,200 $309$1,030$620 $24,800 31%$12,360$11.92 $9.891.6 1.2$514


Beauregard Parish 2,747$54,500 $409$1,363$644 $25,760 21%$16,350$12.38 $11.381.7 1.1$592


Bienville Parish 1,310$42,900 $322$1,073$620 $24,800 24%$12,870$11.92 $7.441.6 1.6$387


Bossier Parish 14,330$55,500 $416$1,388$785 $31,400 33%$16,650$15.10 $10.472.1 1.4$544


Caddo Parish 36,248$55,500 $416$1,388$785 $31,400 37%$16,650$15.10 $11.802.1 1.3$614


Calcasieu Parish 20,838$53,900 $404$1,348$748 $29,920 29%$16,170$14.38 $12.582.0 1.1$654


Caldwell Parish 1,048$49,000 $368$1,225$620 $24,800 27%$14,700$11.92 $6.661.6 1.8$347


Cameron Parish 260$53,900 $404$1,348$748 $29,920 11%$16,170$14.38 $21.852.0 0.7$1,136


Catahoula Parish 797$43,900 $329$1,098$620 $24,800 21%$13,170$11.92 $5.931.6 2.0$309


Claiborne Parish 1,476$43,300 $325$1,083$620 $24,800 26%$12,990$11.92 $10.651.6 1.1$554


Concordia Parish 2,516$40,100 $301$1,003$620 $24,800 33%$12,030$11.92 $9.081.6 1.3$472


De Soto Parish 2,381$55,500 $416$1,388$785 $31,400 23%$16,650$15.10 $8.782.1 1.7$456


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Louisiana RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


East Baton Rouge Parish 63,794$64,600 $485$1,615$801 $32,040 38%$19,380$15.40 $12.082.1 1.3$628


East Carroll Parish 1,073$27,900 $209$698$620 $24,800 42%$8,370$11.92 $9.031.6 1.3$470


East Feliciana Parish 1,294$64,600 $485$1,615$801 $32,040 19%$19,380$15.40 $6.362.1 2.4$331


Evangeline Parish 3,881$46,600 $350$1,165$620 $24,800 32%$13,980$11.92 $8.281.6 1.4$431


Franklin Parish 2,138$42,300 $317$1,058$620 $24,800 27%$12,690$11.92 $5.891.6 2.0$306


Grant Parish 1,530$52,500 $394$1,313$657 $26,280 21%$15,750$12.63 $9.461.7 1.3$492


Iberia Parish 7,780$50,200 $377$1,255$686 $27,440 30%$15,060$13.19 $13.821.8 1.0$718


Iberville Parish 2,650$54,500 $409$1,363$620 $24,800 24%$16,350$11.92 $17.751.6 0.7$923


Jackson Parish 1,844$53,200 $399$1,330$620 $24,800 31%$15,960$11.92 $12.261.6 1.0$637


Jefferson Davis Parish 2,849$55,700 $418$1,393$653 $26,120 24%$16,710$12.56 $8.771.7 1.4$456


Jefferson Parish 59,632$60,300 $452$1,508$935 $37,400 36%$18,090$17.98 $14.822.5 1.2$771


La Salle Parish 876$52,700 $395$1,318$620 $24,800 16%$15,810$11.92 $10.281.6 1.2$535


Lafayette Parish 29,790$62,100 $466$1,553$772 $30,880 35%$18,630$14.85 $14.192.0 1.0$738


Lafourche Parish 7,563$64,400 $483$1,610$748 $29,920 22%$19,320$14.38 $12.642.0 1.1$657


Lincoln Parish 7,364$51,400 $386$1,285$702 $28,080 44%$15,420$13.50 $9.221.9 1.5$479


Livingston Parish 8,625$64,600 $485$1,615$801 $32,040 20%$19,380$15.40 $8.392.1 1.8$436


Madison Parish 1,536$41,200 $309$1,030$620 $24,800 39%$12,360$11.92 $7.711.6 1.5$401


Morehouse Parish 3,172$42,300 $317$1,058$663 $26,520 31%$12,690$12.75 $7.591.8 1.7$395


Natchitoches Parish 5,851$44,800 $336$1,120$643 $25,720 39%$13,440$12.37 $7.651.7 1.6$398


Orleans Parish 69,485$60,300 $452$1,508$935 $37,400 52%$18,090$17.98 $15.582.5 1.2$810


Ouachita Parish 21,642$51,400 $386$1,285$695 $27,800 38%$15,420$13.37 $9.831.8 1.4$511


Plaquemines Parish 2,324$60,300 $452$1,508$935 $37,400 28%$18,090$17.98 $20.882.5 0.9$1,086


Pointe Coupee Parish 1,845$64,600 $485$1,615$801 $32,040 21%$19,380$15.40 $10.532.1 1.5$548


Rapides Parish 15,555$52,500 $394$1,313$657 $26,280 33%$15,750$12.63 $9.761.7 1.3$507


Red River Parish 693$45,800 $344$1,145$620 $24,800 22%$13,740$11.92 $8.991.6 1.3$467


Richland Parish 2,160$45,200 $339$1,130$620 $24,800 30%$13,560$11.92 $8.841.6 1.3$460


Sabine Parish 2,080$48,800 $366$1,220$620 $24,800 22%$14,640$11.92 $7.121.6 1.7$370


St. Bernard Parish 3,870$60,300 $452$1,508$935 $37,400 32%$18,090$17.98 $15.402.5 1.2$801


St. Charles Parish 3,095$60,300 $452$1,508$935 $37,400 17%$18,090$17.98 $17.192.5 1.0$894


St. Helena Parish 853$64,600 $485$1,615$801 $32,040 21%$19,380$15.40 $13.402.1 1.1$697


St. James Parish 1,186$63,100 $473$1,578$620 $24,800 16%$18,930$11.92 $18.191.6 0.7$946


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Louisiana RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


St. John the Baptist Parish 3,542$60,300 $452$1,508$935 $37,400 22%$18,090$17.98 $13.022.5 1.4$677


St. Landry Parish 8,617$42,700 $320$1,068$620 $24,800 28%$12,810$11.92 $7.411.6 1.6$385


St. Martin Parish 3,748$62,100 $466$1,553$772 $30,880 20%$18,630$14.85 $9.422.0 1.6$490


St. Mary Parish 6,062$49,600 $372$1,240$656 $26,240 30%$14,880$12.62 $15.861.7 0.8$824


St. Tammany Parish 17,797$60,300 $452$1,508$935 $37,400 21%$18,090$17.98 $11.102.5 1.6$577


Tangipahoa Parish 13,820$56,300 $422$1,408$819 $32,760 32%$16,890$15.75 $9.902.2 1.6$515


Tensas Parish † 820$36,400 $273$910$620 $24,800 37%$10,920$11.92 1.6


Terrebonne Parish 10,262$64,400 $483$1,610$748 $29,920 26%$19,320$14.38 $14.782.0 1.0$769


Union Parish 1,704$51,400 $386$1,285$695 $27,800 20%$15,420$13.37 $5.051.8 2.6$262


Vermilion Parish 5,038$56,800 $426$1,420$620 $24,800 23%$17,040$11.92 $11.891.6 1.0$618


Vernon Parish 7,872$51,000 $383$1,275$855 $34,200 44%$15,300$16.44 $13.112.3 1.3$682


Washington Parish 4,354$40,000 $300$1,000$636 $25,440 25%$12,000$12.23 $9.281.7 1.3$483


Webster Parish 5,200$47,500 $356$1,188$620 $24,800 32%$14,250$11.92 $9.971.6 1.2$519


West Baton Rouge Parish 2,396$64,600 $485$1,615$801 $32,040 28%$19,380$15.40 $12.302.1 1.3$640


West Carroll Parish 1,125$44,500 $334$1,113$620 $24,800 28%$13,350$11.92 $8.021.6 1.5$417


West Feliciana Parish 1,005$64,600 $485$1,615$801 $32,040 24%$19,380$15.40 $13.772.1 1.1$716


Winn Parish 1,272$43,500 $326$1,088$620 $24,800 24%$13,050$11.92 $7.151.6 1.7$372


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Maine


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Maine, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $848.  In order to afford this level of rent and 
utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,827 monthly or $33,928 
annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing Wage of:


In Maine, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.50.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 87 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.2 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Maine, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $9.85.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 66 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.7 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.


$16.31


$213


$390


$468


$512


$1,559


$848


$0 $500 $1,000 $1,500 $2,000


Two-Bedroom FMR


Median Income Household


Mean Renter Wage Earner


Extremely Low Income Household


Minimum Wage Earner


SSI Recipient 


Mean Renter Wage Earner


Extremely Low Income Household


Minimum Wage Earner


$336


Gap between Rent 
Affordable and 


FMR


$380


$458


$635SSI Recipient


National Low Income Housing Coalition  •  Out of Reach 2013 94







Maine RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Maine $1,559$848 $33,928 27%$16.31 $9.85 1.7$512$468 150,6862.2 $62,375 $18,712


Metropolitan Areas


Bangor HMFA 14,304$70,600 $530$1,765$34,160 38%$16.42 $9.142.2 1.8$475$854 $21,180


Cumberland County HMFA 4,818$69,500 $521$1,738$35,160 25%$16.90 $11.362.3 1.5$591$879 $20,850


Lewiston-Auburn MSA 14,415$52,700 $395$1,318$33,040 33%$15.88 $9.362.1 1.7$487$826 $15,810


Penobscot County HMFA 4,672$50,200 $377$1,255$25,240 19%$12.13 $9.141.6 1.3$475$631 $15,060


Portland HMFA 35,636$76,400 $573$1,910$40,320 33%$19.38 $11.282.6 1.7$587$1,008 $22,920


Sagadahoc County HMFA 3,569$70,800 $531$1,770$32,960 24%$15.85 $9.712.1 1.6$505$824 $21,240


York County HMFA 13,615$65,400 $491$1,635$35,440 26%$17.04 $9.792.3 1.7$509$886 $19,620


York-Kittery-South Berwick HMFA 3,847$78,000 $585$1,950$41,000 22%$19.71 $9.792.6 2.0$509$1,025 $23,400


$746 $29,844 24%$14.35 $8.831.9 1.6$459Combined Nonmetro Areas $54,628 $1,366 $16,389 $410 55,810


Counties


Aroostook County 8,607$50,300 $377$1,258$632 $25,280 28%$15,090$12.15 $7.721.6 1.6$401


Franklin County 2,987$51,700 $388$1,293$694 $27,760 24%$15,510$13.35 $8.751.8 1.5$455


Hancock County 5,913$63,900 $479$1,598$851 $34,040 25%$19,170$16.37 $9.232.2 1.8$480


Kennebec County 14,199$57,500 $431$1,438$758 $30,320 28%$17,250$14.58 $9.181.9 1.6$477


Knox County 3,542$59,300 $445$1,483$874 $34,960 21%$17,790$16.81 $8.132.2 2.1$423


Lincoln County 2,263$61,700 $463$1,543$913 $36,520 15%$18,510$17.56 $9.782.3 1.8$508


Oxford County 5,182$51,000 $383$1,275$733 $29,320 22%$15,300$14.10 $9.011.9 1.6$468


Piscataquis County † 1,632$46,600 $350$1,165$679 $27,160 21%$13,980$13.06 1.7


Somerset County 4,814$50,100 $376$1,253$722 $28,880 22%$15,030$13.88 $9.291.9 1.5$483


Waldo County 3,364$53,400 $401$1,335$752 $30,080 21%$16,020$14.46 $8.751.9 1.7$455


Washington County 3,307$46,400 $348$1,160$683 $27,320 23%$13,920$13.13 $8.351.8 1.6$434


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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This information is provided for New England states only, because only in these states do FMR and metropolitan areas include portions of counties, rather than entire counties. 


Towns within Maine FMR Areas 
 
Bangor, ME HMFA 
 Penobscot County 


Bangor city, Brewer city, Eddington town, Glenburn town, Hampden 
town, Hermon town, Holden town, Kenduskeag town, Milford town, 
Old Town city, Orono town, Orrington town, Penobscot Indian Island 
Reservation, Veazie town 


 
Cumberland County, ME (part) HMFA 
 Cumberland County 


Baldwin town, Bridgton town, Brunswick town, Harpswell town, 
Harrison town, Naples town, New Gloucester town, Pownal town, 
Sebago town 


 
Lewiston-Auburn, ME MSA 
 Androscoggin County 


Auburn city, Durham town, Greene town, Leeds town, Lewiston city, 
Lisbon town, Livermore Falls town, Livermore town, Mechanic Falls 
town, Minot town, Poland town, Sabattus town, Turner town, Wales 
town 


 
Penobscot County, ME (part) HMFA 
 Penobscot County 


Alton town, Argyle UT, Bradford town, Bradley town, Burlington town, 
Carmel town, Carroll plantation, Charleston town, Chester town, Clifton 
town, Corinna town, Corinth town, Dexter town, Dixmont town, Drew 
plantation, East Central Penobscot UT, East Millinocket town, Edinburg 
town, Enfield town, Etna town, Exeter town, Garland town, Greenbush 
town, Howland town, Hudson town, Kingman UT, Lagrange town, 
Lakeville town, Lee town, Levant town, Lincoln town, Lowell town, 
Mattawamkeag town, Maxfield town, Medway town, Millinocket town, 
Mount Chase town, Newburgh town, Newport town, North Penobscot 
UT, Passadumkeag town, Patten town, Plymouth town, Prentiss UT, 
Seboeis plantation, Springfield town, Stacyville town, Stetson town, 
Twombly UT, Webster plantation, Whitney UT, Winn town, Woodville 
town 


 


 
Portland, ME HMFA 
 Cumberland County 


Cape Elizabeth town, Casco town, Cumberland town, Falmouth town, 
Freeport town, Frye Island town, Gorham town, Gray town, Long Island 
town, North Yarmouth town, Portland city, Raymond town, 
Scarborough town, South Portland city, Standish town, Westbrook city, 
Windham town, Yarmouth town 


  
 York County 


Buxton town, Hollis town, Limington town, Old Orchard Beach town 
 
Sagadahoc County, ME HMFA 
 Sagadahoc County 


Arrowsic town, Bath city, Bowdoin town, Bowdoinham town, 
Georgetown town, Perkins UT, Phippsburg town, Richmond town, 
Topsham town, West Bath town, Woolwich town 


 
York County, ME (part) HMFA 
 York County 


Acton town, Alfred town, Arundel town, Biddeford city, Cornish town, 
Dayton town, Kennebunk town, Kennebunkport town, Lebanon town, 
Limerick town, Lyman town, Newfield town, North Berwick town, 
Ogunquit town, Parsonsfield town, Saco city, Sanford town, Shapleigh 
town, Waterboro town, Wells town 


 
York-Kittery-South Berwick, ME HMFA 
 York County 


Berwick town, Eliot town, Kittery town, South Berwick town, York 
town 
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Maryland


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Maryland, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $1,273.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $4,242 monthly or 
$50,905 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Maryland, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 135 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
3.4 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Maryland, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $15.06.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 65 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.6 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Maryland RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Maryland $2,302$1,273 $50,905 31%$24.47 $15.06 1.6$783$691 666,6693.4 $92,080 $27,624


Metropolitan Areas


Baltimore-Towson HMFA * 329,433$85,600 $642$2,140$50,040 32%$24.06 $15.393.3 1.6$800$1,251 $25,680


Cumberland MSA 8,579$53,300 $400$1,333$25,280 30%$12.15 $8.891.7 1.4$462$632 $15,990


Hagerstown HMFA 18,399$69,500 $521$1,738$33,240 33%$15.98 $10.862.2 1.5$565$831 $20,850


Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington MSA * 9,160$79,200 $594$1,980$44,760 25%$21.52 $10.463.0 2.1$544$1,119 $23,760


Salisbury HMFA 12,853$59,300 $445$1,483$36,240 35%$17.42 $11.752.4 1.5$611$906 $17,790


Somerset County HMFA 2,860$52,900 $397$1,323$28,640 33%$13.77 $10.791.9 1.3$561$716 $15,870


Washington-Arlington-Alexandria HMFA 254,840$107,300 $805$2,683$56,480 31%$27.15 $16.033.7 1.7$834$1,412 $32,190


$1,041 $41,655 26%$20.03 $10.832.8 1.8$563Combined Nonmetro Areas $79,002 $1,975 $23,701 $593 30,545


Counties


Allegany County 8,579$53,300 $400$1,333$632 $25,280 30%$15,990$12.15 $8.891.7 1.4$462


Anne Arundel County * 49,511$85,600 $642$2,140$1,251 $50,040 25%$25,680$24.06 $15.733.3 1.5$818


Baltimore city * 120,636$85,600 $642$2,140$1,251 $50,040 50%$25,680$24.06 $18.413.3 1.3$957


Baltimore County * 104,146$85,600 $642$2,140$1,251 $50,040 33%$25,680$24.06 $14.933.3 1.6$777


Calvert County 4,868$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 16%$32,190$27.15 $9.203.7 3.0$478


Caroline County 3,051$69,900 $524$1,748$1,025 $41,000 26%$20,970$19.71 $9.812.7 2.0$510


Carroll County * 9,537$85,600 $642$2,140$1,251 $50,040 16%$25,680$24.06 $7.693.3 3.1$400


Cecil County * 9,160$79,200 $594$1,980$1,119 $44,760 25%$23,760$21.52 $10.463.0 2.1$544


Charles County 10,035$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 20%$32,190$27.15 $9.283.7 2.9$482


Dorchester County 4,085$60,200 $452$1,505$927 $37,080 30%$18,060$17.83 $9.552.5 1.9$497


Frederick County 20,460$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 24%$32,190$27.15 $12.863.7 2.1$669


Garrett County 2,910$60,100 $451$1,503$699 $27,960 23%$18,030$13.44 $7.561.9 1.8$393


Harford County * 16,516$85,600 $642$2,140$1,251 $50,040 19%$25,680$24.06 $9.783.3 2.5$508


Howard County * 26,685$85,600 $642$2,140$1,251 $50,040 26%$25,680$24.06 $16.173.3 1.5$841


Kent County 1,922$67,500 $506$1,688$1,022 $40,880 25%$20,250$19.65 $8.802.7 2.2$457


Montgomery County 110,937$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 31%$32,190$27.15 $18.283.7 1.5$951


Prince George's County 108,540$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 36%$32,190$27.15 $14.863.7 1.8$773


Queen Anne's County * 2,402$85,600 $642$2,140$1,251 $50,040 14%$25,680$24.06 $7.993.3 3.0$416


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


Columbia City is not included due to a lack of sufficient data.   * 50th percentile FMR (See 
Appendix A).  
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Maryland RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Somerset County 2,860$52,900 $397$1,323$716 $28,640 33%$15,870$13.77 $10.791.9 1.3$561


St. Mary's County 9,885$101,300 $760$2,533$1,139 $45,560 27%$30,390$21.90 $16.053.0 1.4$835


Talbot County 3,946$80,800 $606$2,020$1,171 $46,840 25%$24,240$22.52 $10.153.1 2.2$528


Washington County 18,399$69,500 $521$1,738$831 $33,240 33%$20,850$15.98 $10.862.2 1.5$565


Wicomico County 12,853$59,300 $445$1,483$906 $36,240 35%$17,790$17.42 $11.752.4 1.5$611


Worcester County 4,746$71,600 $537$1,790$1,057 $42,280 22%$21,480$20.33 $6.992.8 2.9$363


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


Columbia City is not included due to a lack of sufficient data.   * 50th percentile FMR (See 
Appendix A).  
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Massachusetts


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Massachusetts, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $1,251.  In order to afford this level of 
rent and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $4,169 monthly or 
$50,029 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Massachusetts, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $8.00.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 120 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household 
must include 3.0 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.


In Massachusetts, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $17.17.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 56 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.4 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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Massachusetts RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Massachusetts $2,133$1,251 $50,029 36%$24.05 $17.17 1.4$893$640 917,9363.0 $85,319 $25,596


Metropolitan Areas


Barnstable Town MSA 19,531$74,900 $562$1,873$50,680 20%$24.37 $10.673.0 2.3$555$1,267 $22,470


Berkshire County HMFA 5,380$72,900 $547$1,823$30,720 27%$14.77 $10.411.8 1.4$541$768 $21,870


Boston-Cambridge-Quincy HMFA 518,331$94,400 $708$2,360$57,760 40%$27.77 $20.593.5 1.3$1,070$1,444 $28,320


Brockton HMFA 23,593$78,300 $587$1,958$44,880 27%$21.58 $10.442.7 2.1$543$1,122 $23,490


Eastern Worcester County HMFA 6,836$106,500 $799$2,663$46,240 21%$22.23 $11.692.8 1.9$608$1,156 $31,950


Easton-Raynham HMFA 2,285$104,800 $786$2,620$50,200 18%$24.13 $10.943.0 2.2$569$1,255 $31,440


Fitchburg-Leominster HMFA 18,762$69,300 $520$1,733$37,000 35%$17.79 $11.692.2 1.5$608$925 $20,790


Franklin County HMFA 8,565$62,800 $471$1,570$36,680 30%$17.63 $10.502.2 1.7$546$917 $18,840


Lawrence HMFA 37,769$84,900 $637$2,123$44,600 37%$21.44 $12.262.7 1.7$637$1,115 $25,470


Lowell HMFA 30,761$90,700 $680$2,268$44,880 28%$21.58 $21.262.7 1.0$1,106$1,122 $27,210


New Bedford HMFA 26,667$61,000 $458$1,525$33,920 41%$16.31 $10.942.0 1.5$569$848 $18,300


Pittsfield HMFA 11,942$56,400 $423$1,410$32,120 33%$15.44 $10.411.9 1.5$541$803 $16,920


Providence-Fall River HMFA 35,323$71,100 $533$1,778$37,200 38%$17.88 $10.942.2 1.6$569$930 $21,330


Springfield HMFA 85,868$66,100 $496$1,653$37,400 36%$17.98 $9.742.2 1.8$506$935 $19,830


Taunton-Mansfield-Norton HMFA 11,563$77,500 $581$1,938$45,360 28%$21.81 $10.942.7 2.0$569$1,134 $23,250


Western Worcester County HMFA 2,330$71,300 $535$1,783$30,680 21%$14.75 $11.691.8 1.3$608$767 $21,390


Worcester HMFA 70,291$81,300 $610$2,033$38,640 35%$18.58 $11.692.3 1.6$608$966 $24,390


$1,650 $65,999 23%$31.73 $12.834.0 2.5$667Combined Nonmetro Areas $87,448 $2,186 $26,234 $656 2,139


Counties


Dukes County 1,018$82,100 $616$2,053$1,400 $56,000 18%$24,630$26.92 $9.843.4 2.7$512


Nantucket County 1,121$95,400 $716$2,385$1,877 $75,080 30%$28,620$36.10 $16.654.5 2.2$866


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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This information is provided for New England states only, because only in these states do FMR and metropolitan areas include portions of counties, rather than entire counties. 


Towns within Massachusetts FMR Areas 
 
Barnstable Town, MA MSA 
 Barnstable County 


Barnstable Town city, Bourne town, Brewster town, Chatham town, Dennis 
town, Eastham town, Falmouth town, Harwich town, Mashpee town, Orleans 
town, Provincetown town, Sandwich town, Truro town, Wellfleet town, 
Yarmouth town 


 
Berkshire County, MA (part) HMFA 
 Berkshire County 


Alford town, Becket town, Clarksburg town, Egremont town, Florida town, 
Great Barrington town, Hancock town, Monterey town, Mount Washington 
town, New Ashford town, New Marlborough town, North Adams city, Otis 
town, Peru town, Sandisfield town, Savoy town, Sheffield town, Tyringham 
town, Washington town, West Stockbridge town, Williamstown town, Windsor 
town 


 
Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH HMFA 
 Essex County 


Amesbury town, Beverly city, Danvers town, Essex town, Gloucester city, 
Hamilton town, Ipswich town, Lynn city, Lynnfield town, Manchester-by-the-
Sea town, Marblehead town, Middleton town, Nahant town, Newbury town, 
Newburyport city, Peabody city, Rockport town, Rowley town, Salem city, 
Salisbury town, Saugus town, Swampscott town, Topsfield town, Wenham town 


  
 Middlesex County 


Acton town, Arlington town, Ashby town, Ashland town, Ayer town, Bedford 
town, Belmont town, Boxborough town, Burlington town, Cambridge city, 
Carlisle town, Concord town, Everett city, Framingham town, Holliston town, 
Hopkinton town, Hudson town, Lexington town, Lincoln town, Littleton town, 
Malden city, Marlborough city, Maynard town, Medford city, Melrose city, 
Natick town, Newton city, North Reading town, Reading town, Sherborn town, 
Shirley town, Somerville city, Stoneham town, Stow town, Sudbury town, 
Townsend town, Wakefield town, Waltham city, Watertown city, Wayland town, 
Weston town, Wilmington town, Winchester town, Woburn city 


  
 Norfolk County 


Bellingham town, Braintree town, Brookline town, Canton town, Cohasset town, 
Dedham town, Dover town, Foxborough town, Franklin city, Holbrook town, 
Medfield town, Medway town, Millis town, Milton town, Needham town, 
Norfolk town, Norwood town, Plainville town, Quincy city, Randolph town, 
Sharon town, Stoughton town, Walpole town, Wellesley town, Westwood town, 
Weymouth town, Wrentham town 


  
  


 
 Plymouth County 


Carver town, Duxbury town, Hanover town, Hingham town, Hull town, 
Kingston town, Marshfield town, Norwell town, Pembroke town, Plymouth 
town, Rockland town, Scituate town, Wareham town 


  
 Suffolk County 


Boston city, Chelsea city, Revere city, Winthrop town 
 
Brockton, MA HMFA 
 Norfolk County 


Avon town 
  
 Plymouth County 


Abington town, Bridgewater town, Brockton city, East Bridgewater town, 
Halifax town, Hanson town, Lakeville town, Marion town, Mattapoisett town, 
Middleborough town, Plympton town, Rochester town, West Bridgewater town, 
Whitman town 


 
Eastern Worcester County, MA HMFA 
 Worcester County 


Berlin town, Blackstone town, Bolton town, Harvard town, Hopedale town, 
Lancaster town, Mendon town, Milford town, Millville town, Southborough 
town, Upton town 


 
Easton-Raynham, MA HMFA 
 Bristol County 


Easton town, Raynham town 
 
Fitchburg-Leominster, MA HMFA 
 Worcester County 


Ashburnham town, Fitchburg city, Gardner city, Leominster city, Lunenburg 
town, Templeton town, Westminster town, Winchendon town 


 
Franklin County, MA (part) HMFA 
 Franklin County 


Ashfield town, Bernardston town, Buckland town, Charlemont town, Colrain 
town, Conway town, Deerfield town, Erving town, Gill town, Greenfield town, 
Hawley town, Heath town, Leverett town, Leyden town, Monroe town, 
Montague town, New Salem town, Northfield town, Orange town, Rowe town, 
Shelburne town, Shutesbury town, Warwick town, Wendell town, Whately town 
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This information is provided for New England states only, because only in these states do FMR and metropolitan areas include portions of counties, rather than entire counties. 


Lawrence, MA-NH HMFA 
 Essex County 


Andover town, Boxford town, Georgetown town, Groveland town, Haverhill 
city, Lawrence city, Merrimac town, Methuen city, North Andover town, West 
Newbury town 


 
Lowell, MA HMFA 
 Middlesex County 


Billerica town, Chelmsford town, Dracut town, Dunstable town, Groton town, 
Lowell city, Pepperell town, Tewksbury town, Tyngsborough town, Westford 
town 


 
New Bedford, MA HMFA 
 Bristol County 


Acushnet town, Dartmouth town, Fairhaven town, Freetown town, New Bedford 
city 


 
Pittsfield, MA HMFA 
 Berkshire County 


Adams town, Cheshire town, Dalton town, Hinsdale town, Lanesborough town, 
Lee town, Lenox town, Pittsfield city, Richmond town, Stockbridge town 


 
Providence-Fall River, RI-MA HMFA 
 Bristol County 


Attleboro city, Fall River city, North Attleborough town, Rehoboth town, 
Seekonk town, Somerset town, Swansea town, Westport town 


 
Springfield, MA HMFA 
 Franklin County 


Sunderland town 
  
 Hampden County 


Agawam city, Blandford town, Brimfield town, Chester town, Chicopee city, 
East Longmeadow town, Granville town, Hampden town, Holland town, 
Holyoke city, Longmeadow town, Ludlow town, Monson town, Montgomery 
town, Palmer town, Russell town, Southwick town, Springfield city, Tolland 
town, Wales town, West Springfield town, Westfield city, Wilbraham town 


  
 Hampshire County 


Amherst town, Belchertown town, Chesterfield town, Cummington town, 
Easthampton city, Goshen town, Granby town, Hadley town, Hatfield town, 
Huntington town, Middlefield town, Northampton city, Pelham town, Plainfield 
town, South Hadley town, Southampton town, Ware town, Westhampton town, 
Williamsburg town, Worthington town 


 


Taunton-Mansfield-Norton, MA HMFA 
 Bristol County 


Berkley town, Dighton town, Mansfield town, Norton town, Taunton city 
 
Western Worcester County, MA HMFA 
 Worcester County 


Athol town, Hardwick town, Hubbardston town, New Braintree town, Petersham 
town, Phillipston town, Royalston town, Warren town 


 
Worcester, MA HMFA 
 Worcester County 


Auburn town, Barre town, Boylston town, Brookfield town, Charlton town, 
Clinton town, Douglas town, Dudley town, East Brookfield town, Grafton town, 
Holden town, Leicester town, Millbury town, North Brookfield town, 
Northborough town, Northbridge town, Oakham town, Oxford town, Paxton 
town, Princeton town, Rutland town, Shrewsbury town, Southbridge town, 
Spencer town, Sterling town, Sturbridge town, Sutton town, Uxbridge town, 
Webster town, West Boylston town, West Brookfield town, Westborough town, 
Worcester city 
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Michigan


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Michigan, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $768.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,559 monthly or 
$30,713 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Michigan, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.40.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 80 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.0 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Michigan, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $11.62.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 51 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.3 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Michigan RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Michigan $1,537$768 $30,713 26%$14.77 $11.62 1.3$604$461 1,012,5752.0 $61,462 $18,438


Metropolitan Areas


Ann Arbor MSA 50,403$84,200 $632$2,105$36,040 38%$17.33 $12.352.3 1.4$642$901 $25,260


Barry County HMFA 3,495$65,000 $488$1,625$28,720 15%$13.81 $9.301.9 1.5$483$718 $19,500


Battle Creek MSA 15,472$53,100 $398$1,328$29,600 29%$14.23 $11.551.9 1.2$601$740 $15,930


Bay City MSA 9,041$56,100 $421$1,403$25,040 21%$12.04 $8.561.6 1.4$445$626 $16,830


Cass County HMFA 3,326$58,300 $437$1,458$25,040 17%$12.04 $9.221.6 1.3$479$626 $17,490


Detroit-Warren-Livonia HMFA 448,038$64,400 $483$1,610$32,840 28%$15.79 $13.632.1 1.2$709$821 $19,320


Flint MSA 48,321$52,100 $391$1,303$28,440 29%$13.67 $9.801.8 1.4$510$711 $15,630


Grand Rapids-Wyoming HMFA 66,036$59,600 $447$1,490$29,560 29%$14.21 $10.761.9 1.3$559$739 $17,880


Holland-Grand Haven MSA 19,575$65,100 $488$1,628$28,440 21%$13.67 $10.211.8 1.3$531$711 $19,530


Ionia County HMFA 4,715$58,000 $435$1,450$27,880 21%$13.40 $6.071.8 2.2$316$697 $17,400


Jackson MSA 15,079$56,500 $424$1,413$28,440 25%$13.67 $9.931.8 1.4$516$711 $16,950


Kalamazoo-Portage MSA 40,592$62,300 $467$1,558$28,640 32%$13.77 $10.091.9 1.4$525$716 $18,690


Lansing-East Lansing MSA 59,025$66,000 $495$1,650$31,880 33%$15.33 $10.152.1 1.5$528$797 $19,800


Livingston County HMFA 9,260$79,600 $597$1,990$32,280 14%$15.52 $9.532.1 1.6$496$807 $23,880


Monroe MSA 11,412$63,700 $478$1,593$30,160 20%$14.50 $10.352.0 1.4$538$754 $19,110


Muskegon-Norton Shores MSA 16,450$48,200 $362$1,205$25,520 25%$12.27 $9.061.7 1.4$471$638 $14,460


Newaygo County HMFA 2,988$52,600 $395$1,315$25,040 16%$12.04 $8.941.6 1.3$465$626 $15,780


Niles-Benton Harbor MSA 16,476$54,500 $409$1,363$27,040 27%$13.00 $9.901.8 1.3$515$676 $16,350


Saginaw-Saginaw Township North MSA 20,247$55,500 $416$1,388$26,600 26%$12.79 $8.851.7 1.4$460$665 $16,650


$670 $26,808 21%$12.89 $8.921.7 1.4$464Combined Nonmetro Areas $54,096 $1,352 $16,229 $406 152,624


Counties


Alcona County 455$46,200 $347$1,155$626 $25,040 10%$13,860$12.04 $7.281.6 1.7$378


Alger County 636$50,500 $379$1,263$636 $25,440 18%$15,150$12.23 $7.101.7 1.7$369


Allegan County 7,216$55,000 $413$1,375$710 $28,400 17%$16,500$13.65 $11.641.8 1.2$605


Alpena County 2,713$50,200 $377$1,255$626 $25,040 21%$15,060$12.04 $7.151.6 1.7$372


Antrim County 1,476$53,600 $402$1,340$649 $25,960 15%$16,080$12.48 $6.081.7 2.1$316


Arenac County 1,128$48,200 $362$1,205$626 $25,040 17%$14,460$12.04 $6.051.6 2.0$314


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Michigan RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Baraga County 792$53,700 $403$1,343$626 $25,040 24%$16,110$12.04 $7.801.6 1.5$405


Barry County 3,495$65,000 $488$1,625$718 $28,720 15%$19,500$13.81 $9.301.9 1.5$483


Bay County 9,041$56,100 $421$1,403$626 $25,040 21%$16,830$12.04 $8.561.6 1.4$445


Benzie County 1,090$56,600 $425$1,415$653 $26,120 15%$16,980$12.56 $7.081.7 1.8$368


Berrien County 16,476$54,500 $409$1,363$676 $27,040 27%$16,350$13.00 $9.901.8 1.3$515


Branch County 3,352$54,100 $406$1,353$633 $25,320 21%$16,230$12.17 $8.711.6 1.4$453


Calhoun County 15,472$53,100 $398$1,328$740 $29,600 29%$15,930$14.23 $11.551.9 1.2$601


Cass County 3,326$58,300 $437$1,458$626 $25,040 17%$17,490$12.04 $9.221.6 1.3$479


Charlevoix County 1,862$60,600 $455$1,515$683 $27,320 17%$18,180$13.13 $9.701.8 1.4$504


Cheboygan County 2,072$48,600 $365$1,215$626 $25,040 18%$14,580$12.04 $6.701.6 1.8$348


Chippewa County 4,041$57,500 $431$1,438$635 $25,400 27%$17,250$12.21 $6.021.7 2.0$313


Clare County 2,646$45,200 $339$1,130$643 $25,720 20%$13,560$12.37 $8.311.7 1.5$432


Clinton County 5,324$66,000 $495$1,650$797 $31,880 19%$19,800$15.33 $8.182.1 1.9$425


Crawford County 963$48,200 $362$1,205$636 $25,440 17%$14,460$12.23 $7.251.7 1.7$377


Delta County 3,214$54,700 $410$1,368$626 $25,040 20%$16,410$12.04 $6.511.6 1.8$339


Dickinson County 2,299$57,400 $431$1,435$626 $25,040 20%$17,220$12.04 $8.341.6 1.4$434


Eaton County 11,214$66,000 $495$1,650$797 $31,880 26%$19,800$15.33 $10.752.1 1.4$559


Emmet County 3,312$65,500 $491$1,638$763 $30,520 24%$19,650$14.67 $9.732.0 1.5$506


Genesee County 48,321$52,100 $391$1,303$711 $28,440 29%$15,630$13.67 $9.801.8 1.4$510


Gladwin County 1,674$47,200 $354$1,180$626 $25,040 15%$14,160$12.04 $5.571.6 2.2$290


Gogebic County 1,695$48,000 $360$1,200$626 $25,040 23%$14,400$12.04 $7.301.6 1.6$379


Grand Traverse County 8,124$61,500 $461$1,538$797 $31,880 24%$18,450$15.33 $10.932.1 1.4$568


Gratiot County 3,233$53,100 $398$1,328$638 $25,520 22%$15,930$12.27 $8.821.7 1.4$459


Hillsdale County 3,332$53,700 $403$1,343$669 $26,760 19%$16,110$12.87 $9.781.7 1.3$509


Houghton County 4,262$49,800 $374$1,245$626 $25,040 30%$14,940$12.04 $6.871.6 1.8$357


Huron County 2,482$52,500 $394$1,313$626 $25,040 17%$15,750$12.04 $8.101.6 1.5$421


Ingham County 42,487$66,000 $495$1,650$797 $31,880 39%$19,800$15.33 $10.242.1 1.5$532


Ionia County 4,715$58,000 $435$1,450$697 $27,880 21%$17,400$13.40 $6.071.8 2.2$316


Iosco County 1,668$46,900 $352$1,173$626 $25,040 15%$14,070$12.04 $6.581.6 1.8$342


Iron County 805$47,400 $356$1,185$626 $25,040 15%$14,220$12.04 $7.531.6 1.6$392


Isabella County 10,095$53,600 $402$1,340$696 $27,840 41%$16,080$13.38 $6.551.8 2.0$340


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Michigan RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Jackson County 15,079$56,500 $424$1,413$711 $28,440 25%$16,950$13.67 $9.931.8 1.4$516


Kalamazoo County 34,595$62,300 $467$1,558$716 $28,640 35%$18,690$13.77 $10.511.9 1.3$546


Kalkaska County 1,270$48,300 $362$1,208$705 $28,200 18%$14,490$13.56 $13.311.8 1.0$692


Kent County 66,036$59,600 $447$1,490$739 $29,560 29%$17,880$14.21 $10.761.9 1.3$559


Keweenaw County 131$49,300 $370$1,233$626 $25,040 15%$14,790$12.04 $3.691.6 3.3$192


Lake County 726$41,400 $311$1,035$626 $25,040 17%$12,420$12.04 $7.071.6 1.7$368


Lapeer County 5,003$64,400 $483$1,610$821 $32,840 15%$19,320$15.79 $6.282.1 2.5$327


Leelanau County 1,387$69,400 $521$1,735$823 $32,920 15%$20,820$15.83 $6.672.1 2.4$347


Lenawee County 7,559$56,500 $424$1,413$671 $26,840 20%$16,950$12.90 $9.691.7 1.3$504


Livingston County 9,260$79,600 $597$1,990$807 $32,280 14%$23,880$15.52 $9.532.1 1.6$496


Luce County 501$49,400 $371$1,235$626 $25,040 20%$14,820$12.04 $5.901.6 2.0$307


Mackinac County 992$54,600 $410$1,365$626 $25,040 20%$16,380$12.04 $8.121.6 1.5$422


Macomb County 73,757$64,400 $483$1,610$821 $32,840 22%$19,320$15.79 $12.932.1 1.2$672


Manistee County 2,128$53,200 $399$1,330$648 $25,920 20%$15,960$12.46 $9.091.7 1.4$473


Marquette County 7,286$65,700 $493$1,643$688 $27,520 28%$19,710$13.23 $7.831.8 1.7$407


Mason County 3,046$52,200 $392$1,305$653 $26,120 25%$15,660$12.56 $8.881.7 1.4$462


Mecosta County 4,259$51,200 $384$1,280$626 $25,040 27%$15,360$12.04 $8.001.6 1.5$416


Menominee County 2,148$52,500 $394$1,313$626 $25,040 20%$15,750$12.04 $6.721.6 1.8$349


Midland County 7,695$64,300 $482$1,608$702 $28,080 23%$19,290$13.50 $13.001.8 1.0$676


Missaukee County 1,044$49,300 $370$1,233$626 $25,040 18%$14,790$12.04 $9.821.6 1.2$511


Monroe County 11,412$63,700 $478$1,593$754 $30,160 20%$19,110$14.50 $10.352.0 1.4$538


Montcalm County 4,770$49,600 $372$1,240$643 $25,720 20%$14,880$12.37 $8.811.7 1.4$458


Montmorency County 550$43,800 $329$1,095$667 $26,680 13%$13,140$12.83 $6.401.7 2.0$333


Muskegon County 16,450$48,200 $362$1,205$638 $25,520 25%$14,460$12.27 $9.061.7 1.4$471


Newaygo County 2,988$52,600 $395$1,315$626 $25,040 16%$15,780$12.04 $8.941.6 1.3$465


Oakland County 127,246$64,400 $483$1,610$821 $32,840 26%$19,320$15.79 $14.342.1 1.1$746


Oceana County 1,562$49,300 $370$1,233$626 $25,040 16%$14,790$12.04 $7.611.6 1.6$396


Ogemaw County 1,361$44,400 $333$1,110$626 $25,040 16%$13,320$12.04 $6.941.6 1.7$361


Ontonagon County 488$50,300 $377$1,258$626 $25,040 14%$15,090$12.04 $6.631.6 1.8$345


Osceola County 1,776$47,400 $356$1,185$626 $25,040 20%$14,220$12.04 $10.621.6 1.1$552


Oscoda County 637$41,800 $314$1,045$671 $26,840 16%$12,540$12.90 $6.581.7 2.0$342


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Michigan RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Otsego County 1,725$57,500 $431$1,438$686 $27,440 18%$17,250$13.19 $8.221.8 1.6$427


Ottawa County 19,575$65,100 $488$1,628$711 $28,440 21%$19,530$13.67 $10.211.8 1.3$531


Presque Isle County 685$46,500 $349$1,163$626 $25,040 11%$13,950$12.04 $8.811.6 1.4$458


Roscommon County 1,723$42,500 $319$1,063$626 $25,040 15%$12,750$12.04 $5.891.6 2.0$306


Saginaw County 20,247$55,500 $416$1,388$665 $26,600 26%$16,650$12.79 $8.851.7 1.4$460


Sanilac County 2,884$52,100 $391$1,303$626 $25,040 17%$15,630$12.04 $8.761.6 1.4$455


Schoolcraft County 455$51,200 $384$1,280$626 $25,040 12%$15,360$12.04 $7.511.6 1.6$391


Shiawassee County 6,037$55,900 $419$1,398$767 $30,680 22%$16,770$14.75 $7.482.0 2.0$389


St. Clair County 14,088$64,400 $483$1,610$821 $32,840 22%$19,320$15.79 $9.632.1 1.6$501


St. Joseph County 4,844$55,900 $419$1,398$642 $25,680 22%$16,770$12.35 $9.281.7 1.3$483


Tuscola County 3,827$53,400 $401$1,335$626 $25,040 18%$16,020$12.04 $9.211.6 1.3$479


Van Buren County 5,997$62,300 $467$1,558$716 $28,640 21%$18,690$13.77 $7.741.9 1.8$402


Washtenaw County 50,403$84,200 $632$2,105$901 $36,040 38%$25,260$17.33 $12.352.3 1.4$642


Wayne County 227,944$64,400 $483$1,610$821 $32,840 33%$19,320$15.79 $13.662.1 1.2$710


Wexford County 2,491$49,600 $372$1,240$655 $26,200 20%$14,880$12.60 $8.551.7 1.5$444


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Minnesota


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Minnesota, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $836.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,786 monthly or 
$33,438 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Minnesota, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 89 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.2 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Minnesota, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $12.22.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 53 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.3 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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Minnesota RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Minnesota $1,870$836 $33,438 26%$16.08 $12.22 1.3$635$561 551,8952.2 $74,807 $22,442


Metropolitan Areas


Duluth MSA 27,491$60,900 $457$1,523$29,000 27%$13.94 $8.801.9 1.6$457$725 $18,270


Fargo MSA 6,400$73,800 $554$1,845$25,560 29%$12.29 $6.541.7 1.9$340$639 $22,140


Grand Forks MSA 3,305$67,700 $508$1,693$27,440 27%$13.19 $7.461.8 1.8$388$686 $20,310


La Crosse MSA 1,428$69,200 $519$1,730$27,960 18%$13.44 $6.001.9 2.2$312$699 $20,760


Mankato-North Mankato MSA 11,176$69,600 $522$1,740$30,600 31%$14.71 $8.592.0 1.7$447$765 $20,880


Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington MSA 345,383$82,300 $617$2,058$36,800 28%$17.69 $13.992.4 1.3$727$920 $24,690


Rochester HMFA 14,580$80,500 $604$2,013$33,520 23%$16.12 $12.572.2 1.3$653$838 $24,150


St. Cloud MSA 19,794$65,800 $494$1,645$27,960 28%$13.44 $9.131.9 1.5$475$699 $19,740


Wabasha County HMFA 1,444$66,900 $502$1,673$25,640 17%$12.33 $6.351.7 1.9$330$641 $20,070


$668 $26,729 22%$12.85 $8.221.8 1.6$428Combined Nonmetro Areas $61,826 $1,546 $18,548 $464 120,894


Counties


Aitkin County 1,399$50,000 $375$1,250$626 $25,040 18%$15,000$12.04 $7.971.7 1.5$414


Anoka County 21,342$82,300 $617$2,058$920 $36,800 18%$24,690$17.69 $11.382.4 1.6$592


Becker County 2,859$59,400 $446$1,485$626 $25,040 21%$17,820$12.04 $6.821.7 1.8$355


Beltrami County 4,661$58,200 $437$1,455$648 $25,920 28%$17,460$12.46 $8.701.7 1.4$453


Benton County 4,330$65,800 $494$1,645$699 $27,960 29%$19,740$13.44 $7.881.9 1.7$410


Big Stone County 498$57,400 $431$1,435$626 $25,040 21%$17,220$12.04 $6.781.7 1.8$353


Blue Earth County 7,982$69,600 $522$1,740$765 $30,600 33%$20,880$14.71 $8.222.0 1.8$428


Brown County 2,325$63,900 $479$1,598$626 $25,040 21%$19,170$12.04 $8.601.7 1.4$447


Carlton County 2,730$60,900 $457$1,523$725 $29,000 20%$18,270$13.94 $6.221.9 2.2$323


Carver County 5,551$82,300 $617$2,058$920 $36,800 17%$24,690$17.69 $9.612.4 1.8$500


Cass County 2,293$54,300 $407$1,358$671 $26,840 18%$16,290$12.90 $6.551.8 2.0$341


Chippewa County 1,375$62,500 $469$1,563$626 $25,040 26%$18,750$12.04 $8.131.7 1.5$423


Chisago County 2,759$82,300 $617$2,058$920 $36,800 14%$24,690$17.69 $7.422.4 2.4$386


Clay County 6,400$73,800 $554$1,845$639 $25,560 29%$22,140$12.29 $6.541.7 1.9$340


Clearwater County 821$49,500 $371$1,238$626 $25,040 22%$14,850$12.04 $7.971.7 1.5$414


Cook County 722$59,700 $448$1,493$757 $30,280 27%$17,910$14.56 $6.392.0 2.3$332


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Minnesota RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Cottonwood County 990$55,000 $413$1,375$626 $25,040 20%$16,500$12.04 $7.801.7 1.5$406


Crow Wing County 6,325$59,000 $443$1,475$706 $28,240 24%$17,700$13.58 $8.291.9 1.6$431


Dakota County 33,433$82,300 $617$2,058$920 $36,800 22%$24,690$17.69 $11.972.4 1.5$622


Dodge County 966$80,500 $604$2,013$838 $33,520 13%$24,150$16.12 $8.392.2 1.9$436


Douglas County 3,977$63,700 $478$1,593$643 $25,720 25%$19,110$12.37 $8.191.7 1.5$426


Faribault County 1,238$57,300 $430$1,433$626 $25,040 20%$17,190$12.04 $9.151.7 1.3$476


Fillmore County 1,691$62,700 $470$1,568$626 $25,040 20%$18,810$12.04 $7.451.7 1.6$388


Freeborn County 2,771$60,300 $452$1,508$627 $25,080 21%$18,090$12.06 $9.291.7 1.3$483


Goodhue County 4,020$72,500 $544$1,813$754 $30,160 22%$21,750$14.50 $8.332.0 1.7$433


Grant County 592$55,900 $419$1,398$626 $25,040 22%$16,770$12.04 $7.031.7 1.7$365


Hennepin County 167,379$82,300 $617$2,058$920 $36,800 35%$24,690$17.69 $15.762.4 1.1$819


Houston County 1,428$69,200 $519$1,730$699 $27,960 18%$20,760$13.44 $6.001.9 2.2$312


Hubbard County 1,447$57,300 $430$1,433$626 $25,040 17%$17,190$12.04 $7.211.7 1.7$375


Isanti County 2,425$82,300 $617$2,058$920 $36,800 18%$24,690$17.69 $8.942.4 2.0$465


Itasca County 3,444$60,500 $454$1,513$747 $29,880 18%$18,150$14.37 $7.702.0 1.9$400


Jackson County 968$63,000 $473$1,575$626 $25,040 21%$18,900$12.04 $10.461.7 1.2$544


Kanabec County 1,108$55,100 $413$1,378$781 $31,240 18%$16,530$15.02 $8.372.1 1.8$435


Kandiyohi County 4,431$64,600 $485$1,615$642 $25,680 26%$19,380$12.35 $6.991.7 1.8$363


Kittson County 305$65,800 $494$1,645$626 $25,040 16%$19,740$12.04 $7.081.7 1.7$368


Koochiching County 1,486$61,600 $462$1,540$626 $25,040 24%$18,480$12.04 $9.281.7 1.3$483


Lac qui Parle County 517$57,900 $434$1,448$626 $25,040 17%$17,370$12.04 $9.891.7 1.2$515


Lake County 1,027$61,100 $458$1,528$651 $26,040 20%$18,330$12.52 $9.511.7 1.3$494


Lake of the Woods County 195$54,400 $408$1,360$709 $28,360 11%$16,320$13.63 $5.981.9 2.3$311


Le Sueur County 1,878$72,300 $542$1,808$677 $27,080 17%$21,690$13.02 $8.761.8 1.5$455


Lincoln County 421$62,700 $470$1,568$626 $25,040 16%$18,810$12.04 $6.741.7 1.8$350


Lyon County 3,278$67,800 $509$1,695$626 $25,040 32%$20,340$12.04 $8.321.7 1.4$432


Mahnomen County 516$48,100 $361$1,203$688 $27,520 26%$14,430$13.23 $6.201.8 2.1$322


Marshall County 722$65,200 $489$1,630$626 $25,040 18%$19,560$12.04 $10.951.7 1.1$569


Martin County 2,048$60,700 $455$1,518$641 $25,640 23%$18,210$12.33 $8.731.7 1.4$454


McLeod County 3,382$73,600 $552$1,840$693 $27,720 23%$22,080$13.33 $10.031.8 1.3$521


Meeker County 1,727$63,200 $474$1,580$754 $30,160 18%$18,960$14.50 $7.602.0 1.9$395


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Minnesota RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Mille Lacs County 2,480$59,000 $443$1,475$716 $28,640 23%$17,700$13.77 $6.271.9 2.2$326


Morrison County 2,745$60,000 $450$1,500$626 $25,040 20%$18,000$12.04 $7.101.7 1.7$369


Mower County 4,321$62,100 $466$1,553$670 $26,800 27%$18,630$12.88 $9.831.8 1.3$511


Murray County 633$58,100 $436$1,453$626 $25,040 16%$17,430$12.04 $8.511.7 1.4$442


Nicollet County 3,194$69,600 $522$1,740$765 $30,600 26%$20,880$14.71 $9.712.0 1.5$505


Nobles County 2,240$55,600 $417$1,390$626 $25,040 28%$16,680$12.04 $9.001.7 1.3$468


Norman County 568$56,900 $427$1,423$626 $25,040 20%$17,070$12.04 $9.651.7 1.2$502


Olmsted County 13,614$80,500 $604$2,013$838 $33,520 24%$24,150$16.12 $12.772.2 1.3$664


Otter Tail County 5,149$56,700 $425$1,418$626 $25,040 21%$17,010$12.04 $7.391.7 1.6$384


Pennington County 1,347$60,400 $453$1,510$626 $25,040 23%$18,120$12.04 $7.751.7 1.6$403


Pine County 2,229$54,700 $410$1,368$688 $27,520 19%$16,410$13.23 $6.511.8 2.0$339


Pipestone County 981$59,100 $443$1,478$626 $25,040 25%$17,730$12.04 $7.811.7 1.5$406


Polk County 3,305$67,700 $508$1,693$686 $27,440 27%$20,310$13.19 $7.461.8 1.8$388


Pope County 1,076$62,300 $467$1,558$684 $27,360 22%$18,690$13.15 $9.341.8 1.4$485


Ramsey County 79,438$82,300 $617$2,058$920 $36,800 39%$24,690$17.69 $14.612.4 1.2$760


Red Lake County 304$59,700 $448$1,493$626 $25,040 18%$17,910$12.04 $6.351.7 1.9$330


Redwood County 1,451$59,300 $445$1,483$626 $25,040 22%$17,790$12.04 $8.831.7 1.4$459


Renville County 1,375$60,100 $451$1,503$626 $25,040 21%$18,030$12.04 $8.871.7 1.4$461


Rice County 5,039$74,200 $557$1,855$827 $33,080 23%$22,260$15.90 $8.272.2 1.9$430


Rock County 944$61,800 $464$1,545$640 $25,600 24%$18,540$12.31 $7.511.7 1.6$390


Roseau County 1,288$59,500 $446$1,488$626 $25,040 20%$17,850$12.04 $10.911.7 1.1$567


Scott County 6,319$82,300 $617$2,058$920 $36,800 14%$24,690$17.69 $10.082.4 1.8$524


Sherburne County 5,131$82,300 $617$2,058$920 $36,800 17%$24,690$17.69 $7.652.4 2.3$398


Sibley County 1,175$64,800 $486$1,620$626 $25,040 19%$19,440$12.04 $8.451.7 1.4$439


St. Louis County 24,761$60,900 $457$1,523$725 $29,000 29%$18,270$13.94 $9.051.9 1.5$471


Stearns County 15,464$65,800 $494$1,645$699 $27,960 27%$19,740$13.44 $9.401.9 1.4$489


Steele County 3,085$71,300 $535$1,783$728 $29,120 22%$21,390$14.00 $9.111.9 1.5$474


Stevens County 1,119$69,400 $521$1,735$653 $26,120 30%$20,820$12.56 $8.411.7 1.5$437


Swift County 1,117$58,800 $441$1,470$626 $25,040 27%$17,640$12.04 $8.431.7 1.4$438


Todd County 1,741$53,900 $404$1,348$626 $25,040 17%$16,170$12.04 $6.261.7 1.9$325


Traverse County 308$57,900 $434$1,448$626 $25,040 19%$17,370$12.04 $6.801.7 1.8$354


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


National Low Income Housing Coalition  •  Out of Reach 2013 112







Minnesota RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Wabasha County 1,444$66,900 $502$1,673$641 $25,640 17%$20,070$12.33 $6.351.7 1.9$330


Wadena County 1,479$50,900 $382$1,273$626 $25,040 25%$15,270$12.04 $7.411.7 1.6$386


Waseca County 1,417$64,800 $486$1,620$660 $26,400 19%$19,440$12.69 $9.421.8 1.3$490


Washington County 14,856$82,300 $617$2,058$920 $36,800 17%$24,690$17.69 $9.642.4 1.8$501


Watonwan County 907$58,600 $440$1,465$626 $25,040 21%$17,580$12.04 $8.091.7 1.5$421


Wilkin County 459$61,600 $462$1,540$626 $25,040 17%$18,480$12.04 $8.291.7 1.5$431


Winona County 5,589$66,600 $500$1,665$693 $27,720 29%$19,980$13.33 $6.781.8 2.0$352


Wright County 6,750$82,300 $617$2,058$920 $36,800 15%$24,690$17.69 $7.962.4 2.2$414


Yellow Medicine County 871$62,200 $467$1,555$626 $25,040 21%$18,660$12.04 $8.921.7 1.3$464


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


National Low Income Housing Coalition  •  Out of Reach 2013 113







Mississippi


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Mississippi, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $697.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,325 monthly or 
$27,898 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Mississippi, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 74 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
1.9 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Mississippi, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $10.01.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 54 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.3 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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Mississippi RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Mississippi $1,218$697 $27,898 29%$13.41 $10.01 1.3$520$365 318,7821.9 $48,702 $14,610


Metropolitan Areas


Gulfport-Biloxi MSA 29,742$54,700 $410$1,368$34,280 32%$16.48 $10.732.3 1.5$558$857 $16,410


Hattiesburg MSA 18,795$53,200 $399$1,330$28,000 35%$13.46 $8.891.9 1.5$462$700 $15,960


Jackson HMFA 59,998$55,600 $417$1,390$32,400 32%$15.58 $11.102.1 1.4$577$810 $16,680


Marshall County HMFA 2,751$44,300 $332$1,108$23,600 22%$11.35 $8.531.6 1.3$444$590 $13,290


Memphis HMFA 13,088$58,000 $435$1,450$30,720 23%$14.77 $10.202.0 1.4$530$768 $17,400


Pascagoula MSA 15,409$54,900 $412$1,373$30,160 26%$14.50 $13.962.0 1.0$726$754 $16,470


Simpson County HMFA 2,553$46,300 $347$1,158$23,600 25%$11.35 $8.881.6 1.3$462$590 $13,890


Tate County HMFA 2,553$53,200 $399$1,330$28,960 26%$13.92 $9.831.9 1.4$511$724 $15,960


Tunica County HMFA 2,008$38,000 $285$950$28,040 50%$13.48 $9.911.9 1.4$515$701 $11,400


$623 $24,909 29%$11.98 $9.121.7 1.3$474Combined Nonmetro Areas $43,887 $1,097 $13,166 $329 171,885


Counties


Adams County 3,745$37,600 $282$940$590 $23,600 31%$11,280$11.35 $8.691.6 1.3$452


Alcorn County 3,815$46,700 $350$1,168$590 $23,600 28%$14,010$11.35 $8.101.6 1.4$421


Amite County 813$33,600 $252$840$590 $23,600 16%$10,080$11.35 $5.351.6 2.1$278


Attala County 1,931$43,000 $323$1,075$590 $23,600 26%$12,900$11.35 $8.481.6 1.3$441


Benton County 703$42,800 $321$1,070$590 $23,600 22%$12,840$11.35 $9.771.6 1.2$508


Bolivar County 5,347$34,500 $259$863$660 $26,400 43%$10,350$12.69 $9.581.8 1.3$498


Calhoun County 1,773$38,500 $289$963$590 $23,600 30%$11,550$11.35 $8.091.6 1.4$421


Carroll County 641$41,600 $312$1,040$844 $33,760 16%$12,480$16.23 $8.192.2 2.0$426


Chickasaw County 1,862$42,800 $321$1,070$590 $23,600 28%$12,840$11.35 $6.581.6 1.7$342


Choctaw County 736$42,200 $317$1,055$590 $23,600 22%$12,660$11.35 $10.681.6 1.1$555


Claiborne County 745$31,700 $238$793$590 $23,600 23%$9,510$11.35 $21.101.6 0.5$1,097


Clarke County 1,367$41,000 $308$1,025$590 $23,600 21%$12,300$11.35 $10.591.6 1.1$551


Clay County 2,169$42,700 $320$1,068$658 $26,320 27%$12,810$12.65 $9.441.7 1.3$491


Coahoma County 4,295$30,900 $232$773$617 $24,680 46%$9,270$11.87 $9.631.6 1.2$501


Copiah County 2,295$55,600 $417$1,390$810 $32,400 23%$16,680$15.58 $8.532.1 1.8$443


Covington County 1,075$45,600 $342$1,140$590 $23,600 15%$13,680$11.35 $7.071.6 1.6$368


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Mississippi RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI
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at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
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wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


DeSoto County 13,088$58,000 $435$1,450$768 $30,720 23%$17,400$14.77 $10.202.0 1.4$530


Forrest County 11,636$53,200 $399$1,330$700 $28,000 42%$15,960$13.46 $10.121.9 1.3$526


Franklin County 594$42,400 $318$1,060$590 $23,600 19%$12,720$11.35 $8.151.6 1.4$424


George County 1,482$54,900 $412$1,373$754 $30,160 18%$16,470$14.50 $7.112.0 2.0$369


Greene County 606$48,000 $360$1,200$590 $23,600 14%$14,400$11.35 $9.841.6 1.2$511


Grenada County 2,679$43,300 $325$1,083$590 $23,600 31%$12,990$11.35 $8.171.6 1.4$425


Hancock County 3,903$54,700 $410$1,368$857 $34,280 23%$16,410$16.48 $13.432.3 1.2$698


Harrison County 24,631$54,700 $410$1,368$857 $34,280 35%$16,410$16.48 $10.482.3 1.6$545


Hinds County 34,994$55,600 $417$1,390$810 $32,400 40%$16,680$15.58 $11.812.1 1.3$614


Holmes County 1,818$26,400 $198$660$590 $23,600 28%$7,920$11.35 $8.691.6 1.3$452


Humphreys County 1,349$32,500 $244$813$590 $23,600 41%$9,750$11.35 $8.431.6 1.3$438


Issaquena County 189$29,800 $224$745$597 $23,880 37%$8,940$11.48 $8.941.6 1.3$465


Itawamba County 1,840$46,600 $350$1,165$590 $23,600 21%$13,980$11.35 $9.451.6 1.2$491


Jackson County 13,927$54,900 $412$1,373$754 $30,160 28%$16,470$14.50 $14.472.0 1.0$753


Jasper County 1,180$39,700 $298$993$590 $23,600 17%$11,910$11.35 $12.961.6 0.9$674


Jefferson County 773$32,000 $240$800$590 $23,600 28%$9,600$11.35 $7.951.6 1.4$414


Jefferson Davis County 1,027$36,100 $271$903$590 $23,600 21%$10,830$11.35 $8.091.6 1.4$420


Jones County 6,619$41,600 $312$1,040$590 $23,600 27%$12,480$11.35 $10.921.6 1.0$568


Kemper County 927$41,700 $313$1,043$590 $23,600 24%$12,510$11.35 $7.951.6 1.4$413


Lafayette County 6,110$65,900 $494$1,648$790 $31,600 38%$19,770$15.19 $7.572.1 2.0$393


Lamar County 6,503$53,200 $399$1,330$700 $28,000 31%$15,960$13.46 $6.641.9 2.0$345


Lauderdale County 9,652$46,200 $347$1,155$590 $23,600 32%$13,860$11.35 $9.431.6 1.2$490


Lawrence County 1,035$49,800 $374$1,245$590 $23,600 21%$14,940$11.35 $13.641.6 0.8$709


Leake County 1,797$42,900 $322$1,073$590 $23,600 23%$12,870$11.35 $9.741.6 1.2$506


Lee County 9,846$53,600 $402$1,340$721 $28,840 31%$16,080$13.87 $9.911.9 1.4$515


Leflore County 5,421$27,000 $203$675$590 $23,600 49%$8,100$11.35 $9.421.6 1.2$490


Lincoln County 3,115$47,300 $355$1,183$595 $23,800 24%$14,190$11.44 $9.261.6 1.2$481


Lowndes County 8,365$51,100 $383$1,278$611 $24,440 36%$15,330$11.75 $11.031.6 1.1$574


Madison County 10,342$55,600 $417$1,390$810 $32,400 29%$16,680$15.58 $11.162.1 1.4$580


Marion County 1,881$44,400 $333$1,110$622 $24,880 19%$13,320$11.96 $8.251.6 1.4$429


Marshall County 2,751$44,300 $332$1,108$590 $23,600 22%$13,290$11.35 $8.531.6 1.3$444


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Mississippi RENTER HOUSEHOLDS
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(2007-2011)
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households 
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afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
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afford  2 BR 
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at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Monroe County 3,128$45,000 $338$1,125$590 $23,600 22%$13,500$11.35 $8.211.6 1.4$427


Montgomery County 998$41,700 $313$1,043$590 $23,600 23%$12,510$11.35 $6.261.6 1.8$325


Neshoba County 2,548$41,100 $308$1,028$590 $23,600 24%$12,330$11.35 $10.771.6 1.1$560


Newton County 1,615$46,200 $347$1,155$591 $23,640 20%$13,860$11.37 $9.881.6 1.1$514


Noxubee County 1,053$30,400 $228$760$590 $23,600 25%$9,120$11.35 $7.221.6 1.6$375


Oktibbeha County 9,244$53,700 $403$1,343$665 $26,600 50%$16,110$12.79 $7.001.8 1.8$364


Panola County 2,816$40,700 $305$1,018$590 $23,600 23%$12,210$11.35 $8.941.6 1.3$465


Pearl River County 4,462$51,500 $386$1,288$654 $26,160 22%$15,450$12.58 $8.571.7 1.5$446


Perry County 656$53,200 $399$1,330$700 $28,000 14%$15,960$13.46 $10.741.9 1.3$558


Pike County 4,171$44,100 $331$1,103$637 $25,480 28%$13,230$12.25 $7.571.7 1.6$394


Pontotoc County 2,235$49,900 $374$1,248$603 $24,120 22%$14,970$11.60 $7.441.6 1.6$387


Prentiss County 2,010$44,400 $333$1,110$590 $23,600 21%$13,320$11.35 $5.621.6 2.0$292


Quitman County 1,040$29,600 $222$740$590 $23,600 33%$8,880$11.35 $8.021.6 1.4$417


Rankin County 12,367$55,600 $417$1,390$810 $32,400 24%$16,680$15.58 $10.042.1 1.6$522


Scott County 1,774$43,300 $325$1,083$651 $26,040 18%$12,990$12.52 $9.091.7 1.4$472


Sharkey County 550$42,800 $321$1,070$590 $23,600 33%$12,840$11.35 $6.881.6 1.6$358


Simpson County 2,553$46,300 $347$1,158$590 $23,600 25%$13,890$11.35 $8.881.6 1.3$462


Smith County 632$48,900 $367$1,223$590 $23,600 10%$14,670$11.35 $11.551.6 1.0$601


Stone County 1,208$54,700 $410$1,368$857 $34,280 20%$16,410$16.48 $7.592.3 2.2$395


Sunflower County 3,513$32,400 $243$810$590 $23,600 42%$9,720$11.35 $8.971.6 1.3$466


Tallahatchie County 1,159$30,100 $226$753$590 $23,600 25%$9,030$11.35 $6.761.6 1.7$352


Tate County 2,553$53,200 $399$1,330$724 $28,960 26%$15,960$13.92 $9.831.9 1.4$511


Tippah County 1,949$39,400 $296$985$590 $23,600 23%$11,820$11.35 $7.801.6 1.5$406


Tishomingo County 1,568$40,600 $305$1,015$590 $23,600 21%$12,180$11.35 $6.851.6 1.7$356


Tunica County 2,008$38,000 $285$950$701 $28,040 50%$11,400$13.48 $9.911.9 1.4$515


Union County 2,517$46,200 $347$1,155$590 $23,600 25%$13,860$11.35 $9.501.6 1.2$494


Walthall County 806$40,400 $303$1,010$719 $28,760 15%$12,120$13.83 $4.501.9 3.1$234


Warren County 6,321$56,800 $426$1,420$665 $26,600 33%$17,040$12.79 $9.591.8 1.3$499


Washington County 8,508$34,400 $258$860$603 $24,120 45%$10,320$11.60 $9.221.6 1.3$480


Wayne County 1,480$38,100 $286$953$590 $23,600 18%$11,430$11.35 $8.281.6 1.4$430


Webster County 1,052$46,500 $349$1,163$590 $23,600 27%$13,950$11.35 $7.101.6 1.6$369


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Mississippi RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Wilkinson County 856$33,300 $250$833$590 $23,600 25%$9,990$11.35 $7.201.6 1.6$374


Winston County 1,604$42,400 $318$1,060$591 $23,640 22%$12,720$11.37 $9.141.6 1.2$475


Yalobusha County 1,260$39,700 $298$993$590 $23,600 27%$11,910$11.35 $9.411.6 1.2$489


Yazoo County 3,176$35,500 $266$888$608 $24,320 37%$10,650$11.69 $9.361.6 1.2$487


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Missouri


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Missouri, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $732.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,439 monthly or 
$29,267 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Missouri, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.35.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 77 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
1.9 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Missouri, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $11.84.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 48 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Missouri RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Missouri $1,551$732 $29,267 30%$14.07 $11.84 1.2$616$465 717,3991.9 $62,024 $18,607


Metropolitan Areas


Bates County HMFA 1,561$53,800 $404$1,345$26,400 24%$12.69 $6.961.7 1.8$362$660 $16,140


Calloway County HMFA 3,906$62,900 $472$1,573$25,040 23%$12.04 $10.341.6 1.2$538$626 $18,870


Cape Girardeau-Jackson MSA 10,618$55,000 $413$1,375$28,800 31%$13.85 $10.421.9 1.3$542$720 $16,500


Columbia MSA 27,873$65,300 $490$1,633$28,160 41%$13.54 $8.821.8 1.5$459$704 $19,590


Dallas County HMFA 1,277$47,800 $359$1,195$23,800 20%$11.44 $6.651.6 1.7$346$595 $14,340


Jefferson City HMFA 10,793$68,100 $511$1,703$23,800 31%$11.44 $9.961.6 1.1$518$595 $20,430


Joplin MSA 20,905$53,700 $403$1,343$23,800 31%$11.44 $10.101.6 1.1$525$595 $16,110


Kansas City HMFA 154,561$71,200 $534$1,780$31,320 33%$15.06 $12.892.0 1.2$671$783 $21,360


McDonald County HMFA 2,558$47,500 $356$1,188$23,800 31%$11.44 $9.241.6 1.2$480$595 $14,250


Moniteau County HMFA 1,328$61,300 $460$1,533$24,120 24%$11.60 $5.101.6 2.3$265$603 $18,390


Polk County HMFA 3,337$47,700 $358$1,193$23,800 29%$11.44 $8.961.6 1.3$466$595 $14,310


Springfield HMFA 54,990$53,200 $399$1,330$26,240 35%$12.62 $10.471.7 1.2$545$656 $15,960


St. Joseph MSA 13,897$59,300 $445$1,483$25,320 31%$12.17 $11.001.7 1.1$572$633 $17,790


St. Louis HMFA 240,264$69,200 $519$1,730$33,200 29%$15.96 $13.642.2 1.2$709$830 $20,760


Washington County HMFA 1,981$44,800 $336$1,120$23,800 22%$11.44 $6.801.6 1.7$354$595 $13,440


$619 $24,766 28%$11.91 $8.441.6 1.4$439Combined Nonmetro Areas $48,982 $1,225 $14,695 $367 167,550


Counties


Adair County 3,826$50,600 $380$1,265$595 $23,800 40%$15,180$11.44 $5.181.6 2.2$269


Andrew County 1,426$59,300 $445$1,483$633 $25,320 21%$17,790$12.17 $6.971.7 1.7$362


Atchison County 680$58,100 $436$1,453$595 $23,800 28%$17,430$11.44 $8.281.6 1.4$430


Audrain County 2,337$53,600 $402$1,340$627 $25,080 25%$16,080$12.06 $10.321.6 1.2$536


Barry County 3,384$47,600 $357$1,190$595 $23,800 24%$14,280$11.44 $10.471.6 1.1$544


Barton County 1,210$49,700 $373$1,243$595 $23,800 24%$14,910$11.44 $5.811.6 2.0$302


Bates County 1,561$53,800 $404$1,345$660 $26,400 24%$16,140$12.69 $6.961.7 1.8$362


Benton County 1,339$45,600 $342$1,140$620 $24,800 16%$13,680$11.92 $6.721.6 1.8$350


Bollinger County 898$55,000 $413$1,375$720 $28,800 19%$16,500$13.85 $6.771.9 2.0$352


Boone County 27,052$65,300 $490$1,633$704 $28,160 42%$19,590$13.54 $8.921.8 1.5$464


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


Sullivan City (part of Crawford County) is not included due to a lack of sufficient data.  
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Missouri RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Buchanan County 11,158$59,300 $445$1,483$633 $25,320 33%$17,790$12.17 $11.291.7 1.1$587


Butler County 5,669$46,400 $348$1,160$595 $23,800 33%$13,920$11.44 $8.731.6 1.3$454


Caldwell County 942$71,200 $534$1,780$783 $31,320 25%$21,360$15.06 $9.872.0 1.5$513


Callaway County 3,906$62,900 $472$1,573$626 $25,040 23%$18,870$12.04 $10.341.6 1.2$538


Camden County 3,501$53,000 $398$1,325$626 $25,040 19%$15,900$12.04 $7.631.6 1.6$397


Cape Girardeau County 9,720$55,000 $413$1,375$720 $28,800 33%$16,500$13.85 $10.551.9 1.3$549


Carroll County 748$57,700 $433$1,443$595 $23,800 20%$17,310$11.44 $8.901.6 1.3$463


Carter County 642$38,200 $287$955$595 $23,800 26%$11,460$11.44 $5.771.6 2.0$300


Cass County 7,801$71,200 $534$1,780$783 $31,320 21%$21,360$15.06 $8.132.0 1.9$423


Cedar County 1,492$42,300 $317$1,058$595 $23,800 24%$12,690$11.44 $7.731.6 1.5$402


Chariton County 620$57,000 $428$1,425$595 $23,800 20%$17,100$11.44 $9.681.6 1.2$504


Christian County 7,463$53,200 $399$1,330$656 $26,240 26%$15,960$12.62 $8.031.7 1.6$418


Clark County 629$54,700 $410$1,368$595 $23,800 22%$16,410$11.44 $6.231.6 1.8$324


Clay County 24,773$71,200 $534$1,780$783 $31,320 28%$21,360$15.06 $12.862.0 1.2$669


Clinton County 2,041$71,200 $534$1,780$783 $31,320 25%$21,360$15.06 $8.552.0 1.8$445


Cole County 9,935$68,100 $511$1,703$595 $23,800 34%$20,430$11.44 $10.231.6 1.1$532


Cooper County 1,732$55,500 $416$1,388$595 $23,800 27%$16,650$11.44 $8.311.6 1.4$432


Crawford County 2,235$46,700 $350$1,168$607 $24,280 23%$14,010$11.67 $8.881.6 1.3$462


Dade County 724$39,400 $296$985$595 $23,800 22%$11,820$11.44 $6.731.6 1.7$350


Dallas County 1,277$47,800 $359$1,195$595 $23,800 20%$14,340$11.44 $6.651.6 1.7$346


Daviess County 771$51,900 $389$1,298$595 $23,800 24%$15,570$11.44 $9.091.6 1.3$473


DeKalb County 1,313$59,300 $445$1,483$633 $25,320 33%$17,790$12.17 $8.671.7 1.4$451


Dent County 1,460$46,900 $352$1,173$595 $23,800 24%$14,070$11.44 $8.041.6 1.4$418


Douglas County 1,097$38,300 $287$958$595 $23,800 22%$11,490$11.44 $7.511.6 1.5$390


Dunklin County 4,921$39,200 $294$980$595 $23,800 38%$11,760$11.44 $7.361.6 1.6$383


Franklin County 8,980$69,200 $519$1,730$830 $33,200 23%$20,760$15.96 $9.882.2 1.6$514


Gasconade County 1,315$53,200 $399$1,330$595 $23,800 21%$15,960$11.44 $8.451.6 1.4$440


Gentry County 676$49,400 $371$1,235$595 $23,800 25%$14,820$11.44 $7.771.6 1.5$404


Greene County 44,572$53,200 $399$1,330$656 $26,240 39%$15,960$12.62 $10.771.7 1.2$560


Grundy County 1,290$48,800 $366$1,220$595 $23,800 30%$14,640$11.44 $9.701.6 1.2$504


Harrison County 875$50,800 $381$1,270$599 $23,960 25%$15,240$11.52 $8.411.6 1.4$437


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


Sullivan City (part of Crawford County) is not included due to a lack of sufficient data.  
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Missouri RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
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at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
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wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Henry County 2,504$49,300 $370$1,233$598 $23,920 26%$14,790$11.50 $7.171.6 1.6$373


Hickory County 715$36,700 $275$918$595 $23,800 17%$11,010$11.44 $5.211.6 2.2$271


Holt County 499$51,400 $386$1,285$595 $23,800 23%$15,420$11.44 $8.741.6 1.3$455


Howard County 821$65,300 $490$1,633$704 $28,160 22%$19,590$13.54 $5.691.8 2.4$296


Howell County 4,357$42,500 $319$1,063$595 $23,800 28%$12,750$11.44 $7.141.6 1.6$371


Iron County 1,138$43,300 $325$1,083$595 $23,800 26%$12,990$11.44 $10.921.6 1.0$568


Jackson County 101,589$71,200 $534$1,780$783 $31,320 38%$21,360$15.06 $13.522.0 1.1$703


Jasper County 15,492$53,700 $403$1,343$595 $23,800 35%$16,110$11.44 $10.111.6 1.1$526


Jefferson County 13,763$69,200 $519$1,730$830 $33,200 17%$20,760$15.96 $8.452.2 1.9$440


Johnson County 6,935$60,500 $454$1,513$667 $26,680 36%$18,150$12.83 $7.701.7 1.7$400


Knox County 468$41,300 $310$1,033$595 $23,800 27%$12,390$11.44 $7.971.6 1.4$414


Laclede County 4,090$45,800 $344$1,145$595 $23,800 28%$13,740$11.44 $9.811.6 1.2$510


Lafayette County 3,341$71,200 $534$1,780$783 $31,320 25%$21,360$15.06 $7.722.0 2.0$401


Lawrence County 4,087$49,100 $368$1,228$595 $23,800 27%$14,730$11.44 $7.781.6 1.5$405


Lewis County 943$51,800 $389$1,295$595 $23,800 25%$15,540$11.44 $9.001.6 1.3$468


Lincoln County 3,453$69,200 $519$1,730$830 $33,200 19%$20,760$15.96 $7.842.2 2.0$408


Linn County 1,264$51,100 $383$1,278$595 $23,800 25%$15,330$11.44 $6.551.6 1.7$341


Livingston County 1,694$56,700 $425$1,418$644 $25,760 31%$17,010$12.38 $8.481.7 1.5$441


Macon County 1,491$51,100 $383$1,278$612 $24,480 24%$15,330$11.77 $8.061.6 1.5$419


Madison County 1,117$42,100 $316$1,053$595 $23,800 23%$12,630$11.44 $7.771.6 1.5$404


Maries County 708$51,600 $387$1,290$595 $23,800 19%$15,480$11.44 $6.201.6 1.8$323


Marion County 3,477$55,200 $414$1,380$599 $23,960 31%$16,560$11.52 $8.931.6 1.3$464


McDonald County 2,558$47,500 $356$1,188$595 $23,800 31%$14,250$11.44 $9.241.6 1.2$480


Mercer County 374$46,500 $349$1,163$595 $23,800 24%$13,950$11.44 $9.141.6 1.3$475


Miller County 2,459$46,600 $350$1,165$619 $24,760 24%$13,980$11.90 $8.111.6 1.5$422


Mississippi County 1,866$41,100 $308$1,028$595 $23,800 35%$12,330$11.44 $6.281.6 1.8$327


Moniteau County 1,328$61,300 $460$1,533$603 $24,120 24%$18,390$11.60 $5.101.6 2.3$265


Monroe County 826$51,700 $388$1,293$609 $24,360 23%$15,510$11.71 $7.811.6 1.5$406


Montgomery County 1,154$47,900 $359$1,198$595 $23,800 23%$14,370$11.44 $8.431.6 1.4$439


Morgan County 1,362$46,100 $346$1,153$623 $24,920 17%$13,830$11.98 $7.181.6 1.7$373


New Madrid County 2,837$44,000 $330$1,100$595 $23,800 37%$13,200$11.44 $10.161.6 1.1$528


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


Sullivan City (part of Crawford County) is not included due to a lack of sufficient data.  
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Missouri RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR
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AMI


Rent
affordable
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affordable
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HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Newton County 5,413$53,700 $403$1,343$595 $23,800 25%$16,110$11.44 $10.041.6 1.1$522


Nodaway County 3,548$58,700 $440$1,468$595 $23,800 41%$17,610$11.44 $7.941.6 1.4$413


Oregon County 1,083$36,200 $272$905$595 $23,800 24%$10,860$11.44 $6.201.6 1.8$323


Osage County 858$68,100 $511$1,703$595 $23,800 16%$20,430$11.44 $6.491.6 1.8$337


Ozark County 722$42,100 $316$1,053$595 $23,800 18%$12,630$11.44 $6.421.6 1.8$334


Pemiscot County 3,006$40,500 $304$1,013$595 $23,800 44%$12,150$11.44 $7.301.6 1.6$380


Perry County 1,645$58,400 $438$1,460$633 $25,320 22%$17,520$12.17 $9.851.7 1.2$512


Pettis County 4,686$52,500 $394$1,313$638 $25,520 29%$15,750$12.27 $9.251.7 1.3$481


Phelps County 5,868$55,500 $416$1,388$637 $25,480 35%$16,650$12.25 $8.041.7 1.5$418


Pike County 1,830$54,500 $409$1,363$598 $23,920 28%$16,350$11.50 $8.121.6 1.4$422


Platte County 12,155$71,200 $534$1,780$783 $31,320 34%$21,360$15.06 $12.152.0 1.2$632


Polk County 3,337$47,700 $358$1,193$595 $23,800 29%$14,310$11.44 $8.961.6 1.3$466


Pulaski County 7,011$56,700 $425$1,418$640 $25,600 45%$17,010$12.31 $10.841.7 1.1$564


Putnam County 568$45,700 $343$1,143$647 $25,880 25%$13,710$12.44 $6.041.7 2.1$314


Ralls County 784$58,000 $435$1,450$595 $23,800 19%$17,400$11.44 $11.011.6 1.0$573


Randolph County 2,593$46,700 $350$1,168$615 $24,600 29%$14,010$11.83 $10.241.6 1.2$532


Ray County 1,919$71,200 $534$1,780$783 $31,320 21%$21,360$15.06 $7.342.0 2.1$382


Reynolds County 747$41,600 $312$1,040$595 $23,800 26%$12,480$11.44 $6.771.6 1.7$352


Ripley County 1,448$34,100 $256$853$595 $23,800 26%$10,230$11.44 $6.141.6 1.9$319


Saline County 2,652$49,000 $368$1,225$595 $23,800 30%$14,700$11.44 $8.471.6 1.4$441


Schuyler County 601$44,700 $335$1,118$595 $23,800 31%$13,410$11.44 $9.041.6 1.3$470


Scotland County 487$53,800 $404$1,345$595 $23,800 24%$16,140$11.44 $6.921.6 1.7$360


Scott County 4,734$50,000 $375$1,250$610 $24,400 31%$15,000$11.73 $7.551.6 1.6$392


Shannon County 720$39,000 $293$975$595 $23,800 21%$11,700$11.44 $4.821.6 2.4$250


Shelby County 788$46,000 $345$1,150$595 $23,800 30%$13,800$11.44 $8.631.6 1.3$449


St. Charles County 23,812$69,200 $519$1,730$830 $33,200 18%$20,760$15.96 $10.142.2 1.6$528


St. Clair County 929$44,800 $336$1,120$595 $23,800 21%$13,440$11.44 $5.541.6 2.1$288


St. Francois County 7,292$50,600 $380$1,265$695 $27,800 30%$15,180$13.37 $8.021.8 1.7$417


St. Louis city 74,856$69,200 $519$1,730$830 $33,200 54%$20,760$15.96 $17.652.2 0.9$918


St. Louis County 112,832$69,200 $519$1,730$830 $33,200 28%$20,760$15.96 $13.692.2 1.2$712


Ste. Genevieve County 1,306$56,800 $426$1,420$607 $24,280 18%$17,040$11.67 $10.801.6 1.1$562


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


Sullivan City (part of Crawford County) is not included due to a lack of sufficient data.  
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Missouri RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Stoddard County 3,703$48,800 $366$1,220$595 $23,800 30%$14,640$11.44 $9.401.6 1.2$489


Stone County 2,907$49,900 $374$1,248$758 $30,320 22%$14,970$14.58 $6.752.0 2.2$351


Sullivan County 844$41,700 $313$1,043$658 $26,320 32%$12,510$12.65 $11.481.7 1.1$597


Taney County 6,717$50,700 $380$1,268$709 $28,360 33%$15,210$13.63 $9.261.9 1.5$482


Texas County 2,507$40,600 $305$1,015$595 $23,800 26%$12,180$11.44 $8.371.6 1.4$435


Vernon County 2,282$44,700 $335$1,118$613 $24,520 28%$13,410$11.79 $8.961.6 1.3$466


Warren County 2,568$69,200 $519$1,730$830 $33,200 21%$20,760$15.96 $6.522.2 2.4$339


Washington County 1,981$44,800 $336$1,120$595 $23,800 22%$13,440$11.44 $6.801.6 1.7$354


Wayne County 1,492$42,300 $317$1,058$595 $23,800 26%$12,690$11.44 $5.811.6 2.0$302


Webster County 2,955$53,200 $399$1,330$656 $26,240 23%$15,960$12.62 $8.311.7 1.5$432


Worth County 247$46,200 $347$1,155$595 $23,800 25%$13,860$11.44 $6.411.6 1.8$333


Wright County 2,265$39,800 $299$995$595 $23,800 30%$11,940$11.44 $6.831.6 1.7$355


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


Sullivan City (part of Crawford County) is not included due to a lack of sufficient data.  
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Montana


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Montana, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $696.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,321 monthly or 
$27,857 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Montana, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.80.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 69 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
1.7 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Montana, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $10.45.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 51 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.3 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Montana RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Montana $1,479$696 $27,857 31%$13.39 $10.45 1.3$544$444 125,5821.7 $59,169 $17,751


Metropolitan Areas


Billings MSA 19,172$63,700 $478$1,593$29,000 30%$13.94 $11.141.8 1.3$579$725 $19,110


Great Falls MSA 10,934$59,400 $446$1,485$26,520 33%$12.75 $10.111.6 1.3$526$663 $17,820


Missoula MSA 17,732$64,000 $480$1,600$29,520 39%$14.19 $9.011.8 1.6$469$738 $19,200


$685 $27,384 30%$13.17 $10.601.7 1.2$551Combined Nonmetro Areas $57,187 $1,430 $17,156 $429 77,744


Counties


Beaverhead County 1,493$56,400 $423$1,410$626 $25,040 37%$16,920$12.04 $7.861.5 1.5$409


Big Horn County 1,166$44,600 $335$1,115$626 $25,040 33%$13,380$12.04 $14.341.5 0.8$745


Blaine County 827$43,500 $326$1,088$626 $25,040 36%$13,050$12.04 $7.211.5 1.7$375


Broadwater County 422$49,900 $374$1,248$678 $27,120 22%$14,970$13.04 $9.471.7 1.4$493


Carbon County 1,190$63,700 $478$1,593$725 $29,000 28%$19,110$13.94 $9.541.8 1.5$496


Carter County 144$51,000 $383$1,275$626 $25,040 26%$15,300$12.04 $7.351.5 1.6$382


Cascade County 10,934$59,400 $446$1,485$663 $26,520 33%$17,820$12.75 $10.111.6 1.3$526


Chouteau County 790$53,400 $401$1,335$626 $25,040 36%$16,020$12.04 $8.741.5 1.4$455


Custer County 1,610$52,100 $391$1,303$626 $25,040 31%$15,630$12.04 $11.461.5 1.1$596


Daniels County 172$52,600 $395$1,315$626 $25,040 21%$15,780$12.04 $12.151.5 1.0$632


Dawson County 1,001$68,000 $510$1,700$626 $25,040 27%$20,400$12.04 $7.721.5 1.6$401


Deer Lodge County 1,187$54,300 $407$1,358$626 $25,040 29%$16,290$12.04 $8.451.5 1.4$440


Fallon County 305$68,600 $515$1,715$626 $25,040 25%$20,580$12.04 $16.641.5 0.7$865


Fergus County 1,356$51,700 $388$1,293$626 $25,040 28%$15,510$12.04 $8.781.5 1.4$456


Flathead County 10,434$50,900 $382$1,273$747 $29,880 28%$15,270$14.37 $10.531.8 1.4$547


Gallatin County 13,845$68,200 $512$1,705$745 $29,800 38%$20,460$14.33 $11.151.8 1.3$580


Garfield County 99$57,800 $434$1,445$626 $25,040 21%$17,340$12.04 $8.311.5 1.4$432


Glacier County 1,713$47,200 $354$1,180$626 $25,040 40%$14,160$12.04 $11.751.5 1.0$611


Golden Valley County † 85$51,800 $389$1,295$660 $26,400 25%$15,540$12.69 1.6


Granite County 412$50,700 $380$1,268$626 $25,040 27%$15,210$12.04 $10.471.5 1.2$544


Hill County 1,928$59,500 $446$1,488$626 $25,040 32%$17,850$12.04 $7.111.5 1.7$370


Jefferson County 675$71,400 $536$1,785$626 $25,040 15%$21,420$12.04 $7.611.5 1.6$396


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Montana RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Judith Basin County 191$57,900 $434$1,448$626 $25,040 21%$17,370$12.04 $14.451.5 0.8$752


Lake County 3,797$50,400 $378$1,260$663 $26,520 32%$15,120$12.75 $10.161.6 1.3$528


Lewis and Clark County 7,405$69,700 $523$1,743$723 $28,920 28%$20,910$13.90 $10.321.8 1.3$537


Liberty County 291$47,800 $359$1,195$626 $25,040 35%$14,340$12.04 $11.461.5 1.1$596


Lincoln County 2,101$42,100 $316$1,053$626 $25,040 23%$12,630$12.04 $11.561.5 1.0$601


Madison County 1,056$55,900 $419$1,398$710 $28,400 29%$16,770$13.65 $10.591.8 1.3$551


McCone County 173$59,900 $449$1,498$626 $25,040 23%$17,970$12.04 $11.111.5 1.1$578


Meagher County 227$42,600 $320$1,065$626 $25,040 33%$12,780$12.04 $9.191.5 1.3$478


Mineral County 521$47,100 $353$1,178$626 $25,040 30%$14,130$12.04 $9.141.5 1.3$475


Missoula County 17,732$64,000 $480$1,600$738 $29,520 39%$19,200$14.19 $9.011.8 1.6$469


Musselshell County 443$50,900 $382$1,273$626 $25,040 22%$15,270$12.04 $14.341.5 0.8$746


Park County 1,863$53,400 $401$1,335$762 $30,480 28%$16,020$14.65 $10.301.9 1.4$536


Petroleum County † 80$41,600 $312$1,040$660 $26,400 32%$12,480$12.69 1.6


Phillips County 344$58,800 $441$1,470$626 $25,040 20%$17,640$12.04 $9.411.5 1.3$489


Pondera County 660$50,600 $380$1,265$626 $25,040 29%$15,180$12.04 $9.401.5 1.3$489


Powder River County 219$53,300 $400$1,333$626 $25,040 31%$15,990$12.04 $6.971.5 1.7$363


Powell County 613$48,200 $362$1,205$626 $25,040 26%$14,460$12.04 $9.601.5 1.3$499


Prairie County 78$46,200 $347$1,155$626 $25,040 16%$13,860$12.04 $8.231.5 1.5$428


Ravalli County 3,928$56,300 $422$1,408$714 $28,560 24%$16,890$13.73 $8.151.8 1.7$424


Richland County 1,262$64,000 $480$1,600$626 $25,040 31%$19,200$12.04 $14.181.5 0.8$737


Roosevelt County 1,249$53,300 $400$1,333$626 $25,040 37%$15,990$12.04 $8.291.5 1.5$431


Rosebud County 1,035$59,800 $449$1,495$626 $25,040 32%$17,940$12.04 $17.881.5 0.7$930


Sanders County 1,168$39,900 $299$998$626 $25,040 23%$11,970$12.04 $9.121.5 1.3$474


Sheridan County 439$58,800 $441$1,470$626 $25,040 26%$17,640$12.04 $8.471.5 1.4$441


Silver Bow County 5,165$55,600 $417$1,390$640 $25,600 34%$16,680$12.31 $9.671.6 1.3$503


Stillwater County 902$69,500 $521$1,738$626 $25,040 24%$20,850$12.04 $20.591.5 0.6$1,071


Sweet Grass County 352$60,100 $451$1,503$626 $25,040 23%$18,030$12.04 $14.691.5 0.8$764


Teton County 534$52,200 $392$1,305$626 $25,040 22%$15,660$12.04 $9.551.5 1.3$497


Toole County 685$58,200 $437$1,455$626 $25,040 34%$17,460$12.04 $8.361.5 1.4$435


Treasure County 96$54,700 $410$1,368$626 $25,040 31%$16,410$12.04 $12.781.5 0.9$665


Valley County 922$57,500 $431$1,438$626 $25,040 29%$17,250$12.04 $9.421.5 1.3$490


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Montana RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Wheatland County 198$43,700 $328$1,093$626 $25,040 23%$13,110$12.04 $16.641.5 0.7$865


Wibaux County 83$54,600 $410$1,365$626 $25,040 24%$16,380$12.04 $8.151.5 1.5$424


Yellowstone County 17,982$63,700 $478$1,593$725 $29,000 30%$19,110$13.94 $11.181.8 1.2$581


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  


National Low Income Housing Coalition  •  Out of Reach 2013 128







Nebraska


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Nebraska, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $728.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,425 monthly or 
$29,106 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Nebraska, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 77 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
1.9 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Nebraska, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $10.61.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 53 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.3 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Nebraska RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Nebraska $1,641$728 $29,106 32%$13.99 $10.61 1.3$551$492 226,8951.9 $65,635 $19,691


Metropolitan Areas


Lincoln HMFA 43,117$67,900 $509$1,698$27,720 38%$13.33 $10.011.8 1.3$520$693 $20,370


Omaha-Council Bluffs HMFA 91,289$72,700 $545$1,818$33,120 33%$15.92 $11.572.2 1.4$602$828 $21,810


Saunders County HMFA 1,535$71,800 $539$1,795$31,160 19%$14.98 $8.292.1 1.8$431$779 $21,540


Seward County HMFA 1,801$76,400 $573$1,910$24,880 28%$11.96 $7.671.6 1.6$399$622 $22,920


Sioux City MSA 3,133$59,700 $448$1,493$26,280 32%$12.63 $9.751.7 1.3$507$657 $17,910


$642 $25,694 28%$12.35 $9.761.7 1.3$507Combined Nonmetro Areas $58,214 $1,455 $17,464 $437 86,020


Counties


Adams County 3,646$60,900 $457$1,523$640 $25,600 29%$18,270$12.31 $9.161.7 1.3$477


Antelope County 740$50,400 $378$1,260$622 $24,880 26%$15,120$11.96 $8.401.6 1.4$437


Arthur County † 62$48,400 $363$1,210$622 $24,880 35%$14,520$11.96 1.6


Banner County † 124$55,900 $419$1,398$622 $24,880 39%$16,770$11.96 1.6


Blaine County † 90$44,300 $332$1,108$622 $24,880 36%$13,290$11.96 1.6


Boone County 572$55,200 $414$1,380$622 $24,880 24%$16,560$11.96 $10.931.6 1.1$568


Box Butte County 1,546$56,800 $426$1,420$622 $24,880 32%$17,040$11.96 $8.261.6 1.4$430


Boyd County 189$43,900 $329$1,098$622 $24,880 21%$13,170$11.96 $9.341.6 1.3$486


Brown County 404$47,400 $356$1,185$622 $24,880 29%$14,220$11.96 $8.431.6 1.4$438


Buffalo County 6,028$64,500 $484$1,613$667 $26,680 35%$19,350$12.83 $9.481.8 1.4$493


Burt County 664$58,200 $437$1,455$625 $25,000 23%$17,460$12.02 $8.501.7 1.4$442


Butler County 830$62,100 $466$1,553$622 $24,880 24%$18,630$11.96 $11.241.6 1.1$585


Cass County 1,794$72,700 $545$1,818$828 $33,120 18%$21,810$15.92 $8.942.2 1.8$465


Cedar County 675$55,900 $419$1,398$622 $24,880 19%$16,770$11.96 $9.621.6 1.2$500


Chase County 374$52,200 $392$1,305$622 $24,880 22%$15,660$11.96 $10.681.6 1.1$555


Cherry County 793$54,800 $411$1,370$676 $27,040 32%$16,440$13.00 $6.141.8 2.1$319


Cheyenne County 1,399$67,800 $509$1,695$622 $24,880 32%$20,340$11.96 $14.921.6 0.8$776


Clay County 529$56,400 $423$1,410$622 $24,880 20%$16,920$11.96 $9.691.6 1.2$504


Colfax County 803$58,600 $440$1,465$701 $28,040 22%$17,580$13.48 $11.851.9 1.1$616


Cuming County 919$59,100 $443$1,478$622 $24,880 24%$17,730$11.96 $11.081.6 1.1$576


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Nebraska RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)
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bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford
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AMI


Rent
affordable
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of AMI
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Rent 
affordable
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wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Custer County 1,054$53,300 $400$1,333$622 $24,880 23%$15,990$11.96 $9.941.6 1.2$517


Dakota County 2,602$59,700 $448$1,493$657 $26,280 36%$17,910$12.63 $9.631.7 1.3$501


Dawes County 1,371$53,500 $401$1,338$622 $24,880 38%$16,050$11.96 $6.111.6 2.0$318


Dawson County 2,602$54,900 $412$1,373$661 $26,440 29%$16,470$12.71 $8.881.8 1.4$462


Deuel County 222$52,500 $394$1,313$632 $25,280 25%$15,750$12.15 $8.971.7 1.4$466


Dixon County 531$59,700 $448$1,493$657 $26,280 22%$17,910$12.63 $10.651.7 1.2$554


Dodge County 4,897$56,700 $425$1,418$664 $26,560 32%$17,010$12.77 $9.741.8 1.3$506


Douglas County 71,622$72,700 $545$1,818$828 $33,120 36%$21,810$15.92 $11.882.2 1.3$618


Dundy County 260$56,600 $425$1,415$622 $24,880 29%$16,980$11.96 $13.251.6 0.9$689


Fillmore County 551$57,800 $434$1,445$622 $24,880 22%$17,340$11.96 $10.111.6 1.2$526


Franklin County 249$50,600 $380$1,265$622 $24,880 18%$15,180$11.96 $9.701.6 1.2$505


Frontier County 262$56,900 $427$1,423$622 $24,880 23%$17,070$11.96 $10.011.6 1.2$520


Furnas County 511$52,300 $392$1,308$622 $24,880 24%$15,690$11.96 $10.621.6 1.1$552


Gage County 2,496$57,400 $431$1,435$626 $25,040 27%$17,220$12.04 $7.911.7 1.5$411


Garden County 276$46,200 $347$1,155$622 $24,880 29%$13,860$11.96 $9.151.6 1.3$476


Garfield County 226$50,000 $375$1,250$622 $24,880 25%$15,000$11.96 $6.811.6 1.8$354


Gosper County 160$55,600 $417$1,390$622 $24,880 20%$16,680$11.96 $13.451.6 0.9$699


Grant County 105$48,200 $362$1,205$622 $24,880 36%$14,460$11.96 $10.321.6 1.2$537


Greeley County 193$56,900 $427$1,423$622 $24,880 19%$17,070$11.96 $9.531.6 1.3$496


Hall County 7,443$57,900 $434$1,448$666 $26,640 34%$17,370$12.81 $10.281.8 1.2$535


Hamilton County 702$61,000 $458$1,525$638 $25,520 21%$18,300$12.27 $10.341.7 1.2$537


Harlan County 277$56,400 $423$1,410$622 $24,880 18%$16,920$11.96 $6.401.6 1.9$333


Hayes County 132$53,100 $398$1,328$622 $24,880 30%$15,930$11.96 $13.511.6 0.9$702


Hitchcock County 351$43,000 $323$1,075$622 $24,880 26%$12,900$11.96 $13.181.6 0.9$686


Holt County 1,025$58,300 $437$1,458$622 $24,880 24%$17,490$11.96 $9.251.6 1.3$481


Hooker County 56$53,800 $404$1,345$622 $24,880 17%$16,140$11.96 $5.951.6 2.0$309


Howard County 595$59,900 $449$1,498$622 $24,880 23%$17,970$11.96 $7.091.6 1.7$369


Jefferson County 619$57,400 $431$1,435$622 $24,880 19%$17,220$11.96 $9.591.6 1.2$499


Johnson County 456$56,900 $427$1,423$652 $26,080 23%$17,070$12.54 $9.261.7 1.4$481


Kearney County 554$66,700 $500$1,668$622 $24,880 21%$20,010$11.96 $9.541.6 1.3$496


Keith County 1,001$57,800 $434$1,445$622 $24,880 26%$17,340$11.96 $9.811.6 1.2$510


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Nebraska RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Keya Paha County † 65$42,700 $320$1,068$622 $24,880 18%$12,810$11.96 1.6


Kimball County 523$55,000 $413$1,375$622 $24,880 30%$16,500$11.96 $11.871.6 1.0$617


Knox County 994$53,100 $398$1,328$622 $24,880 26%$15,930$11.96 $7.691.6 1.6$400


Lancaster County 43,117$67,900 $509$1,698$693 $27,720 38%$20,370$13.33 $10.011.8 1.3$520


Lincoln County 4,654$64,600 $485$1,615$687 $27,480 31%$19,380$13.21 $8.011.8 1.6$417


Logan County 81$50,300 $377$1,258$741 $29,640 26%$15,090$14.25 $10.302.0 1.4$536


Loup County † 57$46,500 $349$1,163$622 $24,880 22%$13,950$11.96 1.6


Madison County 4,624$61,500 $461$1,538$622 $24,880 34%$18,450$11.96 $8.401.6 1.4$437


McPherson County † 53$63,800 $479$1,595$622 $24,880 30%$19,140$11.96 1.6


Merrick County 908$55,800 $419$1,395$622 $24,880 28%$16,740$11.96 $7.911.6 1.5$412


Morrill County 637$49,600 $372$1,240$622 $24,880 31%$14,880$11.96 $12.021.6 1.0$625


Nance County 327$55,400 $416$1,385$622 $24,880 22%$16,620$11.96 $7.961.6 1.5$414


Nemaha County 883$58,900 $442$1,473$622 $24,880 29%$17,670$11.96 $8.101.6 1.5$421


Nuckolls County 434$44,300 $332$1,108$622 $24,880 21%$13,290$11.96 $9.891.6 1.2$514


Otoe County 1,767$63,000 $473$1,575$622 $24,880 28%$18,900$11.96 $8.721.6 1.4$453


Pawnee County 259$52,700 $395$1,318$622 $24,880 20%$15,810$11.96 $9.521.6 1.3$495


Perkins County 327$62,400 $468$1,560$622 $24,880 27%$18,720$11.96 $13.701.6 0.9$713


Phelps County 1,058$65,300 $490$1,633$622 $24,880 27%$19,590$11.96 $11.851.6 1.0$616


Pierce County 536$62,000 $465$1,550$622 $24,880 18%$18,600$11.96 $8.751.6 1.4$455


Platte County 3,228$63,400 $476$1,585$622 $24,880 26%$19,020$11.96 $11.721.6 1.0$609


Polk County 583$59,800 $449$1,495$622 $24,880 26%$17,940$11.96 $10.701.6 1.1$556


Red Willow County 1,360$58,300 $437$1,458$622 $24,880 29%$17,490$11.96 $10.081.6 1.2$524


Richardson County 811$53,400 $401$1,335$622 $24,880 22%$16,020$11.96 $7.481.6 1.6$389


Rock County 82$49,700 $373$1,243$622 $24,880 12%$14,910$11.96 $12.261.6 1.0$638


Saline County 1,560$58,500 $439$1,463$701 $28,040 31%$17,550$13.48 $10.681.9 1.3$556


Sarpy County 16,526$72,700 $545$1,818$828 $33,120 29%$21,810$15.92 $10.222.2 1.6$532


Saunders County 1,535$71,800 $539$1,795$779 $31,160 19%$21,540$14.98 $8.292.1 1.8$431


Scotts Bluff County 5,151$55,000 $413$1,375$659 $26,360 34%$16,500$12.67 $10.521.7 1.2$547


Seward County 1,801$76,400 $573$1,910$622 $24,880 28%$22,920$11.96 $7.671.6 1.6$399


Sheridan County 685$45,200 $339$1,130$622 $24,880 29%$13,560$11.96 $7.961.6 1.5$414


Sherman County 201$51,100 $383$1,278$622 $24,880 15%$15,330$11.96 $8.651.6 1.4$450


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Nebraska RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Sioux County † 136$56,100 $421$1,403$622 $24,880 23%$16,830$11.96 1.6


Stanton County 541$60,800 $456$1,520$622 $24,880 22%$18,240$11.96 $20.901.6 0.6$1,087


Thayer County 382$54,700 $410$1,368$622 $24,880 17%$16,410$11.96 $10.741.6 1.1$559


Thomas County 82$64,100 $481$1,603$622 $24,880 26%$19,230$11.96 $16.871.6 0.7$877


Thurston County 653$49,400 $371$1,235$622 $24,880 32%$14,820$11.96 $10.571.6 1.1$550


Valley County 423$52,500 $394$1,313$622 $24,880 23%$15,750$11.96 $5.811.6 2.1$302


Washington County 1,347$72,700 $545$1,818$828 $33,120 18%$21,810$15.92 $10.252.2 1.6$533


Wayne County 1,049$59,800 $449$1,495$622 $24,880 32%$17,940$11.96 $6.571.6 1.8$342


Webster County 323$48,800 $366$1,220$622 $24,880 21%$14,640$11.96 $8.441.6 1.4$439


Wheeler County 102$53,200 $399$1,330$622 $24,880 32%$15,960$11.96 $15.331.6 0.8$797


York County 1,448$62,800 $471$1,570$628 $25,120 26%$18,840$12.08 $9.851.7 1.2$512


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Nevada


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Nevada, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $1,024.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $3,414 monthly or 
$40,965 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Nevada, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $8.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 95 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.4 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Nevada, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $14.40.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 55 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.4 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Nevada RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Nevada $1,602$1,024 $40,965 41%$19.69 $14.40 1.4$749$480 404,0702.4 $64,064 $19,219


Metropolitan Areas


Carson City MSA 8,306$69,500 $521$1,738$35,720 39%$17.17 $13.602.1 1.3$707$893 $20,850


Las Vegas-Paradise MSA * 301,799$63,100 $473$1,578$42,560 43%$20.46 $14.632.5 1.4$761$1,064 $18,930


Reno-Sparks MSA 65,103$65,200 $489$1,630$38,120 40%$18.33 $13.152.2 1.4$684$953 $19,560


$805 $32,215 29%$15.49 $15.081.9 1.0$784Combined Nonmetro Areas $67,790 $1,695 $20,337 $508 28,862


Counties


Carson City 8,306$69,500 $521$1,738$893 $35,720 39%$20,850$17.17 $13.602.1 1.3$707


Churchill County 3,093$67,600 $507$1,690$822 $32,880 35%$20,280$15.81 $15.721.9 1.0$817


Clark County * 301,799$63,100 $473$1,578$1,064 $42,560 43%$18,930$20.46 $14.632.5 1.4$761


Douglas County 5,124$78,200 $587$1,955$949 $37,960 27%$23,460$18.25 $13.192.2 1.4$686


Elko County 4,612$79,900 $599$1,998$803 $32,120 27%$23,970$15.44 $13.881.9 1.1$722


Esmeralda County † 183$60,900 $457$1,523$646 $25,840 36%$18,270$12.42 1.5


Eureka County 189$79,900 $599$1,998$809 $32,360 26%$23,970$15.56 $27.281.9 0.6$1,419


Humboldt County 1,660$73,400 $551$1,835$668 $26,720 27%$22,020$12.85 $15.661.6 0.8$814


Lander County 586$71,400 $536$1,785$678 $27,120 29%$21,420$13.04 $20.071.6 0.6$1,044


Lincoln County 506$59,700 $448$1,493$729 $29,160 28%$17,910$14.02 $7.081.7 2.0$368


Lyon County 5,525$59,600 $447$1,490$756 $30,240 30%$17,880$14.54 $14.231.8 1.0$740


Mineral County 682$60,600 $455$1,515$638 $25,520 31%$18,180$12.27 $17.011.5 0.7$885


Nye County 5,202$53,400 $401$1,335$834 $33,360 28%$16,020$16.04 $13.831.9 1.2$719


Pershing County 554$65,300 $490$1,633$626 $25,040 27%$19,590$12.04 $14.731.5 0.8$766


Storey County 111$65,200 $489$1,630$953 $38,120 6%$19,560$18.33 $15.662.2 1.2$814


Washoe County 64,992$65,200 $489$1,630$953 $38,120 40%$19,560$18.33 $13.112.2 1.4$682


White Pine County 946$66,900 $502$1,673$732 $29,280 27%$20,070$14.08 $15.071.7 0.9$784


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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New Hampshire


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In New Hampshire, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $1,065.  In order to afford this level 
of rent and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $3,548 monthly 
or $42,580 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a 
Housing Wage of:


In New Hampshire, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 113 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household 
must include 2.8 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.


In New Hampshire, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $13.14.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 62 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.6 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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New Hampshire RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


New Hampshire $1,995$1,065 $42,580 27%$20.47 $13.14 1.6$683$598 141,5272.8 $79,790 $23,937


Metropolitan Areas


Boston-Cambridge-Quincy HMFA 1,228$94,400 $708$2,360$57,760 29%$27.77 $12.633.8 2.2$657$1,444 $28,320


Hillsborough County HMFA 2,443$81,000 $608$2,025$36,480 20%$17.54 $14.442.4 1.2$751$912 $24,300


Lawrence HMFA 9,682$84,900 $637$2,123$44,600 19%$21.44 $12.633.0 1.7$657$1,115 $25,470


Manchester HMFA 25,082$75,700 $568$1,893$43,800 41%$21.06 $14.442.9 1.5$751$1,095 $22,710


Nashua HMFA 21,085$92,700 $695$2,318$46,960 26%$22.58 $14.443.1 1.6$751$1,174 $27,810


Portsmouth-Rochester HMFA 27,203$84,000 $630$2,100$43,520 31%$20.92 $12.752.9 1.6$663$1,088 $25,200


Western Rockingham County HMFA 1,674$103,600 $777$2,590$47,680 10%$22.92 $12.633.2 1.8$657$1,192 $31,080


$980 $39,186 27%$18.84 $12.332.6 1.5$641Combined Nonmetro Areas $70,327 $1,758 $21,098 $527 53,130


Counties


Belknap County 5,664$69,000 $518$1,725$1,006 $40,240 23%$20,700$19.35 $10.792.7 1.8$561


Carroll County 4,010$63,900 $479$1,598$1,007 $40,280 20%$19,170$19.37 $8.922.7 2.2$464


Cheshire County 8,800$68,800 $516$1,720$1,008 $40,320 29%$20,640$19.38 $11.422.7 1.7$594


Coos County † 4,194$56,100 $421$1,403$691 $27,640 28%$16,830$13.29 1.8


Grafton County 10,278$69,400 $521$1,735$1,004 $40,160 30%$20,820$19.31 $16.922.7 1.1$880


Merrimack County 15,320$79,700 $598$1,993$1,024 $40,960 27%$23,910$19.69 $10.912.7 1.8$567


Sullivan County 4,864$65,900 $494$1,648$933 $37,320 27%$19,770$17.94 $11.182.5 1.6$581


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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This information is provided for New England states only, because only in these states do FMR and metropolitan areas include portions of counties, rather than entire counties. 


Towns within New Hampshire FMR Areas 
 
Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH HMFA 
 Rockingham County 


Seabrook town, South Hampton town 
 
Hillsborough County, NH (part) HMFA 
 Hillsborough County 


Antrim town, Bennington town, Deering town, Francestown town, Greenfield town, Hancock town, Hillsborough town, Lyndeborough town, New Boston town, 
Peterborough town, Sharon town, Temple town, Windsor town 


 
Lawrence, MA-NH HMFA 
 Rockingham County 


Atkinson town, Chester town, Danville town, Derry town, Fremont town, Hampstead town, Kingston town, Newton town, Plaistow town, Raymond town, Salem 
town, Sandown town, Windham town 


 
Manchester, NH HMFA 
 Hillsborough County 


Bedford town, Goffstown town, Manchester city, Weare town 
 
Nashua, NH HMFA 
 Hillsborough County 


Amherst town, Brookline town, Greenville town, Hollis town, Hudson town, Litchfield town, Mason town, Merrimack town, Milford town, Mont Vernon town, 
Nashua city, New Ipswich town, Pelham town, Wilton town 


 
Portsmouth-Rochester, NH HMFA 
 Rockingham County 


Brentwood town, East Kingston town, Epping town, Exeter town, Greenland town, Hampton Falls town, Hampton town, Kensington town, New Castle town, 
Newfields town, Newington town, Newmarket town, North Hampton town, Portsmouth city, Rye town, Stratham town 


  
 Strafford County 


Barrington town, Dover city, Durham town, Farmington town, Lee town, Madbury town, Middleton town, Milton town, New Durham town, Rochester city, 
Rollinsford town, Somersworth city, Strafford town 


 
Western Rockingham County, NH HMFA 
 Rockingham County 


Auburn town, Candia town, Deerfield town, Londonderry town, Northwood town, Nottingham town 
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New Jersey


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In New Jersey, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $1,292.  In order to afford this level of 
rent and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $4,306 monthly or 
$51,672 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In New Jersey, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 137 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household 
must include 3.4 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.


In New Jersey, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $16.26.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 61 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.5 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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New Jersey RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


New Jersey $2,177$1,292 $51,672 33%$24.84 $16.26 1.5$845$653 1,062,9313.4 $87,088 $26,126


Metropolitan Areas


Atlantic City-Hammonton MSA 29,748$65,400 $491$1,635$46,920 29%$22.56 $10.093.1 2.2$525$1,173 $19,620


Bergen-Passaic HMFA * 182,351$90,900 $682$2,273$58,000 37%$27.88 $16.443.8 1.7$855$1,450 $27,270


Jersey City HMFA 158,789$61,600 $462$1,540$52,880 66%$25.42 $26.923.5 0.9$1,400$1,322 $18,480


Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon HMFA 123,561$103,900 $779$2,598$56,800 28%$27.31 $19.213.8 1.4$999$1,420 $31,170


Monmouth-Ocean HMFA 96,890$91,800 $689$2,295$56,400 21%$27.12 $10.993.7 2.5$571$1,410 $27,540


Newark HMFA 269,735$89,100 $668$2,228$48,080 39%$23.12 $18.083.2 1.3$940$1,202 $26,730


Ocean City MSA 11,525$76,600 $575$1,915$40,760 26%$19.60 $9.222.7 2.1$480$1,019 $22,980


Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington MSA * 122,042$79,200 $594$1,980$44,760 25%$21.52 $11.893.0 1.8$618$1,119 $23,760


Trenton-Ewing MSA 42,181$90,900 $682$2,273$48,240 32%$23.19 $15.703.2 1.5$816$1,206 $27,270


Vineland-Millville-Bridgeton MSA 16,060$68,600 $515$1,715$43,760 32%$21.04 $9.852.9 2.1$512$1,094 $20,580


Warren County HMFA 10,049$92,600 $695$2,315$43,120 24%$20.73 $11.402.9 1.8$593$1,078 $27,780


Counties


Atlantic County 29,748$65,400 $491$1,635$1,173 $46,920 29%$19,620$22.56 $10.093.1 2.2$525


Bergen County * 110,403$90,900 $682$2,273$1,450 $58,000 33%$27,270$27.88 $17.733.8 1.6$922


Burlington County * 35,778$79,200 $594$1,980$1,119 $44,760 22%$23,760$21.52 $13.913.0 1.5$723


Camden County * 59,242$79,200 $594$1,980$1,119 $44,760 31%$23,760$21.52 $11.453.0 1.9$595


Cape May County 11,525$76,600 $575$1,915$1,019 $40,760 26%$22,980$19.60 $9.222.7 2.1$480


Cumberland County 16,060$68,600 $515$1,715$1,094 $43,760 32%$20,580$21.04 $9.852.9 2.1$512


Essex County 146,940$89,100 $668$2,228$1,202 $48,080 53%$26,730$23.12 $18.153.2 1.3$944


Gloucester County * 20,278$79,200 $594$1,980$1,119 $44,760 20%$23,760$21.52 $8.543.0 2.5$444


Hudson County 158,789$61,600 $462$1,540$1,322 $52,880 66%$18,480$25.42 $26.923.5 0.9$1,400


Hunterdon County 6,950$103,900 $779$2,598$1,420 $56,800 15%$31,170$27.31 $11.463.8 2.4$596


Mercer County 42,181$90,900 $682$2,273$1,206 $48,240 32%$27,270$23.19 $15.703.2 1.5$816


Middlesex County 92,908$103,900 $779$2,598$1,420 $56,800 33%$31,170$27.31 $18.603.8 1.5$967


Monmouth County 56,575$91,800 $689$2,295$1,410 $56,400 24%$27,540$27.12 $11.123.7 2.4$578


Morris County 42,996$89,100 $668$2,228$1,202 $48,080 24%$26,730$23.12 $19.643.2 1.2$1,021


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  
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New Jersey RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Ocean County 40,315$91,800 $689$2,295$1,410 $56,400 18%$27,540$27.12 $10.763.7 2.5$560


Passaic County * 71,948$90,900 $682$2,273$1,450 $58,000 45%$27,270$27.88 $13.013.8 2.1$677


Salem County * 6,744$79,200 $594$1,980$1,119 $44,760 27%$23,760$21.52 $12.433.0 1.7$646


Somerset County 23,703$103,900 $779$2,598$1,420 $56,800 21%$31,170$27.31 $22.443.8 1.2$1,167


Sussex County 8,302$89,100 $668$2,228$1,202 $48,080 15%$26,730$23.12 $8.183.2 2.8$425


Union County 71,497$89,100 $668$2,228$1,202 $48,080 39%$26,730$23.12 $17.563.2 1.3$913


Warren County 10,049$92,600 $695$2,315$1,078 $43,120 24%$27,780$20.73 $11.402.9 1.8$593


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  
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New Mexico


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In New Mexico, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $750.  In order to afford this level of 
rent and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,499 monthly or 
$29,983 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In New Mexico, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.50.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 77 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must 
include 1.9 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR 
affordable.


In New Mexico, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $11.97.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 48 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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New Mexico RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


New Mexico $1,418$750 $29,983 30%$14.42 $11.97 1.2$623$425 231,8401.9 $56,725 $17,017


Metropolitan Areas


Albuquerque MSA 108,718$62,900 $472$1,573$31,200 32%$15.00 $11.992.0 1.3$624$780 $18,870


Farmington MSA 10,772$55,300 $415$1,383$31,400 26%$15.10 $15.552.0 1.0$809$785 $16,590


Las Cruces MSA 24,691$45,000 $338$1,125$25,320 34%$12.17 $8.791.6 1.4$457$633 $13,500


Santa Fe MSA 17,804$62,000 $465$1,550$39,040 29%$18.77 $11.362.5 1.7$591$976 $18,600


$680 $27,212 28%$13.08 $12.241.7 1.1$637Combined Nonmetro Areas $50,580 $1,264 $15,174 $379 69,855


Counties


Bernalillo County 93,208$62,900 $472$1,573$780 $31,200 36%$18,870$15.00 $11.972.0 1.3$622


Catron County 235$43,500 $326$1,088$626 $25,040 13%$13,050$12.04 $5.981.6 2.0$311


Chaves County 7,505$47,900 $359$1,198$780 $31,200 32%$14,370$15.00 $10.742.0 1.4$559


Cibola County 2,305$43,800 $329$1,095$626 $25,040 29%$13,140$12.04 $10.441.6 1.2$543


Colfax County 1,965$51,500 $386$1,288$626 $25,040 34%$15,450$12.04 $7.551.6 1.6$393


Curry County 6,536$52,000 $390$1,300$639 $25,560 37%$15,600$12.29 $9.461.6 1.3$492


De Baca County 171$38,900 $292$973$626 $25,040 21%$11,670$12.04 $6.431.6 1.9$335


Dona Ana County 24,691$45,000 $338$1,125$633 $25,320 34%$13,500$12.17 $8.791.6 1.4$457


Eddy County 4,921$60,200 $452$1,505$659 $26,360 25%$18,060$12.67 $14.931.7 0.8$777


Grant County 3,012$47,100 $353$1,178$626 $25,040 24%$14,130$12.04 $10.741.6 1.1$558


Guadalupe County 256$39,900 $299$998$626 $25,040 17%$11,970$12.04 $9.201.6 1.3$478


Harding County † 35$60,100 $451$1,503$626 $25,040 12%$18,030$12.04 1.6


Hidalgo County 540$44,200 $332$1,105$626 $25,040 33%$13,260$12.04 $4.641.6 2.6$241


Lea County 6,262$52,100 $391$1,303$661 $26,440 29%$15,630$12.71 $17.441.7 0.7$907


Lincoln County 1,993$57,300 $430$1,433$872 $34,880 22%$17,190$16.77 $7.892.2 2.1$410


Los Alamos County 1,571$126,500 $949$3,163$1,066 $42,640 21%$37,950$20.50 $19.112.7 1.1$994


Luna County 2,826$35,400 $266$885$626 $25,040 31%$10,620$12.04 $8.191.6 1.5$426


McKinley County 4,763$37,100 $278$928$626 $25,040 28%$11,130$12.04 $11.061.6 1.1$575


Mora County 292$44,800 $336$1,120$626 $25,040 16%$13,440$12.04 $11.041.6 1.1$574


Otero County 7,990$49,100 $368$1,228$626 $25,040 33%$14,730$12.04 $11.281.6 1.1$587


Quay County 855$44,400 $333$1,110$645 $25,800 23%$13,320$12.40 $7.881.7 1.6$410


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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New Mexico RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Rio Arriba County 2,968$50,800 $381$1,270$718 $28,720 20%$15,240$13.81 $11.161.8 1.2$580


Roosevelt County 2,797$46,300 $347$1,158$626 $25,040 41%$13,890$12.04 $8.541.6 1.4$444


San Juan County 10,772$55,300 $415$1,383$785 $31,400 26%$16,590$15.10 $15.552.0 1.0$809


San Miguel County 3,964$45,600 $342$1,140$626 $25,040 33%$13,680$12.04 $7.571.6 1.6$394


Sandoval County 8,934$62,900 $472$1,573$780 $31,200 19%$18,870$15.00 $14.672.0 1.0$763


Santa Fe County 17,804$62,000 $465$1,550$976 $39,040 29%$18,600$18.77 $11.362.5 1.7$591


Sierra County 932$41,100 $308$1,028$643 $25,720 21%$12,330$12.37 $6.851.6 1.8$356


Socorro County 1,392$44,600 $335$1,115$626 $25,040 24%$13,380$12.04 $7.601.6 1.6$395


Taos County 3,317$46,000 $345$1,150$832 $33,280 25%$13,800$16.00 $8.372.1 1.9$435


Torrance County 1,211$62,900 $472$1,573$780 $31,200 21%$18,870$15.00 $9.372.0 1.6$487


Union County 452$44,300 $332$1,108$626 $25,040 27%$13,290$12.04 $13.111.6 0.9$681


Valencia County 5,365$62,900 $472$1,573$780 $31,200 20%$18,870$15.00 $7.462.0 2.0$388


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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New York


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In New York, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $1,313.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $4,376 monthly or 
$52,513 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In New York, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 139 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
3.5 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In New York, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $21.59.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 47 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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New York RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


New York $1,816$1,313 $52,513 45%$25.25 $21.59 1.2$1,123$545 3,260,4553.5 $72,630 $21,789


Metropolitan Areas


Albany-Schenectady-Troy MSA 116,641$77,700 $583$1,943$36,840 34%$17.71 $12.792.4 1.4$665$921 $23,310


Binghamton MSA 31,015$58,600 $440$1,465$28,520 31%$13.71 $9.971.9 1.4$518$713 $17,580


Buffalo-Niagara Falls MSA 155,605$63,500 $476$1,588$29,440 33%$14.15 $10.192.0 1.4$530$736 $19,050


Elmira MSA 11,674$58,600 $440$1,465$29,440 33%$14.15 $9.932.0 1.4$516$736 $17,580


Glens Falls MSA 15,069$65,100 $488$1,628$32,360 28%$15.56 $10.362.1 1.5$539$809 $19,530


Ithaca MSA 17,226$82,000 $615$2,050$40,040 45%$19.25 $12.552.7 1.5$653$1,001 $24,600


Kingston MSA 21,516$69,800 $524$1,745$47,880 31%$23.02 $9.523.2 2.4$495$1,197 $20,940


Nassau-Suffolk HMFA 175,977$105,900 $794$2,648$63,320 19%$30.44 $13.304.2 2.3$692$1,583 $31,770


New York HMFA 2,091,080$64,307 $482$1,608$58,960 66%$28.35 $32.483.9 0.9$1,689$1,474 $19,292


Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Middletown MSA 68,750$85,800 $644$2,145$48,440 30%$23.29 $10.953.2 2.1$569$1,211 $25,740


Rochester MSA 128,197$66,600 $500$1,665$34,360 31%$16.52 $10.672.3 1.5$555$859 $19,980


Syracuse MSA 81,267$65,800 $494$1,645$31,360 32%$15.08 $10.752.1 1.4$559$784 $19,740


Utica-Rome MSA 36,667$63,800 $479$1,595$29,160 31%$14.02 $9.261.9 1.5$482$729 $19,140


Westchester County 131,143$104,200 $782$2,605$58,720 38%$28.23 $17.063.9 1.7$887$1,468 $31,260


$758 $30,325 29%$14.58 $9.692.0 1.5$504Combined Nonmetro Areas $58,327 $1,458 $17,498 $437 178,628


Counties


Albany County 50,031$77,700 $583$1,943$921 $36,840 40%$23,310$17.71 $13.482.4 1.3$701


Allegany County 4,839$53,000 $398$1,325$654 $26,160 26%$15,900$12.58 $8.261.7 1.5$429


Bronx County 377,020$63,000 $473$1,575$1,474 $58,960 80%$18,900$28.35 $17.483.9 1.6$909


Broome County 26,759$58,600 $440$1,465$713 $28,520 33%$17,580$13.71 $9.571.9 1.4$498


Cattaraugus County 8,935$54,500 $409$1,363$694 $27,760 28%$16,350$13.35 $9.691.8 1.4$504


Cayuga County 8,850$59,600 $447$1,490$722 $28,880 28%$17,880$13.88 $8.781.9 1.6$457


Chautauqua County 17,116$54,000 $405$1,350$671 $26,840 31%$16,200$12.90 $8.091.8 1.6$421


Chemung County 11,674$58,600 $440$1,465$736 $29,440 33%$17,580$14.15 $9.932.0 1.4$516


Chenango County 4,632$55,500 $416$1,388$670 $26,800 23%$16,650$12.88 $10.161.8 1.3$528


Clinton County 9,688$65,100 $488$1,628$737 $29,480 31%$19,530$14.17 $8.702.0 1.6$452


Columbia County 6,729$73,500 $551$1,838$819 $32,760 26%$22,050$15.75 $10.562.2 1.5$549


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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New York RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Cortland County 6,053$61,400 $461$1,535$727 $29,080 34%$18,420$13.98 $9.561.9 1.5$497


Delaware County 4,876$57,000 $428$1,425$681 $27,240 24%$17,100$13.10 $11.711.8 1.1$609


Dutchess County 31,838$85,800 $644$2,145$1,211 $48,440 30%$25,740$23.29 $12.513.2 1.9$651


Erie County 129,263$63,500 $476$1,588$736 $29,440 34%$19,050$14.15 $10.452.0 1.4$543


Essex County 4,366$59,300 $445$1,483$788 $31,520 27%$17,790$15.15 $10.152.1 1.5$528


Franklin County 5,281$54,000 $405$1,350$682 $27,280 28%$16,200$13.12 $8.471.8 1.5$440


Fulton County 6,872$53,600 $402$1,340$692 $27,680 30%$16,080$13.31 $8.471.8 1.6$440


Genesee County 6,373$63,900 $479$1,598$761 $30,440 27%$19,170$14.63 $8.932.0 1.6$464


Greene County 5,158$58,700 $440$1,468$792 $31,680 27%$17,610$15.23 $9.842.1 1.5$512


Hamilton County 402$63,700 $478$1,593$703 $28,120 17%$19,110$13.52 $7.471.9 1.8$388


Herkimer County 7,387$63,800 $479$1,595$729 $29,160 28%$19,140$14.02 $8.371.9 1.7$435


Jefferson County 18,853$56,700 $425$1,418$1,048 $41,920 42%$17,010$20.15 $11.522.8 1.8$599


Kings County 636,778$63,000 $473$1,575$1,474 $58,960 70%$18,900$28.35 $15.073.9 1.9$784


Lewis County 2,395$52,700 $395$1,318$647 $25,880 23%$15,810$12.44 $9.171.7 1.4$477


Livingston County 6,025$66,600 $500$1,665$859 $34,360 25%$19,980$16.52 $7.282.3 2.3$378


Madison County 6,555$65,800 $494$1,645$784 $31,360 24%$19,740$15.08 $10.182.1 1.5$530


Monroe County 99,510$66,600 $500$1,665$859 $34,360 34%$19,980$16.52 $11.232.3 1.5$584


Montgomery County 6,331$56,800 $426$1,420$731 $29,240 32%$17,040$14.06 $9.611.9 1.5$500


Nassau County 80,645$105,900 $794$2,648$1,583 $63,320 18%$31,770$30.44 $12.964.2 2.3$674


New York County 567,229$63,000 $473$1,575$1,474 $58,960 77%$18,900$28.35 $44.623.9 0.6$2,320


Niagara County 26,342$63,500 $476$1,588$736 $29,440 30%$19,050$14.15 $8.452.0 1.7$439


Oneida County 29,280$63,800 $479$1,595$729 $29,160 32%$19,140$14.02 $9.401.9 1.5$489


Onondaga County 62,637$65,800 $494$1,645$784 $31,360 34%$19,740$15.08 $10.922.1 1.4$568


Ontario County 10,742$66,600 $500$1,665$859 $34,360 25%$19,980$16.52 $9.082.3 1.8$472


Orange County 36,912$85,800 $644$2,145$1,211 $48,440 30%$25,740$23.29 $9.603.2 2.4$499


Orleans County 3,674$66,600 $500$1,665$859 $34,360 23%$19,980$16.52 $7.242.3 2.3$377


Oswego County 12,075$65,800 $494$1,645$784 $31,360 26%$19,740$15.08 $9.772.1 1.5$508


Otsego County 6,855$60,400 $453$1,510$816 $32,640 28%$18,120$15.69 $9.422.2 1.7$490


Putnam County 5,796$63,000 $473$1,575$1,474 $58,960 17%$18,900$28.35 $10.273.9 2.8$534


Queens County 426,053$63,000 $473$1,575$1,474 $58,960 55%$18,900$28.35 $16.893.9 1.7$879


Rensselaer County 21,907$77,700 $583$1,943$921 $36,840 34%$23,310$17.71 $11.392.4 1.6$592


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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New York RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Richmond County 49,387$63,000 $473$1,575$1,474 $58,960 30%$18,900$28.35 $9.913.9 2.9$515


Rockland County 28,817$105,400 $791$2,635$1,474 $58,960 29%$31,620$28.35 $11.923.9 2.4$620


Saratoga County 23,103$77,700 $583$1,943$921 $36,840 26%$23,310$17.71 $12.382.4 1.4$644


Schenectady County 18,616$77,700 $583$1,943$921 $36,840 32%$23,310$17.71 $13.042.4 1.4$678


Schoharie County 2,984$77,700 $583$1,943$921 $36,840 23%$23,310$17.71 $5.942.4 3.0$309


Schuyler County 1,538$57,700 $433$1,443$633 $25,320 20%$17,310$12.17 $8.741.7 1.4$454


Seneca County 3,269$57,200 $429$1,430$721 $28,840 25%$17,160$13.87 $9.621.9 1.4$500


St. Lawrence County 11,908$54,800 $411$1,370$699 $27,960 28%$16,440$13.44 $8.941.9 1.5$465


Steuben County 11,619$59,100 $443$1,478$686 $27,440 28%$17,730$13.19 $14.171.8 0.9$737


Suffolk County 95,332$105,900 $794$2,648$1,583 $63,320 19%$31,770$30.44 $13.654.2 2.2$710


Sullivan County 9,765$60,000 $450$1,500$857 $34,280 33%$18,000$16.48 $9.812.3 1.7$510


Tioga County 4,256$58,600 $440$1,465$713 $28,520 21%$17,580$13.71 $12.601.9 1.1$655


Tompkins County 17,226$82,000 $615$2,050$1,001 $40,040 45%$24,600$19.25 $12.552.7 1.5$653


Ulster County 21,516$69,800 $524$1,745$1,197 $47,880 31%$20,940$23.02 $9.523.2 2.4$495


Warren County 8,699$65,100 $488$1,628$809 $32,360 31%$19,530$15.56 $10.552.1 1.5$548


Washington County 6,370$65,100 $488$1,628$809 $32,360 26%$19,530$15.56 $9.722.1 1.6$506


Wayne County 8,246$66,600 $500$1,665$859 $34,360 23%$19,980$16.52 $8.842.3 1.9$459


Westchester County 131,143$104,200 $782$2,605$1,468 $58,720 38%$31,260$28.23 $17.063.9 1.7$887


Wyoming County 3,764$61,700 $463$1,543$728 $29,120 24%$18,510$14.00 $8.141.9 1.7$423


Yates County 2,161$60,100 $451$1,503$661 $26,440 23%$18,030$12.71 $6.711.8 1.9$349


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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North Carolina


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In North Carolina, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $737.  In order to afford this level of 
rent and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,457 monthly or 
$29,481 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In North Carolina, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 78 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must 
include 2.0 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR 
affordable.


In North Carolina, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $12.17.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 47 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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North Carolina RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


North Carolina $1,448$737 $29,481 32%$14.17 $12.17 1.2$633$434 1,180,3762.0 $57,918 $17,376


Metropolitan Areas


Anson County HMFA 3,049$42,100 $316$1,053$24,400 31%$11.73 $10.351.6 1.1$538$610 $12,630


Asheville HMFA 46,457$53,900 $404$1,348$31,080 30%$14.94 $10.872.1 1.4$565$777 $16,170


Burlington MSA 18,818$51,700 $388$1,293$28,080 31%$13.50 $10.581.9 1.3$550$702 $15,510


Charlotte-Gastonia-Concord HMFA 189,365$64,100 $481$1,603$31,720 33%$15.25 $15.432.1 1.0$802$793 $19,230


Durham-Chapel Hill HMFA 73,168$67,700 $508$1,693$33,560 40%$16.13 $17.772.2 0.9$924$839 $20,310


Fayetteville HMFA 49,804$52,000 $390$1,300$29,880 42%$14.37 $11.992.0 1.2$624$747 $15,600


Goldsboro MSA 17,391$54,000 $405$1,350$24,440 37%$11.75 $10.211.6 1.2$531$611 $16,200


Greene County HMFA 2,127$51,400 $386$1,285$24,400 30%$11.73 $8.491.6 1.4$442$610 $15,420


Greensboro-High Point HMFA 85,666$54,500 $409$1,363$28,040 35%$13.48 $11.641.9 1.2$605$701 $16,350


Greenville HMFA 28,662$57,600 $432$1,440$28,160 44%$13.54 $9.061.9 1.5$471$704 $17,280


Haywood County HMFA 6,700$54,800 $411$1,370$28,840 25%$13.87 $9.791.9 1.4$509$721 $16,440


Hickory-Lenoir-Morganton MSA 36,534$51,100 $383$1,278$24,400 26%$11.73 $10.101.6 1.2$525$610 $15,330


Hoke County HMFA 4,046$50,300 $377$1,258$25,040 27%$12.04 $7.391.7 1.6$384$626 $15,090


Jacksonville MSA 24,648$48,800 $366$1,220$32,960 43%$15.85 $10.062.2 1.6$523$824 $14,640


Pender County HMFA 4,319$57,500 $431$1,438$25,000 21%$12.02 $9.071.7 1.3$472$625 $17,250


Person County HMFA 4,222$58,200 $437$1,455$25,880 27%$12.44 $8.451.7 1.5$440$647 $17,460


Raleigh-Cary MSA 132,947$75,300 $565$1,883$35,120 32%$16.88 $12.582.3 1.3$654$878 $22,590


Rockingham County HMFA 10,485$51,000 $383$1,275$24,440 28%$11.75 $9.691.6 1.2$504$611 $15,300


Rocky Mount MSA 21,743$55,300 $415$1,383$25,360 37%$12.19 $10.671.7 1.1$555$634 $16,590


Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News MSA * 1,829$73,300 $550$1,833$45,440 20%$21.85 $8.973.0 2.4$466$1,136 $21,990


Wilmington HMFA 44,316$62,700 $470$1,568$32,640 34%$15.69 $11.092.2 1.4$577$816 $18,810


Winston-Salem MSA 56,720$59,500 $446$1,488$27,120 30%$13.04 $11.811.8 1.1$614$678 $17,850


$658 $26,329 29%$12.66 $9.341.7 1.4$486Combined Nonmetro Areas $50,037 $1,251 $15,011 $375 317,360


Counties


Alamance County 18,818$51,700 $388$1,293$702 $28,080 31%$15,510$13.50 $10.581.9 1.3$550


Alexander County 2,750$51,100 $383$1,278$610 $24,400 21%$15,330$11.73 $7.801.6 1.5$406


Alleghany County 1,197$41,000 $308$1,025$610 $24,400 25%$12,300$11.73 $6.041.6 1.9$314


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  
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North Carolina RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Anson County 3,049$42,100 $316$1,053$610 $24,400 31%$12,630$11.73 $10.351.6 1.1$538


Ashe County 2,341$49,500 $371$1,238$610 $24,400 20%$14,850$11.73 $8.361.6 1.4$435


Avery County 1,997$50,600 $380$1,265$704 $28,160 28%$15,180$13.54 $8.721.9 1.6$453


Beaufort County 5,330$52,800 $396$1,320$610 $24,400 27%$15,840$11.73 $7.801.6 1.5$406


Bertie County 1,871$41,900 $314$1,048$615 $24,600 23%$12,570$11.83 $7.151.6 1.7$372


Bladen County 4,261$44,600 $335$1,115$610 $24,400 31%$13,380$11.73 $9.061.6 1.3$471


Brunswick County 10,397$62,700 $470$1,568$816 $32,640 22%$18,810$15.69 $10.132.2 1.5$527


Buncombe County 34,112$53,900 $404$1,348$777 $31,080 34%$16,170$14.94 $11.242.1 1.3$585


Burke County 9,212$51,100 $383$1,278$610 $24,400 26%$15,330$11.73 $9.301.6 1.3$483


Cabarrus County 17,019$64,100 $481$1,603$793 $31,720 26%$19,230$15.25 $9.522.1 1.6$495


Caldwell County 7,740$51,100 $383$1,278$610 $24,400 25%$15,330$11.73 $8.041.6 1.5$418


Camden County 511$79,000 $593$1,975$849 $33,960 15%$23,700$16.33 $10.542.3 1.5$548


Carteret County 7,846$57,500 $431$1,438$714 $28,560 27%$17,250$13.73 $8.191.9 1.7$426


Caswell County 2,140$47,200 $354$1,180$610 $24,400 25%$14,160$11.73 $6.061.6 1.9$315


Catawba County 16,832$51,100 $383$1,278$610 $24,400 29%$15,330$11.73 $11.181.6 1.0$581


Chatham County 5,138$67,700 $508$1,693$839 $33,560 20%$20,310$16.13 $8.522.2 1.9$443


Cherokee County 1,928$47,800 $359$1,195$610 $24,400 17%$14,340$11.73 $8.851.6 1.3$460


Chowan County 1,971$48,800 $366$1,220$651 $26,040 34%$14,640$12.52 $7.721.7 1.6$402


Clay County 737$41,900 $314$1,048$610 $24,400 17%$12,570$11.73 $5.991.6 2.0$311


Cleveland County 12,320$50,500 $379$1,263$610 $24,400 33%$15,150$11.73 $10.391.6 1.1$540


Columbus County 5,837$48,000 $360$1,200$610 $24,400 27%$14,400$11.73 $7.031.6 1.7$365


Craven County 14,540$49,800 $374$1,245$758 $30,320 36%$14,940$14.58 $11.062.0 1.3$575


Cumberland County 49,804$52,000 $390$1,300$747 $29,880 42%$15,600$14.37 $11.992.0 1.2$624


Currituck County * 1,829$73,300 $550$1,833$1,136 $45,440 20%$21,990$21.85 $8.973.0 2.4$466


Dare County 4,331$69,900 $524$1,748$924 $36,960 28%$20,970$17.77 $9.092.5 2.0$473


Davidson County 17,343$53,500 $401$1,338$610 $24,400 27%$16,050$11.73 $9.141.6 1.3$475


Davie County 2,618$59,500 $446$1,488$678 $27,120 16%$17,850$13.04 $8.121.8 1.6$422


Duplin County 6,668$43,300 $325$1,083$610 $24,400 31%$12,990$11.73 $9.911.6 1.2$515


Durham County 47,796$67,700 $508$1,693$839 $33,560 45%$20,310$16.13 $19.912.2 0.8$1,035


Edgecombe County 7,921$55,300 $415$1,383$634 $25,360 37%$16,590$12.19 $10.031.7 1.2$521


Forsyth County 46,953$59,500 $446$1,488$678 $27,120 34%$17,850$13.04 $12.421.8 1.1$646


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  
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North Carolina RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
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at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Franklin County 5,028$75,300 $565$1,883$878 $35,120 22%$22,590$16.88 $9.792.3 1.7$509


Gaston County 24,774$64,100 $481$1,603$793 $31,720 32%$19,230$15.25 $10.142.1 1.5$527


Gates County 819$59,000 $443$1,475$613 $24,520 19%$17,700$11.79 $8.711.6 1.4$453


Graham County 744$37,000 $278$925$610 $24,400 20%$11,100$11.73 $6.911.6 1.7$359


Granville County 4,396$60,800 $456$1,520$722 $28,880 22%$18,240$13.88 $10.601.9 1.3$551


Greene County 2,127$51,400 $386$1,285$610 $24,400 30%$15,420$11.73 $8.491.6 1.4$442


Guilford County 71,286$54,500 $409$1,363$701 $28,040 37%$16,350$13.48 $12.051.9 1.1$627


Halifax County 8,052$43,100 $323$1,078$610 $24,400 37%$12,930$11.73 $8.481.6 1.4$441


Harnett County 13,043$51,000 $383$1,275$754 $30,160 32%$15,300$14.50 $8.832.0 1.6$459


Haywood County 6,700$54,800 $411$1,370$721 $28,840 25%$16,440$13.87 $9.791.9 1.4$509


Henderson County 10,451$53,900 $404$1,348$777 $31,080 23%$16,170$14.94 $10.032.1 1.5$522


Hertford County 3,216$42,500 $319$1,063$634 $25,360 36%$12,750$12.19 $10.141.7 1.2$527


Hoke County 4,046$50,300 $377$1,258$626 $25,040 27%$15,090$12.04 $7.391.7 1.6$384


Hyde County 506$47,200 $354$1,180$793 $31,720 25%$14,160$15.25 $8.582.1 1.8$446


Iredell County 15,103$57,900 $434$1,448$730 $29,200 26%$17,370$14.04 $11.531.9 1.2$599


Jackson County 5,259$52,600 $395$1,315$642 $25,680 33%$15,780$12.35 $8.111.7 1.5$422


Johnston County 16,362$75,300 $565$1,883$878 $35,120 27%$22,590$16.88 $9.312.3 1.8$484


Jones County 1,117$48,800 $366$1,220$610 $24,400 27%$14,640$11.73 $9.661.6 1.2$502


Lee County 6,583$56,700 $425$1,418$669 $26,760 31%$17,010$12.87 $12.451.8 1.0$647


Lenoir County 9,431$45,000 $338$1,125$640 $25,600 39%$13,500$12.31 $8.391.7 1.5$436


Lincoln County 6,826$51,300 $385$1,283$610 $24,400 23%$15,390$11.73 $8.071.6 1.5$420


Macon County 4,129$49,600 $372$1,240$700 $28,000 26%$14,880$13.46 $10.061.9 1.3$523


Madison County 1,894$53,900 $404$1,348$777 $31,080 23%$16,170$14.94 $6.892.1 2.2$359


Martin County 3,023$46,000 $345$1,150$610 $24,400 31%$13,800$11.73 $7.241.6 1.6$376


McDowell County 5,018$50,200 $377$1,255$610 $24,400 29%$15,060$11.73 $8.781.6 1.3$457


Mecklenburg County 136,140$64,100 $481$1,603$793 $31,720 38%$19,230$15.25 $17.202.1 0.9$894


Mitchell County 1,662$44,300 $332$1,108$610 $24,400 25%$13,290$11.73 $7.441.6 1.6$387


Montgomery County 2,732$46,500 $349$1,163$610 $24,400 27%$13,950$11.73 $8.171.6 1.4$425


Moore County 8,412$63,600 $477$1,590$610 $24,400 24%$19,080$11.73 $9.311.6 1.3$484


Nash County 13,822$55,300 $415$1,383$634 $25,360 36%$16,590$12.19 $10.931.7 1.1$568


New Hanover County 33,919$62,700 $470$1,568$816 $32,640 40%$18,810$15.69 $11.362.2 1.4$591


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  
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North Carolina RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Northampton County 2,228$42,800 $321$1,070$610 $24,400 26%$12,840$11.73 $9.141.6 1.3$475


Onslow County 24,648$48,800 $366$1,220$824 $32,960 43%$14,640$15.85 $10.062.2 1.6$523


Orange County 20,234$67,700 $508$1,693$839 $33,560 40%$20,310$16.13 $9.852.2 1.6$512


Pamlico County 922$54,900 $412$1,373$613 $24,520 17%$16,470$11.79 $8.321.6 1.4$433


Pasquotank County 5,006$58,200 $437$1,455$737 $29,480 34%$17,460$14.17 $7.812.0 1.8$406


Pender County 4,319$57,500 $431$1,438$625 $25,000 21%$17,250$12.02 $9.071.7 1.3$472


Perquimans County 1,188$51,900 $389$1,298$610 $24,400 23%$15,570$11.73 $4.801.6 2.4$249


Person County 4,222$58,200 $437$1,455$647 $25,880 27%$17,460$12.44 $8.451.7 1.5$440


Pitt County 28,662$57,600 $432$1,440$704 $28,160 44%$17,280$13.54 $9.061.9 1.5$471


Polk County 1,922$59,400 $446$1,485$640 $25,600 22%$17,820$12.31 $10.311.7 1.2$536


Randolph County 14,380$54,500 $409$1,363$701 $28,040 26%$16,350$13.48 $9.171.9 1.5$477


Richmond County 5,363$41,300 $310$1,033$610 $24,400 31%$12,390$11.73 $8.201.6 1.4$426


Robeson County 14,594$33,700 $253$843$610 $24,400 33%$10,110$11.73 $7.981.6 1.5$415


Rockingham County 10,485$51,000 $383$1,275$611 $24,440 28%$15,300$11.75 $9.691.6 1.2$504


Rowan County 15,564$48,900 $367$1,223$652 $26,080 29%$14,670$12.54 $11.271.7 1.1$586


Rutherford County 7,446$41,300 $310$1,033$610 $24,400 27%$12,390$11.73 $7.571.6 1.5$394


Sampson County 7,452$47,100 $353$1,178$610 $24,400 32%$14,130$11.73 $9.331.6 1.3$485


Scotland County 4,420$39,600 $297$990$622 $24,880 34%$11,880$11.96 $8.391.6 1.4$436


Stanly County 5,704$61,800 $464$1,545$613 $24,520 25%$18,540$11.79 $9.321.6 1.3$485


Stokes County 3,905$59,500 $446$1,488$678 $27,120 21%$17,850$13.04 $7.141.8 1.8$371


Surry County 7,986$46,200 $347$1,155$610 $24,400 27%$13,860$11.73 $8.681.6 1.4$451


Swain County 1,013$51,100 $383$1,278$739 $29,560 19%$15,330$14.21 $6.982.0 2.0$363


Transylvania County 3,017$56,000 $420$1,400$651 $26,040 22%$16,800$12.52 $7.231.7 1.7$376


Tyrrell County 293$40,100 $301$1,003$610 $24,400 18%$12,030$11.73 $8.521.6 1.4$443


Union County 11,432$64,100 $481$1,603$793 $31,720 17%$19,230$15.25 $8.792.1 1.7$457


Vance County 5,838$43,600 $327$1,090$670 $26,800 35%$13,080$12.88 $8.451.8 1.5$439


Wake County 111,557$75,300 $565$1,883$878 $35,120 33%$22,590$16.88 $12.942.3 1.3$673


Warren County 2,050$42,900 $322$1,073$610 $24,400 26%$12,870$11.73 $7.161.6 1.6$372


Washington County 1,341$43,600 $327$1,090$610 $24,400 27%$13,080$11.73 $5.371.6 2.2$279


Watauga County 9,349$59,600 $447$1,490$806 $32,240 45%$17,880$15.50 $7.312.1 2.1$380


Wayne County 17,391$54,000 $405$1,350$611 $24,440 37%$16,200$11.75 $10.211.6 1.2$531


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  
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North Carolina RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Wilkes County 7,382$42,500 $319$1,063$610 $24,400 26%$12,750$11.73 $8.851.6 1.3$460


Wilson County 12,369$45,800 $344$1,145$703 $28,120 39%$13,740$13.52 $12.181.9 1.1$634


Yadkin County 3,244$59,500 $446$1,488$678 $27,120 22%$17,850$13.04 $7.121.8 1.8$370


Yancey County 1,673$44,900 $337$1,123$610 $24,400 23%$13,470$11.73 $8.981.6 1.3$467


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  
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North Dakota


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In North Dakota, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $627.  In order to afford this level of 
rent and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,091 monthly or 
$25,093 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In North Dakota, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 67 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must 
include 1.7 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR 
affordable.


In North Dakota, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $12.00.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 40 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.0 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.


$12.06


$213


$377


$506


$624


$1,687


$627


$0 $500 $1,000 $1,500 $2,000


Two-Bedroom FMR


Median Income Household


Mean Renter Wage Earner


Extremely Low Income Household


Minimum Wage Earner


SSI Recipient 


Mean Renter Wage Earner


Extremely Low Income Household


Minimum Wage Earner


$3


Gap between Rent 
Affordable and 


FMR


$121


$250


$414SSI Recipient


National Low Income Housing Coalition  •  Out of Reach 2013 155







North Dakota RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


North Dakota $1,687$627 $25,093 33%$12.06 $12.00 1.0$624$506 93,2471.7 $67,495 $20,248


Metropolitan Areas


Bismarck MSA 12,112$75,300 $565$1,883$25,120 27%$12.08 $9.651.7 1.3$502$628 $22,590


Fargo MSA 29,537$73,800 $554$1,845$25,560 46%$12.29 $11.701.7 1.1$608$639 $22,140


Grand Forks MSA 12,157$67,700 $508$1,693$27,440 45%$13.19 $9.481.8 1.4$493$686 $20,310


$600 $24,010 27%$11.54 $13.571.6 0.9$706Combined Nonmetro Areas $62,242 $1,556 $18,673 $467 39,441


Counties


Adams County 327$53,400 $401$1,335$573 $22,920 30%$16,020$11.02 $10.671.5 1.0$555


Barnes County 1,424$63,300 $475$1,583$601 $24,040 30%$18,990$11.56 $8.581.6 1.3$446


Benson County 838$36,800 $276$920$573 $22,920 36%$11,040$11.02 $12.481.5 0.9$649


Billings County 52$65,100 $488$1,628$574 $22,960 14%$19,530$11.04 $12.681.5 0.9$659


Bottineau County 590$64,500 $484$1,613$573 $22,920 20%$19,350$11.02 $11.321.5 1.0$589


Bowman County 278$67,900 $509$1,698$573 $22,920 21%$20,370$11.02 $11.171.5 1.0$581


Burke County 193$66,200 $497$1,655$573 $22,920 20%$19,860$11.02 $11.121.5 1.0$578


Burleigh County 9,730$75,300 $565$1,883$628 $25,120 29%$22,590$12.08 $9.871.7 1.2$513


Cass County 29,537$73,800 $554$1,845$639 $25,560 46%$22,140$12.29 $11.701.7 1.1$608


Cavalier County 273$60,700 $455$1,518$573 $22,920 16%$18,210$11.02 $11.861.5 0.9$617


Dickey County 578$56,700 $425$1,418$573 $22,920 27%$17,010$11.02 $7.241.5 1.5$376


Divide County 182$69,100 $518$1,728$573 $22,920 18%$20,730$11.02 $8.811.5 1.3$458


Dunn County 204$69,200 $519$1,730$573 $22,920 15%$20,760$11.02 $25.691.5 0.4$1,336


Eddy County 213$50,900 $382$1,273$573 $22,920 21%$15,270$11.02 $8.681.5 1.3$451


Emmons County 273$48,300 $362$1,208$573 $22,920 17%$14,490$11.02 $9.181.5 1.2$478


Foster County 357$58,800 $441$1,470$573 $22,920 24%$17,640$11.02 $8.331.5 1.3$433


Golden Valley County 167$50,500 $379$1,263$573 $22,920 23%$15,150$11.02 $7.401.5 1.5$385


Grand Forks County 12,157$67,700 $508$1,693$686 $27,440 45%$20,310$13.19 $9.481.8 1.4$493


Grant County 243$56,900 $427$1,423$573 $22,920 21%$17,070$11.02 $10.931.5 1.0$568


Griggs County 239$54,800 $411$1,370$573 $22,920 22%$16,440$11.02 $10.581.5 1.0$550


Hettinger County 187$52,700 $395$1,318$573 $22,920 17%$15,810$11.02 $12.171.5 0.9$633


Kidder County 262$51,000 $383$1,275$573 $22,920 23%$15,300$11.02 $9.171.5 1.2$477


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  


National Low Income Housing Coalition  •  Out of Reach 2013 156







North Dakota RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


LaMoure County 334$64,800 $486$1,620$587 $23,480 17%$19,440$11.29 $10.271.6 1.1$534


Logan County 132$55,500 $416$1,388$573 $22,920 16%$16,650$11.02 $8.901.5 1.2$463


McHenry County 570$57,800 $434$1,445$573 $22,920 23%$17,340$11.02 $9.701.5 1.1$504


McIntosh County 177$49,100 $368$1,228$692 $27,680 14%$14,730$13.31 $11.221.8 1.2$584


McKenzie County 791$62,600 $470$1,565$573 $22,920 31%$18,780$11.02 $25.701.5 0.4$1,336


McLean County 874$66,600 $500$1,665$573 $22,920 22%$19,980$11.02 $13.881.5 0.8$722


Mercer County 754$75,500 $566$1,888$573 $22,920 21%$22,650$11.02 $12.081.5 0.9$628


Morton County 2,382$75,300 $565$1,883$628 $25,120 22%$22,590$12.08 $8.501.7 1.4$442


Mountrail County 757$67,200 $504$1,680$614 $24,560 26%$20,160$11.81 $15.121.6 0.8$786


Nelson County 271$55,000 $413$1,375$573 $22,920 19%$16,500$11.02 $6.801.5 1.6$354


Oliver County 136$79,800 $599$1,995$573 $22,920 18%$23,940$11.02 $16.951.5 0.7$881


Pembina County 692$65,700 $493$1,643$573 $22,920 21%$19,710$11.02 $10.971.5 1.0$570


Pierce County 587$58,800 $441$1,470$573 $22,920 30%$17,640$11.02 $8.151.5 1.4$424


Ramsey County 1,650$60,200 $452$1,505$573 $22,920 34%$18,060$11.02 $9.281.5 1.2$482


Ransom County 605$63,700 $478$1,593$594 $23,760 26%$19,110$11.42 $8.771.6 1.3$456


Renville County 258$67,000 $503$1,675$573 $22,920 23%$20,100$11.02 $16.961.5 0.6$882


Richland County 1,737$68,700 $515$1,718$573 $22,920 27%$20,610$11.02 $9.631.5 1.1$501


Rolette County 1,294$37,800 $284$945$573 $22,920 28%$11,340$11.02 $6.181.5 1.8$322


Sargent County 344$63,300 $475$1,583$573 $22,920 20%$18,990$11.02 $8.031.5 1.4$418


Sheridan County 84$46,700 $350$1,168$573 $22,920 14%$14,010$11.02 $4.831.5 2.3$251


Sioux County † 582$33,100 $248$828$573 $22,920 55%$9,930$11.02 1.5


Slope County 47$59,300 $445$1,483$574 $22,960 15%$17,790$11.04 $32.301.5 0.3$1,680


Stark County 2,757$66,500 $499$1,663$658 $26,320 28%$19,950$12.65 $12.221.7 1.0$636


Steele County 155$58,100 $436$1,453$573 $22,920 19%$17,430$11.02 $10.101.5 1.1$525


Stutsman County 2,743$64,000 $480$1,600$590 $23,600 32%$19,200$11.35 $9.761.6 1.2$508


Towner County 202$58,000 $435$1,450$573 $22,920 20%$17,400$11.02 $11.621.5 0.9$604


Traill County 840$63,800 $479$1,595$578 $23,120 25%$19,140$11.12 $12.191.5 0.9$634


Walsh County 1,207$62,100 $466$1,553$573 $22,920 25%$18,630$11.02 $8.701.5 1.3$452


Ward County 8,733$64,200 $482$1,605$641 $25,640 36%$19,260$12.33 $12.321.7 1.0$641


Wells County 538$55,700 $418$1,393$573 $22,920 26%$16,710$11.02 $8.691.5 1.3$452


Williams County 2,710$72,100 $541$1,803$605 $24,200 29%$21,630$11.63 $23.491.6 0.5$1,221


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  


National Low Income Housing Coalition  •  Out of Reach 2013 157







Ohio


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Ohio, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $717.  In order to afford this level of rent and 
utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,390 monthly or $28,679 
annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing Wage of:


In Ohio, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.85.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 70 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
1.8 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Ohio, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $11.26.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 49 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Ohio RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Ohio $1,530$717 $28,679 31%$13.79 $11.26 1.2$585$459 1,427,6011.8 $61,180 $18,354


Metropolitan Areas


Akron MSA 87,780$64,400 $483$1,610$31,480 31%$15.13 $10.701.9 1.4$557$787 $19,320


Brown County HMFA 3,245$57,600 $432$1,440$24,600 20%$11.83 $8.911.5 1.3$463$615 $17,280


Canton-Massillon MSA 46,163$54,100 $406$1,353$25,680 29%$12.35 $9.651.6 1.3$502$642 $16,230


Cincinnati-Middleton HMFA 199,312$68,700 $515$1,718$29,600 33%$14.23 $12.161.8 1.2$632$740 $20,610


Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor MSA 276,100$63,400 $476$1,585$29,640 33%$14.25 $12.401.8 1.1$645$741 $19,020


Columbus HMFA 252,209$67,900 $509$1,698$31,280 37%$15.04 $12.721.9 1.2$661$782 $20,370


Dayton HMFA 112,402$57,800 $434$1,445$29,520 34%$14.19 $11.181.8 1.3$581$738 $17,340


Huntington-Ashland MSA 6,565$50,800 $381$1,270$25,080 27%$12.06 $8.551.5 1.4$445$627 $15,240


Lima MSA 12,196$54,200 $407$1,355$25,000 30%$12.02 $9.111.5 1.3$474$625 $16,260


Mansfield MSA 14,501$54,600 $410$1,365$24,600 30%$11.83 $9.381.5 1.3$488$615 $16,380


Parkersburg-Marietta-Vienna MSA 6,120$57,400 $431$1,435$25,800 24%$12.40 $9.711.6 1.3$505$645 $17,220


Preble County HMFA 3,583$61,300 $460$1,533$27,080 22%$13.02 $8.981.7 1.4$467$677 $18,390


Sandusky MSA 9,037$56,700 $425$1,418$27,200 29%$13.08 $9.191.7 1.4$478$680 $17,010


Springfield MSA 16,517$53,500 $401$1,338$26,440 30%$12.71 $8.881.6 1.4$462$661 $16,050


Steubenville-Weirton MSA 7,627$50,300 $377$1,258$24,600 27%$11.83 $8.591.5 1.4$447$615 $15,090


Toledo MSA 85,582$57,100 $428$1,428$27,320 33%$13.13 $10.241.7 1.3$532$683 $17,130


Union County HMFA 3,931$83,200 $624$2,080$31,880 22%$15.33 $14.122.0 1.1$734$797 $24,960


Wheeling MSA 7,202$51,700 $388$1,293$24,600 25%$11.83 $8.411.5 1.4$437$615 $15,510


Youngstown-Warren-Boardman HMFA 50,856$53,900 $404$1,348$24,760 27%$11.90 $8.941.5 1.3$465$619 $16,170


$637 $25,465 26%$12.24 $9.441.6 1.3$491Combined Nonmetro Areas $54,693 $1,367 $16,408 $410 226,673


Counties


Adams County 3,032$42,800 $321$1,070$615 $24,600 28%$12,840$11.83 $8.271.5 1.4$430


Allen County 12,196$54,200 $407$1,355$625 $25,000 30%$16,260$12.02 $9.111.5 1.3$474


Ashland County 4,400$57,600 $432$1,440$623 $24,920 22%$17,280$11.98 $8.821.5 1.4$459


Ashtabula County 10,557$50,100 $376$1,253$667 $26,680 27%$15,030$12.83 $8.251.6 1.6$429


Athens County 9,720$51,200 $384$1,280$676 $27,040 43%$15,360$13.00 $6.551.7 2.0$341


Auglaize County 4,408$64,100 $481$1,603$655 $26,200 24%$19,230$12.60 $10.951.6 1.2$569


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Ohio RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Belmont County 7,202$51,700 $388$1,293$615 $24,600 25%$15,510$11.83 $8.411.5 1.4$437


Brown County 3,245$57,600 $432$1,440$615 $24,600 20%$17,280$11.83 $8.911.5 1.3$463


Butler County 39,309$68,700 $515$1,718$740 $29,600 29%$20,610$14.23 $10.621.8 1.3$552


Carroll County 2,203$54,100 $406$1,353$642 $25,680 19%$16,230$12.35 $9.111.6 1.4$474


Champaign County 3,892$62,100 $466$1,553$615 $24,600 25%$18,630$11.83 $9.861.5 1.2$513


Clark County 16,517$53,500 $401$1,338$661 $26,440 30%$16,050$12.71 $8.881.6 1.4$462


Clermont County 17,002$68,700 $515$1,718$740 $29,600 23%$20,610$14.23 $9.481.8 1.5$493


Clinton County 4,725$59,700 $448$1,493$663 $26,520 29%$17,910$12.75 $9.651.6 1.3$502


Columbiana County 10,789$49,300 $370$1,233$615 $24,600 26%$14,790$11.83 $8.521.5 1.4$443


Coshocton County 3,578$50,900 $382$1,273$615 $24,600 25%$15,270$11.83 $8.841.5 1.3$460


Crawford County 5,211$52,800 $396$1,320$632 $25,280 29%$15,840$12.15 $10.451.5 1.2$543


Cuyahoga County 206,404$63,400 $476$1,585$741 $29,640 38%$19,020$14.25 $13.381.8 1.1$696


Darke County 4,777$56,800 $426$1,420$615 $24,600 23%$17,040$11.83 $9.471.5 1.2$492


Defiance County 3,367$57,900 $434$1,448$615 $24,600 22%$17,370$11.83 $10.091.5 1.2$524


Delaware County 10,874$67,900 $509$1,698$782 $31,280 17%$20,370$15.04 $9.971.9 1.5$518


Erie County 9,037$56,700 $425$1,418$680 $27,200 29%$17,010$13.08 $9.191.7 1.4$478


Fairfield County 13,968$67,900 $509$1,698$782 $31,280 26%$20,370$15.04 $8.121.9 1.9$422


Fayette County 4,266$51,500 $386$1,288$702 $28,080 37%$15,450$13.50 $10.551.7 1.3$548


Franklin County 199,517$67,900 $509$1,698$782 $31,280 43%$20,370$15.04 $13.801.9 1.1$718


Fulton County 3,048$57,100 $428$1,428$683 $27,320 19%$17,130$13.13 $9.191.7 1.4$478


Gallia County 3,230$49,400 $371$1,235$615 $24,600 27%$14,820$11.83 $8.161.5 1.4$424


Geauga County 4,546$63,400 $476$1,585$741 $29,640 13%$19,020$14.25 $9.091.8 1.6$472


Greene County 19,790$57,800 $434$1,445$738 $29,520 32%$17,340$14.19 $9.831.8 1.4$511


Guernsey County 4,306$51,500 $386$1,288$615 $24,600 27%$15,450$11.83 $8.661.5 1.4$450


Hamilton County 127,337$68,700 $515$1,718$740 $29,600 39%$20,610$14.23 $13.081.8 1.1$680


Hancock County 8,792$62,700 $470$1,568$691 $27,640 29%$18,810$13.29 $11.191.7 1.2$582


Hardin County 3,808$58,700 $440$1,468$615 $24,600 33%$17,610$11.83 $7.901.5 1.5$411


Harrison County 1,417$47,100 $353$1,178$615 $24,600 22%$14,130$11.83 $8.531.5 1.4$444


Henry County 2,385$62,300 $467$1,558$615 $24,600 21%$18,690$11.83 $10.191.5 1.2$530


Highland County 4,587$51,700 $388$1,293$652 $26,080 27%$15,510$12.54 $8.341.6 1.5$434


Hocking County 2,629$51,900 $389$1,298$615 $24,600 23%$15,570$11.83 $6.671.5 1.8$347


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Ohio RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Holmes County 2,749$52,200 $392$1,305$615 $24,600 22%$15,660$11.83 $10.081.5 1.2$524


Huron County 5,905$57,300 $430$1,433$615 $24,600 26%$17,190$11.83 $9.441.5 1.3$491


Jackson County 4,413$45,200 $339$1,130$615 $24,600 33%$13,560$11.83 $9.111.5 1.3$474


Jefferson County 7,627$50,300 $377$1,258$615 $24,600 27%$15,090$11.83 $8.591.5 1.4$447


Knox County 5,881$59,400 $446$1,485$626 $25,040 26%$17,820$12.04 $10.071.5 1.2$524


Lake County 22,015$63,400 $476$1,585$741 $29,640 23%$19,020$14.25 $11.761.8 1.2$611


Lawrence County 6,565$50,800 $381$1,270$627 $25,080 27%$15,240$12.06 $8.551.5 1.4$445


Licking County 16,370$67,900 $509$1,698$782 $31,280 26%$20,370$15.04 $8.551.9 1.8$445


Logan County 4,607$57,000 $428$1,425$640 $25,600 25%$17,100$12.31 $11.291.6 1.1$587


Lorain County 30,942$63,400 $476$1,585$741 $29,640 27%$19,020$14.25 $9.161.8 1.6$476


Lucas County 64,169$57,100 $428$1,428$683 $27,320 36%$17,130$13.13 $10.421.7 1.3$542


Madison County 4,239$67,900 $509$1,698$782 $31,280 29%$20,370$15.04 $9.421.9 1.6$490


Mahoning County 28,013$53,900 $404$1,348$619 $24,760 28%$16,170$11.90 $8.171.5 1.5$425


Marion County 7,699$52,300 $392$1,308$719 $28,760 31%$15,690$13.83 $9.991.8 1.4$520


Medina County 12,193$63,400 $476$1,585$741 $29,640 19%$19,020$14.25 $8.681.8 1.6$451


Meigs County 1,918$45,300 $340$1,133$615 $24,600 20%$13,590$11.83 $8.121.5 1.5$422


Mercer County 2,920$64,000 $480$1,600$615 $24,600 19%$19,200$11.83 $8.141.5 1.5$423


Miami County 12,062$57,800 $434$1,445$738 $29,520 29%$17,340$14.19 $10.461.8 1.4$544


Monroe County 1,174$46,000 $345$1,150$615 $24,600 19%$13,800$11.83 $9.421.5 1.3$490


Montgomery County 80,550$57,800 $434$1,445$738 $29,520 36%$17,340$14.19 $11.581.8 1.2$602


Morgan County 1,357$43,000 $323$1,075$615 $24,600 22%$12,900$11.83 $7.361.5 1.6$383


Morrow County 2,417$67,900 $509$1,698$782 $31,280 18%$20,370$15.04 $8.731.9 1.7$454


Muskingum County 10,349$52,000 $390$1,300$615 $24,600 30%$15,600$11.83 $8.911.5 1.3$463


Noble County 906$47,600 $357$1,190$615 $24,600 19%$14,280$11.83 $6.071.5 1.9$316


Ottawa County 3,375$57,100 $428$1,428$683 $27,320 19%$17,130$13.13 $9.491.7 1.4$493


Paulding County 1,578$59,700 $448$1,493$615 $24,600 21%$17,910$11.83 $8.161.5 1.4$425


Perry County 3,746$53,700 $403$1,343$615 $24,600 27%$16,110$11.83 $8.121.5 1.5$422


Pickaway County 4,824$67,900 $509$1,698$782 $31,280 25%$20,370$15.04 $10.261.9 1.5$534


Pike County 3,007$45,700 $343$1,143$615 $24,600 28%$13,710$11.83 $9.541.5 1.2$496


Portage County 19,093$64,400 $483$1,610$787 $31,480 31%$19,320$15.13 $8.951.9 1.7$466


Preble County 3,583$61,300 $460$1,533$677 $27,080 22%$18,390$13.02 $8.981.7 1.4$467


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Ohio RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Putnam County 2,024$70,000 $525$1,750$655 $26,200 16%$21,000$12.60 $7.781.6 1.6$404


Richland County 14,501$54,600 $410$1,365$615 $24,600 30%$16,380$11.83 $9.381.5 1.3$488


Ross County 7,500$49,700 $373$1,243$659 $26,360 27%$14,910$12.67 $10.351.6 1.2$538


Sandusky County 5,890$61,100 $458$1,528$615 $24,600 25%$18,330$11.83 $9.261.5 1.3$482


Scioto County 9,286$52,400 $393$1,310$615 $24,600 31%$15,720$11.83 $7.581.5 1.6$394


Seneca County 5,983$54,400 $408$1,360$615 $24,600 27%$16,320$11.83 $10.021.5 1.2$521


Shelby County 4,505$62,100 $466$1,553$672 $26,880 24%$18,630$12.92 $11.021.6 1.2$573


Stark County 43,960$54,100 $406$1,353$642 $25,680 29%$16,230$12.35 $9.671.6 1.3$503


Summit County 68,687$64,400 $483$1,610$787 $31,480 31%$19,320$15.13 $11.001.9 1.4$572


Trumbull County 22,843$53,900 $404$1,348$619 $24,760 26%$16,170$11.90 $9.981.5 1.2$519


Tuscarawas County 9,490$50,100 $376$1,253$624 $24,960 26%$15,030$12.00 $8.871.5 1.4$461


Union County 3,931$83,200 $624$2,080$797 $31,880 22%$24,960$15.33 $14.122.0 1.1$734


Van Wert County 2,096$54,400 $408$1,360$615 $24,600 18%$16,320$11.83 $9.651.5 1.2$502


Vinton County 1,262$39,800 $299$995$615 $24,600 24%$11,940$11.83 $9.151.5 1.3$476


Warren County 15,664$68,700 $515$1,718$740 $29,600 21%$20,610$14.23 $10.691.8 1.3$556


Washington County 6,120$57,400 $431$1,435$645 $25,800 24%$17,220$12.40 $9.711.6 1.3$505


Wayne County 10,580$60,900 $457$1,523$641 $25,640 25%$18,270$12.33 $10.121.6 1.2$526


Williams County 3,538$56,300 $422$1,408$620 $24,800 23%$16,890$11.92 $9.661.5 1.2$503


Wood County 14,990$57,100 $428$1,428$683 $27,320 31%$17,130$13.13 $10.051.7 1.3$523


Wyandot County 2,434$61,100 $458$1,528$615 $24,600 27%$18,330$11.83 $10.091.5 1.2$525


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Oklahoma


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Oklahoma, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $685.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,285 monthly or 
$27,415 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Oklahoma, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 73 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
1.8 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Oklahoma, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $12.09.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 44 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.1 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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Oklahoma RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Oklahoma $1,399$685 $27,415 32%$13.18 $12.09 1.1$629$420 460,7771.8 $55,944 $16,783


Metropolitan Areas


Fort Smith HMFA 4,366$47,000 $353$1,175$26,480 28%$12.73 $6.531.8 2.0$339$662 $14,100


Grady County HMFA 4,356$56,200 $422$1,405$24,360 22%$11.71 $9.271.6 1.3$482$609 $16,860


Lawton MSA 18,729$54,800 $411$1,370$26,480 42%$12.73 $10.721.8 1.2$557$662 $16,440


Le Flore County HMFA 4,973$46,300 $347$1,158$23,640 27%$11.37 $9.391.6 1.2$488$591 $13,890


Lincoln County HMFA 2,816$54,800 $411$1,370$23,640 22%$11.37 $7.611.6 1.5$396$591 $16,440


Oklahoma City HMFA 154,300$60,000 $450$1,500$29,920 35%$14.38 $12.482.0 1.2$649$748 $18,000


Okmulgee County HMFA 4,486$49,800 $374$1,245$23,640 30%$11.37 $9.241.6 1.2$480$591 $14,940


Pawnee County HMFA 1,499$49,700 $373$1,243$23,640 23%$11.37 $9.191.6 1.2$478$591 $14,910


Tulsa HMFA 112,696$59,700 $448$1,493$28,840 33%$13.87 $13.331.9 1.0$693$721 $17,910


$610 $24,397 30%$11.73 $10.851.6 1.1$564Combined Nonmetro Areas $50,934 $1,273 $15,280 $382 152,556


Counties


Adair County 2,267$38,700 $290$968$591 $23,640 29%$11,610$11.37 $8.761.6 1.3$455


Alfalfa County 397$59,400 $446$1,485$591 $23,640 20%$17,820$11.37 $10.571.6 1.1$549


Atoka County 1,223$45,200 $339$1,130$591 $23,640 23%$13,560$11.37 $8.391.6 1.4$436


Beaver County 604$59,200 $444$1,480$591 $23,640 28%$17,760$11.37 $16.961.6 0.7$882


Beckham County 2,614$56,300 $422$1,408$676 $27,040 34%$16,890$13.00 $15.391.8 0.8$800


Blaine County 1,247$60,200 $452$1,505$591 $23,640 30%$18,060$11.37 $11.461.6 1.0$596


Bryan County 5,574$47,800 $359$1,195$596 $23,840 34%$14,340$11.46 $10.201.6 1.1$530


Caddo County 3,013$46,100 $346$1,153$591 $23,640 29%$13,830$11.37 $10.221.6 1.1$532


Canadian County 9,426$60,000 $450$1,500$748 $29,920 23%$18,000$14.38 $11.332.0 1.3$589


Carter County 5,196$52,800 $396$1,320$607 $24,280 30%$15,840$11.67 $12.371.6 0.9$643


Cherokee County 5,414$43,500 $326$1,088$591 $23,640 33%$13,050$11.37 $6.461.6 1.8$336


Choctaw County 1,851$38,800 $291$970$591 $23,640 30%$11,640$11.37 $8.311.6 1.4$432


Cimarron County 314$42,200 $317$1,055$594 $23,760 29%$12,660$11.42 $9.291.6 1.2$483


Cleveland County 29,543$60,000 $450$1,500$748 $29,920 31%$18,000$14.38 $8.702.0 1.7$452


Coal County 747$44,000 $330$1,100$591 $23,640 31%$13,200$11.37 $10.491.6 1.1$546


Comanche County 18,729$54,800 $411$1,370$662 $26,480 42%$16,440$12.73 $10.721.8 1.2$557


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Oklahoma RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Cotton County 637$53,700 $403$1,343$591 $23,640 27%$16,110$11.37 $9.711.6 1.2$505


Craig County 1,233$50,500 $379$1,263$591 $23,640 21%$15,150$11.37 $10.291.6 1.1$535


Creek County 6,751$59,700 $448$1,493$721 $28,840 26%$17,910$13.87 $12.611.9 1.1$656


Custer County 3,808$55,700 $418$1,393$591 $23,640 37%$16,710$11.37 $11.121.6 1.0$578


Delaware County 3,662$44,400 $333$1,110$591 $23,640 23%$13,320$11.37 $9.061.6 1.3$471


Dewey County 372$51,500 $386$1,288$635 $25,400 21%$15,450$12.21 $17.261.7 0.7$898


Ellis County 363$57,500 $431$1,438$591 $23,640 21%$17,250$11.37 $16.411.6 0.7$853


Garfield County 7,799$53,300 $400$1,333$610 $24,400 32%$15,990$11.73 $12.531.6 0.9$651


Garvin County 2,420$48,300 $362$1,208$602 $24,080 24%$14,490$11.58 $12.251.6 0.9$637


Grady County 4,356$56,200 $422$1,405$609 $24,360 22%$16,860$11.71 $9.271.6 1.3$482


Grant County 436$55,400 $416$1,385$591 $23,640 23%$16,620$11.37 $18.561.6 0.6$965


Greer County 671$44,600 $335$1,115$591 $23,640 30%$13,380$11.37 $8.461.6 1.3$440


Harmon County † 350$40,100 $301$1,003$591 $23,640 30%$12,030$11.37 1.6


Harper County 312$56,200 $422$1,405$591 $23,640 20%$16,860$11.37 $11.411.6 1.0$593


Haskell County 1,103$51,700 $388$1,293$591 $23,640 23%$15,510$11.37 $7.871.6 1.4$409


Hughes County 1,213$44,300 $332$1,108$591 $23,640 24%$13,290$11.37 $8.901.6 1.3$463


Jackson County 3,841$55,100 $413$1,378$591 $23,640 37%$16,530$11.37 $9.241.6 1.2$481


Jefferson County 582$43,600 $327$1,090$591 $23,640 24%$13,080$11.37 $7.381.6 1.5$384


Johnston County 1,198$41,500 $311$1,038$591 $23,640 28%$12,450$11.37 $10.531.6 1.1$547


Kay County 5,550$53,000 $398$1,325$633 $25,320 30%$15,900$12.17 $11.851.7 1.0$616


Kingfisher County 1,305$60,400 $453$1,510$632 $25,280 23%$18,120$12.15 $12.421.7 1.0$646


Kiowa County 1,245$46,600 $350$1,165$591 $23,640 32%$13,980$11.37 $8.861.6 1.3$461


Latimer County 1,094$51,900 $389$1,298$591 $23,640 26%$15,570$11.37 $13.221.6 0.9$687


Le Flore County 4,973$46,300 $347$1,158$591 $23,640 27%$13,890$11.37 $9.391.6 1.2$488


Lincoln County 2,816$54,800 $411$1,370$591 $23,640 22%$16,440$11.37 $7.611.6 1.5$396


Logan County 3,343$60,000 $450$1,500$748 $29,920 23%$18,000$14.38 $6.922.0 2.1$360


Love County 846$52,400 $393$1,310$591 $23,640 24%$15,720$11.37 $6.811.6 1.7$354


Major County 622$58,600 $440$1,465$591 $23,640 20%$17,580$11.37 $10.771.6 1.1$560


Marshall County 1,263$51,400 $386$1,285$591 $23,640 21%$15,420$11.37 $10.251.6 1.1$533


Mayes County 4,258$53,900 $404$1,348$591 $23,640 26%$16,170$11.37 $10.111.6 1.1$526


McClain County 2,295$60,000 $450$1,500$748 $29,920 19%$18,000$14.38 $8.492.0 1.7$441


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Oklahoma RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


McCurtain County 4,202$45,100 $338$1,128$591 $23,640 32%$13,530$11.37 $8.551.6 1.3$445


McIntosh County 1,683$38,900 $292$973$591 $23,640 21%$11,670$11.37 $8.271.6 1.4$430


Murray County 966$49,900 $374$1,248$638 $25,520 19%$14,970$12.27 $9.711.7 1.3$505


Muskogee County 8,705$47,500 $356$1,188$658 $26,320 32%$14,250$12.65 $8.331.7 1.5$433


Noble County 1,137$54,500 $409$1,363$591 $23,640 25%$16,350$11.37 $9.581.6 1.2$498


Nowata County 849$51,800 $389$1,295$594 $23,760 21%$15,540$11.42 $9.851.6 1.2$512


Okfuskee County 1,284$44,800 $336$1,120$591 $23,640 30%$13,440$11.37 $7.231.6 1.6$376


Oklahoma County 109,693$60,000 $450$1,500$748 $29,920 39%$18,000$14.38 $13.282.0 1.1$690


Okmulgee County 4,486$49,800 $374$1,245$591 $23,640 30%$14,940$11.37 $9.241.6 1.2$480


Osage County 3,839$59,700 $448$1,493$721 $28,840 21%$17,910$13.87 $9.101.9 1.5$473


Ottawa County 3,037$45,300 $340$1,133$595 $23,800 25%$13,590$11.44 $8.461.6 1.4$440


Pawnee County 1,499$49,700 $373$1,243$591 $23,640 23%$14,910$11.37 $9.191.6 1.2$478


Payne County 14,205$57,500 $431$1,438$636 $25,440 48%$17,250$12.23 $9.011.7 1.4$469


Pittsburg County 5,280$52,400 $393$1,310$644 $25,760 28%$15,720$12.38 $10.921.7 1.1$568


Pontotoc County 5,120$51,500 $386$1,288$591 $23,640 35%$15,450$11.37 $8.881.6 1.3$462


Pottawatomie County 6,937$48,000 $360$1,200$633 $25,320 27%$14,400$12.17 $9.211.7 1.3$479


Pushmataha County 1,386$39,900 $299$998$591 $23,640 29%$11,970$11.37 $6.491.6 1.8$337


Roger Mills County 309$61,400 $461$1,535$591 $23,640 23%$18,420$11.37 $12.641.6 0.9$657


Rogers County 6,673$59,700 $448$1,493$721 $28,840 21%$17,910$13.87 $10.881.9 1.3$566


Seminole County 2,507$45,900 $344$1,148$591 $23,640 27%$13,770$11.37 $9.811.6 1.2$510


Sequoyah County 4,366$47,000 $353$1,175$662 $26,480 28%$14,100$12.73 $6.531.8 2.0$339


Stephens County 4,906$58,400 $438$1,460$591 $23,640 28%$17,520$11.37 $13.921.6 0.8$724


Texas County 2,358$61,000 $458$1,525$606 $24,240 33%$18,300$11.65 $13.381.6 0.9$696


Tillman County 740$41,600 $312$1,040$591 $23,640 26%$12,480$11.37 $10.441.6 1.1$543


Tulsa County 91,094$59,700 $448$1,493$721 $28,840 38%$17,910$13.87 $13.681.9 1.0$711


Wagoner County 4,339$59,700 $448$1,493$721 $28,840 17%$17,910$13.87 $7.691.9 1.8$400


Washington County 5,670$58,700 $440$1,468$624 $24,960 27%$17,610$12.00 $13.721.7 0.9$713


Washita County 1,297$56,500 $424$1,413$591 $23,640 28%$16,950$11.37 $14.441.6 0.8$751


Woods County 1,197$63,000 $473$1,575$591 $23,640 34%$18,900$11.37 $10.441.6 1.1$543


Woodward County 2,137$60,100 $451$1,503$591 $23,640 28%$18,030$11.37 $15.361.6 0.7$799


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Oregon


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Oregon, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $832.  In order to afford this level of rent and 
utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,774 monthly or $33,290 
annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing Wage of:


In Oregon, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $8.95.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 72 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
1.8 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Oregon, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $12.82.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 50 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.


$16.00


$213


$465


$460


$667


$1,534


$832


$0 $500 $1,000 $1,500 $2,000


Two-Bedroom FMR


Median Income Household


Mean Renter Wage Earner


Extremely Low Income Household


Minimum Wage Earner


SSI Recipient 


Mean Renter Wage Earner


Extremely Low Income Household


Minimum Wage Earner


$165


Gap between Rent 
Affordable and 


FMR


$372


$367


$619SSI Recipient


National Low Income Housing Coalition  •  Out of Reach 2013 167







Oregon RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Oregon $1,534$832 $33,290 37%$16.00 $12.82 1.2$667$460 557,7061.8 $61,358 $18,408


Metropolitan Areas


Bend MSA 21,132$59,700 $448$1,493$32,120 33%$15.44 $10.711.7 1.4$557$803 $17,910


Corvallis MSA 14,243$80,800 $606$2,020$30,280 43%$14.56 $9.711.6 1.5$505$757 $24,240


Eugene-Springfield MSA 57,668$55,800 $419$1,395$32,840 40%$15.79 $10.761.8 1.5$559$821 $16,740


Medford MSA 32,085$52,200 $392$1,305$32,920 38%$15.83 $11.381.8 1.4$592$823 $15,660


Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton MSA 267,680$68,300 $512$1,708$36,480 38%$17.54 $14.722.0 1.2$765$912 $20,490


Salem MSA 53,269$55,000 $413$1,375$30,240 38%$14.54 $10.501.6 1.4$546$756 $16,500


$701 $28,039 32%$13.48 $10.021.5 1.3$521Combined Nonmetro Areas $52,867 $1,322 $15,860 $397 111,629


Counties


Baker County 2,152$53,700 $403$1,343$627 $25,080 31%$16,110$12.06 $6.971.3 1.7$362


Benton County 14,243$80,800 $606$2,020$757 $30,280 43%$24,240$14.56 $9.711.6 1.5$505


Clackamas County 42,932$68,300 $512$1,708$912 $36,480 30%$20,490$17.54 $12.712.0 1.4$661


Clatsop County 6,013$55,600 $417$1,390$797 $31,880 38%$16,680$15.33 $10.981.7 1.4$571


Columbia County 4,452$68,300 $512$1,708$912 $36,480 23%$20,490$17.54 $7.642.0 2.3$397


Coos County 9,032$49,500 $371$1,238$684 $27,360 33%$14,850$13.15 $9.831.5 1.3$511


Crook County 2,367$55,800 $419$1,395$663 $26,520 27%$16,740$12.75 $11.951.4 1.1$621


Curry County 2,961$56,700 $425$1,418$799 $31,960 29%$17,010$15.37 $8.041.7 1.9$418


Deschutes County 21,132$59,700 $448$1,493$803 $32,120 33%$17,910$15.44 $10.711.7 1.4$557


Douglas County 13,152$45,700 $343$1,143$740 $29,600 30%$13,710$14.23 $11.571.6 1.2$602


Gilliam County 333$56,200 $422$1,405$626 $25,040 37%$16,860$12.04 $16.321.3 0.7$849


Grant County 987$46,300 $347$1,158$626 $25,040 29%$13,890$12.04 $9.801.3 1.2$510


Harney County 1,146$49,600 $372$1,240$626 $25,040 35%$14,880$12.04 $7.971.3 1.5$414


Hood River County 2,659$61,300 $460$1,533$654 $26,160 32%$18,390$12.58 $8.371.4 1.5$435


Jackson County 32,085$52,200 $392$1,305$823 $32,920 38%$15,660$15.83 $11.381.8 1.4$592


Jefferson County 2,517$51,900 $389$1,298$626 $25,040 32%$15,570$12.04 $10.901.3 1.1$567


Josephine County 11,140$51,700 $388$1,293$713 $28,520 32%$15,510$13.71 $9.081.5 1.5$472


Klamath County 8,630$51,100 $383$1,278$684 $27,360 32%$15,330$13.15 $9.971.5 1.3$518


Lake County 1,193$50,200 $377$1,255$626 $25,040 34%$15,060$12.04 $9.051.3 1.3$470


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Oregon RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Lane County 57,668$55,800 $419$1,395$821 $32,840 40%$16,740$15.79 $10.761.8 1.5$559


Lincoln County 6,981$56,000 $420$1,400$738 $29,520 34%$16,800$14.19 $8.391.6 1.7$436


Linn County 14,796$55,700 $418$1,393$734 $29,360 33%$16,710$14.12 $11.011.6 1.3$572


Malheur County 3,511$49,000 $368$1,225$626 $25,040 34%$14,700$12.04 $7.501.3 1.6$390


Marion County 44,052$55,000 $413$1,375$756 $30,240 39%$16,500$14.54 $10.841.6 1.3$563


Morrow County 1,089$53,000 $398$1,325$682 $27,280 28%$15,900$13.12 $10.541.5 1.2$548


Multnomah County 135,308$68,300 $512$1,708$912 $36,480 45%$20,490$17.54 $14.232.0 1.2$740


Polk County 9,217$55,000 $413$1,375$756 $30,240 33%$16,500$14.54 $7.741.6 1.9$402


Sherman County 280$55,700 $418$1,393$636 $25,440 34%$16,710$12.23 $13.871.4 0.9$721


Tillamook County 3,284$54,000 $405$1,350$714 $28,560 30%$16,200$13.73 $10.371.5 1.3$539


Umatilla County 9,552$58,700 $440$1,468$629 $25,160 36%$17,610$12.10 $10.581.4 1.1$550


Union County 3,618$55,900 $419$1,398$657 $26,280 35%$16,770$12.63 $8.671.4 1.5$451


Wallowa County 766$53,100 $398$1,328$673 $26,920 25%$15,930$12.94 $6.071.4 2.1$316


Wasco County 3,313$53,400 $401$1,335$705 $28,200 34%$16,020$13.56 $10.811.5 1.3$562


Washington County 74,819$68,300 $512$1,708$912 $36,480 38%$20,490$17.54 $17.412.0 1.0$906


Wheeler County 157$45,900 $344$1,148$626 $25,040 26%$13,770$12.04 $9.721.3 1.2$505


Yamhill County 10,169$68,300 $512$1,708$912 $36,480 30%$20,490$17.54 $9.982.0 1.8$519


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Pennsylvania


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Pennsylvania, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $895.  In order to afford this level of 
rent and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,984 monthly or 
$35,802 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Pennsylvania, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 95 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must 
include 2.4 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR 
affordable.


In Pennsylvania, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $12.92.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 53 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.3 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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Pennsylvania RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Pennsylvania $1,699$895 $35,802 29%$17.21 $12.92 1.3$672$510 1,454,1852.4 $67,969 $20,391


Metropolitan Areas


Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton HMFA 75,863$71,400 $536$1,785$36,600 28%$17.60 $11.732.4 1.5$610$915 $21,420


Altoona MSA 14,335$56,800 $426$1,420$24,440 28%$11.75 $8.661.6 1.4$451$611 $17,040


Armstrong County HMFA 6,581$55,700 $418$1,393$24,400 23%$11.73 $10.311.6 1.1$536$610 $16,710


Erie MSA 33,870$60,200 $452$1,505$27,240 31%$13.10 $9.331.8 1.4$485$681 $18,060


Harrisburg-Carlisle MSA 67,584$70,800 $531$1,770$35,960 31%$17.29 $13.232.4 1.3$688$899 $21,240


Johnstown MSA 15,346$56,200 $422$1,405$24,400 26%$11.73 $8.621.6 1.4$448$610 $16,860


Lancaster MSA 57,615$65,600 $492$1,640$35,240 30%$16.94 $11.722.3 1.4$609$881 $19,680


Lebanon MSA 13,682$64,700 $485$1,618$32,880 26%$15.81 $9.342.2 1.7$486$822 $19,410


Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington MSA * 493,533$79,200 $594$1,980$44,760 33%$21.52 $16.393.0 1.3$852$1,119 $23,760


Pike County HMFA 3,404$66,900 $502$1,673$41,400 15%$19.90 $5.882.7 3.4$306$1,035 $20,070


Pittsburgh HMFA 280,406$65,100 $488$1,628$30,880 29%$14.85 $12.312.0 1.2$640$772 $19,530


Reading MSA 41,663$66,400 $498$1,660$34,920 27%$16.79 $11.172.3 1.5$581$873 $19,920


Scranton--Wilkes-Barre MSA 72,069$59,200 $444$1,480$29,720 32%$14.29 $10.202.0 1.4$530$743 $17,760


Sharon HMFA 11,493$55,100 $413$1,378$28,040 25%$13.48 $9.421.9 1.4$490$701 $16,530


State College MSA 22,774$66,800 $501$1,670$38,560 41%$18.54 $9.492.6 2.0$494$964 $20,040


Williamsport MSA 14,208$53,100 $398$1,328$29,920 30%$14.38 $9.832.0 1.5$511$748 $15,930


York-Hanover MSA 39,928$71,200 $534$1,780$32,880 24%$15.81 $11.292.2 1.4$587$822 $21,360


$677 $27,090 24%$13.02 $9.751.8 1.3$507Combined Nonmetro Areas $55,817 $1,395 $16,745 $419 189,831


Counties


Adams County 8,855$68,400 $513$1,710$827 $33,080 23%$20,520$15.90 $9.352.2 1.7$486


Allegheny County 175,822$65,100 $488$1,628$772 $30,880 34%$19,530$14.85 $13.572.0 1.1$706


Armstrong County 6,581$55,700 $418$1,393$610 $24,400 23%$16,710$11.73 $10.311.6 1.1$536


Beaver County 17,940$65,100 $488$1,628$772 $30,880 26%$19,530$14.85 $10.272.0 1.4$534


Bedford County 4,095$51,900 $389$1,298$610 $24,400 20%$15,570$11.73 $9.001.6 1.3$468


Berks County 41,663$66,400 $498$1,660$873 $34,920 27%$19,920$16.79 $11.172.3 1.5$581


Blair County 14,335$56,800 $426$1,420$611 $24,440 28%$17,040$11.75 $8.661.6 1.4$451


Bradford County 6,104$53,300 $400$1,333$610 $24,400 25%$15,990$11.73 $11.581.6 1.0$602


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Pennsylvania RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Bucks County * 49,828$79,200 $594$1,980$1,119 $44,760 22%$23,760$21.52 $12.093.0 1.8$629


Butler County 16,520$65,100 $488$1,628$772 $30,880 23%$19,530$14.85 $10.882.0 1.4$566


Cambria County 15,346$56,200 $422$1,405$610 $24,400 26%$16,860$11.73 $8.621.6 1.4$448


Cameron County 592$53,100 $398$1,328$610 $24,400 28%$15,930$11.73 $9.981.6 1.2$519


Carbon County 5,176$71,400 $536$1,785$915 $36,600 20%$21,420$17.60 $7.802.4 2.3$405


Centre County 22,774$66,800 $501$1,670$964 $38,560 41%$20,040$18.54 $9.492.6 2.0$494


Chester County * 42,973$79,200 $594$1,980$1,119 $44,760 24%$23,760$21.52 $16.603.0 1.3$863


Clarion County 4,565$53,900 $404$1,348$610 $24,400 29%$16,170$11.73 $7.431.6 1.6$387


Clearfield County 7,425$48,900 $367$1,223$610 $24,400 23%$14,670$11.73 $8.371.6 1.4$435


Clinton County 4,256$53,200 $399$1,330$673 $26,920 28%$15,960$12.94 $9.411.8 1.4$489


Columbia County 7,551$57,800 $434$1,445$725 $29,000 29%$17,340$13.94 $9.121.9 1.5$474


Crawford County 9,290$50,000 $375$1,250$610 $24,400 26%$15,000$11.73 $8.931.6 1.3$464


Cumberland County 26,540$70,800 $531$1,770$899 $35,960 28%$21,240$17.29 $12.852.4 1.3$668


Dauphin County 37,542$70,800 $531$1,770$899 $35,960 35%$21,240$17.29 $13.772.4 1.3$716


Delaware County * 59,200$79,200 $594$1,980$1,119 $44,760 29%$23,760$21.52 $13.643.0 1.6$709


Elk County 2,756$55,100 $413$1,378$610 $24,400 20%$16,530$11.73 $9.731.6 1.2$506


Erie County 33,870$60,200 $452$1,505$681 $27,240 31%$18,060$13.10 $9.331.8 1.4$485


Fayette County 14,787$65,100 $488$1,628$772 $30,880 27%$19,530$14.85 $8.632.0 1.7$449


Forest County † 278$46,500 $349$1,163$610 $24,400 14%$13,950$11.73 1.6


Franklin County 15,514$63,400 $476$1,585$797 $31,880 27%$19,020$15.33 $11.342.1 1.4$590


Fulton County 1,319$58,400 $438$1,460$610 $24,400 22%$17,520$11.73 $12.241.6 1.0$636


Greene County 3,607$52,600 $395$1,315$610 $24,400 26%$15,780$11.73 $14.511.6 0.8$754


Huntingdon County 3,825$55,200 $414$1,380$610 $24,400 23%$16,560$11.73 $8.191.6 1.4$426


Indiana County 10,294$59,900 $449$1,498$610 $24,400 30%$17,970$11.73 $9.441.6 1.2$491


Jefferson County 4,411$50,000 $375$1,250$610 $24,400 24%$15,000$11.73 $8.561.6 1.4$445


Juniata County 2,081$55,800 $419$1,395$610 $24,400 23%$16,740$11.73 $9.161.6 1.3$476


Lackawanna County 28,798$59,200 $444$1,480$743 $29,720 33%$17,760$14.29 $10.312.0 1.4$536


Lancaster County 57,615$65,600 $492$1,640$881 $35,240 30%$19,680$16.94 $11.722.3 1.4$609


Lawrence County 8,115$52,700 $395$1,318$717 $28,680 22%$15,810$13.79 $8.591.9 1.6$447


Lebanon County 13,682$64,700 $485$1,618$822 $32,880 26%$19,410$15.81 $9.342.2 1.7$486


Lehigh County 42,434$71,400 $536$1,785$915 $36,600 32%$21,420$17.60 $12.642.4 1.4$657


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Pennsylvania RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Luzerne County 40,768$59,200 $444$1,480$743 $29,720 31%$17,760$14.29 $9.942.0 1.4$517


Lycoming County 14,208$53,100 $398$1,328$748 $29,920 30%$15,930$14.38 $9.832.0 1.5$511


McKean County 4,569$53,100 $398$1,328$611 $24,440 27%$15,930$11.75 $9.271.6 1.3$482


Mercer County 11,493$55,100 $413$1,378$701 $28,040 25%$16,530$13.48 $9.421.9 1.4$490


Mifflin County 4,870$49,500 $371$1,238$610 $24,400 26%$14,850$11.73 $9.201.6 1.3$478


Monroe County 11,678$66,900 $502$1,673$1,066 $42,640 19%$20,070$20.50 $9.682.8 2.1$504


Montgomery County * 80,618$79,200 $594$1,980$1,119 $44,760 26%$23,760$21.52 $16.283.0 1.3$847


Montour County 1,867$60,600 $455$1,515$632 $25,280 26%$18,180$12.15 $19.251.7 0.6$1,001


Northampton County 28,253$71,400 $536$1,785$915 $36,600 25%$21,420$17.60 $10.692.4 1.6$556


Northumberland County 11,110$51,100 $383$1,278$610 $24,400 28%$15,330$11.73 $9.071.6 1.3$471


Perry County 3,502$70,800 $531$1,770$899 $35,960 19%$21,240$17.29 $7.872.4 2.2$409


Philadelphia County * 260,914$79,200 $594$1,980$1,119 $44,760 45%$23,760$21.52 $19.163.0 1.1$996


Pike County 3,404$66,900 $502$1,673$1,035 $41,400 15%$20,070$19.90 $5.882.7 3.4$306


Potter County 1,783$51,000 $383$1,275$610 $24,400 25%$15,300$11.73 $10.581.6 1.1$550


Schuylkill County 14,031$52,800 $396$1,320$620 $24,800 23%$15,840$11.92 $9.141.6 1.3$475


Snyder County 3,461$55,000 $413$1,375$611 $24,440 24%$16,500$11.75 $9.501.6 1.2$494


Somerset County 6,294$51,700 $388$1,293$610 $24,400 21%$15,510$11.73 $8.981.6 1.3$467


Sullivan County 416$51,200 $384$1,280$610 $24,400 17%$15,360$11.73 $7.811.6 1.5$406


Susquehanna County 3,715$54,400 $408$1,360$610 $24,400 22%$16,320$11.73 $9.091.6 1.3$473


Tioga County 4,238$51,400 $386$1,285$618 $24,720 25%$15,420$11.88 $9.701.6 1.2$504


Union County 3,816$56,000 $420$1,400$665 $26,600 25%$16,800$12.79 $9.201.8 1.4$478


Venango County 5,593$51,900 $389$1,298$610 $24,400 25%$15,570$11.73 $8.941.6 1.3$465


Warren County 3,896$55,900 $419$1,398$610 $24,400 22%$16,770$11.73 $9.651.6 1.2$502


Washington County 19,111$65,100 $488$1,628$772 $30,880 23%$19,530$14.85 $10.442.0 1.4$543


Wayne County 3,561$57,000 $428$1,425$661 $26,440 18%$17,100$12.71 $8.301.8 1.5$431


Westmoreland County 36,226$65,100 $488$1,628$772 $30,880 24%$19,530$14.85 $9.672.0 1.5$503


Wyoming County 2,503$59,200 $444$1,480$743 $29,720 23%$17,760$14.29 $12.762.0 1.1$663


York County 39,928$71,200 $534$1,780$822 $32,880 24%$21,360$15.81 $11.292.2 1.4$587


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Puerto Rico


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Puerto Rico, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $541.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $1,805 monthly or 
$21,660 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Puerto Rico, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 57 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must 
include 1.4 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR 
affordable.


In Puerto Rico, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $6.59.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 63 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.6 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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Puerto Rico RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Puerto Rico $588$541 $21,660 29%$10.41 $6.59 1.6$343$176 350,7601.4 $23,502 $7,051


Metropolitan Areas


Aguadilla-Isabela-San Sebastián MSA 27,249$18,200 $137$455$18,360 28%$8.83 $5.971.2 1.5$311$459 $5,460


Arecibo HMFA 13,761$20,900 $157$523$19,360 25%$9.31 $5.761.3 1.6$299$484 $6,270


Barranquitas-Aibonito-Quebradillas HMFA 11,918$17,000 $128$425$19,000 28%$9.13 $5.401.3 1.7$281$475 $5,100


Caguas HMFA 27,559$25,100 $188$628$21,240 27%$10.21 $6.791.4 1.5$353$531 $7,530


Fajardo MSA 6,202$23,500 $176$588$22,080 26%$10.62 $6.551.5 1.6$341$552 $7,050


Guayama MSA 7,108$22,600 $170$565$19,360 26%$9.31 $8.091.3 1.1$421$484 $6,780


Mayagüez MSA 14,941$20,300 $152$508$20,840 39%$10.02 $4.931.4 2.0$257$521 $6,090


Ponce MSA 23,725$21,200 $159$530$22,440 30%$10.79 $5.061.5 2.1$263$561 $6,360


San Germán-Cabo Rojo MSA 11,911$18,400 $138$460$18,120 27%$8.71 $5.341.2 1.6$278$453 $5,520


San Juan-Guaynabo HMFA 181,292$26,500 $199$663$23,360 29%$11.23 $7.051.5 1.6$366$584 $7,950


Yauco MSA 8,408$16,400 $123$410$17,920 25%$8.62 $5.451.2 1.6$283$448 $4,920


$448 $17,920 28%$8.62 $5.151.2 1.7$268Combined Nonmetro Areas $18,600 $465 $5,580 $140 16,686


Counties


Adjuntas Municipio 1,685$18,600 $140$465$448 $17,920 31%$5,580$8.62 $4.891.2 1.8$254


Aguada Municipio 2,729$18,200 $137$455$459 $18,360 20%$5,460$8.83 $4.541.2 1.9$236


Aguadilla Municipio 6,495$18,200 $137$455$459 $18,360 32%$5,460$8.83 $6.601.2 1.3$343


Aguas Buenas Municipio 2,750$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 31%$7,950$11.23 $5.101.5 2.2$265


Aibonito Municipio 1,918$17,000 $128$425$475 $19,000 22%$5,100$9.13 $6.501.3 1.4$338


Añasco Municipio 1,940$18,200 $137$455$459 $18,360 21%$5,460$8.83 $7.511.2 1.2$390


Arecibo Municipio 7,857$20,900 $157$523$484 $19,360 25%$6,270$9.31 $5.531.3 1.7$288


Arroyo Municipio 1,597$22,600 $170$565$484 $19,360 25%$6,780$9.31 $8.511.3 1.1$443


Barceloneta Municipio 1,867$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 23%$7,950$11.23 $7.191.5 1.6$374


Barranquitas Municipio 2,461$17,000 $128$425$475 $19,000 27%$5,100$9.13 $4.791.3 1.9$249


Bayamón Municipio 20,282$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 28%$7,950$11.23 $5.951.5 1.9$310


Cabo Rojo Municipio 3,787$18,400 $138$460$453 $18,120 24%$5,520$8.71 $4.301.2 2.0$223


Caguas Municipio 13,794$25,100 $188$628$531 $21,240 29%$7,530$10.21 $5.801.4 1.8$301


Camuy Municipio 2,546$20,900 $157$523$484 $19,360 24%$6,270$9.31 $4.551.3 2.0$237


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Puerto Rico RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Canóvanas Municipio 2,978$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 21%$7,950$11.23 $5.961.5 1.9$310


Carolina Municipio 16,873$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 27%$7,950$11.23 $6.041.5 1.9$314


Cataño Municipio 3,666$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 38%$7,950$11.23 $6.701.5 1.7$348


Cayey Municipio 4,585$25,100 $188$628$531 $21,240 29%$7,530$10.21 $8.071.4 1.3$420


Ceiba Municipio 1,012$23,500 $176$588$552 $22,080 22%$7,050$10.62 $6.281.5 1.7$327


Ciales Municipio 1,558$17,000 $128$425$475 $19,000 27%$5,100$9.13 $4.441.3 2.1$231


Cidra Municipio 3,292$25,100 $188$628$531 $21,240 24%$7,530$10.21 $10.041.4 1.0$522


Coamo Municipio 2,629$18,600 $140$465$448 $17,920 20%$5,580$8.62 $3.411.2 2.5$177


Comerío Municipio 2,118$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 32%$7,950$11.23 $6.721.5 1.7$349


Corozal Municipio 2,931$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 27%$7,950$11.23 $5.561.5 2.0$289


Culebra Municipio 128$18,600 $140$465$448 $17,920 23%$5,580$8.62 $5.691.2 1.5$296


Dorado Municipio 1,957$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 16%$7,950$11.23 $7.381.5 1.5$384


Fajardo Municipio 3,511$23,500 $176$588$552 $22,080 27%$7,050$10.62 $6.441.5 1.6$335


Florida Municipio 883$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 22%$7,950$11.23 $6.351.5 1.8$330


Guánica Municipio 1,891$16,400 $123$410$448 $17,920 31%$4,920$8.62 $4.891.2 1.8$254


Guayama Municipio 4,198$22,600 $170$565$484 $19,360 29%$6,780$9.31 $8.061.3 1.2$419


Guayanilla Municipio 1,380$16,400 $123$410$448 $17,920 21%$4,920$8.62 $4.201.2 2.0$219


Guaynabo Municipio 8,463$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 24%$7,950$11.23 $7.831.5 1.4$407


Gurabo Municipio 2,193$25,100 $188$628$531 $21,240 17%$7,530$10.21 $8.281.4 1.2$431


Hatillo Municipio 3,358$20,900 $157$523$484 $19,360 25%$6,270$9.31 $6.631.3 1.4$345


Hormigueros Municipio 1,763$20,300 $152$508$521 $20,840 28%$6,090$10.02 $5.661.4 1.8$294


Humacao Municipio 4,101$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 22%$7,950$11.23 $6.711.5 1.7$349


Isabela Municipio 5,646$18,200 $137$455$459 $18,360 37%$5,460$8.83 $6.251.2 1.4$325


Jayuya Municipio 1,603$18,600 $140$465$448 $17,920 33%$5,580$8.62 $7.981.2 1.1$415


Juana Díaz Municipio 3,506$21,200 $159$530$561 $22,440 22%$6,360$10.79 $7.401.5 1.5$385


Juncos Municipio 3,062$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 25%$7,950$11.23 $11.201.5 1.0$582


Lajas Municipio 2,922$18,400 $138$460$453 $18,120 35%$5,520$8.71 $3.741.2 2.3$194


Lares Municipio 3,488$18,200 $137$455$459 $18,360 35%$5,460$8.83 $4.871.2 1.8$253


Las Marías Municipio 1,064$18,600 $140$465$448 $17,920 31%$5,580$8.62 $4.361.2 2.0$227


Las Piedras Municipio 2,731$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 24%$7,950$11.23 $12.531.5 0.9$652


Loíza Municipio 1,973$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 22%$7,950$11.23 $6.321.5 1.8$329


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Puerto Rico RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Luquillo Municipio 1,679$23,500 $176$588$552 $22,080 25%$7,050$10.62 $7.201.5 1.5$375


Manatí Municipio 4,354$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 28%$7,950$11.23 $7.091.5 1.6$369


Maricao Municipio 501$18,600 $140$465$448 $17,920 30%$5,580$8.62 $6.451.2 1.3$335


Maunabo Municipio 854$17,000 $128$425$475 $19,000 21%$5,100$9.13 $5.821.3 1.6$303


Mayagüez Municipio 13,178$20,300 $152$508$521 $20,840 41%$6,090$10.02 $4.891.4 2.1$254


Moca Municipio 2,545$18,200 $137$455$459 $18,360 22%$5,460$8.83 $5.561.2 1.6$289


Morovis Municipio 2,072$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 22%$7,950$11.23 $4.541.5 2.5$236


Naguabo Municipio 1,808$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 21%$7,950$11.23 $5.701.5 2.0$296


Naranjito Municipio 2,072$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 25%$7,950$11.23 $5.591.5 2.0$291


Orocovis Municipio 1,804$17,000 $128$425$475 $19,000 26%$5,100$9.13 $4.881.3 1.9$254


Patillas Municipio 1,313$22,600 $170$565$484 $19,360 20%$6,780$9.31 $7.601.3 1.2$395


Peñuelas Municipio 1,575$16,400 $123$410$448 $17,920 21%$4,920$8.62 $7.561.2 1.1$393


Ponce Municipio 18,401$21,200 $159$530$561 $22,440 33%$6,360$10.79 $4.611.5 2.3$240


Quebradillas Municipio 3,323$17,000 $128$425$475 $19,000 39%$5,100$9.13 $4.271.3 2.1$222


Rincón Municipio 1,095$18,200 $137$455$459 $18,360 20%$5,460$8.83 $6.071.2 1.5$316


Río Grande Municipio 3,530$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 21%$7,950$11.23 $6.181.5 1.8$321


Sabana Grande Municipio 1,942$18,400 $138$460$453 $18,120 25%$5,520$8.71 $4.531.2 1.9$236


Salinas Municipio 2,947$18,600 $140$465$448 $17,920 28%$5,580$8.62 $6.661.2 1.3$346


San Germán Municipio 3,260$18,400 $138$460$453 $18,120 27%$5,520$8.71 $6.641.2 1.3$345


San Juan Municipio 65,342$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 44%$7,950$11.23 $7.361.5 1.5$383


San Lorenzo Municipio 3,695$25,100 $188$628$531 $21,240 28%$7,530$10.21 $8.651.4 1.2$450


San Sebastián Municipio 3,311$18,200 $137$455$459 $18,360 27%$5,460$8.83 $4.211.2 2.1$219


Santa Isabel Municipio 1,956$18,600 $140$465$448 $17,920 25%$5,580$8.62 $4.191.2 2.1$218


Toa Alta Municipio 3,915$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 18%$7,950$11.23 $4.231.5 2.7$220


Toa Baja Municipio 6,728$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 22%$7,950$11.23 $7.771.5 1.4$404


Trujillo Alto Municipio 6,867$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 27%$7,950$11.23 $3.441.5 3.3$179


Utuado Municipio 3,563$18,600 $140$465$448 $17,920 35%$5,580$8.62 $4.501.2 1.9$234


Vega Alta Municipio 2,206$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 19%$7,950$11.23 $6.271.5 1.8$326


Vega Baja Municipio 2,919$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 16%$7,950$11.23 $8.461.5 1.3$440


Vieques Municipio 610$18,600 $140$465$448 $17,920 19%$5,580$8.62 $7.561.2 1.1$393


Villalba Municipio 1,818$21,200 $159$530$561 $22,440 24%$6,360$10.79 $7.701.5 1.4$400


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Puerto Rico RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Yabucoa Municipio 2,844$26,500 $199$663$584 $23,360 24%$7,950$11.23 $5.721.5 2.0$297


Yauco Municipio 3,562$16,400 $123$410$448 $17,920 27%$4,920$8.62 $5.181.2 1.7$270


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Rhode Island


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Rhode Island, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $945.  In order to afford this level of 
rent and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $3,151 monthly or 
$37,813 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Rhode Island, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.75.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 94 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must 
include 2.3 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR 
affordable.


In Rhode Island, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $11.73.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 62 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.6 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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Rhode Island RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Rhode Island $1,816$945 $37,813 38%$18.18 $11.73 1.6$610$545 155,6322.3 $72,651 $21,795


Metropolitan Areas


Newport-Middleton-Portsmouth HMFA 10,594$89,800 $674$2,245$45,400 44%$21.83 $12.082.8 1.8$628$1,135 $26,940


Providence-Fall River HMFA 141,411$71,100 $533$1,778$37,200 38%$17.88 $11.802.3 1.5$613$930 $21,330


Westerly-Hopkinton-New Shoreham HMFA 3,627$84,700 $635$2,118$39,560 27%$19.02 $8.762.5 2.2$456$989 $25,410


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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This information is provided for New England states only, because only in these states do FMR and metropolitan areas include portions of counties, rather than entire counties. 


Towns within Rhode Island FMR Areas 
 
Newport-Middleton-Portsmouth, RI HMFA 
 Newport County 


Middletown town, Newport city, Portsmouth town 
 
Providence-Fall River, RI-MA HMFA 
 Bristol County 


Barrington town, Bristol town, Warren town 
  
 Kent County 


Coventry town, East Greenwich town, Warwick city, West Greenwich town, West Warwick town 
  
 Newport County 


Jamestown town, Little Compton town, Tiverton town 
  
 Providence County 


Burrillville town, Central Falls city, Cranston city, Cumberland town, East Providence city, Foster town, Glocester town, Johnston town, Lincoln town, North 
Providence town, North Smithfield town, Pawtucket city, Providence city, Scituate town, Smithfield town, Woonsocket city 


  
 Washington County 


Charlestown town, Exeter town, Narragansett town, North Kingstown town, Richmond town, South Kingstown town 
 
Westerly-Hopkinton-New Shoreham, RI HMFA 
 Washington County 


Hopkinton town, New Shoreham town, Westerly town 
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South Carolina


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In South Carolina, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $746.  In order to afford this level of 
rent and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,486 monthly or 
$29,837 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In South Carolina, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 79 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must 
include 2.0 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR 
affordable.


In South Carolina, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $10.94.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 52 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.3 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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South Carolina RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


South Carolina $1,382$746 $29,837 30%$14.34 $10.94 1.3$569$415 531,8592.0 $55,290 $16,587


Metropolitan Areas


Anderson MSA 19,237$55,200 $414$1,380$25,800 27%$12.40 $8.951.7 1.4$465$645 $16,560


Augusta-Richmond County MSA 19,331$56,800 $426$1,420$29,520 27%$14.19 $12.672.0 1.1$659$738 $17,040


Charleston-North Charleston-Summerville MSA 84,535$61,300 $460$1,533$35,160 34%$16.90 $12.272.3 1.4$638$879 $18,390


Charlotte-Gastonia-Concord HMFA 23,401$64,100 $481$1,603$31,720 28%$15.25 $10.862.1 1.4$565$793 $19,230


Columbia HMFA 87,425$60,400 $453$1,510$30,600 33%$14.71 $11.862.0 1.2$617$765 $18,120


Darlington County HMFA 7,178$48,900 $367$1,223$25,000 27%$12.02 $11.091.7 1.1$577$625 $14,670


Florence HMFA 17,452$47,000 $353$1,175$27,480 34%$13.21 $10.081.8 1.3$524$687 $14,100


Greenville-Mauldin-Easley MSA 68,661$58,000 $435$1,450$28,600 32%$13.75 $11.061.9 1.2$575$715 $17,400


Kershaw County HMFA 5,123$56,400 $423$1,410$25,000 21%$12.02 $9.451.7 1.3$492$625 $16,920


Laurens County HMFA 7,037$46,300 $347$1,158$34,720 28%$16.69 $9.972.3 1.7$518$868 $13,890


Myrtle Beach-North Myrtle Beach-Conway MSA 32,656$51,400 $386$1,285$32,920 29%$15.83 $8.992.2 1.8$467$823 $15,420


Spartanburg MSA 31,165$54,700 $410$1,368$26,080 29%$12.54 $10.921.7 1.1$568$652 $16,410


Sumter MSA 13,169$44,900 $337$1,123$25,000 34%$12.02 $10.601.7 1.1$551$625 $13,470


$693 $27,711 28%$13.32 $9.811.8 1.4$510Combined Nonmetro Areas $48,920 $1,223 $14,676 $367 115,489


Counties


Abbeville County 2,173$48,000 $360$1,200$625 $25,000 22%$14,400$12.02 $5.541.7 2.2$288


Aiken County 17,223$56,800 $426$1,420$738 $29,520 27%$17,040$14.19 $13.232.0 1.1$688


Allendale County 1,296$26,700 $200$668$625 $25,000 39%$8,010$12.02 $15.691.7 0.8$816


Anderson County 19,237$55,200 $414$1,380$645 $25,800 27%$16,560$12.40 $8.951.7 1.4$465


Bamberg County 1,500$44,200 $332$1,105$674 $26,960 26%$13,260$12.96 $7.081.8 1.8$368


Barnwell County 2,282$44,400 $333$1,110$625 $25,000 27%$13,320$12.02 $8.101.7 1.5$421


Beaufort County 18,233$67,000 $503$1,675$899 $35,960 28%$20,100$17.29 $10.312.4 1.7$536


Berkeley County 18,602$61,300 $460$1,533$879 $35,160 30%$18,390$16.90 $14.432.3 1.2$751


Calhoun County 1,144$60,400 $453$1,510$765 $30,600 19%$18,120$14.71 $9.752.0 1.5$507


Charleston County 53,151$61,300 $460$1,533$879 $35,160 38%$18,390$16.90 $12.182.3 1.4$634


Cherokee County 6,741$49,100 $368$1,228$625 $25,000 32%$14,730$12.02 $10.921.7 1.1$568


Chester County 3,045$44,700 $335$1,118$625 $25,000 24%$13,410$12.02 $10.561.7 1.1$549


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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South Carolina RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Chesterfield County 4,940$43,800 $329$1,095$625 $25,000 28%$13,140$12.02 $9.791.7 1.2$509


Clarendon County 3,443$43,000 $323$1,075$625 $25,000 28%$12,900$12.02 $7.141.7 1.7$371


Colleton County 4,145$43,500 $326$1,088$722 $28,880 27%$13,050$13.88 $9.561.9 1.5$497


Darlington County 7,178$48,900 $367$1,223$625 $25,000 27%$14,670$12.02 $11.091.7 1.1$577


Dillon County 4,402$36,900 $277$923$625 $25,000 37%$11,070$12.02 $9.661.7 1.2$502


Dorchester County 12,782$61,300 $460$1,533$879 $35,160 26%$18,390$16.90 $10.192.3 1.7$530


Edgefield County 2,108$56,800 $426$1,420$738 $29,520 23%$17,040$14.19 $6.122.0 2.3$318


Fairfield County 2,444$60,400 $453$1,510$765 $30,600 26%$18,120$14.71 $14.712.0 1.0$765


Florence County 17,452$47,000 $353$1,175$687 $27,480 34%$14,100$13.21 $10.081.8 1.3$524


Georgetown County 5,204$57,500 $431$1,438$761 $30,440 23%$17,250$14.63 $8.942.0 1.6$465


Greenville County 55,503$58,000 $435$1,450$715 $28,600 32%$17,400$13.75 $11.441.9 1.2$595


Greenwood County 7,813$44,000 $330$1,100$702 $28,080 29%$13,200$13.50 $9.911.9 1.4$515


Hampton County 1,789$45,900 $344$1,148$648 $25,920 25%$13,770$12.46 $10.991.7 1.1$572


Horry County 32,656$51,400 $386$1,285$823 $32,920 29%$15,420$15.83 $8.992.2 1.8$467


Jasper County 2,084$48,700 $365$1,218$789 $31,560 27%$14,610$15.17 $11.852.1 1.3$616


Kershaw County 5,123$56,400 $423$1,410$625 $25,000 21%$16,920$12.02 $9.451.7 1.3$492


Lancaster County 7,542$44,400 $333$1,110$625 $25,000 26%$13,320$12.02 $9.891.7 1.2$514


Laurens County 7,037$46,300 $347$1,158$868 $34,720 28%$13,890$16.69 $9.972.3 1.7$518


Lee County 1,797$37,500 $281$938$625 $25,000 27%$11,250$12.02 $10.611.7 1.1$552


Lexington County 26,135$60,400 $453$1,510$765 $30,600 25%$18,120$14.71 $10.532.0 1.4$547


Marion County 3,982$40,400 $303$1,010$625 $25,000 33%$12,120$12.02 $7.161.7 1.7$373


Marlboro County 3,487$34,500 $259$863$625 $25,000 35%$10,350$12.02 $12.881.7 0.9$670


McCormick County † 904$45,700 $343$1,143$625 $25,000 21%$13,710$12.02 1.7


Newberry County 3,844$52,700 $395$1,318$690 $27,600 27%$15,810$13.27 $8.671.8 1.5$451


Oconee County 7,183$56,700 $425$1,418$673 $26,920 24%$17,010$12.94 $12.291.8 1.1$639


Orangeburg County 10,929$41,800 $314$1,045$625 $25,000 32%$12,540$12.02 $7.671.7 1.6$399


Pickens County 13,158$58,000 $435$1,450$715 $28,600 30%$17,400$13.75 $8.091.9 1.7$420


Richland County 55,931$60,400 $453$1,510$765 $30,600 39%$18,120$14.71 $12.592.0 1.2$655


Saluda County 1,771$60,400 $453$1,510$765 $30,600 26%$18,120$14.71 $7.202.0 2.0$374


Spartanburg County 31,165$54,700 $410$1,368$652 $26,080 29%$16,410$12.54 $10.921.7 1.1$568


Sumter County 13,169$44,900 $337$1,123$625 $25,000 34%$13,470$12.02 $10.601.7 1.1$551


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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South Carolina RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Union County 3,165$45,200 $339$1,130$647 $25,880 26%$13,560$12.44 $10.111.7 1.2$526


Williamsburg County 3,566$35,800 $269$895$625 $25,000 32%$10,740$12.02 $10.551.7 1.1$549


York County 23,401$64,100 $481$1,603$793 $31,720 28%$19,230$15.25 $10.862.1 1.4$565


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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South Dakota


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In South Dakota, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $667.  In order to afford this level of 
rent and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,223 monthly or 
$26,673 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In South Dakota, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 71 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must 
include 1.8 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR 
affordable.


In South Dakota, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $9.70.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 53 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.3 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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South Dakota RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


South Dakota $1,565$667 $26,673 31%$12.82 $9.70 1.3$504$470 99,5721.8 $62,613 $18,784


Metropolitan Areas


Meade County HMFA 2,840$57,600 $432$1,440$27,880 29%$13.40 $8.941.8 1.5$465$697 $17,280


Rapid City HMFA 13,663$64,000 $480$1,600$31,160 34%$14.98 $9.372.1 1.6$487$779 $19,200


Sioux City MSA 1,502$59,700 $448$1,493$26,280 26%$12.63 $15.481.7 0.8$805$657 $17,910


Sioux Falls MSA 27,929$69,800 $524$1,745$27,240 32%$13.10 $10.801.8 1.2$561$681 $20,940


$630 $25,181 31%$12.11 $8.591.7 1.4$447Combined Nonmetro Areas $59,031 $1,476 $17,709 $443 53,638


Counties


Aurora County 220$59,100 $443$1,478$623 $24,920 21%$17,730$11.98 $8.301.7 1.4$431


Beadle County 2,501$59,800 $449$1,495$614 $24,560 34%$17,940$11.81 $9.831.6 1.2$511


Bennett County 465$40,900 $307$1,023$614 $24,560 41%$12,270$11.81 $6.981.6 1.7$363


Bon Homme County 490$55,200 $414$1,380$614 $24,560 19%$16,560$11.81 $5.751.6 2.1$299


Brookings County 4,687$67,300 $505$1,683$635 $25,400 40%$20,190$12.21 $8.521.7 1.4$443


Brown County 4,595$62,400 $468$1,560$614 $24,560 30%$18,720$11.81 $9.321.6 1.3$484


Brule County 583$62,000 $465$1,550$614 $24,560 29%$18,600$11.81 $6.451.6 1.8$336


Buffalo County † 382$30,100 $226$753$681 $27,240 69%$9,030$13.10 1.8


Butte County 1,007$56,100 $421$1,403$614 $24,560 25%$16,830$11.81 $7.341.6 1.6$382


Campbell County 89$51,900 $389$1,298$635 $25,400 14%$15,570$12.21 $10.261.7 1.2$533


Charles Mix County 950$49,900 $374$1,248$614 $24,560 29%$14,970$11.81 $7.671.6 1.5$399


Clark County 292$59,100 $443$1,478$614 $24,560 21%$17,730$11.81 $6.221.6 1.9$324


Clay County 2,192$65,000 $488$1,625$641 $25,640 44%$19,500$12.33 $6.631.7 1.9$345


Codington County 3,188$64,000 $480$1,600$632 $25,280 28%$19,200$12.15 $8.551.7 1.4$445


Corson County 488$38,800 $291$970$614 $24,560 43%$11,640$11.81 $11.091.6 1.1$577


Custer County 815$61,900 $464$1,548$721 $28,840 22%$18,570$13.87 $10.531.9 1.3$548


Davison County 3,103$58,100 $436$1,453$652 $26,080 38%$17,430$12.54 $10.181.7 1.2$529


Day County 710$51,000 $383$1,275$614 $24,560 29%$15,300$11.81 $9.301.6 1.3$484


Deuel County 312$58,900 $442$1,473$614 $24,560 17%$17,670$11.81 $10.341.6 1.1$537


Dewey County 724$43,000 $323$1,075$614 $24,560 42%$12,900$11.81 $7.331.6 1.6$381


Douglas County 272$57,100 $428$1,428$628 $25,120 22%$17,130$12.08 $9.711.7 1.2$505


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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South Dakota RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Edmunds County 341$60,200 $452$1,505$689 $27,560 21%$18,060$13.25 $9.651.8 1.4$502


Fall River County 1,009$57,100 $428$1,428$718 $28,720 32%$17,130$13.81 $7.291.9 1.9$379


Faulk County 209$58,700 $440$1,468$614 $24,560 22%$17,610$11.81 $7.491.6 1.6$390


Grant County 823$59,800 $449$1,495$614 $24,560 26%$17,940$11.81 $10.141.6 1.2$527


Gregory County 470$47,100 $353$1,178$614 $24,560 24%$14,130$11.81 $6.771.6 1.7$352


Haakon County 124$63,800 $479$1,595$614 $24,560 17%$19,140$11.81 $12.851.6 0.9$668


Hamlin County 387$57,900 $434$1,448$614 $24,560 19%$17,370$11.81 $8.011.6 1.5$417


Hand County 447$55,700 $418$1,393$614 $24,560 29%$16,710$11.81 $8.341.6 1.4$433


Hanson County 193$55,700 $418$1,393$614 $24,560 17%$16,710$11.81 $13.221.6 0.9$688


Harding County 133$49,000 $368$1,225$614 $24,560 26%$14,700$11.81 $10.211.6 1.2$531


Hughes County 2,161$75,300 $565$1,883$655 $26,200 30%$22,590$12.60 $7.591.7 1.7$395


Hutchinson County 626$55,700 $418$1,393$614 $24,560 21%$16,710$11.81 $8.321.6 1.4$433


Hyde County 137$65,000 $488$1,625$614 $24,560 23%$19,500$11.81 $13.151.6 0.9$684


Jackson County 356$44,500 $334$1,113$614 $24,560 37%$13,350$11.81 $6.471.6 1.8$336


Jerauld County 264$47,500 $356$1,188$614 $24,560 30%$14,250$11.81 $10.741.6 1.1$558


Jones County 124$60,100 $451$1,503$614 $24,560 27%$18,030$11.81 $6.111.6 1.9$318


Kingsbury County 554$60,500 $454$1,513$614 $24,560 24%$18,150$11.81 $10.571.6 1.1$550


Lake County 1,292$61,400 $461$1,535$614 $24,560 29%$18,420$11.81 $6.791.6 1.7$353


Lawrence County 3,696$64,000 $480$1,600$643 $25,720 34%$19,200$12.37 $7.241.7 1.7$377


Lincoln County 3,871$69,800 $524$1,745$681 $27,240 24%$20,940$13.10 $9.641.8 1.4$501


Lyman County 530$47,900 $359$1,198$614 $24,560 37%$14,370$11.81 $7.111.6 1.7$370


Marshall County 459$60,100 $451$1,503$614 $24,560 27%$18,030$11.81 $10.551.6 1.1$549


McCook County 458$69,800 $524$1,745$681 $27,240 21%$20,940$13.10 $8.751.8 1.5$455


McPherson County 197$50,500 $379$1,263$614 $24,560 19%$15,150$11.81 $8.791.6 1.3$457


Meade County 2,840$57,600 $432$1,440$697 $27,880 29%$17,280$13.40 $8.941.8 1.5$465


Mellette County 226$38,000 $285$950$614 $24,560 36%$11,400$11.81 $7.691.6 1.5$400


Miner County 243$58,100 $436$1,453$614 $24,560 22%$17,430$11.81 $10.131.6 1.2$527


Minnehaha County 22,946$69,800 $524$1,745$681 $27,240 35%$20,940$13.10 $11.021.8 1.2$573


Moody County 662$65,500 $491$1,638$614 $24,560 25%$19,650$11.81 $12.481.6 0.9$649


Pennington County 13,663$64,000 $480$1,600$779 $31,160 34%$19,200$14.98 $9.372.1 1.6$487


Perkins County 358$58,800 $441$1,470$635 $25,400 27%$17,640$12.21 $6.331.7 1.9$329


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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South Dakota RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Potter County 166$56,600 $425$1,415$614 $24,560 16%$16,980$11.81 $8.131.6 1.5$423


Roberts County 1,085$49,000 $368$1,225$614 $24,560 30%$14,700$11.81 $7.861.6 1.5$409


Sanborn County 286$59,800 $449$1,495$614 $24,560 28%$17,940$11.81 $10.791.6 1.1$561


Shannon County 1,324$26,800 $201$670$614 $24,560 48%$8,040$11.81 $11.731.6 1.0$610


Spink County 631$64,400 $483$1,610$614 $24,560 24%$19,320$11.81 $8.371.6 1.4$435


Stanley County 233$58,200 $437$1,455$696 $27,840 20%$17,460$13.38 $8.721.8 1.5$454


Sully County 156$62,600 $470$1,565$670 $26,800 26%$18,780$12.88 $11.591.8 1.1$603


Todd County 1,464$30,800 $231$770$614 $24,560 57%$9,240$11.81 $10.931.6 1.1$568


Tripp County 682$52,700 $395$1,318$614 $24,560 27%$15,810$11.81 $7.791.6 1.5$405


Turner County 654$69,800 $524$1,745$681 $27,240 19%$20,940$13.10 $7.771.8 1.7$404


Union County 1,502$59,700 $448$1,493$657 $26,280 26%$17,910$12.63 $15.481.7 0.8$805


Walworth County 605$54,500 $409$1,363$614 $24,560 27%$16,350$11.81 $7.351.6 1.6$382


Yankton County 2,563$66,000 $495$1,650$621 $24,840 30%$19,800$11.94 $7.121.6 1.7$370


Ziebach County 357$24,300 $182$608$614 $24,560 45%$7,290$11.81 $9.201.6 1.3$479


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Tennessee


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Tennessee, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $720.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,399 monthly or 
$28,787 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Tennessee, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 76 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
1.9 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Tennessee, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $12.20.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 45 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.1 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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Tennessee RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Tennessee $1,381$720 $28,787 31%$13.84 $12.20 1.1$634$414 760,9351.9 $55,228 $16,569


Metropolitan Areas


Chattanooga MSA 49,833$58,000 $435$1,450$29,080 33%$13.98 $11.091.9 1.3$577$727 $17,400


Clarksville HMFA 22,223$52,700 $395$1,318$28,160 36%$13.54 $10.631.9 1.3$553$704 $15,810


Cleveland MSA 13,368$47,600 $357$1,190$29,240 31%$14.06 $11.271.9 1.2$586$731 $14,280


Hickman County HMFA 1,735$52,900 $397$1,323$22,880 19%$11.00 $7.791.5 1.4$405$572 $15,870


Jackson MSA 13,588$50,900 $382$1,273$30,240 32%$14.54 $9.322.0 1.6$485$756 $15,270


Johnson City MSA 25,554$48,800 $366$1,220$26,160 31%$12.58 $9.421.7 1.3$490$654 $14,640


Kingsport-Bristol-Bristol MSA 22,181$48,700 $365$1,218$25,040 25%$12.04 $11.781.7 1.0$613$626 $14,610


Knoxville MSA 87,197$60,700 $455$1,518$29,640 30%$14.25 $11.522.0 1.2$599$741 $18,210


Macon County HMFA 2,076$42,100 $316$1,053$22,800 25%$10.96 $9.211.5 1.2$479$570 $12,630


Memphis HMFA 141,512$58,000 $435$1,450$30,720 38%$14.77 $13.772.0 1.1$716$768 $17,400


Morristown MSA 13,592$47,200 $354$1,180$24,440 26%$11.75 $10.601.6 1.1$551$611 $14,160


Nashville-Davidson--Murfreesboro--Franklin MSA 189,733$62,300 $467$1,558$32,760 33%$15.75 $14.212.2 1.1$739$819 $18,690


Smith County HMFA 1,627$53,800 $404$1,345$22,800 23%$10.96 $7.271.5 1.5$378$570 $16,140


Stewart County HMFA 932$50,500 $379$1,263$24,560 18%$11.81 $6.621.6 1.8$344$614 $15,150


$594 $23,768 27%$11.43 $9.601.6 1.2$499Combined Nonmetro Areas $48,062 $1,202 $14,419 $360 175,784


Counties


Anderson County 8,934$60,700 $455$1,518$741 $29,640 29%$18,210$14.25 $14.232.0 1.0$740


Bedford County 4,665$49,300 $370$1,233$613 $24,520 29%$14,790$11.79 $9.871.6 1.2$513


Benton County 1,372$43,400 $326$1,085$570 $22,800 20%$13,020$10.96 $8.091.5 1.4$420


Bledsoe County 957$38,300 $287$958$570 $22,800 21%$11,490$10.96 $6.631.5 1.7$345


Blount County 12,191$60,700 $455$1,518$741 $29,640 25%$18,210$14.25 $12.222.0 1.2$636


Bradley County 12,192$47,600 $357$1,190$731 $29,240 33%$14,280$14.06 $11.491.9 1.2$598


Campbell County 4,448$39,300 $295$983$570 $22,800 28%$11,790$10.96 $7.871.5 1.4$409


Cannon County 1,274$62,300 $467$1,558$819 $32,760 24%$18,690$15.75 $9.222.2 1.7$479


Carroll County 2,409$49,100 $368$1,228$570 $22,800 22%$14,730$10.96 $8.981.5 1.2$467


Carter County 6,555$48,800 $366$1,220$654 $26,160 27%$14,640$12.58 $8.361.7 1.5$434


Cheatham County 2,723$62,300 $467$1,558$819 $32,760 19%$18,690$15.75 $9.332.2 1.7$485


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Tennessee RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Chester County 1,520$50,900 $382$1,273$756 $30,240 25%$15,270$14.54 $8.732.0 1.7$454


Claiborne County 2,937$43,500 $326$1,088$570 $22,800 23%$13,050$10.96 $7.571.5 1.4$394


Clay County 868$45,500 $341$1,138$570 $22,800 24%$13,650$10.96 $7.321.5 1.5$381


Cocke County 4,283$39,600 $297$990$570 $22,800 29%$11,880$10.96 $8.971.5 1.2$467


Coffee County 6,303$53,500 $401$1,338$629 $25,160 30%$16,050$12.10 $11.141.7 1.1$580


Crockett County 1,658$48,100 $361$1,203$570 $22,800 30%$14,430$10.96 $12.451.5 0.9$648


Cumberland County 4,822$45,600 $342$1,140$588 $23,520 21%$13,680$11.31 $8.691.6 1.3$452


Davidson County 109,898$62,300 $467$1,558$819 $32,760 43%$18,690$15.75 $15.952.2 1.0$829


Decatur County 1,164$44,600 $335$1,115$570 $22,800 23%$13,380$10.96 $10.361.5 1.1$539


DeKalb County 1,840$47,400 $356$1,185$570 $22,800 26%$14,220$10.96 $8.541.5 1.3$444


Dickson County 5,028$62,300 $467$1,558$819 $32,760 27%$18,690$15.75 $10.072.2 1.6$523


Dyer County 5,389$47,000 $353$1,175$614 $24,560 35%$14,100$11.81 $9.831.6 1.2$511


Fayette County 2,402$58,000 $435$1,450$768 $30,720 17%$17,400$14.77 $8.772.0 1.7$456


Fentress County 1,622$40,100 $301$1,003$570 $22,800 22%$12,030$10.96 $8.181.5 1.3$425


Franklin County 3,653$52,700 $395$1,318$596 $23,840 23%$15,810$11.46 $9.311.6 1.2$484


Gibson County 5,621$50,800 $381$1,270$570 $22,800 29%$15,240$10.96 $8.661.5 1.3$450


Giles County 2,863$48,500 $364$1,213$587 $23,480 25%$14,550$11.29 $6.601.6 1.7$343


Grainger County 1,534$47,200 $354$1,180$611 $24,440 17%$14,160$11.75 $8.801.6 1.3$458


Greene County 7,347$49,500 $371$1,238$570 $22,800 26%$14,850$10.96 $10.621.5 1.0$552


Grundy County 1,056$35,200 $264$880$570 $22,800 20%$10,560$10.96 $7.521.5 1.5$391


Hamblen County 7,275$47,200 $354$1,180$611 $24,440 30%$14,160$11.75 $11.141.6 1.1$579


Hamilton County 45,927$58,000 $435$1,450$727 $29,080 34%$17,400$13.98 $11.161.9 1.3$580


Hancock County 861$33,500 $251$838$570 $22,800 29%$10,050$10.96 $6.301.5 1.7$328


Hardeman County 2,397$45,800 $344$1,145$570 $22,800 27%$13,740$10.96 $9.571.5 1.1$498


Hardin County 2,369$40,200 $302$1,005$589 $23,560 22%$12,060$11.33 $9.861.6 1.1$513


Hawkins County 5,380$48,700 $365$1,218$626 $25,040 23%$14,610$12.04 $10.621.7 1.1$552


Haywood County 2,651$42,900 $322$1,073$632 $25,280 37%$12,870$12.15 $11.141.7 1.1$579


Henderson County 2,270$48,400 $363$1,210$620 $24,800 21%$14,520$11.92 $10.931.6 1.1$569


Henry County 3,166$51,200 $384$1,280$579 $23,160 24%$15,360$11.13 $8.791.5 1.3$457


Hickman County 1,735$52,900 $397$1,323$572 $22,880 19%$15,870$11.00 $7.791.5 1.4$405


Houston County 978$44,700 $335$1,118$570 $22,800 28%$13,410$10.96 $8.781.5 1.2$457


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Tennessee RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Humphreys County 1,855$52,100 $391$1,303$570 $22,800 24%$15,630$10.96 $12.291.5 0.9$639


Jackson County 1,171$42,600 $320$1,065$570 $22,800 25%$12,780$10.96 $9.961.5 1.1$518


Jefferson County 4,783$47,200 $354$1,180$611 $24,440 25%$14,160$11.75 $9.481.6 1.2$493


Johnson County 1,647$36,900 $277$923$573 $22,920 23%$11,070$11.02 $11.551.5 1.0$601


Knox County 60,022$60,700 $455$1,518$741 $29,640 33%$18,210$14.25 $11.022.0 1.3$573


Lake County 951$38,800 $291$970$570 $22,800 40%$11,640$10.96 $6.621.5 1.7$344


Lauderdale County 3,271$39,900 $299$998$570 $22,800 34%$11,970$10.96 $11.391.5 1.0$592


Lawrence County 3,791$46,100 $346$1,153$570 $22,800 24%$13,830$10.96 $8.171.5 1.3$425


Lewis County 1,097$50,500 $379$1,263$570 $22,800 24%$15,150$10.96 $6.501.5 1.7$338


Lincoln County 3,274$56,400 $423$1,410$570 $22,800 25%$16,920$10.96 $8.511.5 1.3$443


Loudon County 4,557$60,700 $455$1,518$741 $29,640 23%$18,210$14.25 $9.842.0 1.4$512


Macon County 2,076$42,100 $316$1,053$570 $22,800 25%$12,630$10.96 $9.211.5 1.2$479


Madison County 12,068$50,900 $382$1,273$756 $30,240 33%$15,270$14.54 $9.362.0 1.6$487


Marion County 2,721$58,000 $435$1,450$727 $29,080 24%$17,400$13.98 $9.701.9 1.4$504


Marshall County 2,907$52,300 $392$1,308$669 $26,760 25%$15,690$12.87 $8.251.8 1.6$429


Maury County 8,785$56,200 $422$1,405$637 $25,480 28%$16,860$12.25 $11.171.7 1.1$581


McMinn County 5,081$50,700 $380$1,268$599 $23,960 24%$15,210$11.52 $9.881.6 1.2$514


McNairy County 2,410$43,800 $329$1,095$570 $22,800 24%$13,140$10.96 $7.461.5 1.5$388


Meigs County 990$42,300 $317$1,058$570 $22,800 21%$12,690$10.96 $9.081.5 1.2$472


Monroe County 4,781$47,800 $359$1,195$570 $22,800 27%$14,340$10.96 $10.501.5 1.0$546


Montgomery County 22,223$52,700 $395$1,318$704 $28,160 36%$15,810$13.54 $10.631.9 1.3$553


Moore County 444$61,500 $461$1,538$570 $22,800 18%$18,450$10.96 $14.961.5 0.7$778


Morgan County 1,435$48,800 $366$1,220$591 $23,640 18%$14,640$11.37 $14.311.6 0.8$744


Obion County 3,769$50,800 $381$1,270$570 $22,800 30%$15,240$10.96 $12.371.5 0.9$643


Overton County 1,786$44,600 $335$1,115$570 $22,800 20%$13,380$10.96 $9.721.5 1.1$506


Perry County 902$40,000 $300$1,000$570 $22,800 28%$12,000$10.96 $8.461.5 1.3$440


Pickett County 544$43,900 $329$1,098$570 $22,800 24%$13,170$10.96 $6.941.5 1.6$361


Polk County 1,176$47,600 $357$1,190$731 $29,240 18%$14,280$14.06 $7.221.9 1.9$375


Putnam County 9,912$54,100 $406$1,353$597 $23,880 36%$16,230$11.48 $8.501.6 1.4$442


Rhea County 3,351$45,400 $341$1,135$570 $22,800 28%$13,620$10.96 $7.841.5 1.4$408


Roane County 5,348$55,200 $414$1,380$611 $24,440 24%$16,560$11.75 $15.121.6 0.8$786


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Tennessee RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Robertson County 5,535$62,300 $467$1,558$819 $32,760 23%$18,690$15.75 $9.062.2 1.7$471


Rutherford County 29,172$62,300 $467$1,558$819 $32,760 31%$18,690$15.75 $12.412.2 1.3$646


Scott County 2,029$42,500 $319$1,063$570 $22,800 24%$12,750$10.96 $7.021.5 1.6$365


Sequatchie County 1,185$58,000 $435$1,450$727 $29,080 22%$17,400$13.98 $8.851.9 1.6$460


Sevier County 11,736$51,600 $387$1,290$678 $27,120 32%$15,480$13.04 $8.591.8 1.5$447


Shelby County 133,399$58,000 $435$1,450$768 $30,720 39%$17,400$14.77 $13.972.0 1.1$727


Smith County 1,627$53,800 $404$1,345$570 $22,800 23%$16,140$10.96 $7.271.5 1.5$378


Stewart County 932$50,500 $379$1,263$614 $24,560 18%$15,150$11.81 $6.621.6 1.8$344


Sullivan County 16,801$48,700 $365$1,218$626 $25,040 25%$14,610$12.04 $11.961.7 1.0$622


Sumner County 16,108$62,300 $467$1,558$819 $32,760 27%$18,690$15.75 $10.872.2 1.4$565


Tipton County 5,711$58,000 $435$1,450$768 $30,720 26%$17,400$14.77 $6.872.0 2.2$357


Trousdale County 577$62,300 $467$1,558$819 $32,760 21%$18,690$15.75 $8.472.2 1.9$440


Unicoi County 2,018$48,800 $366$1,220$654 $26,160 27%$14,640$12.58 $12.321.7 1.0$640


Union County 1,493$60,700 $455$1,518$741 $29,640 20%$18,210$14.25 $9.592.0 1.5$499


Van Buren County 303$34,400 $258$860$570 $22,800 15%$10,320$10.96 $6.771.5 1.6$352


Warren County 4,173$46,100 $346$1,153$570 $22,800 27%$13,830$10.96 $8.551.5 1.3$445


Washington County 16,981$48,800 $366$1,220$654 $26,160 34%$14,640$12.58 $9.361.7 1.3$487


Wayne County 923$47,900 $359$1,198$570 $22,800 16%$14,370$10.96 $6.291.5 1.7$327


Weakley County 4,832$46,900 $352$1,173$570 $22,800 35%$14,070$10.96 $7.871.5 1.4$409


White County 2,317$42,900 $322$1,073$591 $23,640 24%$12,870$11.37 $9.021.6 1.3$469


Williamson County 11,387$62,300 $467$1,558$819 $32,760 18%$18,690$15.75 $13.552.2 1.2$705


Wilson County 8,031$62,300 $467$1,558$819 $32,760 19%$18,690$15.75 $9.642.2 1.6$501


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Texas


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Texas, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $867.  In order to afford this level of rent and 
utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,889 monthly or $34,671 
annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing Wage of:


In Texas, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 92 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.3 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Texas, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $15.43.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 43 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.1 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Texas RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Texas $1,535$867 $34,671 36%$16.67 $15.43 1.1$802$461 3,081,3402.3 $61,408 $18,422


Metropolitan Areas


Abilene MSA 20,803$54,900 $412$1,373$32,560 34%$15.65 $11.152.2 1.4$580$814 $16,470


Amarillo MSA 31,650$62,700 $470$1,568$30,280 35%$14.56 $12.912.0 1.1$671$757 $18,810


Aransas County HMFA 2,355$54,300 $407$1,358$29,520 23%$14.19 $7.822.0 1.8$407$738 $16,290


Atascosa County HMFA 3,523$51,500 $386$1,288$28,200 24%$13.56 $12.971.9 1.0$674$705 $15,450


Austin County HMFA 2,459$66,800 $501$1,670$27,760 23%$13.35 $13.871.8 1.0$721$694 $20,040


Austin-Round Rock MSA * 262,564$73,200 $549$1,830$42,000 41%$20.19 $16.282.8 1.2$846$1,050 $21,960


Beaumont-Port Arthur MSA 43,996$53,100 $398$1,328$31,880 31%$15.33 $14.972.1 1.0$779$797 $15,930


Brazoria County HMFA 25,629$78,700 $590$1,968$33,720 25%$16.21 $13.912.2 1.2$724$843 $23,610


Brownsville-Harlingen MSA 36,427$37,300 $280$933$26,120 32%$12.56 $7.681.7 1.6$399$653 $11,190


Calhoun County HMFA 2,127$55,000 $413$1,375$27,160 27%$13.06 $19.011.8 0.7$989$679 $16,500


College Station-Bryan MSA 39,493$54,900 $412$1,373$33,480 49%$16.10 $9.582.2 1.7$498$837 $16,470


Corpus Christi HMFA 55,715$52,700 $395$1,318$33,880 39%$16.29 $12.482.2 1.3$649$847 $15,810


Dallas HMFA 578,282$67,500 $506$1,688$35,480 39%$17.06 $18.162.4 0.9$944$887 $20,250


El Paso MSA 90,106$42,000 $315$1,050$28,240 36%$13.58 $9.471.9 1.4$492$706 $12,600


Fort Worth-Arlington HMFA * 259,453$65,600 $492$1,640$36,960 35%$17.77 $14.232.5 1.2$740$924 $19,680


Houston-Baytown-Sugar Land HMFA * 711,604$66,200 $497$1,655$37,800 38%$18.17 $19.002.5 1.0$988$945 $19,860


Kendall County HMFA 3,116$85,900 $644$2,148$36,480 25%$17.54 $9.662.4 1.8$502$912 $25,770


Killeen-Temple-Fort Hood HMFA 51,766$59,900 $449$1,498$31,680 42%$15.23 $12.742.1 1.2$662$792 $17,970


Lampasas County HMFA 1,708$57,900 $434$1,448$25,680 24%$12.35 $8.661.7 1.4$451$642 $17,370


Laredo MSA 23,782$40,300 $302$1,008$29,440 36%$14.15 $8.362.0 1.7$435$736 $12,090


Longview HMFA 19,841$54,200 $407$1,355$31,520 33%$15.15 $14.532.1 1.0$755$788 $16,260


Lubbock MSA 42,290$56,700 $425$1,418$29,520 40%$14.19 $9.642.0 1.5$501$738 $17,010


McAllen-Edinburg-Mission MSA 62,690$38,500 $289$963$26,080 30%$12.54 $7.771.7 1.6$404$652 $11,550


Medina County HMFA 3,608$60,400 $453$1,510$27,680 24%$13.31 $7.941.8 1.7$413$692 $18,120


Midland MSA 14,779$65,100 $488$1,628$37,480 30%$18.02 $17.212.5 1.0$895$937 $19,530


Odessa MSA 16,013$52,300 $392$1,308$29,040 33%$13.96 $16.291.9 0.9$847$726 $15,690


Rusk County HMFA 3,935$58,300 $437$1,458$27,240 22%$13.10 $14.601.8 0.9$759$681 $17,490


$691 $27,649 27%$13.29 $11.621.8 1.1$604Combined Nonmetro Areas $51,640 $1,291 $15,492 $387 291,822


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Texas RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
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FMR
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Annual 


AMI
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affordable
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of AMI
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wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


San Angelo MSA 13,776$55,300 $415$1,383$28,680 33%$13.79 $10.931.9 1.3$568$717 $16,590


San Antonio HMFA 250,365$61,300 $460$1,533$34,800 36%$16.73 $12.662.3 1.3$658$870 $18,390


Sherman-Denison MSA 14,212$61,700 $463$1,543$32,360 31%$15.56 $12.882.1 1.2$670$809 $18,510


Texarkana MSA 10,895$57,300 $430$1,433$28,480 33%$13.69 $9.451.9 1.4$491$712 $17,190


Tyler MSA 24,266$64,200 $482$1,605$31,560 31%$15.17 $12.242.1 1.2$636$789 $19,260


Victoria HMFA 11,082$56,400 $423$1,410$28,840 32%$13.87 $11.471.9 1.2$596$721 $16,920


Waco MSA 33,565$50,000 $375$1,250$30,320 40%$14.58 $11.362.0 1.3$590$758 $15,000


Wichita Falls MSA 17,924$54,400 $408$1,360$27,600 32%$13.27 $11.551.8 1.1$601$690 $16,320


Wise County HMFA 3,719$67,700 $508$1,693$32,120 19%$15.44 $15.302.1 1.0$796$803 $20,310


Counties


Anderson County 4,545$55,500 $416$1,388$693 $27,720 28%$16,650$13.33 $14.221.8 0.9$740


Andrews County 968$59,400 $446$1,485$658 $26,320 19%$17,820$12.65 $16.271.7 0.8$846


Angelina County 9,762$48,600 $365$1,215$815 $32,600 31%$14,580$15.67 $12.472.2 1.3$649


Aransas County 2,355$54,300 $407$1,358$738 $29,520 23%$16,290$14.19 $7.822.0 1.8$407


Archer County 600$54,400 $408$1,360$690 $27,600 18%$16,320$13.27 $7.311.8 1.8$380


Armstrong County 136$62,700 $470$1,568$757 $30,280 20%$18,810$14.56 $13.442.0 1.1$699


Atascosa County 3,523$51,500 $386$1,288$705 $28,200 24%$15,450$13.56 $12.971.9 1.0$674


Austin County 2,459$66,800 $501$1,670$694 $27,760 23%$20,040$13.35 $13.871.8 1.0$721


Bailey County 676$53,900 $404$1,348$633 $25,320 28%$16,170$12.17 $10.351.7 1.2$538


Bandera County 1,738$61,300 $460$1,533$870 $34,800 21%$18,390$16.73 $7.542.3 2.2$392


Bastrop County * 5,481$73,200 $549$1,830$1,050 $42,000 21%$21,960$20.19 $8.322.8 2.4$433


Baylor County 373$52,600 $395$1,315$630 $25,200 22%$15,780$12.12 $8.311.7 1.5$432


Bee County 2,894$49,000 $368$1,225$642 $25,680 34%$14,700$12.35 $13.601.7 0.9$707


Bell County 43,490$59,900 $449$1,498$792 $31,680 42%$17,970$15.23 $12.682.1 1.2$660


Bexar County 226,887$61,300 $460$1,533$870 $34,800 38%$18,390$16.73 $13.032.3 1.3$677


Blanco County 784$68,400 $513$1,710$858 $34,320 20%$20,520$16.50 $13.272.3 1.2$690


Borden County † 109$64,300 $482$1,608$665 $26,600 41%$19,290$12.79 1.8


Bosque County 1,549$53,700 $403$1,343$626 $25,040 23%$16,110$12.04 $9.231.7 1.3$480


Bowie County 10,895$57,300 $430$1,433$712 $28,480 33%$17,190$13.69 $9.451.9 1.4$491


Brazoria County 25,629$78,700 $590$1,968$843 $33,720 25%$23,610$16.21 $13.912.2 1.2$724


Brazos County 36,324$54,900 $412$1,373$837 $33,480 54%$16,470$16.10 $9.362.2 1.7$487


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Texas RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Brewster County 1,633$60,300 $452$1,508$763 $30,520 40%$18,090$14.67 $10.222.0 1.4$532


Briscoe County 129$44,600 $335$1,115$626 $25,040 20%$13,380$12.04 $5.711.7 2.1$297


Brooks County 964$27,300 $205$683$626 $25,040 36%$8,190$12.04 $11.661.7 1.0$606


Brown County 3,745$51,000 $383$1,275$699 $27,960 28%$15,300$13.44 $8.581.9 1.6$446


Burleson County 1,246$54,900 $412$1,373$837 $33,480 19%$16,470$16.10 $11.982.2 1.3$623


Burnet County 4,386$61,700 $463$1,543$672 $26,880 27%$18,510$12.92 $10.341.8 1.2$538


Caldwell County * 3,848$73,200 $549$1,830$1,050 $42,000 34%$21,960$20.19 $10.872.8 1.9$565


Calhoun County 2,127$55,000 $413$1,375$679 $27,160 27%$16,500$13.06 $19.011.8 0.7$989


Callahan County 835$54,900 $412$1,373$814 $32,560 16%$16,470$15.65 $10.352.2 1.5$538


Cameron County 36,427$37,300 $280$933$653 $26,120 32%$11,190$12.56 $7.681.7 1.6$399


Camp County 1,446$44,700 $335$1,118$626 $25,040 32%$13,410$12.04 $12.251.7 1.0$637


Carson County 281$62,700 $470$1,568$757 $30,280 12%$18,810$14.56 $31.672.0 0.5$1,647


Cass County 3,622$47,100 $353$1,178$626 $25,040 30%$14,130$12.04 $9.381.7 1.3$488


Castro County 647$40,800 $306$1,020$632 $25,280 25%$12,240$12.15 $12.641.7 1.0$657


Chambers County * 1,548$66,200 $497$1,655$945 $37,800 13%$19,860$18.17 $14.812.5 1.2$770


Cherokee County 4,588$48,300 $362$1,208$626 $25,040 27%$14,490$12.04 $7.991.7 1.5$415


Childress County 536$52,800 $396$1,320$704 $28,160 26%$15,840$13.54 $6.971.9 1.9$363


Clay County 636$54,400 $408$1,360$690 $27,600 15%$16,320$13.27 $9.691.8 1.4$504


Cochran County 231$45,300 $340$1,133$626 $25,040 21%$13,590$12.04 $17.091.7 0.7$889


Coke County 392$56,000 $420$1,400$626 $25,040 28%$16,800$12.04 $9.001.7 1.3$468


Coleman County 1,170$35,800 $269$895$626 $25,040 33%$10,740$12.04 $8.141.7 1.5$423


Collin County 82,099$67,500 $506$1,688$887 $35,480 30%$20,250$17.06 $15.232.4 1.1$792


Collingsworth County 317$53,900 $404$1,348$626 $25,040 26%$16,170$12.04 $12.691.7 0.9$660


Colorado County 1,704$55,800 $419$1,395$669 $26,760 21%$16,740$12.87 $12.881.8 1.0$670


Comal County 9,776$61,300 $460$1,533$870 $34,800 24%$18,390$16.73 $9.502.3 1.8$494


Comanche County 1,128$48,200 $362$1,205$626 $25,040 22%$14,460$12.04 $9.111.7 1.3$474


Concho County 187$57,500 $431$1,438$1,036 $41,440 19%$17,250$19.92 $6.782.7 2.9$353


Cooke County 4,442$61,300 $460$1,533$801 $32,040 31%$18,390$15.40 $13.402.1 1.1$697


Coryell County 8,276$59,900 $449$1,498$792 $31,680 41%$17,970$15.23 $13.192.1 1.2$686


Cottle County 114$41,300 $310$1,033$665 $26,600 18%$12,390$12.79 $11.221.8 1.1$583


Crane County 323$61,100 $458$1,528$886 $35,440 22%$18,330$17.04 $15.682.4 1.1$816


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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HOUSING COSTS
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Full-time  jobs 
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wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR
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at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Crockett County 575$54,500 $409$1,363$643 $25,720 44%$16,350$12.37 $16.811.7 0.7$874


Crosby County 634$56,700 $425$1,418$738 $29,520 30%$17,010$14.19 $13.442.0 1.1$699


Culberson County 245$43,800 $329$1,095$626 $25,040 29%$13,140$12.04 $12.641.7 1.0$657


Dallam County 783$54,300 $407$1,358$685 $27,400 36%$16,290$13.17 $13.811.8 1.0$718


Dallas County 385,266$67,500 $506$1,688$887 $35,480 46%$20,250$17.06 $20.072.4 0.8$1,044


Dawson County 1,127$50,500 $379$1,263$626 $25,040 26%$15,150$12.04 $11.101.7 1.1$577


Deaf Smith County 2,167$51,800 $389$1,295$652 $26,080 35%$15,540$12.54 $13.681.7 0.9$711


Delta County 374$67,500 $506$1,688$887 $35,480 18%$20,250$17.06 $5.522.4 3.1$287


Denton County 78,101$67,500 $506$1,688$887 $35,480 34%$20,250$17.06 $11.302.4 1.5$587


DeWitt County 1,681$53,900 $404$1,348$626 $25,040 24%$16,170$12.04 $10.551.7 1.1$549


Dickens County 159$50,500 $379$1,263$651 $26,040 19%$15,150$12.52 $12.681.7 1.0$659


Dimmit County 1,016$32,500 $244$813$626 $25,040 29%$9,750$12.04 $15.181.7 0.8$789


Donley County 395$63,000 $473$1,575$649 $25,960 30%$18,900$12.48 $6.091.7 2.0$317


Duval County 1,078$39,800 $299$995$652 $26,080 27%$11,940$12.54 $14.011.7 0.9$728


Eastland County 1,826$45,200 $339$1,130$626 $25,040 26%$13,560$12.04 $13.051.7 0.9$679


Ector County 16,013$52,300 $392$1,308$726 $29,040 33%$15,690$13.96 $16.291.9 0.9$847


Edwards County 139$46,900 $352$1,173$668 $26,720 17%$14,070$12.85 $10.921.8 1.2$568


El Paso County 90,106$42,000 $315$1,050$706 $28,240 36%$12,600$13.58 $9.471.9 1.4$492


Ellis County 11,736$67,500 $506$1,688$887 $35,480 24%$20,250$17.06 $10.102.4 1.7$525


Erath County 5,629$53,900 $404$1,348$705 $28,200 40%$16,170$13.56 $8.371.9 1.6$435


Falls County 1,684$45,600 $342$1,140$626 $25,040 30%$13,680$12.04 $11.791.7 1.0$613


Fannin County 3,082$58,500 $439$1,463$673 $26,920 26%$17,550$12.94 $8.901.8 1.5$463


Fayette County 2,408$59,700 $448$1,493$729 $29,160 23%$17,910$14.02 $11.011.9 1.3$573


Fisher County 423$55,200 $414$1,380$626 $25,040 25%$16,560$12.04 $10.071.7 1.2$524


Floyd County 789$45,500 $341$1,138$626 $25,040 31%$13,650$12.04 $9.371.7 1.3$487


Foard County 194$42,600 $320$1,065$626 $25,040 35%$12,780$12.04 $6.571.7 1.8$342


Fort Bend County * 35,513$66,200 $497$1,655$945 $37,800 20%$19,860$18.17 $13.522.5 1.3$703


Franklin County 728$59,300 $445$1,483$626 $25,040 19%$17,790$12.04 $11.271.7 1.1$586


Freestone County 1,586$60,300 $452$1,508$773 $30,920 23%$18,090$14.87 $10.632.1 1.4$553


Frio County 1,618$44,800 $336$1,120$626 $25,040 34%$13,440$12.04 $15.811.7 0.8$822


Gaines County 1,379$57,000 $428$1,425$626 $25,040 26%$17,100$12.04 $11.671.7 1.0$607


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 
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at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Galveston County * 33,654$66,200 $497$1,655$945 $37,800 31%$19,860$18.17 $11.172.5 1.6$581


Garza County 519$54,900 $412$1,373$626 $25,040 32%$16,470$12.04 $8.841.7 1.4$460


Gillespie County 2,636$66,700 $500$1,668$895 $35,800 25%$20,010$17.21 $9.232.4 1.9$480


Glasscock County 87$72,500 $544$1,813$665 $26,600 21%$21,750$12.79 $12.631.8 1.0$657


Goliad County 571$56,400 $423$1,410$721 $28,840 19%$16,920$13.87 $7.051.9 2.0$367


Gonzales County 2,232$48,200 $362$1,205$626 $25,040 32%$14,460$12.04 $10.951.7 1.1$569


Gray County 1,925$52,600 $395$1,315$636 $25,440 24%$15,780$12.23 $16.241.7 0.8$845


Grayson County 14,212$61,700 $463$1,543$809 $32,360 31%$18,510$15.56 $12.882.1 1.2$670


Gregg County 16,679$54,200 $407$1,355$788 $31,520 37%$16,260$15.15 $14.872.1 1.0$773


Grimes County 2,104$53,700 $403$1,343$639 $25,560 25%$16,110$12.29 $16.421.7 0.7$854


Guadalupe County 9,653$61,300 $460$1,533$870 $34,800 22%$18,390$16.73 $9.752.3 1.7$507


Hale County 4,265$46,900 $352$1,173$626 $25,040 36%$14,070$12.04 $10.941.7 1.1$569


Hall County 439$38,700 $290$968$626 $25,040 31%$11,610$12.04 $10.571.7 1.1$549


Hamilton County 568$53,500 $401$1,338$626 $25,040 19%$16,050$12.04 $12.061.7 1.0$627


Hansford County 410$60,400 $453$1,510$631 $25,240 22%$18,120$12.13 $18.631.7 0.7$969


Hardeman County 383$40,400 $303$1,010$789 $31,560 23%$12,120$15.17 $5.912.1 2.6$307


Hardin County 4,302$53,100 $398$1,328$797 $31,880 21%$15,930$15.33 $13.412.1 1.1$697


Harris County * 589,684$66,200 $497$1,655$945 $37,800 42%$19,860$18.17 $20.062.5 0.9$1,043


Harrison County 6,138$63,600 $477$1,590$690 $27,600 26%$19,080$13.27 $13.821.8 1.0$719


Hartley County 460$75,800 $569$1,895$626 $25,040 27%$22,740$12.04 $8.081.7 1.5$420


Haskell County 675$44,400 $333$1,110$626 $25,040 27%$13,320$12.04 $8.241.7 1.5$429


Hays County * 17,243$73,200 $549$1,830$1,050 $42,000 33%$21,960$20.19 $6.742.8 3.0$350


Hemphill County 388$81,000 $608$2,025$729 $29,160 25%$24,300$14.02 $17.891.9 0.8$931


Henderson County 6,929$48,000 $360$1,200$805 $32,200 23%$14,400$15.48 $9.672.1 1.6$503


Hidalgo County 62,690$38,500 $289$963$652 $26,080 30%$11,550$12.54 $7.771.7 1.6$404


Hill County 3,291$53,900 $404$1,348$706 $28,240 25%$16,170$13.58 $8.901.9 1.5$463


Hockley County 2,197$56,800 $426$1,420$732 $29,280 27%$17,040$14.08 $14.441.9 1.0$751


Hood County 4,752$70,000 $525$1,750$875 $35,000 23%$21,000$16.83 $11.442.3 1.5$595


Hopkins County 3,622$56,400 $423$1,410$704 $28,160 27%$16,920$13.54 $11.501.9 1.2$598


Houston County 2,220$46,500 $349$1,163$632 $25,280 28%$13,950$12.15 $12.931.7 0.9$673


Howard County 3,555$56,600 $425$1,415$675 $27,000 32%$16,980$12.98 $11.871.8 1.1$617


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Hudspeth County 186$29,900 $224$748$626 $25,040 20%$8,970$12.04 $9.681.7 1.2$503


Hunt County 8,715$67,500 $506$1,688$887 $35,480 28%$20,250$17.06 $12.092.4 1.4$629


Hutchinson County 1,594$53,400 $401$1,335$670 $26,800 19%$16,020$12.88 $16.071.8 0.8$836


Irion County 114$55,300 $415$1,383$717 $28,680 19%$16,590$13.79 $20.501.9 0.7$1,066


Jack County 791$64,200 $482$1,605$646 $25,840 27%$19,260$12.42 $17.171.7 0.7$893


Jackson County 1,280$62,200 $467$1,555$682 $27,280 25%$18,660$13.12 $11.771.8 1.1$612


Jasper County 2,998$47,400 $356$1,185$677 $27,080 22%$14,220$13.02 $9.361.8 1.4$487


Jeff Davis County 165$52,800 $396$1,320$626 $25,040 17%$15,840$12.04 $9.731.7 1.2$506


Jefferson County 32,562$53,100 $398$1,328$797 $31,880 36%$15,930$15.33 $15.372.1 1.0$799


Jim Hogg County 512$46,100 $346$1,153$626 $25,040 30%$13,830$12.04 $9.521.7 1.3$495


Jim Wells County 3,547$45,200 $339$1,130$745 $29,800 26%$13,560$14.33 $13.082.0 1.1$680


Johnson County * 12,557$65,600 $492$1,640$924 $36,960 25%$19,680$17.77 $12.132.5 1.5$631


Jones County 1,320$54,900 $412$1,373$814 $32,560 22%$16,470$15.65 $13.122.2 1.2$682


Karnes County 1,379$50,900 $382$1,273$626 $25,040 30%$15,270$12.04 $9.771.7 1.2$508


Kaufman County 7,513$67,500 $506$1,688$887 $35,480 22%$20,250$17.06 $9.372.4 1.8$487


Kendall County 3,116$85,900 $644$2,148$912 $36,480 25%$25,770$17.54 $9.662.4 1.8$502


Kenedy County 44$59,900 $449$1,498$770 $30,800 54%$17,970$14.81 $30.232.0 0.5$1,572


Kent County † 99$57,400 $431$1,435$771 $30,840 24%$17,220$14.83 2.0


Kerr County 5,497$55,900 $419$1,398$819 $32,760 27%$16,770$15.75 $12.682.2 1.2$659


Kimble County 554$55,500 $416$1,388$651 $26,040 30%$16,650$12.52 $16.001.7 0.8$832


King County † 55$85,600 $642$2,140$665 $26,600 55%$25,680$12.79 1.8


Kinney County 202$32,800 $246$820$626 $25,040 17%$9,840$12.04 $8.931.7 1.3$465


Kleberg County 4,774$49,700 $373$1,243$752 $30,080 43%$14,910$14.46 $10.152.0 1.4$528


Knox County 566$50,300 $377$1,258$626 $25,040 35%$15,090$12.04 $13.001.7 0.9$676


La Salle County 700$37,600 $282$940$626 $25,040 36%$11,280$12.04 $23.191.7 0.5$1,206


Lamar County 6,010$52,400 $393$1,310$630 $25,200 32%$15,720$12.12 $11.161.7 1.1$580


Lamb County 1,288$42,500 $319$1,063$626 $25,040 27%$12,750$12.04 $11.741.7 1.0$610


Lampasas County 1,708$57,900 $434$1,448$642 $25,680 24%$17,370$12.35 $8.661.7 1.4$451


Lavaca County 1,674$55,700 $418$1,393$626 $25,040 21%$16,710$12.04 $11.191.7 1.1$582


Lee County 1,426$66,400 $498$1,660$635 $25,400 24%$19,920$12.21 $14.831.7 0.8$771


Leon County 984$55,000 $413$1,375$631 $25,240 15%$16,500$12.13 $12.661.7 1.0$658


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Liberty County * 5,236$66,200 $497$1,655$945 $37,800 22%$19,860$18.17 $10.552.5 1.7$549


Limestone County 1,666$54,900 $412$1,373$705 $28,200 21%$16,470$13.56 $10.751.9 1.3$559


Lipscomb County 345$60,100 $451$1,503$691 $27,640 30%$18,030$13.29 $17.211.8 0.8$895


Live Oak County 641$55,400 $416$1,385$725 $29,000 17%$16,620$13.94 $15.771.9 0.9$820


Llano County 1,682$56,200 $422$1,405$635 $25,400 20%$16,860$12.21 $9.061.7 1.3$471


Loving County † 15$89,600 $672$2,240$665 $26,600 56%$26,880$12.79 1.8


Lubbock County 41,656$56,700 $425$1,418$738 $29,520 40%$17,010$14.19 $9.602.0 1.5$499


Lynn County 544$51,300 $385$1,283$626 $25,040 25%$15,390$12.04 $8.501.7 1.4$442


Madison County 813$49,900 $374$1,248$626 $25,040 23%$14,970$12.04 $8.261.7 1.5$429


Marion County 1,057$43,200 $324$1,080$676 $27,040 23%$12,960$13.00 $6.921.8 1.9$360


Martin County 466$48,700 $365$1,218$737 $29,480 30%$14,610$14.17 $10.662.0 1.3$554


Mason County 284$58,800 $441$1,470$626 $25,040 17%$17,640$12.04 $5.241.7 2.3$272


Matagorda County 3,558$51,600 $387$1,290$697 $27,880 26%$15,480$13.40 $12.461.8 1.1$648


Maverick County 4,464$34,200 $257$855$626 $25,040 30%$10,260$12.04 $6.671.7 1.8$347


McCulloch County 787$48,800 $366$1,220$626 $25,040 25%$14,640$12.04 $12.591.7 1.0$655


McLennan County 33,565$50,000 $375$1,250$758 $30,320 40%$15,000$14.58 $11.362.0 1.3$590


McMullen County 44$56,200 $422$1,405$665 $26,600 16%$16,860$12.79 $15.941.8 0.8$829


Medina County 3,608$60,400 $453$1,510$692 $27,680 24%$18,120$13.31 $7.941.8 1.7$413


Menard County 200$57,500 $431$1,438$626 $25,040 24%$17,250$12.04 $7.871.7 1.5$409


Midland County 14,779$65,100 $488$1,628$937 $37,480 30%$19,530$18.02 $17.212.5 1.0$895


Milam County 2,723$54,000 $405$1,350$626 $25,040 29%$16,200$12.04 $14.001.7 0.9$728


Mills County 389$48,700 $365$1,218$626 $25,040 21%$14,610$12.04 $9.101.7 1.3$473


Mitchell County 661$49,000 $368$1,225$626 $25,040 24%$14,700$12.04 $14.411.7 0.8$749


Montague County 1,810$58,900 $442$1,473$662 $26,480 23%$17,670$12.73 $9.081.8 1.4$472


Montgomery County * 40,083$66,200 $497$1,655$945 $37,800 26%$19,860$18.17 $14.192.5 1.3$738


Moore County 1,893$53,500 $401$1,338$665 $26,600 28%$16,050$12.79 $13.421.8 1.0$698


Morris County 1,323$52,700 $395$1,318$626 $25,040 26%$15,810$12.04 $13.351.7 0.9$694


Motley County 88$44,300 $332$1,108$626 $25,040 21%$13,290$12.04 $11.501.7 1.0$598


Nacogdoches County 9,429$47,600 $357$1,190$771 $30,840 41%$14,280$14.83 $8.702.0 1.7$452


Navarro County 5,050$52,200 $392$1,305$750 $30,000 29%$15,660$14.42 $10.112.0 1.4$526


Newton County 788$50,000 $375$1,250$626 $25,040 16%$15,000$12.04 $8.911.7 1.4$463


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Texas RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Nolan County 1,801$51,400 $386$1,285$626 $25,040 32%$15,420$12.04 $10.181.7 1.2$529


Nueces County 47,936$52,700 $395$1,318$847 $33,880 39%$15,810$16.29 $12.372.2 1.3$643


Ochiltree County 1,080$64,200 $482$1,605$626 $25,040 29%$19,260$12.04 $15.101.7 0.8$785


Oldham County 202$63,200 $474$1,580$685 $27,400 29%$18,960$13.17 $15.781.8 0.8$821


Orange County 7,132$53,100 $398$1,328$797 $31,880 23%$15,930$15.33 $13.472.1 1.1$701


Palo Pinto County 3,231$51,700 $388$1,293$745 $29,800 30%$15,510$14.33 $14.672.0 1.0$763


Panola County 1,495$56,400 $423$1,410$626 $25,040 17%$16,920$12.04 $10.721.7 1.1$557


Parker County * 8,549$65,600 $492$1,640$924 $36,960 21%$19,680$17.77 $10.062.5 1.8$523


Parmer County 953$46,600 $350$1,165$626 $25,040 28%$13,980$12.04 $12.681.7 0.9$659


Pecos County 1,494$49,900 $374$1,248$626 $25,040 31%$14,970$12.04 $15.381.7 0.8$800


Polk County 3,513$40,800 $306$1,020$626 $25,040 21%$12,240$12.04 $9.471.7 1.3$493


Potter County 17,026$62,700 $470$1,568$757 $30,280 41%$18,810$14.56 $13.432.0 1.1$699


Presidio County 813$35,400 $266$885$626 $25,040 30%$10,620$12.04 $8.421.7 1.4$438


Rains County 666$52,800 $396$1,320$626 $25,040 16%$15,840$12.04 $7.071.7 1.7$368


Randall County 14,207$62,700 $470$1,568$757 $30,280 30%$18,810$14.56 $8.262.0 1.8$430


Reagan County 323$58,200 $437$1,455$663 $26,520 28%$17,460$12.75 $23.301.8 0.5$1,211


Real County 336$36,300 $272$908$626 $25,040 25%$10,890$12.04 $8.921.7 1.3$464


Red River County 1,565$46,700 $350$1,168$626 $25,040 30%$14,010$12.04 $6.471.7 1.9$337


Reeves County 825$39,000 $293$975$626 $25,040 23%$11,700$12.04 $11.321.7 1.1$589


Refugio County 578$55,800 $419$1,395$673 $26,920 21%$16,740$12.94 $12.631.8 1.0$657


Roberts County 73$65,200 $489$1,630$665 $26,600 22%$19,560$12.79 $16.201.8 0.8$843


Robertson County 1,923$54,900 $412$1,373$837 $33,480 32%$16,470$16.10 $11.032.2 1.5$574


Rockwall County 4,478$67,500 $506$1,688$887 $35,480 17%$20,250$17.06 $11.122.4 1.5$578


Runnels County 1,081$45,000 $338$1,125$626 $25,040 28%$13,500$12.04 $10.621.7 1.1$552


Rusk County 3,935$58,300 $437$1,458$681 $27,240 22%$17,490$13.10 $14.601.8 0.9$759


Sabine County 547$41,100 $308$1,028$626 $25,040 12%$12,330$12.04 $19.061.7 0.6$991


San Augustine County 845$40,900 $307$1,023$626 $25,040 24%$12,270$12.04 $8.791.7 1.4$457


San Jacinto County * 1,553$66,200 $497$1,655$945 $37,800 17%$19,860$18.17 $7.812.5 2.3$406


San Patricio County 7,779$52,700 $395$1,318$847 $33,880 35%$15,810$16.29 $13.572.2 1.2$705


San Saba County 395$44,000 $330$1,100$626 $25,040 19%$13,200$12.04 $6.871.7 1.8$357


Schleicher County 237$62,900 $472$1,573$662 $26,480 24%$18,870$12.73 $15.391.8 0.8$800


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Texas RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR
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wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 
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Full-time  jobs 
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wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Scurry County 1,741$55,700 $418$1,393$626 $25,040 29%$16,710$12.04 $10.661.7 1.1$555


Shackelford County 328$59,600 $447$1,490$626 $25,040 26%$17,880$12.04 $16.201.7 0.7$843


Shelby County 2,403$42,700 $320$1,068$626 $25,040 25%$12,810$12.04 $8.861.7 1.4$460


Sherman County 233$62,900 $472$1,573$626 $25,040 23%$18,870$12.04 $10.751.7 1.1$559


Smith County 24,266$64,200 $482$1,605$789 $31,560 31%$19,260$15.17 $12.242.1 1.2$636


Somervell County 867$73,300 $550$1,833$626 $25,040 28%$21,990$12.04 $21.501.7 0.6$1,118


Starr County 3,011$29,900 $224$748$626 $25,040 19%$8,970$12.04 $5.661.7 2.1$294


Stephens County 852$49,000 $368$1,225$660 $26,400 24%$14,700$12.69 $12.801.8 1.0$666


Sterling County 103$53,900 $404$1,348$719 $28,760 24%$16,170$13.83 $17.531.9 0.8$912


Stonewall County 125$64,000 $480$1,600$626 $25,040 21%$19,200$12.04 $15.381.7 0.8$800


Sutton County 338$68,700 $515$1,718$626 $25,040 24%$20,610$12.04 $56.991.7 0.2$2,963


Swisher County 746$53,600 $402$1,340$626 $25,040 29%$16,080$12.04 $9.461.7 1.3$492


Tarrant County * 238,347$65,600 $492$1,640$924 $36,960 37%$19,680$17.77 $14.482.5 1.2$753


Taylor County 18,648$54,900 $412$1,373$814 $32,560 38%$16,470$15.65 $11.072.2 1.4$576


Terrell County 112$43,500 $326$1,088$662 $26,480 27%$13,050$12.73 $12.311.8 1.0$640


Terry County 1,131$51,300 $385$1,283$626 $25,040 29%$15,390$12.04 $13.981.7 0.9$727


Throckmorton County 152$46,200 $347$1,155$626 $25,040 19%$13,860$12.04 $11.341.7 1.1$590


Titus County 3,004$46,600 $350$1,165$633 $25,320 28%$13,980$12.17 $10.771.7 1.1$560


Tom Green County 13,662$55,300 $415$1,383$717 $28,680 33%$16,590$13.79 $10.811.9 1.3$562


Travis County * 190,711$73,200 $549$1,830$1,050 $42,000 48%$21,960$20.19 $17.262.8 1.2$897


Trinity County 846$47,400 $356$1,185$626 $25,040 17%$14,220$12.04 $10.291.7 1.2$535


Tyler County 1,409$43,700 $328$1,093$651 $26,040 17%$13,110$12.52 $9.121.7 1.4$474


Upshur County 3,162$54,200 $407$1,355$788 $31,520 21%$16,260$15.15 $9.722.1 1.6$505


Upton County 234$58,000 $435$1,450$626 $25,040 19%$17,400$12.04 $30.551.7 0.4$1,589


Uvalde County 2,284$41,800 $314$1,045$666 $26,640 26%$12,540$12.81 $9.271.8 1.4$482


Val Verde County 4,758$42,400 $318$1,060$657 $26,280 32%$12,720$12.63 $8.541.7 1.5$444


Van Zandt County 4,301$54,600 $410$1,365$730 $29,200 22%$16,380$14.04 $9.171.9 1.5$477


Victoria County 10,511$56,400 $423$1,410$721 $28,840 33%$16,920$13.87 $11.611.9 1.2$604


Walker County 8,302$57,100 $428$1,428$717 $28,680 41%$17,130$13.79 $8.191.9 1.7$426


Waller County * 4,333$66,200 $497$1,655$945 $37,800 32%$19,860$18.17 $14.492.5 1.3$753


Ward County 947$49,500 $371$1,238$626 $25,040 25%$14,850$12.04 $21.591.7 0.6$1,123


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Texas RENTER HOUSEHOLDS
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HOUSING COSTS
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(2013)
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afford 2 BR FMR
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necessary to 
afford  2 BR 
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wage needed to 
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 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Washington County 4,025$59,600 $447$1,490$835 $33,400 32%$17,880$16.06 $10.272.2 1.6$534


Webb County 23,782$40,300 $302$1,008$736 $29,440 36%$12,090$14.15 $8.362.0 1.7$435


Wharton County 4,502$53,200 $399$1,330$723 $28,920 31%$15,960$13.90 $8.741.9 1.6$454


Wheeler County 486$57,900 $434$1,448$626 $25,040 23%$17,370$12.04 $11.881.7 1.0$618


Wichita County 16,688$54,400 $408$1,360$690 $27,600 35%$16,320$13.27 $11.741.8 1.1$610


Wilbarger County 1,723$48,200 $362$1,205$700 $28,000 34%$14,460$13.46 $9.731.9 1.4$506


Willacy County 1,408$27,000 $203$675$626 $25,040 27%$8,100$12.04 $13.091.7 0.9$681


Williamson County * 45,281$73,200 $549$1,830$1,050 $42,000 31%$21,960$20.19 $16.602.8 1.2$863


Wilson County 2,311$61,300 $460$1,533$870 $34,800 15%$18,390$16.73 $7.102.3 2.4$369


Winkler County 429$51,400 $386$1,285$645 $25,800 17%$15,420$12.40 $20.791.7 0.6$1,081


Wise County 3,719$67,700 $508$1,693$803 $32,120 19%$20,310$15.44 $15.302.1 1.0$796


Wood County 3,129$54,100 $406$1,353$672 $26,880 20%$16,230$12.92 $12.231.8 1.1$636


Yoakum County 523$54,500 $409$1,363$673 $26,920 20%$16,350$12.94 $15.981.8 0.8$831


Young County 2,285$53,700 $403$1,343$719 $28,760 31%$16,110$13.83 $12.651.9 1.1$658


Zapata County 1,043$28,100 $211$703$626 $25,040 24%$8,430$12.04 $12.961.7 0.9$674


Zavala County 1,074$26,300 $197$658$626 $25,040 30%$7,890$12.04 $6.021.7 2.0$313


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Utah


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Utah, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $777.  In order to afford this level of rent and 
utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,590 monthly or $31,079 
annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing Wage of:


In Utah, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 82 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.1 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Utah, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $11.78.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 51 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.3 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Utah RENTER HOUSEHOLDS
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HOUSING COSTS
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afford  2 BR 
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at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Utah $1,669$777 $31,079 29%$14.94 $11.78 1.3$612$501 254,8992.1 $66,754 $20,026


Metropolitan Areas


Logan MSA 12,514$55,700 $418$1,393$25,240 36%$12.13 $9.001.7 1.3$468$631 $16,710


Ogden-Clearfield MSA 42,305$70,800 $531$1,770$30,360 24%$14.60 $9.922.0 1.5$516$759 $21,240


Provo-Orem MSA 43,445$61,900 $464$1,548$29,480 31%$14.17 $10.592.0 1.3$550$737 $18,570


Salt Lake City HMFA 109,357$70,300 $527$1,758$33,560 32%$16.13 $13.182.2 1.2$685$839 $21,090


St. George MSA 13,768$56,800 $426$1,420$31,280 30%$15.04 $10.112.1 1.5$526$782 $17,040


Summit County HMFA 3,083$97,000 $728$2,425$36,840 23%$17.71 $9.372.4 1.9$487$921 $29,100


Tooele County HMFA 4,509$69,700 $523$1,743$30,320 25%$14.58 $12.122.0 1.2$630$758 $20,910


$666 $26,626 25%$12.80 $11.601.8 1.1$603Combined Nonmetro Areas $58,746 $1,469 $17,624 $441 25,918


Counties


Beaver County 483$49,300 $370$1,233$615 $24,600 23%$14,790$11.83 $8.781.6 1.3$456


Box Elder County 3,013$64,300 $482$1,608$615 $24,600 19%$19,290$11.83 $10.291.6 1.1$535


Cache County 12,514$55,700 $418$1,393$631 $25,240 36%$16,710$12.13 $9.001.7 1.3$468


Carbon County 2,354$55,400 $416$1,385$615 $24,600 30%$16,620$11.83 $10.301.6 1.1$536


Daggett County 132$64,800 $486$1,620$793 $31,720 35%$19,440$15.25 $9.682.1 1.6$503


Davis County 19,829$70,800 $531$1,770$759 $30,360 21%$21,240$14.60 $9.712.0 1.5$505


Duchesne County 1,703$62,000 $465$1,550$640 $25,600 25%$18,600$12.31 $14.711.7 0.8$765


Emery County 753$61,700 $463$1,543$615 $24,600 20%$18,510$11.83 $24.571.6 0.5$1,277


Garfield County 443$61,000 $458$1,525$648 $25,920 21%$18,300$12.46 $8.011.7 1.6$416


Grand County 1,176$56,600 $425$1,415$703 $28,120 32%$16,980$13.52 $9.651.9 1.4$502


Iron County 5,940$49,600 $372$1,240$644 $25,760 39%$14,880$12.38 $9.001.7 1.4$468


Juab County 568$61,900 $464$1,548$737 $29,480 18%$18,570$14.17 $10.202.0 1.4$530


Kane County 579$51,900 $389$1,298$615 $24,600 18%$15,570$11.83 $8.991.6 1.3$468


Millard County 1,038$57,100 $428$1,428$615 $24,600 25%$17,130$11.83 $9.801.6 1.2$509


Morgan County 348$70,800 $531$1,770$759 $30,360 13%$21,240$14.60 $12.022.0 1.2$625


Piute County 81$51,500 $386$1,288$812 $32,480 14%$15,450$15.62 $6.152.2 2.5$320


Rich County 108$59,000 $443$1,475$920 $36,800 15%$17,700$17.69 $5.242.4 3.4$273


Salt Lake County 109,357$70,300 $527$1,758$839 $33,560 32%$21,090$16.13 $13.182.2 1.2$685


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


National Low Income Housing Coalition  •  Out of Reach 2013 207







Utah RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


San Juan County 712$48,500 $364$1,213$615 $24,600 17%$14,550$11.83 $11.841.6 1.0$616


Sanpete County 1,788$52,000 $390$1,300$615 $24,600 23%$15,600$11.83 $7.741.6 1.5$402


Sevier County 1,337$55,100 $413$1,378$615 $24,600 19%$16,530$11.83 $10.641.6 1.1$554


Summit County 3,083$97,000 $728$2,425$921 $36,840 23%$29,100$17.71 $9.372.4 1.9$487


Tooele County 4,509$69,700 $523$1,743$758 $30,320 25%$20,910$14.58 $12.122.0 1.2$630


Uintah County 2,470$69,600 $522$1,740$827 $33,080 23%$20,880$15.90 $17.382.2 0.9$904


Utah County 42,877$61,900 $464$1,548$737 $29,480 31%$18,570$14.17 $10.592.0 1.3$551


Wasatch County 1,633$73,200 $549$1,830$850 $34,000 22%$21,960$16.35 $9.672.3 1.7$503


Washington County 13,768$56,800 $426$1,420$782 $31,280 30%$17,040$15.04 $10.112.1 1.5$526


Wayne County 175$55,800 $419$1,395$615 $24,600 21%$16,740$11.83 $11.941.6 1.0$621


Weber County 22,128$70,800 $531$1,770$759 $30,360 28%$21,240$14.60 $10.112.0 1.4$526


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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Vermont


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Vermont, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $964.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $3,212 monthly or 
$38,541 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Vermont, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $8.60.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 86 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.2 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Vermont, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $11.32.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 66 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.6 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Vermont RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Vermont $1,716$964 $38,541 29%$18.53 $11.32 1.6$588$515 73,4762.2 $68,647 $20,594


Metropolitan Areas


Burlington-South Burlington MSA 26,453$77,500 $581$1,938$41,160 32%$19.79 $12.332.3 1.6$641$1,029 $23,250


$927 $37,068 27%$17.82 $10.652.1 1.7$554Combined Nonmetro Areas $64,361 $1,609 $19,308 $483 47,023


Counties


Addison County 3,567$72,000 $540$1,800$957 $38,280 25%$21,600$18.40 $11.522.1 1.6$599


Bennington County 4,299$64,500 $484$1,613$939 $37,560 28%$19,350$18.06 $10.522.1 1.7$547


Caledonia County 3,530$54,700 $410$1,368$737 $29,480 28%$16,410$14.17 $8.391.6 1.7$436


Essex County † 472$49,200 $369$1,230$754 $30,160 17%$14,760$14.50 1.7


Lamoille County 3,112$66,300 $497$1,658$992 $39,680 31%$19,890$19.08 $9.562.2 2.0$497


Orange County 2,158$65,100 $488$1,628$940 $37,600 18%$19,530$18.08 $9.092.1 2.0$473


Orleans County 2,565$51,900 $389$1,298$758 $30,320 24%$15,570$14.58 $8.881.7 1.6$462


Rutland County 7,738$62,500 $469$1,563$902 $36,080 30%$18,750$17.35 $10.352.0 1.7$538


Washington County 6,720$71,200 $534$1,780$967 $38,680 27%$21,360$18.60 $11.842.2 1.6$616


Windham County 5,813$62,500 $469$1,563$931 $37,240 30%$18,750$17.90 $12.192.1 1.5$634


Windsor County 7,049$67,400 $506$1,685$1,024 $40,960 28%$20,220$19.69 $10.272.3 1.9$534


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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This information is provided for New England states only, because only in these states do FMR and metropolitan areas include portions of counties, rather than entire counties. 


Towns within Vermont FMR Areas 
 
Burlington-South Burlington, VT MSA 
 Chittenden County 


Bolton town, Buels gore, Burlington city, Charlotte town, Colchester town, Essex town, Hinesburg town, Huntington town, Jericho town, Milton town, Richmond 
town, Shelburne town, South Burlington city, St. George town, Underhill town, Westford town, Williston town, Winooski city 


  
 Franklin County 


Bakersfield town, Berkshire town, Enosburg town, Fairfax town, Fairfield town, Fletcher town, Franklin town, Georgia town, Highgate town, Montgomery town, 
Richford town, Sheldon town, St. Albans city, St. Albans town, Swanton town 


  
 Grand Isle County 


Alburg town, Grand Isle town, Isle La Motte town, North Hero town, South Hero town 
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Virginia


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Virginia, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $1,078.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $3,592 monthly or 
$43,108 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Virginia, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 114 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.9 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Virginia, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $15.79.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 52 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.3 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Virginia RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Virginia $1,972$1,078 $43,108 32%$20.72 $15.79 1.3$821$591 944,1802.9 $78,866 $23,660


Metropolitan Areas


Blacksburg-Christiansburg-Radford HMFA 18,449$68,800 $516$1,720$30,600 46%$14.71 $9.142.0 1.6$476$765 $20,640


Charlottesville MSA 27,076$77,500 $581$1,938$43,960 35%$21.13 $12.722.9 1.7$661$1,099 $23,250


Danville MSA 13,877$45,300 $340$1,133$25,040 31%$12.04 $9.541.7 1.3$496$626 $13,590


Franklin County HMFA 4,886$56,400 $423$1,410$25,480 21%$12.25 $9.201.7 1.3$478$637 $16,920


Giles County HMFA 1,560$52,000 $390$1,300$25,040 22%$12.04 $10.641.7 1.1$553$626 $15,600


Harrisonburg MSA 16,526$59,400 $446$1,485$29,640 37%$14.25 $11.882.0 1.2$618$741 $17,820


Kingsport-Bristol-Bristol MSA 11,019$48,700 $365$1,218$25,040 27%$12.04 $10.891.7 1.1$566$626 $14,610


Louisa County HMFA 2,914$66,600 $500$1,665$28,840 22%$13.87 $13.591.9 1.0$707$721 $19,980


Lynchburg MSA 27,820$57,900 $434$1,448$29,040 28%$13.96 $11.041.9 1.3$574$726 $17,370


Pulaski County HMFA 4,086$52,000 $390$1,300$25,200 27%$12.12 $10.351.7 1.2$538$630 $15,600


Richmond HMFA * 145,358$73,900 $554$1,848$39,160 31%$18.83 $14.742.6 1.3$766$979 $22,170


Roanoke HMFA 32,253$63,600 $477$1,590$30,560 31%$14.69 $12.612.0 1.2$656$764 $19,080


Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News MSA * 218,898$73,300 $550$1,833$45,440 36%$21.85 $12.933.0 1.7$673$1,136 $21,990


Warren County HMFA 3,649$76,900 $577$1,923$35,440 26%$17.04 $9.472.4 1.8$492$886 $23,070


Washington-Arlington-Alexandria HMFA 289,480$107,300 $805$2,683$56,480 32%$27.15 $21.283.7 1.3$1,107$1,412 $32,190


Winchester MSA 11,240$65,700 $493$1,643$33,560 29%$16.13 $13.772.2 1.2$716$839 $19,710


$694 $27,753 26%$13.34 $9.891.8 1.3$514Combined Nonmetro Areas $54,045 $1,351 $16,213 $405 115,089


Counties


Accomack County 3,558$52,900 $397$1,323$739 $29,560 26%$15,870$14.21 $10.392.0 1.4$540


Albemarle County 12,667$77,500 $581$1,938$1,099 $43,960 34%$23,250$21.13 $12.962.9 1.6$674


Alexandria city 35,349$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 55%$32,190$27.15 $22.423.7 1.2$1,166


Alleghany County 1,306$54,800 $411$1,370$626 $25,040 19%$16,440$12.04 $8.461.7 1.4$440


Amelia County * 952$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 19%$22,170$18.83 $10.692.6 1.8$556


Amherst County 3,059$57,900 $434$1,448$726 $29,040 24%$17,370$13.96 $10.861.9 1.3$565


Appomattox County 1,440$57,900 $434$1,448$726 $29,040 25%$17,370$13.96 $5.791.9 2.4$301


Arlington County 49,340$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 53%$32,190$27.15 $29.373.7 0.9$1,527


Augusta County 5,207$62,700 $470$1,568$669 $26,760 19%$18,810$12.87 $11.861.8 1.1$617


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Virginia RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Bath County 293$54,200 $407$1,355$635 $25,400 15%$16,260$12.21 $12.921.7 0.9$672


Bedford city 1,041$57,900 $434$1,448$726 $29,040 38%$17,370$13.96 $11.001.9 1.3$572


Bedford County 4,275$57,900 $434$1,448$726 $29,040 16%$17,370$13.96 $8.351.9 1.7$434


Bland County 429$48,400 $363$1,210$626 $25,040 16%$14,520$12.04 $11.901.7 1.0$619


Botetourt County 1,559$63,600 $477$1,590$764 $30,560 12%$19,080$14.69 $10.552.0 1.4$549


Bristol city 3,104$48,700 $365$1,218$626 $25,040 39%$14,610$12.04 $9.071.7 1.3$472


Brunswick County 1,812$45,700 $343$1,143$652 $26,080 30%$13,710$12.54 $8.551.7 1.5$444


Buchanan County 1,943$39,100 $293$978$626 $25,040 21%$11,730$12.04 $12.861.7 0.9$669


Buckingham County 1,524$46,300 $347$1,158$626 $25,040 27%$13,890$12.04 $13.261.7 0.9$690


Buena Vista city 969$55,300 $415$1,383$678 $27,120 36%$16,590$13.04 $7.981.8 1.6$415


Campbell County 5,288$57,900 $434$1,448$726 $29,040 24%$17,370$13.96 $10.481.9 1.3$545


Caroline County * 1,812$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 17%$22,170$18.83 $10.382.6 1.8$540


Carroll County 2,819$47,000 $353$1,175$626 $25,040 22%$14,100$12.04 $7.811.7 1.5$406


Charles City County * 408$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 15%$22,170$18.83 $14.562.6 1.3$757


Charlotte County 1,021$51,300 $385$1,283$626 $25,040 23%$15,390$12.04 $6.811.7 1.8$354


Charlottesville city 10,208$77,500 $581$1,938$1,099 $43,960 59%$23,250$21.13 $13.532.9 1.6$704


Chesapeake city * 20,238$73,300 $550$1,833$1,136 $45,440 26%$21,990$21.85 $10.353.0 2.1$538


Chesterfield County * 24,754$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 22%$22,170$18.83 $12.462.6 1.5$648


Clarke County 1,295$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 23%$32,190$27.15 $11.753.7 2.3$611


Colonial Heights city * 2,477$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 35%$22,170$18.83 $10.192.6 1.8$530


Covington city 756$54,800 $411$1,370$626 $25,040 30%$16,440$12.04 $18.251.7 0.7$949


Craig County 220$63,600 $477$1,590$764 $30,560 11%$19,080$14.69 $12.502.0 1.2$650


Culpeper County 4,274$80,200 $602$2,005$948 $37,920 27%$24,060$18.23 $10.612.5 1.7$552


Cumberland County * 953$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 24%$22,170$18.83 $8.272.6 2.3$430


Danville city 8,512$45,300 $340$1,133$626 $25,040 45%$13,590$12.04 $9.711.7 1.2$505


Dickenson County 1,348$36,200 $272$905$626 $25,040 22%$10,860$12.04 $12.471.7 1.0$648


Dinwiddie County * 2,156$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 22%$22,170$18.83 $15.712.6 1.2$817


Emporia city 1,309$47,400 $356$1,185$628 $25,120 52%$14,220$12.08 $8.891.7 1.4$462


Essex County 1,041$56,100 $421$1,403$798 $31,920 24%$16,830$15.35 $8.662.1 1.8$450


Fairfax city 2,590$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 31%$32,190$27.15 $17.273.7 1.6$898


Fairfax County 111,787$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 29%$32,190$27.15 $24.183.7 1.1$1,258


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Virginia RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Falls Church city 1,841$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 38%$32,190$27.15 $16.153.7 1.7$840


Fauquier County 4,905$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 21%$32,190$27.15 $10.623.7 2.6$552


Floyd County 1,391$53,900 $404$1,348$626 $25,040 23%$16,170$12.04 $11.241.7 1.1$585


Fluvanna County 1,206$77,500 $581$1,938$1,099 $43,960 13%$23,250$21.13 $8.942.9 2.4$465


Franklin city 1,997$55,800 $419$1,395$777 $31,080 58%$16,740$14.94 $10.092.1 1.5$525


Franklin County 4,886$56,400 $423$1,410$637 $25,480 21%$16,920$12.25 $9.201.7 1.3$478


Frederick County 6,147$65,700 $493$1,643$839 $33,560 21%$19,710$16.13 $12.222.2 1.3$635


Fredericksburg city 5,722$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 61%$32,190$27.15 $13.713.7 2.0$713


Galax city 1,298$47,000 $353$1,175$626 $25,040 37%$14,100$12.04 $9.381.7 1.3$488


Giles County 1,560$52,000 $390$1,300$626 $25,040 22%$15,600$12.04 $10.641.7 1.1$553


Gloucester County * 2,212$73,300 $550$1,833$1,136 $45,440 16%$21,990$21.85 $8.033.0 2.7$418


Goochland County * 565$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 7%$22,170$18.83 $21.932.6 0.9$1,140


Grayson County 1,348$42,700 $320$1,068$626 $25,040 20%$12,810$12.04 $7.831.7 1.5$407


Greene County 1,363$77,500 $581$1,938$1,099 $43,960 20%$23,250$21.13 $8.882.9 2.4$462


Greensville County 904$47,400 $356$1,185$628 $25,120 28%$14,220$12.08 $10.721.7 1.1$557


Halifax County 3,461$47,300 $355$1,183$626 $25,040 24%$14,190$12.04 $8.831.7 1.4$459


Hampton city * 20,502$73,300 $550$1,833$1,136 $45,440 39%$21,990$21.85 $12.333.0 1.8$641


Hanover County * 5,894$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 16%$22,170$18.83 $10.002.6 1.9$520


Harrisonburg city 9,512$59,400 $446$1,485$741 $29,640 63%$17,820$14.25 $11.382.0 1.3$592


Henrico County * 41,481$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 34%$22,170$18.83 $15.562.6 1.2$809


Henry County 5,830$40,900 $307$1,023$626 $25,040 25%$12,270$12.04 $10.191.7 1.2$530


Highland County 220$54,600 $410$1,365$626 $25,040 20%$16,380$12.04 $5.741.7 2.1$299


Hopewell city * 4,418$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 50%$22,170$18.83 $19.532.6 1.0$1,015


Isle of Wight County * 2,540$73,300 $550$1,833$1,136 $45,440 19%$21,990$21.85 $7.793.0 2.8$405


James City County * 6,356$73,300 $550$1,833$1,136 $45,440 24%$21,990$21.85 $10.183.0 2.1$530


King and Queen County * 566$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 20%$22,170$18.83 $15.672.6 1.2$815


King George County 2,067$92,600 $695$2,315$987 $39,480 25%$27,780$18.98 $15.092.6 1.3$785


King William County * 1,004$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 17%$22,170$18.83 $11.512.6 1.6$599


Lancaster County 1,272$58,500 $439$1,463$859 $34,360 23%$17,550$16.52 $11.602.3 1.4$603


Lee County 2,501$43,800 $329$1,095$626 $25,040 25%$13,140$12.04 $7.491.7 1.6$389


Lexington city 847$55,300 $415$1,383$678 $27,120 49%$16,590$13.04 $9.831.8 1.3$511


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Virginia RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Loudoun County 20,774$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 21%$32,190$27.15 $16.093.7 1.7$837


Louisa County 2,914$66,600 $500$1,665$721 $28,840 22%$19,980$13.87 $13.591.9 1.0$707


Lunenburg County 1,204$44,600 $335$1,115$659 $26,360 27%$13,380$12.67 $8.171.7 1.6$425


Lynchburg city 12,717$57,900 $434$1,448$726 $29,040 45%$17,370$13.96 $12.221.9 1.1$636


Madison County 1,075$69,300 $520$1,733$715 $28,600 21%$20,790$13.75 $12.071.9 1.1$628


Manassas city 3,989$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 34%$32,190$27.15 $16.853.7 1.6$876


Manassas Park city 1,371$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 32%$32,190$27.15 $16.523.7 1.6$859


Martinsville city 2,514$40,900 $307$1,023$626 $25,040 42%$12,270$12.04 $7.411.7 1.6$386


Mathews County * 642$73,300 $550$1,833$1,136 $45,440 17%$21,990$21.85 $5.643.0 3.9$293


Mecklenburg County 3,201$49,100 $368$1,228$626 $25,040 26%$14,730$12.04 $9.261.7 1.3$482


Middlesex County 800$67,800 $509$1,695$636 $25,440 18%$20,340$12.23 $8.771.7 1.4$456


Montgomery County 15,549$68,800 $516$1,720$765 $30,600 45%$20,640$14.71 $8.902.0 1.7$463


Nelson County 1,632$77,500 $581$1,938$1,099 $43,960 25%$23,250$21.13 $10.242.9 2.1$532


New Kent County * 599$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 9%$22,170$18.83 $8.662.6 2.2$450


Newport News city * 33,698$73,300 $550$1,833$1,136 $45,440 48%$21,990$21.85 $15.603.0 1.4$811


Norfolk city * 45,607$73,300 $550$1,833$1,136 $45,440 54%$21,990$21.85 $15.873.0 1.4$825


Northampton County 1,588$51,000 $383$1,275$734 $29,360 31%$15,300$14.12 $8.401.9 1.7$437


Northumberland County 943$64,700 $485$1,618$750 $30,000 17%$19,410$14.42 $9.482.0 1.5$493


Norton city 791$45,100 $338$1,128$626 $25,040 45%$13,530$12.04 $9.691.7 1.2$504


Nottoway County 1,800$47,400 $356$1,185$723 $28,920 32%$14,220$13.90 $11.431.9 1.2$594


Orange County 2,992$67,900 $509$1,698$918 $36,720 24%$20,370$17.65 $11.352.4 1.6$590


Page County 2,355$54,800 $411$1,370$699 $27,960 25%$16,440$13.44 $7.691.9 1.7$400


Patrick County 1,453$43,700 $328$1,093$626 $25,040 20%$13,110$12.04 $7.151.7 1.7$372


Petersburg city * 6,347$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 52%$22,170$18.83 $13.552.6 1.4$705


Pittsylvania County 5,365$45,300 $340$1,133$626 $25,040 20%$13,590$12.04 $9.121.7 1.3$474


Poquoson city *† 740$73,300 $550$1,833$1,136 $45,440 16%$21,990$21.85 3.0


Portsmouth city * 14,392$73,300 $550$1,833$1,136 $45,440 39%$21,990$21.85 $12.023.0 1.8$625


Powhatan County * 1,062$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 11%$22,170$18.83 $10.062.6 1.9$523


Prince Edward County 2,517$53,000 $398$1,325$735 $29,400 34%$15,900$14.13 $8.861.9 1.6$461


Prince George County * 2,584$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 24%$22,170$18.83 $13.022.6 1.4$677


Prince William County 32,834$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 26%$32,190$27.15 $11.353.7 2.4$590


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Virginia RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Pulaski County 4,086$52,000 $390$1,300$630 $25,200 27%$15,600$12.12 $10.351.7 1.2$538


Radford city 2,900$68,800 $516$1,720$765 $30,600 51%$20,640$14.71 $10.872.0 1.4$565


Rappahannock County 824$80,700 $605$2,018$946 $37,840 25%$24,210$18.19 $15.802.5 1.2$822


Richmond city * 46,041$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 55%$22,170$18.83 $17.662.6 1.1$918


Richmond County 612$64,000 $480$1,600$713 $28,520 21%$19,200$13.71 $9.621.9 1.4$500


Roanoke city 18,680$63,600 $477$1,590$764 $30,560 44%$19,080$14.69 $12.912.0 1.1$671


Roanoke County 8,709$63,600 $477$1,590$764 $30,560 23%$19,080$14.69 $10.952.0 1.3$569


Rockbridge County 2,458$55,300 $415$1,383$678 $27,120 26%$16,590$13.04 $8.181.8 1.6$425


Rockingham County 7,014$59,400 $446$1,485$741 $29,640 24%$17,820$14.25 $12.402.0 1.1$645


Russell County 2,636$45,300 $340$1,133$626 $25,040 23%$13,590$12.04 $7.131.7 1.7$371


Salem city 3,085$63,600 $477$1,590$764 $30,560 31%$19,080$14.69 $15.282.0 1.0$794


Scott County 2,130$48,700 $365$1,218$626 $25,040 22%$14,610$12.04 $7.791.7 1.5$405


Shenandoah County 5,090$65,200 $489$1,630$761 $30,440 30%$19,560$14.63 $9.492.0 1.5$493


Smyth County 3,626$46,500 $349$1,163$626 $25,040 29%$13,950$12.04 $9.921.7 1.2$516


Southampton County 1,734$55,800 $419$1,395$777 $31,080 26%$16,740$14.94 $8.682.1 1.7$451


Spotsylvania County 9,078$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 22%$32,190$27.15 $10.793.7 2.5$561


Stafford County 8,605$107,300 $805$2,683$1,412 $56,480 21%$32,190$27.15 $11.433.7 2.4$594


Staunton city 4,143$62,700 $470$1,568$669 $26,760 39%$18,810$12.87 $7.671.8 1.7$399


Suffolk city * 7,536$73,300 $550$1,833$1,136 $45,440 25%$21,990$21.85 $9.273.0 2.4$482


Surry County * 659$73,300 $550$1,833$1,136 $45,440 26%$21,990$21.85 $24.883.0 0.9$1,294


Sussex County * 1,285$73,900 $554$1,848$979 $39,160 36%$22,170$18.83 $10.802.6 1.7$562


Tazewell County 4,914$46,200 $347$1,155$626 $25,040 27%$13,860$12.04 $8.821.7 1.4$458


Virginia Beach city * 55,876$73,300 $550$1,833$1,136 $45,440 34%$21,990$21.85 $13.003.0 1.7$676


Warren County 3,649$76,900 $577$1,923$886 $35,440 26%$23,070$17.04 $9.472.4 1.8$492


Washington County 5,785$48,700 $365$1,218$626 $25,040 25%$14,610$12.04 $12.641.7 1.0$657


Waynesboro city 3,621$62,700 $470$1,568$669 $26,760 41%$18,810$12.87 $7.871.8 1.6$409


Westmoreland County 1,768$63,400 $476$1,585$896 $35,840 25%$19,020$17.23 $9.642.4 1.8$501


Williamsburg city * 2,376$73,300 $550$1,833$1,136 $45,440 56%$21,990$21.85 $11.463.0 1.9$596


Winchester city 5,093$65,700 $493$1,643$839 $33,560 50%$19,710$16.13 $15.142.2 1.1$787


Wise County 4,638$45,100 $338$1,128$626 $25,040 30%$13,530$12.04 $12.021.7 1.0$625


Wythe County 3,047$50,100 $376$1,253$626 $25,040 26%$15,030$12.04 $9.581.7 1.3$498


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Virginia RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)
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affordable
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wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


York County * 5,524$73,300 $550$1,833$1,136 $45,440 23%$21,990$21.85 $9.283.0 2.4$483


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


* 50th percentile FMR (See Appendix A).  † Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Washington


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Washington, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $966.  In order to afford this level of 
rent and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $3,221 monthly or 
$38,652 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Washington, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $9.19.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 81 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must 
include 2.0 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR 
affordable.


In Washington, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $14.91.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 50 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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Washington RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Washington $1,845$966 $38,652 36%$18.58 $14.91 1.2$775$554 926,3192.0 $73,807 $22,142


Metropolitan Areas


Bellingham MSA 29,326$69,800 $524$1,745$36,080 37%$17.35 $11.081.9 1.6$576$902 $20,940


Bremerton-Silverdale MSA 31,253$73,100 $548$1,828$37,360 32%$17.96 $10.462.0 1.7$544$934 $21,930


Kennewick-Pasco-Richland MSA 26,482$67,800 $509$1,695$30,800 31%$14.81 $11.931.6 1.2$620$770 $20,340


Lewiston MSA 2,545$57,700 $433$1,443$26,280 29%$12.63 $8.551.4 1.5$445$657 $17,310


Longview MSA 13,011$53,400 $401$1,335$28,280 33%$13.60 $10.601.5 1.3$551$707 $16,020


Mount Vernon-Anacortes MSA 14,152$67,800 $509$1,695$35,960 31%$17.29 $11.301.9 1.5$587$899 $20,340


Olympia MSA 32,656$77,300 $580$1,933$38,520 33%$18.52 $11.492.0 1.6$598$963 $23,190


Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton MSA 52,771$68,300 $512$1,708$36,480 33%$17.54 $12.481.9 1.4$649$912 $20,490


Seattle-Bellevue HMFA 405,176$86,700 $650$2,168$44,160 38%$21.23 $18.522.3 1.1$963$1,104 $26,010


Spokane MSA 65,740$62,900 $472$1,573$31,120 35%$14.96 $10.641.6 1.4$553$778 $18,870


Tacoma HMFA 109,840$70,200 $527$1,755$38,560 37%$18.54 $12.822.0 1.4$667$964 $21,060


Wenatchee-East Wenatchee MSA 12,926$58,700 $440$1,468$32,720 32%$15.73 $10.371.7 1.5$539$818 $17,610


Yakima MSA 29,015$49,600 $372$1,240$28,000 36%$13.46 $9.531.5 1.4$496$700 $14,880


$795 $31,817 31%$15.30 $9.241.7 1.7$480Combined Nonmetro Areas $57,477 $1,437 $17,243 $431 101,426


Counties


Adams County 2,100$46,300 $347$1,158$626 $25,040 37%$13,890$12.04 $12.671.3 1.0$659


Asotin County 2,545$57,700 $433$1,443$657 $26,280 29%$17,310$12.63 $8.551.4 1.5$445


Benton County 19,255$67,800 $509$1,695$770 $30,800 30%$20,340$14.81 $13.201.6 1.1$686


Chelan County 9,011$58,700 $440$1,468$818 $32,720 34%$17,610$15.73 $10.831.7 1.5$563


Clallam County 8,969$56,700 $425$1,418$973 $38,920 29%$17,010$18.71 $9.452.0 2.0$492


Clark County 51,659$68,300 $512$1,708$912 $36,480 33%$20,490$17.54 $12.551.9 1.4$653


Columbia County 470$56,800 $426$1,420$636 $25,440 26%$17,040$12.23 $6.801.3 1.8$354


Cowlitz County 13,011$53,400 $401$1,335$707 $28,280 33%$16,020$13.60 $10.601.5 1.3$551


Douglas County 3,915$58,700 $440$1,468$818 $32,720 28%$17,610$15.73 $8.641.7 1.8$449


Ferry County 705$46,300 $347$1,158$638 $25,520 25%$13,890$12.27 $8.871.3 1.4$461


Franklin County 7,227$67,800 $509$1,695$770 $30,800 33%$20,340$14.81 $8.241.6 1.8$429


Garfield County 245$59,300 $445$1,483$626 $25,040 26%$17,790$12.04 $12.181.3 1.0$634


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


National Low Income Housing Coalition  •  Out of Reach 2013 220







Washington RENTER HOUSEHOLDS
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(2007-2011)
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(2007-2011)
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wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
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hourly wage 
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Full-time  jobs 
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afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Grant County 11,808$49,100 $368$1,228$759 $30,360 39%$14,730$14.60 $10.021.6 1.5$521


Grays Harbor County 8,328$54,300 $407$1,358$673 $26,920 30%$16,290$12.94 $9.931.4 1.3$516


Island County 9,341$67,400 $506$1,685$875 $35,000 28%$20,220$16.83 $9.881.8 1.7$514


Jefferson County 3,996$63,700 $478$1,593$952 $38,080 28%$19,110$18.31 $8.092.0 2.3$421


King County 319,385$86,700 $650$2,168$1,104 $44,160 40%$26,010$21.23 $19.232.3 1.1$1,000


Kitsap County 31,253$73,100 $548$1,828$934 $37,360 32%$21,930$17.96 $10.462.0 1.7$544


Kittitas County 7,141$65,100 $488$1,628$828 $33,120 43%$19,530$15.92 $6.661.7 2.4$347


Klickitat County 2,521$48,900 $367$1,223$735 $29,400 31%$14,670$14.13 $11.841.5 1.2$616


Lewis County 8,645$54,600 $410$1,365$830 $33,200 29%$16,380$15.96 $10.581.7 1.5$550


Lincoln County 979$55,400 $416$1,385$722 $28,880 21%$16,620$13.88 $7.911.5 1.8$411


Mason County 4,725$60,400 $453$1,510$879 $35,160 21%$18,120$16.90 $7.061.8 2.4$367


Okanogan County 4,969$51,500 $386$1,288$679 $27,160 32%$15,450$13.06 $6.121.4 2.1$318


Pacific County 2,401$54,700 $410$1,368$748 $29,920 26%$16,410$14.38 $6.811.6 2.1$354


Pend Oreille County 1,181$49,900 $374$1,248$687 $27,480 22%$14,970$13.21 $6.911.4 1.9$359


Pierce County 109,840$70,200 $527$1,755$964 $38,560 37%$21,060$18.54 $12.822.0 1.4$667


San Juan County 2,476$64,900 $487$1,623$938 $37,520 31%$19,470$18.04 $9.682.0 1.9$503


Skagit County 14,152$67,800 $509$1,695$899 $35,960 31%$20,340$17.29 $11.301.9 1.5$587


Skamania County 1,112$68,300 $512$1,708$912 $36,480 25%$20,490$17.54 $7.151.9 2.5$372


Snohomish County 85,791$86,700 $650$2,168$1,104 $44,160 32%$26,010$21.23 $15.202.3 1.4$790


Spokane County 65,740$62,900 $472$1,573$778 $31,120 35%$18,870$14.96 $10.641.6 1.4$553


Stevens County 3,375$54,800 $411$1,370$664 $26,560 19%$16,440$12.77 $8.731.4 1.5$454


Thurston County 32,656$77,300 $580$1,933$963 $38,520 33%$23,190$18.52 $11.492.0 1.6$598


Wahkiakum County 372$50,200 $377$1,255$698 $27,920 23%$15,060$13.42 $7.211.5 1.9$375


Walla Walla County 8,167$59,300 $445$1,483$760 $30,400 38%$17,790$14.62 $10.191.6 1.4$530


Whatcom County 29,326$69,800 $524$1,745$902 $36,080 37%$20,940$17.35 $11.081.9 1.6$576


Whitman County 8,512$65,500 $491$1,638$749 $29,960 53%$19,650$14.40 $7.771.6 1.9$404


Yakima County 29,015$49,600 $372$1,240$700 $28,000 36%$14,880$13.46 $9.531.5 1.4$496


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  
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West Virginia


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In West Virginia, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $642.  In order to afford this level of 
rent and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,141 monthly or 
$25,693 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In West Virginia, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 68 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must 
include 1.7 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR 
affordable.


In West Virginia, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $10.18.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 49 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.2 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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West Virginia RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


West Virginia $1,340$642 $25,693 26%$12.35 $10.18 1.2$529$402 190,2961.7 $53,611 $16,083


Metropolitan Areas


Boone County HMFA 2,207$51,000 $383$1,275$23,080 23%$11.10 $14.891.5 0.7$774$577 $15,300


Charleston HMFA 29,083$57,900 $434$1,448$24,960 25%$12.00 $12.251.7 1.0$637$624 $17,370


Cumberland MSA 3,012$53,300 $400$1,333$25,280 27%$12.15 $8.781.7 1.4$457$632 $15,990


Huntington-Ashland MSA 19,023$50,800 $381$1,270$25,080 33%$12.06 $9.511.7 1.3$494$627 $15,240


Jefferson County HMFA 4,433$82,000 $615$2,050$36,040 23%$17.33 $8.752.4 2.0$455$901 $24,600


Martinsburg HMFA 12,011$64,000 $480$1,600$28,320 26%$13.62 $9.031.9 1.5$470$708 $19,200


Morgantown MSA 17,329$64,400 $483$1,610$29,680 36%$14.27 $9.052.0 1.6$470$742 $19,320


Parkersburg-Marietta-Vienna MSA 10,243$57,400 $431$1,435$25,800 25%$12.40 $8.141.7 1.5$423$645 $17,220


Steubenville-Weirton MSA 5,202$50,300 $377$1,258$24,600 23%$11.83 $10.511.6 1.1$547$615 $15,090


Wheeling MSA 8,351$51,700 $388$1,293$24,600 26%$11.83 $9.681.6 1.2$503$615 $15,510


Winchester MSA 4,052$65,700 $493$1,643$33,560 39%$16.13 $8.532.2 1.9$443$839 $19,710


$601 $24,037 23%$11.56 $10.051.6 1.2$522Combined Nonmetro Areas $47,462 $1,187 $14,238 $356 75,350


Counties


Barbour County 1,473$41,900 $314$1,048$624 $24,960 24%$12,570$12.00 $7.801.7 1.5$406


Berkeley County 9,641$64,000 $480$1,600$708 $28,320 25%$19,200$13.62 $9.011.9 1.5$469


Boone County 2,207$51,000 $383$1,275$577 $23,080 23%$15,300$11.10 $14.891.5 0.7$774


Braxton County 1,372$43,000 $323$1,075$587 $23,480 23%$12,900$11.29 $8.461.6 1.3$440


Brooke County 2,052$50,300 $377$1,258$615 $24,600 21%$15,090$11.83 $11.521.6 1.0$599


Cabell County 15,172$50,800 $381$1,270$627 $25,080 38%$15,240$12.06 $9.601.7 1.3$499


Calhoun County 721$37,100 $278$928$577 $23,080 23%$11,130$11.10 $12.111.5 0.9$630


Clay County 696$57,900 $434$1,448$624 $24,960 20%$17,370$12.00 $9.861.7 1.2$513


Doddridge County 495$36,200 $272$905$606 $24,240 18%$10,860$11.65 $7.681.6 1.5$400


Fayette County 3,962$44,700 $335$1,118$577 $23,080 22%$13,410$11.10 $9.901.5 1.1$515


Gilmer County 582$40,400 $303$1,010$593 $23,720 24%$12,120$11.40 $8.391.6 1.4$436


Grant County 1,053$49,100 $368$1,228$734 $29,360 21%$14,730$14.12 $12.611.9 1.1$655


Greenbrier County 3,918$45,900 $344$1,148$625 $25,000 25%$13,770$12.02 $9.741.7 1.2$506


Hampshire County 4,052$65,700 $493$1,643$839 $33,560 39%$19,710$16.13 $8.532.2 1.9$443


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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West Virginia RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Hancock County 3,150$50,300 $377$1,258$615 $24,600 24%$15,090$11.83 $9.801.6 1.2$510


Hardy County 1,148$44,000 $330$1,100$598 $23,920 24%$13,200$11.50 $9.681.6 1.2$503


Harrison County 7,372$54,200 $407$1,355$586 $23,440 27%$16,260$11.27 $8.841.6 1.3$460


Jackson County 2,348$52,500 $394$1,313$579 $23,160 20%$15,750$11.13 $8.231.5 1.4$428


Jefferson County 4,433$82,000 $615$2,050$901 $36,040 23%$24,600$17.33 $8.752.4 2.0$455


Kanawha County 23,603$57,900 $434$1,448$624 $24,960 29%$17,370$12.00 $12.281.7 1.0$639


Lewis County 1,819$44,900 $337$1,123$591 $23,640 28%$13,470$11.37 $13.311.6 0.9$692


Lincoln County 1,869$57,900 $434$1,448$624 $24,960 21%$17,370$12.00 $10.881.7 1.1$566


Logan County 3,985$46,200 $347$1,155$577 $23,080 27%$13,860$11.10 $13.561.5 0.8$705


Marion County 5,651$52,100 $391$1,303$622 $24,880 25%$15,630$11.96 $10.661.6 1.1$554


Marshall County 2,896$51,700 $388$1,293$615 $24,600 21%$15,510$11.83 $13.341.6 0.9$694


Mason County 2,218$44,700 $335$1,118$577 $23,080 21%$13,410$11.10 $11.761.5 0.9$611


McDowell County 1,982$30,200 $227$755$577 $23,080 24%$9,060$11.10 $14.901.5 0.7$775


Mercer County 6,850$45,200 $339$1,130$577 $23,080 27%$13,560$11.10 $8.381.5 1.3$436


Mineral County 3,012$53,300 $400$1,333$632 $25,280 27%$15,990$12.15 $8.781.7 1.4$457


Mingo County 2,487$42,700 $320$1,068$577 $23,080 23%$12,810$11.10 $14.701.5 0.8$764


Monongalia County 15,097$64,400 $483$1,610$742 $29,680 43%$19,320$14.27 $9.122.0 1.6$474


Monroe County 765$47,900 $359$1,198$577 $23,080 14%$14,370$11.10 $11.561.5 1.0$601


Morgan County 2,370$64,000 $480$1,600$708 $28,320 33%$19,200$13.62 $9.261.9 1.5$482


Nicholas County 1,837$48,000 $360$1,200$577 $23,080 18%$14,400$11.10 $8.761.5 1.3$456


Ohio County 5,455$51,700 $388$1,293$615 $24,600 29%$15,510$11.83 $8.371.6 1.4$435


Pendleton County 755$52,700 $395$1,318$577 $23,080 23%$15,810$11.10 $11.271.5 1.0$586


Pleasants County 518$57,400 $431$1,435$645 $25,800 20%$17,220$12.40 $9.221.7 1.3$480


Pocahontas County 694$43,500 $326$1,088$583 $23,320 18%$13,050$11.21 $7.091.5 1.6$369


Preston County 2,232$64,400 $483$1,610$742 $29,680 17%$19,320$14.27 $8.372.0 1.7$435


Putnam County 2,915$57,900 $434$1,448$624 $24,960 14%$17,370$12.00 $12.451.7 1.0$647


Raleigh County 7,510$55,900 $419$1,398$701 $28,040 24%$16,770$13.48 $10.471.9 1.3$544


Randolph County 2,550$50,000 $375$1,250$577 $23,080 23%$15,000$11.10 $6.701.5 1.7$348


Ritchie County 872$42,400 $318$1,060$577 $23,080 21%$12,720$11.10 $10.011.5 1.1$521


Roane County 1,396$37,500 $281$938$577 $23,080 23%$11,250$11.10 $9.131.5 1.2$475


Summers County 1,028$41,700 $313$1,043$590 $23,600 20%$12,510$11.35 $7.551.6 1.5$392


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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West Virginia RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Taylor County 1,436$48,500 $364$1,213$577 $23,080 22%$14,550$11.10 $7.221.5 1.5$375


Tucker County 636$46,000 $345$1,150$577 $23,080 20%$13,800$11.10 $6.641.5 1.7$345


Tyler County 565$44,900 $337$1,123$577 $23,080 15%$13,470$11.10 $9.391.5 1.2$488


Upshur County 1,975$47,800 $359$1,195$587 $23,480 22%$14,340$11.29 $10.781.6 1.0$561


Wayne County 3,851$50,800 $381$1,270$627 $25,080 23%$15,240$12.06 $8.771.7 1.4$456


Webster County 828$37,700 $283$943$577 $23,080 21%$11,310$11.10 $13.941.5 0.8$725


Wetzel County 1,431$51,600 $387$1,290$577 $23,080 21%$15,480$11.10 $5.941.5 1.9$309


Wirt County † 386$57,400 $431$1,435$645 $25,800 17%$17,220$12.40 1.7


Wood County 9,339$57,400 $431$1,435$645 $25,800 26%$17,220$12.40 $8.071.7 1.5$420


Wyoming County 1,636$49,100 $368$1,228$577 $23,080 18%$14,730$11.10 $11.721.5 0.9$610


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Wisconsin


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Wisconsin, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $763.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,543 monthly or 
$30,518 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Wisconsin, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 81 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.0 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Wisconsin, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $11.22.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-
bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 52 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per 
week year-round, a household must include 1.3 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-
bedroom FMR affordable.
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Wisconsin RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Wisconsin $1,680$763 $30,518 31%$14.67 $11.22 1.3$583$504 705,0192.0 $67,217 $20,165


Metropolitan Areas


Appleton MSA 22,055$72,200 $542$1,805$27,240 25%$13.10 $10.491.8 1.2$545$681 $21,660


Columbia County HMFA 5,525$69,800 $524$1,745$29,440 24%$14.15 $9.542.0 1.5$496$736 $20,940


Duluth MSA 6,060$60,900 $457$1,523$29,000 32%$13.94 $8.851.9 1.6$460$725 $18,270


Eau Claire MSA 20,490$65,300 $490$1,633$26,320 32%$12.65 $9.221.7 1.4$479$658 $19,590


Fond du Lac MSA 11,568$65,600 $492$1,640$26,800 28%$12.88 $9.481.8 1.4$493$670 $19,680


Green Bay HMFA 33,747$65,500 $491$1,638$27,400 32%$13.17 $11.351.8 1.2$590$685 $19,650


Iowa County HMFA 2,184$71,300 $535$1,783$29,840 23%$14.35 $9.082.0 1.6$472$746 $21,390


Janesville MSA 17,046$60,700 $455$1,518$29,360 27%$14.12 $9.561.9 1.5$497$734 $18,210


Kenosha County HMFA 19,610$69,600 $522$1,740$32,040 32%$15.40 $10.002.1 1.5$520$801 $20,880


La Crosse MSA 15,886$69,200 $519$1,730$27,960 35%$13.44 $9.961.9 1.3$518$699 $20,760


Madison HMFA 77,588$80,900 $607$2,023$35,560 39%$17.10 $12.002.4 1.4$624$889 $24,270


Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis MSA 232,518$70,200 $527$1,755$33,120 38%$15.92 $13.302.2 1.2$692$828 $21,060


Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington MSA 10,445$82,300 $617$2,058$36,800 22%$17.69 $7.952.4 2.2$413$920 $24,690


Oconto County HMFA 2,961$58,800 $441$1,470$25,040 18%$12.04 $6.171.7 2.0$321$626 $17,640


Oshkosh-Neenah MSA 21,288$65,800 $494$1,645$26,760 32%$12.87 $12.281.8 1.0$638$669 $19,740


Racine MSA 22,867$66,100 $496$1,653$29,320 30%$14.10 $10.991.9 1.3$572$733 $19,830


Sheboygan MSA 12,767$64,600 $485$1,615$32,120 28%$15.44 $10.912.1 1.4$567$803 $19,380


Wausau MSA 13,482$65,200 $489$1,630$25,520 26%$12.27 $10.241.7 1.2$532$638 $19,560


$677 $27,093 25%$13.03 $9.281.8 1.4$483Combined Nonmetro Areas $59,998 $1,500 $17,999 $450 156,932


Counties


Adams County 1,679$48,700 $365$1,218$626 $25,040 18%$14,610$12.04 $9.221.7 1.3$479


Ashland County 2,069$47,200 $354$1,180$626 $25,040 30%$14,160$12.04 $9.171.7 1.3$477


Barron County 4,809$55,500 $416$1,388$654 $26,160 25%$16,650$12.58 $8.291.7 1.5$431


Bayfield County 1,216$57,300 $430$1,433$626 $25,040 18%$17,190$12.04 $6.021.7 2.0$313


Brown County 32,216$65,500 $491$1,638$685 $27,400 33%$19,650$13.17 $11.441.8 1.2$595


Buffalo County 1,307$58,600 $440$1,465$682 $27,280 23%$17,580$13.12 $9.591.8 1.4$499


Burnett County 1,463$50,900 $382$1,273$661 $26,440 20%$15,270$12.71 $7.881.8 1.6$410


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Wisconsin RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Calumet County 3,118$72,200 $542$1,805$681 $27,240 17%$21,660$13.10 $8.511.8 1.5$443


Chippewa County 6,473$65,300 $490$1,633$658 $26,320 27%$19,590$12.65 $8.731.7 1.4$454


Clark County 2,809$54,700 $410$1,368$628 $25,120 21%$16,410$12.08 $9.531.7 1.3$496


Columbia County 5,525$69,800 $524$1,745$736 $29,440 24%$20,940$14.15 $9.542.0 1.5$496


Crawford County 1,613$54,700 $410$1,368$626 $25,040 24%$16,410$12.04 $7.271.7 1.7$378


Dane County 77,588$80,900 $607$2,023$889 $35,560 39%$24,270$17.10 $12.002.4 1.4$624


Dodge County 8,855$61,200 $459$1,530$728 $29,120 26%$18,360$14.00 $10.711.9 1.3$557


Door County 3,286$63,900 $479$1,598$730 $29,200 24%$19,170$14.04 $7.771.9 1.8$404


Douglas County 6,060$60,900 $457$1,523$725 $29,000 32%$18,270$13.94 $8.851.9 1.6$460


Dunn County 5,054$64,800 $486$1,620$674 $26,960 31%$19,440$12.96 $9.611.8 1.3$500


Eau Claire County 14,017$65,300 $490$1,633$658 $26,320 36%$19,590$12.65 $9.401.7 1.3$489


Florence County 279$47,800 $359$1,195$626 $25,040 14%$14,340$12.04 $3.301.7 3.7$171


Fond du Lac County 11,568$65,600 $492$1,640$670 $26,800 28%$19,680$12.88 $9.481.8 1.4$493


Forest County 942$47,100 $353$1,178$626 $25,040 23%$14,130$12.04 $7.151.7 1.7$372


Grant County 4,971$58,200 $437$1,455$626 $25,040 26%$17,460$12.04 $8.001.7 1.5$416


Green County 3,409$68,100 $511$1,703$709 $28,360 23%$20,430$13.63 $9.031.9 1.5$470


Green Lake County 1,868$65,100 $488$1,628$626 $25,040 23%$19,530$12.04 $9.881.7 1.2$514


Iowa County 2,184$71,300 $535$1,783$746 $29,840 23%$21,390$14.35 $9.082.0 1.6$472


Iron County 620$48,700 $365$1,218$626 $25,040 21%$14,610$12.04 $5.641.7 2.1$294


Jackson County 1,982$55,100 $413$1,378$626 $25,040 24%$16,530$12.04 $11.181.7 1.1$581


Jefferson County 8,864$62,900 $472$1,573$737 $29,480 28%$18,870$14.17 $9.542.0 1.5$496


Juneau County 2,549$57,500 $431$1,438$626 $25,040 23%$17,250$12.04 $9.911.7 1.2$515


Kenosha County 19,610$69,600 $522$1,740$801 $32,040 32%$20,880$15.40 $10.002.1 1.5$520


Kewaunee County 1,531$65,500 $491$1,638$685 $27,400 19%$19,650$13.17 $9.471.8 1.4$492


La Crosse County 15,886$69,200 $519$1,730$699 $27,960 35%$20,760$13.44 $9.961.9 1.3$518


Lafayette County 1,351$61,700 $463$1,543$626 $25,040 21%$18,510$12.04 $8.191.7 1.5$426


Langlade County 1,932$53,000 $398$1,325$626 $25,040 22%$15,900$12.04 $6.771.7 1.8$352


Lincoln County 3,030$62,900 $472$1,573$629 $25,160 24%$18,870$12.10 $8.631.7 1.4$449


Manitowoc County 8,006$64,900 $487$1,623$626 $25,040 23%$19,470$12.04 $10.081.7 1.2$524


Marathon County 13,482$65,200 $489$1,630$638 $25,520 26%$19,560$12.27 $10.241.7 1.2$532


Marinette County 4,163$53,400 $401$1,335$626 $25,040 22%$16,020$12.04 $10.691.7 1.1$556


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Wisconsin RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Marquette County 1,343$56,800 $426$1,420$702 $28,080 20%$17,040$13.50 $8.281.9 1.6$430


Menominee County † 470$39,500 $296$988$683 $27,320 33%$11,850$13.13 1.8


Milwaukee County 178,750$70,200 $527$1,755$828 $33,120 47%$21,060$15.92 $14.602.2 1.1$759


Monroe County 5,023$62,400 $468$1,560$666 $26,640 29%$18,720$12.81 $10.471.8 1.2$544


Oconto County 2,961$58,800 $441$1,470$626 $25,040 18%$17,640$12.04 $6.171.7 2.0$321


Oneida County 3,461$59,600 $447$1,490$658 $26,320 20%$17,880$12.65 $9.121.7 1.4$474


Outagamie County 18,937$72,200 $542$1,805$681 $27,240 27%$21,660$13.10 $10.721.8 1.2$557


Ozaukee County 7,604$70,200 $527$1,755$828 $33,120 22%$21,060$15.92 $9.982.2 1.6$519


Pepin County 733$61,400 $461$1,535$626 $25,040 24%$18,420$12.04 $8.611.7 1.4$448


Pierce County 3,564$82,300 $617$2,058$920 $36,800 24%$24,690$17.69 $7.302.4 2.4$380


Polk County 3,584$63,000 $473$1,575$742 $29,680 20%$18,900$14.27 $8.772.0 1.6$456


Portage County 8,654$67,600 $507$1,690$684 $27,360 31%$20,280$13.15 $9.051.8 1.5$470


Price County 1,402$57,100 $428$1,428$626 $25,040 21%$17,130$12.04 $8.921.7 1.4$464


Racine County 22,867$66,100 $496$1,653$733 $29,320 30%$19,830$14.10 $10.991.9 1.3$572


Richland County 1,853$57,600 $432$1,440$626 $25,040 25%$17,280$12.04 $9.771.7 1.2$508


Rock County 17,046$60,700 $455$1,518$734 $29,360 27%$18,210$14.12 $9.561.9 1.5$497


Rusk County 1,532$51,200 $384$1,280$626 $25,040 23%$15,360$12.04 $8.391.7 1.4$436


Sauk County 7,079$66,100 $496$1,653$772 $30,880 28%$19,830$14.85 $9.192.0 1.6$478


Sawyer County 1,983$49,000 $368$1,225$626 $25,040 26%$14,700$12.04 $9.221.7 1.3$479


Shawano County 4,136$56,700 $425$1,418$626 $25,040 24%$17,010$12.04 $8.221.7 1.5$428


Sheboygan County 12,767$64,600 $485$1,615$803 $32,120 28%$19,380$15.44 $10.912.1 1.4$567


St. Croix County 6,881$82,300 $617$2,058$920 $36,800 22%$24,690$17.69 $8.122.4 2.2$422


Taylor County 1,858$58,600 $440$1,465$626 $25,040 21%$17,580$12.04 $7.741.7 1.6$402


Trempealeau County 2,866$61,000 $458$1,525$626 $25,040 25%$18,300$12.04 $9.371.7 1.3$487


Vernon County 2,493$57,200 $429$1,430$626 $25,040 21%$17,160$12.04 $8.511.7 1.4$443


Vilas County 2,243$56,100 $421$1,403$701 $28,040 21%$16,830$13.48 $8.051.9 1.7$418


Walworth County 11,414$65,000 $488$1,625$817 $32,680 29%$19,500$15.71 $8.852.2 1.8$460


Washburn County 1,280$53,000 $398$1,325$664 $26,560 17%$15,900$12.77 $7.231.8 1.8$376


Washington County 11,373$70,200 $527$1,755$828 $33,120 22%$21,060$15.92 $10.052.2 1.6$522


Waukesha County 34,791$70,200 $527$1,755$828 $33,120 23%$21,060$15.92 $11.982.2 1.3$623


Waupaca County 5,355$62,300 $467$1,558$663 $26,520 25%$18,690$12.75 $9.711.8 1.3$505


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Wisconsin RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Waushara County 1,897$53,300 $400$1,333$647 $25,880 19%$15,990$12.44 $7.441.7 1.7$387


Winnebago County 21,288$65,800 $494$1,645$669 $26,760 32%$19,740$12.87 $12.281.8 1.0$638


Wood County 8,147$60,500 $454$1,513$626 $25,040 25%$18,150$12.04 $10.811.7 1.1$562


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Wyoming


Monthly Rent Affordable to Selected Income Levels 
Compared with Two-Bedroom FMR


In Wyoming, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is $772.  In order to afford this level of rent 
and utilities – without paying more than 30% of income on housing – a household must earn $2,572 monthly or 
$30,862 annually.  Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this level of income translates into a Housing 
Wage of:


In Wyoming, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $7.25.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 82 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or a household must include 
2.0 minimum wage earners working 40 hours per week year-round in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable.


In Wyoming, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter is $13.80.  In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom 
apartment at this wage, a renter must work 43 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.  Or, working 40 hours per week 
year-round, a household must include 1.1 workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom 
FMR affordable.
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Wyoming RENTER HOUSEHOLDS


Number 
(2007-2011)


% of total 
households 
(2007-2011)


AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)


Two-
bedroom


FMR


Income needed
to afford


2 BR FMR
Annual 


AMI


Rent
affordable


at AMI
30%


of AMI


Rent 
affordable


at 30%
of AMI


Rent 
affordable
at mean 


wage2 3 41


HOUSING COSTS


Estimated 
mean renter 
hourly wage 


(2013)


Full-time  jobs 
at minimum 


wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


Hourly wage 
necessary to 
afford  2 BR 


FMR


Full-time  jobs 
at mean renter 
wage needed to 
afford 2 BR FMR


 FY13 HOUSING WAGE 


Wyoming $1,738$772 $30,862 29%$14.84 $13.80 1.1$718$521 64,7402.0 $69,505 $20,852


Metropolitan Areas


Casper MSA 9,018$60,900 $457$1,523$32,280 30%$15.52 $13.942.1 1.1$725$807 $18,270


Cheyenne MSA 11,436$66,300 $497$1,658$27,640 31%$13.29 $10.861.8 1.2$565$691 $19,890


$785 $31,406 29%$15.10 $14.382.1 1.1$748Combined Nonmetro Areas $71,947 $1,799 $21,584 $540 44,286


Counties


Albany County 6,797$74,500 $559$1,863$776 $31,040 46%$22,350$14.92 $8.262.1 1.8$429


Big Horn County 1,106$61,300 $460$1,533$626 $25,040 24%$18,390$12.04 $11.301.7 1.1$588


Campbell County 3,881$89,200 $669$2,230$880 $35,200 24%$26,760$16.92 $18.042.3 0.9$938


Carbon County 1,595$69,300 $520$1,733$775 $31,000 26%$20,790$14.90 $13.892.1 1.1$722


Converse County 1,650$73,400 $551$1,835$678 $27,120 29%$22,020$13.04 $13.181.8 1.0$685


Crook County 728$59,300 $445$1,483$626 $25,040 25%$17,790$12.04 $12.681.7 0.9$660


Fremont County 4,409$59,000 $443$1,475$710 $28,400 28%$17,700$13.65 $11.681.9 1.2$607


Goshen County 1,631$55,200 $414$1,380$638 $25,520 31%$16,560$12.27 $10.201.7 1.2$530


Hot Springs County 714$58,100 $436$1,453$626 $25,040 34%$17,430$12.04 $10.501.7 1.1$546


Johnson County 844$62,700 $470$1,568$657 $26,280 23%$18,810$12.63 $10.201.7 1.2$531


Laramie County 11,436$66,300 $497$1,658$691 $27,640 31%$19,890$13.29 $10.861.8 1.2$565


Lincoln County 1,246$69,500 $521$1,738$787 $31,480 20%$20,850$15.13 $17.042.1 0.9$886


Natrona County 9,018$60,900 $457$1,523$807 $32,280 30%$18,270$15.52 $13.942.1 1.1$725


Niobrara County † 341$60,700 $455$1,518$626 $25,040 33%$18,210$12.04 1.7


Park County 3,444$62,000 $465$1,550$696 $27,840 29%$18,600$13.38 $12.931.8 1.0$672


Platte County 798$55,000 $413$1,375$626 $25,040 22%$16,500$12.04 $10.691.7 1.1$556


Sheridan County 3,724$65,900 $494$1,648$800 $32,000 30%$19,770$15.38 $11.072.1 1.4$576


Sublette County 950$86,500 $649$2,163$927 $37,080 27%$25,950$17.83 $20.802.5 0.9$1,082


Sweetwater County 4,377$84,500 $634$2,113$953 $38,120 27%$25,350$18.33 $20.802.5 0.9$1,082


Teton County 2,729$96,300 $722$2,408$1,114 $44,560 38%$28,890$21.42 $12.663.0 1.7$659


Uinta County 1,716$73,300 $550$1,833$677 $27,080 24%$21,990$13.02 $9.361.8 1.4$487


Washakie County 966$65,200 $489$1,630$626 $25,040 28%$19,560$12.04 $13.451.7 0.9$699


Weston County 640$67,400 $506$1,685$746 $29,840 22%$20,220$14.35 $12.192.0 1.2$634


3: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs
1: FMR = Fiscal Year 2013 Fair Market Rent (HUD, 2012).  2: AMI = Fiscal Year 2013 Area Median Income (HUD, 2012).


4: The federal standard for extremely low income households. Does not include HUD-specific adjustments.  


† Wage data not available (See Appendix A).  
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Appendix A: Data Notes, Methodologies, 
and Sources
Appendix A describes the data and methodological underpinnings of Out of Reach. 
Following a description of each subject, a link to the primary data source is provided. In 
some instances, supplementary material is also cited. Information on how to calculate 
and interpret the data can be found in the sections “Where the Numbers Come From” and 
“How to Use the Numbers,” which immediately follow the reports’ introduction.


Fair Market Rent Area Definitions


Each year, HUD determines Fair Market Rents (FMRs) for metropolitan and rural housing 
markets across the country. In metropolitan areas, HUD tries to use the most current 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) metropolitan area definitions to define housing 
market boundaries for its FMR areas. Since FMR areas are meant to reflect cohesive 
housing markets, simply adopting the OMB definitions for administrative purposes is 
not always preferable. Also, significant changes to area definitions can affect current 
recipients. Thus, in keeping with guidance to all federal agencies from OMB, HUD 
modifies the boundaries in some instances for purposes of program administration.


Reacting to OMB’s sweeping post-census overhaul of metropolitan area definitions in 2003, 
HUD developed FMR areas in 2005 that incorporated these new definitions, but modified 
them if a county (or town) to be added to an FMR area under those definitions had rents or 
incomes in 2000 that deviated more than 5% from the newly defined metropolitan area.1 
HUD (and Out of Reach) refers to unmodified OMB-defined areas as Metropolitan Statistical 
Areas (MSAs) and modified areas as HUD Metro FMR Areas (HMFAs).


FY13 FMR areas incorporate the most recent (December 2009) OMB update of 
metropolitan area definitions. There have been no definition changes published by 
OMB since FY11, so the FY13 area definitions remain the same as the prior year. OMB 
announced that new metropolitan area definitions will be released in 2013, and the 
updated area definitions will be incorporated into future FMRs.


In cases in which an FMR area crosses state lines, this report provides an entry for the 
area under both states. While the Housing Wage, FMR, and Area Median Income (AMI) 
values apply to the entire FMR area and will be the same in both states, other data such 
as the number of renter households and the minimum and renter wages apply only to the 
portion of the FMR area within that state’s borders. 


Fair Market Rents


Prior to FY12, data from Census 2000 provided the foundation for HUD’s calculation 
of FMRs. For most areas, data on rent levels from the ACS were compared to Census 


2000 data, and an update factor was calculated to project Census 2000 base rents to an 
intermediate rent estimate. 


From FY05 until FY07, FMRs were updated from year to year based on either the 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) or periodic Random Digit Dialing (RDD) surveys. Since FY08, 
however, information from the American Community Survey (ACS), an annual survey 
conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau that replaced the “long form” of the decennial 
census in 2010, has provided more recent and more localized data on rental cost trends.


In FY12, HUD fully completed a transition to using the ACS as the baseline for calculating 
FMRs, instead of relying on the decennial census. With the release of the 2005-2009 
five-year ACS data, updated data are available for all FMR areas, including areas with 
populations of less than 20,000, for the first time since the 2000 Decennial Census. The 
FY13 FMRs are based on the 2006-2010 ACS data. 


As it is not possible to easily identify recent movers in the five-year ACS data, base rents 
are determined using the standard quality two-bedroom gross rent estimates from the 
five-year ACS data, expressed as a 2010 figure. Then, a recent mover adjustment factor is 
applied to the base rents. This factor is calculated as the percentage change between the 
five-year 2006-2010 two-bedroom gross rent, and the one-year 2010 recent mover two-
bedroom gross rent. The data represent the smallest geographic area containing the FMR 
area where the gross rent is statistically reliable.


Local area rent survey results are used as base rents when the survey results indicate rents 
that are statistically different from the ACS-based rents. In the development of the FY13 
FMRs, local area rent surveys conducted in 2012 were used for Hood River County, OR.


The rent estimates determined using ACS data are trended through 2011 using local or 
regional CPI data.2 In past years, the FMR estimates were then increased at an annual 
rate of 3% for 15 months. For FY13, HUD revised its approach. A trend factor is now 
developed that reflects the annualized change in median gross rents between the one-year 
2005 ACS and the one-year 2010 ACS. The result is an effective trend factor of 4.1% that 
is applied to the FMR estimates to project them forward to April 2013. 


While the Out of Reach printed book highlights the two-bedroom FMR, the online 
version of the report includes a broader data set covering the zero- to four-bedroom 
FMRs. The focus on the two-bedroom FMRs reflects HUD methodology. HUD finds that 
the two-bedroom rental units are most common and the most reliable to survey, so the 
two-bedroom units are utilized as the primary FMR estimate. The two-bedroom FMR 
estimates are then used to calculate and set FMRs for units of other sizes. For FY13, HUD 
updated bedroom ratio adjustment factors using the 2006-2010 five-year ACS data. In 
past years, the rent adjustment factors were based upon 2000 Decennial Census data.


1 See Appendices A and B in Out of Reach 2006 for additional information on HUD’s methodologies and their effects on FMR area definitions.
2 Documentation on the development of the FMR for each county and metropolitan area can be accessed at www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/fmr.html. 
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Prior editions of Out of Reach compared an area’s FMR with its Census 2000 base rent. Due to 
the shift in the methodology, FMRs are no longer comparable between current and prior years. 
HUD provides an online tool that illustrates the rationale behind each FMR area 
definition and the calculation of each FMR. HUD also publishes PDF and Excel files that 
list the counties and towns included in each area and their FY13 FMRs. These resources 
are available at www.huduser.org/datasets/fmr.html.


Appendix B contains excerpts from HUD’s Notice of Final Fair Market Rents and includes 
a link to the full document.


40th and 50th Percentile FMR Designation


According to an interim rule (65 FR 58870) published in 2000, HUD is required to set 
FMRs at the 50th percentile rent, rather than the 40th, in large metropolitan areas with 
concentrated poverty. This rule was established to expand rental opportunities by making 
units in less-impoverished areas affordable to Housing Choice Voucher holders. Once 
designated, the FMR area retains its 50th percentile rent for three years, at which time 
HUD reviews it for continuing eligibility.


In FY12, 21 areas were designated as 50th percentile FMRs, and 19 of these areas will 
maintain their 50th percentile designation for FY13. Two areas are no longer in the 
50th percentile program: Grand Rapids, MI and Washington, D.C. One additional area, 
Richmond, VA, is re-entering the 50th percentile program after graduating from it in FY12. 


An asterisk (*) is used to denote the 20 50th percentile areas in Out of Reach.


The last page in this appendix lists which FMR areas are currently eligible for the 50th 
percentile rent.


National, State, and Nonmetro Fair Market Rents


HUD calculates FMRs for metropolitan areas and nonmetro counties, but not for states, 
combined nonmetro areas, or the nation. The FMRs for these larger geographies provided 
in Out of Reach are calculated by NLIHC and reflect the weighted average FMR for the 
counties included in the larger geography. The weight used for FMRs is the number of 
renter households within each county from the American Community Survey (2007-
2011), released in December 2012.


Area Median Income (AMI)


On December 7, 2012, HUD published its FY13 AMIs used in this edition of Out of Reach. 
HUD calculates the AMI for families at the metropolitan level for more urbanized areas and at 
the county level for nonmetropolitan areas. The Census definition of “family” is two or more 
persons related by blood, marriage or adoption residing together. This family AMI value relates 


to the universe of all families and is not intended to apply to a specific family size. 


In 2011, HUD updated the methodology used to calculate family AMIs due to the 
availability of new five-year ACS data. That year, HUD discontinued use of Census 2000 
data in the production of FY11 AMIs. 


The five-year (2006-2010) ACS data are used to calculate the FY13, but in areas with valid 
2010 one-year ACS data, HUD incorporated the more recent data. 


The 2010 AMI estimates are trended from 2010 to the end of 2011 using the Consumer 
Price Index, and to the midpoint of 2013 using a factor of 1.67%. The trend factor reflects 
the annualized change in the national median family income as measured by comparing 
the 2005 one-year ACS and the 2010 one-year ACS.


Based on the incomes provided by HUD and applying the assumption that no more than 
30% of income should be spent on housing costs (see below), Out of Reach calculates 
the maximum affordable rent for households earning the median income and 30% of 
the median (extremely low income). These calculations are presented in this book, and 
calculations corresponding to 50% and 80% of AMI are included in the online publication. 
It is important to note that these are straight percentages and do not include adjustments 
HUD uses in calculating its “income limits” for federal housing programs.


The median incomes for states and combined nonmetropolitan areas reported in Out of 
Reach reflect the average of local AMI data weighted by the total number of households 
provided by the five-year ACS (2007-2011).


A comprehensive list of the counties and towns included in FY13 income limit calculations 
can be found at www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/il/il13/index.html. 


The methodology for calculating median family income estimates and a discussion 
of HUD’s adjustments to subsequent income limits are provided in FY2013 HUD 
Income Limits Briefing Material, available at www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/il/il13/
IncomeLimitsBriefingMaterial_FY13.pdf. 


Affordability


Out of Reach is consistent with federal housing policy in the assumption that no more 
than 30% of a household’s gross income should be consumed by gross housing costs. 
Spending more than 30% of income on housing is considered “unaffordable.”3


Although Out of Reach explicitly addresses affordability in the rental housing market, 
housing affordability problems are not unique to renters. The State of the Nation’s Housing: 
2012, published by Harvard University’s Joint Center for Housing Studies (www.jchs.
harvard.edu/sites/jchs.harvard.edu/files/son2012.pdf) includes an analysis of the 
affordability problems faced by homeowners.


3 The Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 made the 30% “rule of thumb” applicable to all current rental housing assistance programs. See Pelletiere, D. (2008). Getting to the heart of housing’s fundamental question: How much can a family afford? Washington, D.C.: National Low Income Housing Coalition. 
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Prevailing Minimum Wage


The federal minimum wage on January 1, 2013, was $7.25 per hour; this wage was 
effective as of July 2009. Out of Reach incorporates the federal minimum wage in effect at 
the time of publication. 


According to data from the U.S. Department of Labor, the District of Columbia and 19 
states implemented a state minimum wage higher than $7.25 by January 1, 2013. In place 
of the lower federal rate, Out of Reach incorporates the prevailing minimum wage in these 
states. Some local municipalities have a minimum wage that is higher than the federal 
rate, but this local rate is not incorporated into Out of Reach data.


Among the statistics included in Out of Reach are the number of hours and subsequent 
full-time jobs a minimum wage earner must work to afford the FMR. If the reader would 
like to calculate the same statistics using a different wage such as a higher local minimum 
wage, a simple formula can be used for the conversion: 


[hours or jobs at the published wage] * 
[published wage] / [alternative wage]


For example, one would have to work 105 hours per week to afford the zero bedroom FMR 
in San Francisco if the minimum wage in that location was equivalent to the national rate 
of $7.25. However, the same FMR would be affordable in 72 hours under the higher local 
minimum wage of $10.554 (105 * $7.25 / $10.55). For further guidance, see “Where the 
Numbers Come From” or contact NLIHC research staff.


The Department of Labor (www.dol.gov/whd/minwage/america.htm) provides further 
information on state minimum wage laws.


Average Renter Wage


Recognizing that the minimum wage reflects the earnings of only the lowest income workers, 
Out of Reach also calculates an estimated mean renter hourly wage. This measure reflects the 
compensation that a typical renter is likely to receive for an hour of work by dividing average 
weekly earnings by 40 hours, thus assuming a full-time workweek. Earnings include several 
non-wage forms of compensation like paid leave, bonuses, tips, and stock options.5


The estimated mean renter hourly wage is based on the average weekly earnings of private 
(non-governmental) employees working in each county.6 Renter wage information is based 
on 2011 data reported by the BLS in the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages. For 
each county, mean hourly earnings are multiplied by the ratio of median renter income 
to median total household income in the American Community Survey (2007-2011) to 


arrive at an estimated average renter wage. In only 18 counties nationwide, the median 
renter income exceeds median household income. Nationally, however, the median renter 
household earned only an average of 60% of the overall median household income in 2011.7 


In roughly 12% of counties, the renter wage is below the federal minimum wage. One 
likely explanation is that workers in these counties average fewer than 40 hours per 
week, but the mean renter wage calculation assumes weekly compensation is the product 
of a full-time work week. For example, mistakenly assuming earnings from 20 hours of 
work were the product of a full-time workweek would underestimate the actual hourly 
wage by half, but it would also accurately reflect the true earnings of renters under the 
assumption of a full-time schedule (see next section). As it was last year, the estimated 
mean renter hourly wage reported in Out of Reach has been adjusted to the same “as of” 
date assigned to FMRs and AMIs by HUD (April 1, 2013, for this fiscal year) and uses the 
same methodology that HUD uses to project its income estimates. Because annual average 
values calculated from BLS data might be considered “as of” July 1 for the calendar year 
for which they are reported, the data are projected to year-end 2011 using a national 
inflation factor. An annual rate of 1.67% is then used to grow renter wages for five 
quarters to April 1, 2013.8 This rate is the annualized growth rate in the national median 
family income between the one-year 2005 and one-year 2010 ACS.


Wage data from the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages are available through 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics at www.bls.gov/cew/home.htm.


Working Hours 


Calculations of the Housing Wage and of the number of jobs required at the minimum 
wage or mean renter wage to afford the FMR assume that an individual works 40 hours 
per week, 52 weeks each year, for a total of 2,080 hours per year. Seasonal employment, 
unpaid sick leave, temporary lay-offs, and job changes as well as vacations prevent many 
individuals from maximizing their earnings throughout the year. According to Current 
Employment Statistics data from December 2012, the average wage earner in the U.S. 
worked 34.5 hours per week.9 And in related research, NLIHC finds that 29% of renter 
households that earn wage or salary income do not work as many as 40 hours per week, 
on average.10


These statistics should remind the reader that not all employees have the opportunity to 
translate an hourly wage into full-time, year-round employment. For these households, 
the Housing Wage underestimates the actual hourly compensation that a worker must 
earn to afford the FMR. Conversely, some households include multiple wage earners or 
single individuals that average more than 40 hours per week at work. For these, a home 
renting at the FMR would be affordable even if each worker earned less than the area’s 
stated Housing Wage, as long as their combined wages exceed the Housing Wage.


4 City & County of San Francisco Labor Standards Enforcement (2013). www.sfgsa.org/index.aspx 
5 Please note this measure is different from the Estimated Renter Median Household Income (provided online), which reflects an estimate of what renter households are earning today and includes income not earned in relation to employment.  
6 Renter wage data for 31 counties are not provided in Out of Reach either because the BLS could not disclose the data for confidentiality reasons or because the number of employees working in the county was insufficient to estimate a reliable wage.
7 NLIHC tabulations of 2011 American Community Survey data. 
8 Following HUD’s methodology for developing FY12 AMIs, a 1.67% growth rate was used to trend average renter wages from year-end 2011 to April 1, 2013.
9 Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2013). The employment situation: December 2012. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Labor.
10 Wardrip, K. & Pelletiere, D. (2007). 
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For an expanded report on hours and earnings as reported by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, see The Employment Situation: December 2012 at www.bls.gov/news.release/
empsit.nr0.htm. 


Supplemental Security Income (SSI)


Out of Reach compares rental housing costs with the rents affordable to individuals 
receiving Supplemental Security Income (SSI) payments. The numbers in Out of Reach 
are based on the maximum federal SSI payment for individuals in 2013, which is $710 
per month. Out of Reach calculations include supplemental payments that benefit all 
individual SSI recipients in the following six states because the payments are centrally 
administered by the Social Security Administration (SSA): California, Massachusetts, 
Nevada, New Jersey, New York, and Vermont. 


Supplemental payments provided by an additional 40 states and the District of 
Columbia are excluded from Out of Reach calculations. For some, these payments are 
administered by the SSA but are available only to populations with specific disabilities, 
in specific facilities, or in specific household settings. For the vast majority, however, the 
supplements are administered directly by the states, so the data are not readily available. 
The only four states that do not supplement federal SSI payments are Arizona, North 
Dakota, Mississippi, and West Virginia. Residents of Puerto Rico cannot receive federal 
SSI payments.


Since SSI payments are set at the state level, the published version of Out of Reach 
calculates the difference between each state’s average two-bedroom FMR and the rent 
that is affordable for SSI recipients. Readers can calculate this gap for any geography by 
subtracting the rent affordable to an SSI recipient from the area’s FMR.


Information on SSI payments is available through the Social Security Administration 
at www.ssa.gov/pressoffice/factsheets/colafacts2013.htm. Information on state 
supplements can be found at www.ssa.gov/pubs/statessi.html. 


The Technical Assistance Collaborative, Inc., publishes a biennial report comparing Fair 
Market Rents with the incomes of SSI recipients. Recent editions of Priced Out can be 
found at www.tacinc.org/publications_.php.


Additional Data Available Online


Data available in the print version of Out of Reach are limited in an effort to present the 
most important information clearly. Additional data can be found online at www.nlihc.org. 


The Out of Reach methodology was developed by Cushing N. Dolbeare, founder of the 
National Low Income Housing Coalition.
 


Eligibility for 50th Percentile Fair Market Rent


In FY13, Fair Market Rents (FMRs) were set at the 50th percentile rent in 20 FMR areas 
where voucher tenants were concentrated in high-poverty areas. Compared with the 
typical 40th percentile rent, this higher voucher payment standard would provide tenants 
with housing options in less-impoverished areas. Nineteen of these FMR areas were also 
designated as 50th percentile rent for FY12. Additionally, one area “graduated” from the 
50th percentile program in FY12, but re-entered the program in FY13. 


Areas Remaining Eligible for FY13 50th Percentile FMR


Austin-Round Rock-San Marcos, TX MSA     
Baltimore-Towson, MD MSA
Bergen-Passaic, NJ HMFA       
Fort Lauderdale, FL HMFA
Fort Worth-Arlington, TX HMFA      
Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT HMFA
Honolulu, HI MSA        
Houston-Baytown-Sugar Land, TX HMFA
Las Vegas-Paradise, NV MSA       
Orange County, CA HMFA
North Port-Bradenton-Sarasota, FL MSA     
Phoenix-Mesa-Glendale, AZ MSA
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD MSA   
Sacramento-Arden-Arcade-Roseville, CA HMFA
Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA HMFA    
Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC
Tucson, AZ MSA        
New Haven-Meriden, CT HMFA
West Palm Beach-Boca Raton, FL HMFA


New Area Eligible for 50th Percentile FMR in FY13


Richmond, VA 
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Appendix B: Explanation of Fair Market Rent
Excerpts from Notice of Final Fair Market Rents for Fiscal Year 2013. Full document 
available at: www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/fmr/fmr2013f/FY2013_Final_FMR_
Notice.pdf


Department of Housing and Urban Development
[Docket No. FR–5648-N-02]


Final Fair Market Rents for Fiscal Year 2013 for the Housing 
Choice Voucher Program and Moderate Rehabilitation Single Room 
Occupancy Program


AGENCY: Office of the Assistant Secretary for Policy Development and Research, HUD
ACTION: Notice of Final Fair Market Rents (FMRs) for Fiscal Year (FY) 2013.
…


I. Background
Section 8 of the USHA (42 U.S.C. 1437f) authorizes housing assistance to aid lower-
income families in renting safe and decent housing. Housing assistance payments are 
limited by FMRs established by HUD for different geographic areas. In the HCV program, 
the FMR is the basis for determining the “payment standard amount” used to calculate 
the maximum monthly subsidy for an assisted family (see 24 CFR 982.503). In general, 
the FMR for an area is the amount that would be needed to pay the gross rent (shelter 
rent plus utilities) of privately owned, decent, and safe rental housing of a modest (non-
luxury) nature with suitable amenities. In addition, all rents subsidized under the HCV 
program must meet reasonable rent standards. HUD's regulations at 24 CFR 888.113 
permit it to establish 50th percentile FMRs for certain areas.…


II. Procedures for the Development of FMRs
Section 8(c) of the USHA requires the Secretary of HUD to publish FMRs periodically, but 
not less frequently than annually. Section 8(c) states in part, as follows:


Proposed fair market rentals for an area shall be published in the Federal Register 
with reasonable time for public comment and shall become effective upon the date of 
publication in final form in the Federal Register. Each fair market rental in effect under 
this subsection shall be adjusted to be effective on October 1 of each year to reflect 
changes, based on the most recent available data trended so the rentals will be current for 
the year to which they apply, of rents for existing or newly constructed rental dwelling 
units, as the case may be, of various sizes and types in the market area.


HUD’s regulations at 24 CFR part 888 provide that HUD will develop proposed FMRs, 
publish them for public comment, provide a public comment period of at least 30 days, 
analyze the comments, and publish final FMRs. (See 24 CFR 888.115.) For FY 2013 FMRs, 
HUD has considered all comments submitted in response to its August 3, 2012 (77 FR 
46447) proposed FY 2013 FMRs and provides its responses later in this preamble. 


In addition, HUD’s regulations at 24 CFR 888.113 set out procedures for HUD to assess 
whether areas are eligible for FMRs at the 50th percentile. Minimally qualified areas1 are 
reviewed each year unless not qualified to be reviewed. Areas that currently have 50th 
percentile FMRs are evaluated for progress in voucher tenant concentration after three 
years in the program. Continued eligibility is determined using HUD administrative 
data that show levels of voucher tenant concentration. The levels of voucher tenant 
concentration must be above 25 percent and show a decrease in concentration since the 
last evaluation. At least 85 percent of the voucher units in the area must be used to make 
this determination. Areas are not qualified to be reviewed if they have been made a 50th-
percentile area within the last three years or have lost 50th-percentile status for failure to 
de-concentrate within the last three years. 


In FY 2012 there were 21 areas using 50th-percentile FMRs. Of these 21 areas, 19 were 
allowed to continue as 50th percentile FMR areas. The two areas that are no longer in 
the 50th percentile program are Grand Rapids, MI and Washington, DC. The evaluation 
of Grand Rapids, MI showed that the concentration of HCV tenants fell below what 
is eligible for a 50th percentile FMR. This area may be re-evaluated next year. The 
Washington, DC area failed to deconcentrate which means that it is not eligible for a 50th 
percentile FMR program for a three-year period. PHAs in the Washington, DC area may 
seek payment standard protection under 24 CFR 982.503(f) from the HUD Field Office is 
the PHA scored the maximum number of points on the deconcentration bonus indicator 
in the prior year, or in two or the last three years. 
[See the last page of Appendix A for information on 50th percentile areas.]
…


III. Proposed FY2013 FMRs
On August 3, 2012 (77 FR 46447), HUD published proposed FY 2013 FMRs with a 
comment period that ended September 4, 2012. HUD has considered all public comments 
received and HUD provides responses to these comments later in this preamble. HUD 
does not specifically identify each commenter, but all comments are available for review 
on the Federal Government’s Web site for capturing comments on proposed regulations 
and related documents (www.regulations.gov/) 


IV. FMR Methodology
The FY 2013 FMRs are based on current OMB metropolitan area definitions and standards 
that were first used in the FY 2006 FMRs. OMB changes to the metropolitan area 


1 As defined in 24 CFR 888.113(c), a minimally qualified area is an area with at least 100 Census tracts where 70 percent or fewer of the Census tracts with at least 10 two-bedroom rental units are Census tracts in which at least 30 percent of the two bedroom rental units have gross rents at or below the two bedroom FMR set at the 40th 
percentile rent. This continues to be evaluated with 2000 Decennial Census information. Although the 2006– 2010 5-year ACS tract level data is available, HUD’s administrative data on tenant locations (used in the calculation of concentration) has not yet been updated to use the 2010 Census Tract area definitions. Once this administra-
tive data is updated, HUD will implement the 5-year ACS data as the basis for determining if areas are minimally qualified for 50th percentile status.
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definitions through December 2009 are incorporated. There have been no area definition 
changes published by OMB since the publication of the FY 2012 FMRs; therefore, the FY 
2013 area definitions are the same as those used in FY 2012. HUD anticipates that OMB 
will publish new area definitions in 2013. Depending on the timing of this release, HUD 
will incorporate the new area definitions into either the FY 2014 or FY 2015 proposed 
FMRs. 


A. Base Year Rents
The U.S. Census Bureau provided special tabulations of 5-year ACS data collected between 
2006 through 2010 to HUD in early to mid-2012. For FY 2013 FMRs, HUD used the 
2006–2010 5-year ACS data to update the base rents set in FY 2012 using the 2005–2009 
5-year ACS data.2


 
FMRs are historically based on gross rents for recent movers (those who have moved into 
their current residence in the last 24 months). However, due to the way the 5-year ACS 
data are constructed, HUD developed a new methodology for calculating recent-mover 
FMRs in FY 2012. As in FY 2012, all areas are assigned as a base rent the estimated two-
bedroom standard quality 5-year gross rent from the ACS.3


Because HUD’s regulations mandate that FMRs must be published as recent mover gross 
rents, HUD continues to apply a recent mover factor to the standard quality base rents 
assigned from the 5-year ACS data. Calculation of the recent mover factor is described in 
section B below. 


No local area rent surveys were conducted in 2011 or 2012 by HUD or PHAs, but the 
surveys conducted in 2010, for Williamsport, PA and Pike County, PA supersede the 
2006–2010 ACS data.


B. Recent Mover Adjustment Factor
Following the assignment of the standard quality two-bedroom rent described above, 
HUD applies a recent mover factor to these rents. In preparation for calculating the 
proposed FY 2013 FMRs, the department reviewed the methodology for calculating 
the recent mover factor from the FY 2012 process and made several improvements. The 
primary change is that HUD no longer compares the standard quality gross rent to the 
recent mover gross rent to determine if the two statistics are significantly different.4 For 
the FY 2012 FMRs, if the two rents were determined to be statistically different the recent 
mover factor was calculated as the percentage increase of the recent mover gross rent over 
the standard quality gross rent. In cases where the two gross rents were not statistically 
different, the recent mover factor was set to one. As described below, HUD calculates a 
similar percentage increase as the FY 2013 factor using data from the smallest geographic 
area containing the FMR area where the recent mover gross rent is statistically reliable.5 
The following describes the process determining the appropriate recent mover factor. The 


revised recent mover factor process results in 91 percent of the FMR areas having a recent 
mover factor greater than one in FY 2013 compared with only 38 percent in FY 2012. 
In general, HUD uses the 1 year ACS based two-bedroom statistically reliable recent mover 
gross rent estimate from the smallest geographic area encompassing the FMR area to 
calculate the recent mover factor. Some areas’ recent mover factors will be calculated using 
data collected just for the FMR area. Other areas’ recent mover factor will be based on 
larger geographic areas. For metropolitan areas that are subareas of larger metropolitan 
areas, the order is subarea, metropolitan area, state metropolitan area, and state. 


Metropolitan areas that are not divided follow a similar path from FMR area, to state 
metropolitan areas, to state. In nonmetropolitan areas the recent mover factor is based 
on the FMR area, the state nonmetropolitan area, or if that is not available, on the basis 
of the whole state. The recent mover factor is calculated as the percentage change between 
the 5-year 2006–2010 two-bedroom gross rent and the 1 year 2010 recent mover two-
bedroom gross rent for the recent mover factor area. Recent mover factors are not allowed 
to lower the standard quality base rent; therefore, if the 5-year standard quality rent is 
larger than the comparable 1 year recent mover rent, the recent mover factor is set to 1. 
The process for calculating each area’s recent mover factor is detailed in the FY 2013 Final 
FMR documentation system available at: www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/fmr/fmrs/
docsys.html&data=fmr13. 


This process produces an ‘‘as of’’ 2010 recent mover two-bedroom base gross rent for the 
FMR area. 


C. Updates from 2010 to 2011
The ACS based ‘‘as of’’ 2010 rent is updated through the end of 2011 using the annual 
change in CPI from 2010 to 2011. As in previous years, HUD uses Local CPI data for 
FMR areas with at least 75 percent of their population within Class A metropolitan areas 
covered by local CPI data. HUD uses Census region CPI data for FMR areas in Class B and 
C size metropolitan areas and nonmetropolitan areas without local CPI update factors. 
Following the application of the appropriate CPI update factor, HUD converts the ‘‘as of’’ 
2011 CPI adjusted rents to ‘‘as of’’ December 2011 rents by multiplying each rent by the 
national December 2011 CPI divided by the national annual 2011 CPI value. HUD does 
this in order to apply an exact amount of the annual trend factor to place the FY 2013 
FMRs as of the mid-point of the 2013 fiscal year. 


D. Trend from 2011 to 2013
On March 9, 2011 (76 FR 12985), HUD published a notice requesting public comment 
regarding the manner in which it calculates the trend factor used in determining FMR 
estimates to meet the statutory requirement that FMRs be “trended so the rentals will 
be current for the year to which they apply.” HUD’s notice provided several proposed 
alternatives to the current trend factor and requested comments on the alternatives as 


2 The only difference in the survey data between the 2005-2009 5-year ACS data and the 2006-2010 5-year ACS data is the replacement of the 2005 survey esponses with the survey responses collected in 2010. The 2006, 2007, 2008 and 2009 survey responses remain intact.
3 For areas with a two-bedroom standard quality gross rent from the ACS that have a margin of error greater than the estimate or no estimate due to inadequate sample in the 2010 5-year ACS, HUD uses the two-bedroom state non-metro rent for non-metro areas. 
4 The statistical comparison test used, the z-test, assumes that the samples from which the two statistics are calculated are independent. Because recent mover responders are also part of the standard quality responders, the two samples are not independent.
5 For the purpose of the recent mover factor calculation, statistically reliable is where the recent mover gross rent has a margin of error that is less than the estimate itself. For example, if the estimate was 500 and the margin of error was 501, that estimate would not be used. 
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well as suggestions of other ideas. In its publication of the proposed FY 2012 FMRs on 
August 19, 2011, (76 FR 52058) HUD discussed these comments and announced that a 
new trend factor would be used in the FY 2013 FMRs. HUD calculates the trend factor as 
the annualized change in median gross rents as measured between the 1 year 2005 ACS 
and the 1 year 2010 ACS. The median gross rent was $728 in 2005 and $855 in 2010. The 
overall change is 17.45 percent and the annualized change is 3.27%. Over a 15-month 
time period, the effective trend factor is 4.1 percent. 


E. Bedroom Rent Adjustments
HUD calculates the primary FMR estimates for two-bedroom units. This is generally the 
most common sized rental unit and, therefore, the most reliable to survey and analyze. 
Formerly, after each decennial Census, HUD calculated rent relationships between two-
bedroom units and other unit sizes and used them to set FMRs for other units. HUD did 
this because it is much easier to update two-bedroom estimates annually and to use pre-
established cost relationships with other bedroom sizes than it is to develop independent 
FMR estimates for each bedroom size. 


For FY 2013 FMRs, HUD has updated the bedroom ratio adjustment factors using 
2006–2010 5-year ACS data using similar methodology to what was implemented when 
calculating bedroom ratios using 2000 Census data to establish rent ratios. HUD again 
made adjustments to the bedroom ratios using 2006–2010 5-year ACS data for areas 
with local bedroom-size intervals above or below what are considered reasonable ranges, 
or where sample sizes are inadequate to accurately measure bedroom rent differentials. 
Experience has shown that highly unusual bedroom ratios typically reflect inadequate 
sample sizes or peculiar local circumstances that HUD would not want to utilize in setting 
FMRs (e.g., luxury efficiency apartments that rent for more than typical one-bedroom 
units). HUD established bedroom interval ranges based on an analysis of the range of 
such intervals for all areas with large enough samples to permit accurate bedroom ratio 
determinations. These ranges are: Efficiency FMRs are constrained to fall between 0.59 
and 0.81 of the two-bedroom FMR; one-bedroom FMRs must be between 0.74 and 0.84 
of the two-bedroom FMR; three-bedroom FMRs must be between 1.15 and 1.36 of the 
two-bedroom FMR; and four-bedroom FMRs must be between 1.24 and 1.64 of the 
two-bedroom FMR. HUD adjusts bedroom rents for a given FMR area if the differentials 
between bedroom-size FMRs were inconsistent with normally observed patterns (i.e., 
efficiency rents are not allowed to be higher than one-bedroom rents and four-bedroom 
rents are not allowed to be lower than three-bedroom rents). 


Following the same methodology as was used when bedroom ratios were calculated 
using 2000 decennial Census long-form data, HUD continues to adjust the rents for 
three-bedroom and larger units to reflect HUD’s policy to set higher rents for these units 
than would result from using unadjusted market rents. This adjustment is intended to 
increase the likelihood that the largest families, who have the most difficulty in leasing 


units, will be successful in finding eligible program units. The adjustment adds bonuses 
of 8.7 percent to the unadjusted three-bedroom FMR estimates and adds 7.7 percent to 
the unadjusted four-bedroom FMR estimates. The FMRs for unit sizes larger than four 
bedrooms are calculated by adding 15 percent to the four-bedroom FMR for each extra 
bedroom. For example, the FMR for a five-bedroom unit is 1.15 times the four-bedroom 
FMR, and the FMR for a six-bedroom unit is 1.30 times the four-bedroom FMR. FMRs for 
single-room occupancy units are 0.75 times the zero-bedroom (efficiency) FMR. 


For low-population, nonmetropolitan counties with small or statistically insignificant 
2006–2010 5-year ACS gross rents, HUD uses state non-metropolitan data to determine 
bedroom ratios for each bedroom size. HUD made this adjustment to protect against 
unrealistically high or low FMRs due to insufficient sample size.  


V. Manufactured Home Space Surveys
The FMR used to establish payment standard amounts for the rental of manufactured 
home spaces in the HCV program is 40 percent of the FMR for a two-bedroom unit. HUD 
will consider modification of the manufactured home space FMRs where public comments 
present statistically valid survey data showing the 40th-percentile manufactured home 
space rent (including the cost of utilities) for the entire FMR area. 


All approved exceptions to these rents that were in effect in FY 2012 were updated to FY 
2013 using the same data used to estimate the HCV program FMRs. If the result of this 
computation was higher than 40 percent of the new two-bedroom rent, the exception 
remains and is listed in Schedule D. No additional exception requests were received in 
the comments to the FY 2013 FMRs. The FMR area definitions used for the rental of 
manufactured home spaces are the same as the area definitions used for the other FMRs. 


VI. Small Area Fair Market Rents
Public housing authorities that operate in the Dallas, TX HMFA continue to manage their 
voucher programs using Small Area Fair Market Rents (SAFMRs). The updated SAFMRs 
for Dallas are listed in Schedule B Addendum. 
…
 
VII. Public Comments 
A total of 75 comments were received and posted on the regulations.gov site (www.
regulations.gov/#!docket)  


Most comments contested FMR reductions compared with the FY 2012 FMR and some 
contested reductions since the FY 2011 FMRs or earlier.
…
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In this report, working households refers to house-
holds where members work a total of at least 20 hours 
a week on average and the household income does not 
exceed 120 percent of the area median income (AMI). 


The AMI level varies by metro area.  In the San Diego 
metro area for example, 120 percent of AMI is $91,080.  
A typical graphic designer and nurse (LPN) in San Diego 
earn about 120 percent of AMI combined.  In Pittsburgh, 
120 percent of AMI is $77,880 or about what the average 
police officer and child care worker earn combined.1


In 2012, there were 45.2 million U.S. households that 
met this definition of working households; 21.8 million 
were homeowners and 23.3 million were renters. 


Housing 
    Landscape 2014
by Janet Viveiros and Lisa Sturtevant | February 2014


T h e  C e n T e r  f o r  h o u s i n g  P o l i C y  i s  T h e  r e s e a r C h  D i V i s i o n  o f  T h e


The Housing Affordability Challenges  
of America’s Working Households
Even as the economy continues to improve, many American 
workers are still struggling to make ends meet.  For millions 
of households, housing costs account for more than half of 
the household’s monthly income.  These cost pressures put 
a strain on households, leaving too little for other necessities 
like food, health care, transportation, and child care. In 
addition, spending a disproportionate share of income on 
housing stifles economic growth as these households restrict 
their spending not only on other important necessities, but 
also on non-essential goods and services.  


Overall, 15.6 percent of all U.S. households (18.1 million 
households) were severely housing cost burdened in 2012.  
Severely cost burdened households are those that spend 
more than half of their income on housing costs.  Renter 
households are more than twice as likely to be housing cost 
burdened than owner households.  In 2012, 24.7 percent 
of all renter households were severely burdened compared 
to 10.5 percent of all owner households. 


Housing Landscape summarizes the affordable housing 
challenges of low- and moderate-income working households.  
(See box below for definition.)  These households have 
greater affordability challenges than the overall population.  
In 2012, 22.1 percent of working households were severely 
cost burdened—25.4 percent of working renters and 18.6 
percent of working homeowners. 


The share of working households with a severe housing 
cost burden fell in 2012, and is now below the rate at the 
official end of the Great Recession in 2009.  The share 
of severely cost burdened working households was 22.8 
percent in 2009 and peaked at 23.7 percent in 2011 
before falling in 2012.  The declining share of severely 
cost burdened working households was due primarily to 
modest increases in household incomes and declining 
owner costs.  Despite the improvements, housing afford-
ability remains a severe challenge for millions of working 
individuals and families.  


Percentage of Working Households with a Severe Housing Cost Burden


25.4%


15%


20%


25%


30%


Working Owners


Working Renters


2012201120102009


26.4%


21.2% 21.6%


18.6%


20.9%


24.5%
25.6%


Figure 1. Working Renter Households are More Likely  
to Be Severely Cost Burdened Compared to Homeowners
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More than One in Four Working Renter 
Households Spends More Than Half  
its Income on Housing.
Both working owner and renter households have experienced 
improvements in housing affordability in 2012.  As shown in 
Figure 1, between 2011 and 2012, the share of severely 
burdened working renters declined for the first time since 
the end of the recession—from 26.4 percent to 25.4 percent.  
Despite these gains, there were still 5.9 million severely cost 
burdened working renters in 2012, nearly 350,000 more 
than there were in 2009 at the end of the recession. 


The share of working owners with severe housing cost 
burdens declined for the second year in a row, falling from 
20.9 percent in 2011 to 18.6 percent in 2012.  Working 
owners experienced earlier, and greater, improvements 
in housing affordability than working renters, largely due 
to persistent declines in housing costs brought on by the 
housing market downturn.  However, in 2012, 4.1 million 
working owner households still spent more than half of 
their income on housing costs. 


Rising Incomes and Declining Owner Costs 
Modestly Improved Affordability.
The decline in the number and share of households with a 
severe housing cost burden was associated with increases 
in household incomes, particularly for renters.  As shown in 
Figure 2, between 2009 and 2012, the median income of 
working renter households rose by a little over five percent 
and the median income of owner households grew by 
two percent.  The income growth in 2012 follows years of 
declining or stagnant incomes among low- and moderate-
income households.  But over the three year period between 
2009 and 2012, incomes grew somewhat faster than 
housing costs.  For working renters, housing costs were 
up by 3.9 percent, while housing costs for working owners 
declined by 5.1 percent. 


The increases in household incomes of both working 
renters and owners are a result of wage increases between 
2011 and 2012.  Median household wages increased 4.2 
percent for working renters and 3.0 percent for working 
owners while the number of household hours worked 
remained virtually unchanged. 


Renter Income Rises, but Affordability Still  
a Challenge as Rents Continue to Increase. 
When it comes to housing costs, the other half of the housing 
affordability equation, owners fare better than renters.  As 
shown in Table 1, falling housing costs of working owners 
since the Great Recession has contributed to the decline 
in the number of working owner households with severe 
housing costs burdens.  The decline in housing costs for 
working owners is largely due to existing homeowners 
modifying or refinancing their mortgages at lower interest 
rates, as well as new homebuyers purchasing homes at low 
prices in recovering housing markets.


In contrast, working renters have faced steadily rising 
housing costs since 2009. The foreclosure crisis in the 
U.S. turned many foreclosed homeowners into renters 
and limited credit availability, preventing many would-be 
homebuyers from transitioning into homeownership.  These 
factors have driven up demand and prices for a constrained 
supply of rental housing.   


While working renter incomes outpaced rising rents 
between 2009 and 2012, there are still 5.9 million working 
renter households that are severely cost burdened.  And, 
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Changes in Median Housing Costs and Household Income, 2009 to 2012


Figure 2. Growth in Incomes Outpaced Growth  
in Housing Costs


Table 1. Rents Rose Steadily Every Year Since the End of the Recession
Median Monthly Housing Costs for Working Households


2009 2010 2011 2012
One-Year 
Change


Two-Year 
Change


Three-Year 
Change


Renters $820 $830 $847 $852 +0.6% +2.7% +3.9%


Owners $1,047 $1,037 $1,024 $994 -2.9% -4.1% -5.1%
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furthermore, there is no guarantee that wages will continue 
to rise faster than rents in this weak economic recovery.  
Unless the availability of affordable rental housing 
increases, it will be difficult to make additional progress in 
reducing the number of severely cost burdened working 
households.  


Loss of Low- and Moderate-Income Working 
Households Obscures Affordability Challenges.
Between 2009 and 2011, the number of low- and 
moderate-income working households fell and the number 
of underemployed and unemployed households grew, as 
shown in Figure 3.  These underemployed and unemployed 
low- and moderate-income households, among the most at 
risk for severe housing cost burdens, are excluded from our 
Housing Landscape analysis, obscuring the full extent of 
severe housing cost burden among all low- and moderate-
income households.  The growth in the number of underem-
ployed and unemployed households could indicate a growing 
cost burden problem.  However, between 2011 and 2012 
the number of underemployed and unemployed low- and 
moderate-income households held steady at 23 million and 
the number of working households grew by approximately 
600,000 households. 


Growth in the number of working households indicates an 
improvement in employment among low- and moderate-income 
households, as well as a rebound in the rate of household 
formation. The household formation rate plummeted during 
the recession and started to rise again in 2011, generally in 
response to improvements in the job market.2


The Lowest Income Households 
Face the Greatest Housing Cost Burdens.
In 2012, 22.1 percent of all working households spent 
more than half of their income on housing costs.  However, 
the nation’s lowest income households face the most 
severe challenges.


Nearly eight in ten extremely low-income working 
households, and over a third of very low-income working 
households, are severely housing cost burdened.  These 
numbers actually understate the affordability challenges 
for this population because the working households in 
this analysis exclude underemployed and unemployed 
households, including many seniors and persons with 
disabilities.  And importantly, the number of severely 
cost burdened households would be even higher without 
federal housing programs that target assistance to 
extremely low- and very low-income households.  Most 
federal affordable housing programs cap rent payments 
for households at 30 percent of household income so 
that lower-income households will have money in their 
budget for other necessities. The severely cost-burdened 


households in Figure 4, therefore, include the households 
who are not helped by current housing assistance 
programs, which underscores the limited reach these 
programs have at current funding levels. Only about one 
in four households eligible for federal housing assistance 
actually receives help.3


High Housing Costs and Low Incomes  
Remain Significant Challenges  
in Many States and Metro Areas.
When looking at severe housing cost burden by state, as 
shown in Figure 5, the most severe problems are on the 
coasts, particularly states with high cost metro areas like 
California, New York, or New Jersey (Table 2).  Between 
2009 and 2012, housing affordability improved in 13 
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Figure 3. More Households Underemployed  
or Unemployed in 2012 than in 2009
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states (see Appendix A), mostly in the Midwest and West 
where the for-sale market has not yet fully rebounded and 
owner costs continued to fall.  In New York State, the share 
of working households with severe housing cost burdens 
actually increased.  Despite stable or shrinking shares of 
severely burdened households, there were still 21 states 
where at least one in five working households spends more 
than half of their income on housing. 


Severe housing cost burden at the metro area level also 
mostly held stable or improved, with a few exceptions.  
Between 2009 and 2012, the incidence of severe 
housing cost burden decreased in nine metro areas, 
but it increased in the New York, Louisville, and Virginia 
Beach metro areas.  New York City is facing a severe 
shortage of affordable housing,4 which drives the growing 
affordability challenge in that region.  Declines in median 
income appear to have negatively impacted renters in 
Virginia Beach; the reasons for worsening affordability in 
Louisville are less clear.5


Policy Implications
The improvements in housing affordability, especially between 
2011 and 2012, reflect the nascent economic recovery and 
modest income growth, but also continued price declines in the 
for-sale market.  While unemployment remains high and labor 
force participation rates continue to fall, low- and moderate-
income workers have seen their wages rise.  However, the slight 
decline in the share of households with a severe housing cost 
burden should not be viewed as a major turnaround in housing 
affordability for low- and moderate-income working households.  
It is unclear whether the wage growth that drove affordability 
improvements among renters in 2012 will be sustained.  And 
unless housing production increases substantially—particularly in 
the highest cost markets—rents are going to continue to rise, and 
could outpace incomes again.  Finally, the for-sale market con-
tinues to improve, which is good news for current homeowners, 
but price appreciation will affect lower-income would-be home-
buyers by keeping them out of homeownership or increasing the 
share of their incomes they must spend on housing.
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Figure 5. In 21 States, at Least One in Five Working Households is Severely Cost Burdened


Share of Working Households with a Severe Housing Cost Burden, 2012


*Shading is based on numbers rounded to one decimal place. See Appendix A for more details.
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Despite the overall improvements in housing affordability 
in 2012, many working households, particularly those 
with extremely low incomes, face significant housing cost 
burdens.  Federal housing assistance (such as housing 
choice vouchers, property-based rental assistance, 
and public housing) reaches only one in four of those 
in need, and funding levels in the past few years have 
reduced their reach even further.  The ability to produce 
new housing affordable to lower-income households 
depends largely on the federal Low-Income Housing Tax 
Credit (LIHTC) program and to a lesser extent the HOME 
block grant program, both of which could reach even more 
low- and moderate-income working households if expanded.


Achieving homeownership has become more difficult 
for lower-income households.  Even though affordability 
improved for working owners in 2012, the issue now is 
one of access to homeownership to a greater extent than 
the cost of buying and owning a home.  For example, lack 
of access to affordable mortgages is a major barrier to 
homeownership, particularly for households without much 
accumulated wealth.  Barriers to homeownership, in 
turn, become barriers to the ability of lower-income 
households to build wealth over the long-term.  


In regions with the strongest job growth, nearly a third 
of all working households spend more than half of their 
income on housing costs.  These high cost areas become 
cost-prohibitive to lower-income workers and they are 
therefore not able to take advantage of living in places 
where jobs are available.  Or if workers do live in these 
fast-growing regions, they are often forced to live further 
away from job centers where housing costs are lower 
but where transportation costs are higher.  This report 
only examines housing costs and does not take into 


account transportation costs, which can increase the cost 
burdens of lower-income households living far from job 
and economic centers.  The Center for Housing Policy’s 
Losing Ground report delves further into this issue by 
examining housing and transportation costs together 
to measure the full cost burden of moderate-income 
working households. 


There are many reasons why the extent of the severe 
housing cost burden problem should be a concern to a broad 
set of stakeholders.  When a household spends half of 
its income on housing, there is usually not enough left 
in the household budget for other necessities.  The 
costs of many of these household essentials—child care, 
education, food—are also rising at the same time that food 
stamps, TANF, Medicaid, and other social support programs 
for lower-income households are targets for budget cuts.  
This dynamic increases the pressure on lower-income 
households as they try to make ends meet. 


Affordable and stable housing is a platform for other 
important positive family and community outcomes, 
such as physical and mental health, educational 
achievement, and economic development.6 It is 
critically important to address the housing cost component 
of housing affordability to make further progress in 
reducing the number of households spending a dispropor-
tionate share of their income on housing.  High demand in 
the rental market and recovering housing markets will drive 
housing costs up in many places around the country which 
could endanger recent gains in housing affordability.  More 
needs to be done to increase the availability of affordable 
housing for renters and owners, and to expand existing 
housing assistance programs to serve the households at 
the lowest income levels. 


Table 2. Metro Areas in California, Florida, and New York Have the Greatest Affordability Challenges


Metro Areas with the Highest and Lowest Percentages of Working Households with a Severe Housing Cost Burden, 2012


Highest lowest


Miami 38% Pittsburgh 14%


Los Angeles 38% Minneapolis 15%


New York 35% Oklahoma City 16%


San Diego 32% Kansas City 16%


Orlando 32% Buffalo 16%
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State


2012 Working HouSeHoldS % WitH Severe HouSing CoSt 
Burden differenCe


total
With Severe 


Housing Cost 
Burden


2009 2012 2009–12


Alabama 649,069 121,861 19.0% 18.8% -0.2


Alaska 118,272 19,786 14.3% 16.7% 2.4


Arizona 888,896 202,404 24.9% 22.8% -2.1 *
Arkansas 414,023 62,303 18.8% 15.0% -3.8 *
California 4,880,346 1,575,287 33.1% 32.3% -0.9 *
Colorado 876,640 171,696 22.4% 19.6% -2.8 *
Connecticut 550,848 126,540 22.7% 23.0% 0.3


Delaware 133,181 28,223 20.8% 21.2% 0.4


District of Columbia 114,349 28,666 23.1% 25.1% 2.0


Florida 2,531,648 755,477 33.2% 29.8% -3.4 *
Georgia 1,386,110 313,328 22.5% 22.6% 0.1


Hawaii 189,238 55,898 29.8% 29.5% -0.3


Idaho 231,904 40,677 20.5% 17.5% -3.0


Illinois 1,901,771 418,366 23.5% 22.0% -1.5 *
Indiana 1,006,087 167,446 17.3% 16.6% -0.7


Iowa 516,487 69,110 12.4% 13.4% 1.0


Kansas 468,461 73,500 15.2% 15.7% 0.5


Kentucky 607,365 98,393 16.2% 16.2% 0.0


Louisiana 644,994 136,753 19.4% 21.2% 1.8


Maine 196,630 39,104 18.1% 19.9% 1.8


Maryland 943,595 187,370 21.3% 19.9% -1.5


Massachusetts 980,004 219,845 22.4% 22.4% 0.0


Michigan 1,357,208 275,564 23.5% 20.3% -3.2 *
Minnesota 903,824 129,439 17.2% 14.3% -2.9 *
Mississippi 374,600 77,232 21.7% 20.6% -1.1


Missouri 926,602 156,081 16.8% 16.8% 0.1


Montana 177,102 31,294 16.7% 17.7% 0.9


Nebraska 326,671 42,095 13.4% 12.9% -0.6


Nevada 384,879 95,719 27.6% 24.9% -2.7 *
New Hampshire 221,621 39,063 19.6% 17.6% -2.0


New Jersey 1,141,422 351,425 29.4% 30.8% 1.4


New Mexico 271,831 63,113 20.2% 23.2% 3.0


New York 2,794,844 817,293 27.4% 29.2% 1.9 *
North Carolina 1,444,427 273,065 20.0% 18.9% -1.1


North Dakota 132,904 15,012 11.8% 11.3% -0.5


Ohio 1,729,328 296,636 18.3% 17.2% -1.2 *
Oklahoma 548,711 89,241 16.3% 16.3% 0.0


Oregon 571,377 144,669 23.2% 25.3% 2.1


Pennsylvania 1,869,575 327,033 16.7% 17.5% 0.7


Rhode Island 155,803 35,127 25.3% 22.5% -2.7


South Carolina 660,663 125,210 19.4% 19.0% -0.5


South Dakota 143,141 17,678 13.3% 12.4% -0.9


Tennessee 952,293 179,911 19.9% 18.9% -1.0


Texas 3,773,765 728,546 20.4% 19.3% -1.1 *
Utah 416,933 75,495 18.2% 18.1% -0.1


Vermont 103,093 22,049 18.9% 21.4% 2.5


Virginia 1,231,902 241,117 20.1% 19.6% -0.5


Washington 1,066,721 213,298 21.6% 20.0% -1.6 *
West Virginia 227,983 32,888 15.3% 14.4% -0.8


Wisconsin 936,792 155,176 18.2% 16.6% -1.7 *
Wyoming 101,480 14,896 13.2% 14.7% 1.5


United States 45,177,413 9,977,398 22.8% 22.1% -0.7 *
*Indicates a significant difference (at the 90% confidence level). 


Source: Center for Housing Policy tabulations of American Community Survey PUMS files.    H
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Metropolitan StatiStiCal area


2012 Working HouSeHoldS % WitH Severe HouSing CoSt 
Burden differenCe


total
With Severe 


Housing Cost 
Burden


2009 2012 2009–12


Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Roswell, GA 803,152 188,927 24.3% 23.5% -0.8


Austin-Round Rock, TX 319,701 73,576 21.9% 23.0% 1.1


Baltimore-Columbia-Towson, MD 425,279 79,180 20.6% 18.6% -2.0


Birmingham-Hoover, AL 156,711 29,311 20.2% 18.7% -1.5


Boston-Cambridge-Newton, MA-NH 728,371 164,908 22.6% 22.6% 0.1


Buffalo-Cheektowaga-Niagara Falls, NY 167,637 26,590 17.7% 15.9% -1.8


Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC 375,481 65,578 20.6% 17.5% -3.2 *
Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI 1,374,420 340,215 26.4% 24.8% -1.6 *
Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN 333,467 56,474 16.4% 16.9% 0.6


Cleveland-Elyria, OH 307,192 60,899 21.1% 19.8% -1.3


Columbus, OH 298,739 52,796 19.6% 17.7% -1.9


Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX 1,026,749 193,356 20.4% 18.8% -1.6


Denver-Aurora-Lakewood, CO 468,905 90,096 21.2% 19.2% -2.0


Detroit-Warren-Dearborn, MI 569,440 117,206 25.7% 20.6% -5.1 *
Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT 186,347 33,263 19.1% 17.9% -1.2


Houston-The Woodlands-Sugar Land, TX 904,329 181,435 21.5% 20.1% -1.4


Indianapolis-Carmel-Anderson, IN 321,711 56,953 18.0% 17.7% -0.3


Jacksonville, FL 191,109 47,889 25.1% 25.1% -0.1


Kansas City, MO-KS 338,462 52,708 15.9% 15.6% -0.4


Las Vegas-Henderson-Paradise, NV 279,187 71,475 29.1% 25.6% -3.4 *
Los Angeles-Long Beach-Anaheim, CA 1,674,038 630,865 37.1% 37.7% 0.6


Louisville/Jefferson County, KY-IN 186,991 35,754 15.4% 19.1% 3.7 *
Memphis, TN-MS-AR 179,884 47,224 27.1% 26.3% -0.8


Miami-Fort Lauderdale-West Palm Beach, FL 738,635 284,351 42.0% 38.5% -3.5 *
Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI 251,270 51,884 22.3% 20.6% -1.7


Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 608,037 89,948 17.7% 14.8% -2.9 *
Nashville-Davidson-Murfreesboro-Franklin, TN 312,942 56,215 18.6% 18.0% -0.7


New Orleans-Metairie, LA 179,773 50,918 26.4% 28.3% 1.9


New York-Newark-Jersey City, NY-NJ-PA 2,693,876 935,927 32.3% 34.7% 2.4 *
Oklahoma City, OK 211,392 32,898 17.4% 15.6% -1.8


Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford, FL 310,817 98,055 34.7% 31.5% -3.1


Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD 875,615 182,415 20.1% 20.8% 0.7


Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ 598,991 134,673 25.5% 22.5% -3.0 *
Pittsburgh, PA 359,857 49,946 14.7% 13.9% -0.9


Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA 370,235 79,532 22.9% 21.5% -1.4


Providence-Warwick, RI-MA 234,147 50,226 24.6% 21.5% -3.1


Raleigh, NC 214,493 34,258 16.8% 16.0% -0.8


Richmond, VA 195,302 36,391 19.7% 18.6% -1.1


Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA 488,430 152,834 34.5% 31.3% -3.2 *
Rochester, NY 167,716 28,595 18.4% 17.0% -1.4


Sacramento--Roseville--Arden-Arcade, CA 304,760 84,991 28.3% 27.9% -0.4


San Antonio-New Braunfels, TX 312,689 58,283 19.4% 18.6% -0.7


San Diego-Carlsbad, CA 417,240 132,482 33.6% 31.8% -1.9


San Francisco-Oakland-Hayward, CA 656,273 191,316 28.7% 29.2% 0.5


San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 256,819 67,396 28.3% 26.2% -2.0


Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA 585,520 119,192 22.2% 20.4% -1.9


St. Louis, MO-IL 451,934 78,167 17.1% 17.3% 0.2


Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL 388,336 100,360 29.2% 25.8% -3.4 *
Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC 256,091 62,817 21.4% 24.5% 3.1 *
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV 940,227 187,437 21.2% 19.9% -1.3


Total 24,998,719 6,128,185 25.4% 24.5% -0.9 *
*Indicates a significant difference (at the 90% confidence level). 


Metropolitan area definitions for 2009 data are from the Office of Management and Budget outlined in Update of Statistical Area Definitions and Guidance on Their Uses, OMB Bulletin 
No. 08-01, issued November 20, 2007. Metro area definitions for 2012 data are from the  Office of Management and Budget in Revised Delineations of Metropolitan Statistical Areas, 
Micropolitan Statistical Areas, and Combined Statistical Areas, and Guidance on Uses of the Delineations of These Areas, OMB Bulletin No. 13-10, issued February 28, 2013.


Source: Center for Housing Policy tabulations of American Community Survey PUMS files.
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HOME Investment Partnerships Program Q&A 
 
What is HOME? 
The HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME), authorized in 1990, provides grants to state and 
local governments to produce affordable housing for low‐income families. Since 1990, over 1.1 million 
units of housing have been produced with HOME funds.  HOME funds have helped an additional more 
than 283,000 families through tenant‐based rental assistance. 
 
What are the eligible uses of HOME? 
HOME can be used for both rental and homeownership.  It can be used for new construction, 
rehabilitation, down payment assistance, and tenant‐based rental assistance. 
 
Who administers HOME? 
HOME is administered by state and local governments called participating jurisdictions, or PJs.  PJs are 
responsible for managing the day‐to‐day operations of their HOME programs, ensuring that HOME funds 
are used in accordance with all program requirements and written agreements, and taking appropriate 
action when performance problems arise.  
 
Who oversees HOME’s administration? 
HOME is overseen by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  HUD allocates 60 
percent of HOME funds to local PJs and 40 percent of HOME funds to state PJs, according to a needs‐
based formula.  HUD monitors the PJs for program compliance, enforces HOME program rules and 
regulations, and generates multiple reports on PJ activity. 
 
Whom does HOME serve? 
All HOME funds must be used to benefit low‐income families, those having incomes at or below 80 
percent of area median income (AMI), and 90 percent of rental funds must benefit families with incomes 
at or below 60 percent of AMI.  HOME has consistently exceeded these requirements by assisting 
families with incomes well below the HOME limits. 
 
HOME uniquely empowers states and localities to respond to the housing needs they judge most 
pressing, allowing them to serve the whole spectrum of need, from homeless to ownership to disaster 
recovery assistance, from urban to rural areas, and all low‐income populations, including families with 
children, the elderly, and people with special needs. 
 
Does HOME leverage other funding? 
PJs must provide a 25 percent match (cash or in‐kind) for each dollar of HOME funds they expend. 
Currently, each dollar of HOME leverages more than $4 of other public and private funds.   
 
What are the affordability requirements for HOME? 
Rental units must remain affordable to low‐income families for a period of five to 20 years, depending 
on the amount of HOME assistance they receive.  New construction rental must remain affordable for 
20 years.  Ownership properties must remain a family’s principal residence for a period of up to 15 
years, depending on the amount of HOME assistance they receive. 
 
How many jobs does HOME create? 
Every $1 billion in HOME funding creates or preserves approximately 17,870 jobs. 







 
Why is HOME necessary? 
The flexibility of HOME allows states and localities to decide how best to use scarce HOME funds to 
meet their most urgent affordable housing needs.  HOME funding is a vital piece in financing numerous 
affordable housing developments—many of which would not be able to go forward and many of which 
would not provide housing for low‐income families without HOME assistance. 
 
What is the current funding level for HOME? 
HOME was funded at $1 billion in FY 2014, a 38 percent cut from its FY 2011 funding level of $1.6 billion.     
 








 


 
Message to Tax Committee Members 


 
When meeting with House Ways and Means and Senate Finance Committee members: 
 


• Stress the importance of the Housing Credit and Bond programs (including the Housing Bond 
program’s Mortgage Credit Certificate (MCC) option) and their benefits in the member’s state or 
district.  Emphasize their value in meeting the growing affordable housing need, producing jobs, 
preserving federally assisted and other affordable housing, and aiding the economic recovery in 
your state. 
 


• Urge them to stand up for these programs during discussions of tax reform and deficit reduction 
and to protect and preserve these important resources. 


 
• Remind members that: 


 
 Without the Housing Credit and Bond programs, there would be virtually no affordable 


rental housing development because creating housing for low-income families is not 
financially feasible without some economic incentive. 


 Housing Bonds and MCCs help people that would not be able to purchase a home without 
assistance become first-time home buyers.  


 The Housing Credit is a purchased tax benefit, and substantially all of the net economic 
benefit of the program goes to low-income families, not corporations. 


 
• Ask them to further strengthen the Housing Credit and Bond programs to reach more people 


and places, by enacting program changes that: 
 
 Make permanent the temporary provision fixing the floating 9 percent Credit at 9 percent 


and creating a new floor at 4 percent for the 4 percent Acquisition Credit.  Ask Senators to 
cosponsor Senator Maria Cantwell’s bill, S. 1442, that would achieve this, and House 
members to support similar legislation that may be introduced in the House this year. 


 Increase access to Housing Credit apartments for working families that cannot afford 
decent, reasonably priced rental homes and for extremely low-income families that cannot 
afford most Housing Credit apartments without assistance. 


 Eliminate the Mortgage Revenue Bond (MRB) purchase price and refinancing limits. 
 Increase the MRB home improvement loan limit by an amount at least adequate to reflect 


the rise in construction costs since it was first established and index it for construction cost 
inflation annually thereafter. 


 Support MCC program amendments to simplify the program and make it more efficient. 


 








Housing Credit Q&A 
 
What is the Housing Credit? 
The Housing Credit is a federal tax credit created by President Reagan and Congress in the Tax Reform 
Act of 1986.  It offers a dollar-for-dollar reduction in a taxpayer’s income tax liability in return for making 
a long-term investment in affordable rental housing.  State agencies award Housing Credits to 
developers, who then sell the Credits to private investors in exchange for funding for the construction 
and rehabilitation of affordable housing.  These funds allow developers to borrow less money and pass 
through the savings in lower rents for low-income tenants.  Investors, in turn, receive a ten-year tax 
credit based on the cost of constructing or rehabilitating apartments that cannot be rented to anyone 
whose income exceeds 60 percent of area median income (AMI). 
 
Why should Congress preserve the Housing Credit in tax reform? 
The Housing Credit is essential to addressing the housing affordability crisis.  It accounts for most of the 
country’s new rental housing affordable to low-income people, creating opportunities for the millions of 
families in our country today who pay more than half of their income for housing, live in substandard 
and overcrowded conditions, or have no housing at all.  A 2012 study by New York University concluded 
that 62 percent of tenants in Housing Credit developments have incomes at or below 40 percent of AMI, 
far below the Housing Credit income limits.  In addition, rental assistance is very well-targeted in these 
developments, with nearly 70 percent of extremely low-income (ELI) households, those with annual 
incomes below 30 percent of AMI, receiving some form of rental assistance.  
 
In addition, the Housing Credit is essential to preserving existing affordable housing.  In 2011, two-thirds 
of bond-financed Housing Credit developments were used to maintain or extend affordability for 
properties at-risk of rent increases, conversion to market use, deterioration, elimination of income-
targeting rules, or other circumstances that could remove existing units from the affordable housing 
stock.  Over 25,000 affordable apartments were preserved using the Housing Credit in 2011 alone. 
 
The Housing Credit is also vital to the housing and economic recovery.  The program generates 
approximately $7.1 billion in income; $2.8 billion in federal, state, and local taxes; and 95,000 jobs per 
year across all U.S. industries.  Only 0.65 percent of Housing Credit developments have ever resulted in 
foreclosure, an unparalleled record compared to all other real estate asset classes. 
 
How much housing has been developed because of the Housing Credit? 
Since the Housing Credit program began in 1987, state housing agencies have financed more than 2.7 
million Housing Credit affordable rental homes, with approximately 100,000 units added to the 
inventory each year.   
 
In addition to affordable housing, what other benefits does the program provide? 
In addition to providing shelter, safe, sustainable, and affordable rental housing opportunities lead to 
improved child well-being, enhanced educational achievement, improved health outcomes, increased 
employment access, proximity to transportation options, community revitalization, and reduced 
dependence on emergency services and institutional care.1  


1 Examples of research documenting these impacts include: Making Affordable Housing at Transit a Reality 
(Enterprise Community Partners & FRESC); The Positive Impacts of Affordable Housing on Health: A Research 
Summary (Center for Housing Policy and Enterprise Community Partners 2007); Supportive Housing for Returning 
Prisoners: Outcomes and Impacts of the Returning Home Ohio Pilot Project (The Urban Institute 2012); The Role of 


                                                           







Who administers the Housing Credit? 
The Housing Credit is typically administered by state Housing Finance Agencies (HFAs), state-chartered 
authorities established to help meet the affordable housing needs of the residents of their states.  
Although they vary widely in characteristics, such as their relationship to state government, most HFAs 
are independent entities that operate under the direction of a board of directors appointed by each 
state's governor.  The Housing Credit, in addition to tax-exempt housing bonds and the HOME program, 
is at the center of HFA activity on affordable housing.  
 
Who oversees the Housing Credit’s administration? 
The Housing Credit is overseen by the U.S. Treasury through the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), which 
monitors the program for noncompliance and issues program guidance and regulations.  In addition to 
IRS monitoring, state agency scrutiny and private sector oversight—under threat of severe tax penalty 
for noncompliance—are hallmarks of the Housing Credit program and have eliminated the need for 
extensive federal involvement and bureaucratic regulations.  This oversight system represents an 
unprecedented departure from previous federal housing programs and is an essential element of the 
program’s success. 
 
What does the Housing Credit cost? 
The cost of the Housing Credit to the federal government is fixed and determined by statute.  Each 
state’s Housing Credit allocation is subject to a volume cap based on its population that limits the 
availability of the Credit in each state.  In 2014, the state Credit cap is $2.30 times the state’s population, 
with a state minimum of $2,635,000.  Volume cap figures are published by the IRS on an annual basis.  
 
According to the Office of Management and Budget’s FY 2014 budget estimate, for 2014 through 2018, 
the Housing Credit will cost $42.7 billion dollars or approximately $8.5 billion annually.  The cost of the 
Housing Credit represents less than three percent of all, affordable and non-affordable, housing-related 
federal tax expenditures and about 0.6 percent of all federal tax expenditures. 
 
Whom does the Housing Credit serve? 
While the program was originally designed to serve low-income working households earning between 
50 and 60 percent of AMI, state HFAs often reach families with much lower incomes.  The flexibility of 
the Housing Credit has made it an attractive tool for meeting housing needs across rural, urban, and 
suburban areas, including permanent supportive housing for homeless and special needs populations 
including veterans, Native American tribes, and the elderly.  In 2011 for example, the latest year for 
which data is available, 25 percent of Housing Credit apartments were targeted towards elderly 
residents.  
 
The program allows states to allocate Housing Credits to developments they select pursuant to qualified 
allocation plans (QAPs) they develop that identify the type, location, and other characteristics of 
affordable housing needed throughout the state.  The plans must describe the criteria agencies will 
apply in allocating the Credit and are subject to review on an annual basis after a public hearing and 
comment process.  In this way, the Housing Credit empowers states to respond to the housing needs, 
priorities, and challenges that states consider most important.  
 


Affordable Housing in Creating Jobs and Stimulating Local Economic Development (Center for Housing Policy 
2011); Denver Housing First Collaborative: Cost Benefit Analysis and Program Outcomes Report (Colorado Coalition 
for the Homeless 2006). 
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Does the Housing Credit leverage other funding? 
A unique feature of the Housing Credit is its ability to leverage private equity which investors contribute 
upfront with the expectation of obtaining Credits in the future.  In addition, virtually every state 
combines the Housing Credit with some federal subsidy to make housing affordable to ELI families, the 
elderly and special needs populations.  Approximately 40 percent of Housing Credit apartments have 
been financed using tax-exempt bonds, most of which has been used to further the goal of affordable 
housing preservation.  
 
Why is the Housing Credit necessary? 
According to the American Community Survey, the number of renters earning $15,000 or less (in real 
terms) grew by 2.6 million between 2001 and 2010.  The number of rental homes that were both 
adequate and affordable to these households, however, was essentially flat over this same period.  As a 
result, the gap between the supply of and demand for these units widened.   
 
In 2001, 8.7 million ELI renters competed for 3.8 million available and affordable units, leaving a gap of 
4.9 million units.  In 2011, 11.8 million ELI renters competed for 4.2 million affordable and available 
units, expanding the shortfall to 7.6 million units.   
 
In addition, one in six households pays more than 50 percent of their income for housing.  
 
The Housing Credit accounts for most of the country’s new rental housing affordable to low-income 
people, creating affordable housing opportunity for the millions of families in our country today who 
pay more than half of their income for housing, live in substandard and overcrowded conditions, or have 
no housing at all.   
 
In addition, the program annually produces approximately 95,000 new full-time jobs, adds $7.1 billion to 
the economy, and contributes approximately $2.8 billion in federal tax revenue.  
 
What would be the impact of repealing the Housing Credit? 
Repealing the Housing Credit would stop the development of thousands of desperately needed rental 
homes made possible by the Housing Credit.  Affordable housing needs would intensify and tens of 
thousands of low-income families would face greater difficulty accessing affordable homes.  Thousands 
of affordable units would be lost because the Housing Credit would not make their preservation 
possible.   
 
Jobs and economic revenue would decrease because of the reduction in construction, supplies, and 
other economic activity associated with the Housing Credit.  
 
The federal revenue raised from repealing the Housing Credit would be minimal, especially in the first 
several years.  Although often listed in the top ten of corporate tax expenditures, the cost of the 
Housing Credit is dwarfed by the top four corporate tax expenditures and all of the largest corporate tax 
expenditures are smaller than the smallest of the top ten individual tax expenditures.  Furthermore, the 
revenue raised from the program’s repeal would be minimal because the Housing Credit is purchased up 
front but applied to tax liability annually over ten years and, thus, taxpayers would continue to receive 
their credits for several years after repeal. 
 
Isn’t the Housing Credit producing housing that the private sector would create anyway? 
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Unlike many other tax expenditures, which subsidize activity that would occur at some level without a 
tax benefit, virtually no affordable rental housing development would occur without the Housing Credit. 
To develop new rental homes affordable to renter households with incomes equivalent to the full-time 
minimum wage, the construction cost would have to be 28 percent of the current average (which is 
already 30 percent below the 2007 peak in real terms).2 
 
Doesn’t the Housing Credit just enable corporate investors to reduce their tax liability? 
The Housing Credit is a purchased tax benefit, and substantially all of the net economic benefit of the 
program goes to low-income families, not corporations.  Investors must pay for the credits; they do not 
receive them for activities in which they would otherwise engage absent the Credit.  In contrast to other 
corporate tax expenditures, corporations are only the intermediaries that enable private resources to be 
used to deliver affordable rental housing to low-income and special needs populations, housing which 
would not be built without the Credit.  Therefore, the Housing Credit should not be eliminated or cut to 
finance lower tax rates for corporations. 
 
Isn’t the Housing Credit an example of the proliferation of tax expenditures? 
The Housing Credit is the product of tax reform.  It was signed into law by President Reagan as part of 
the Tax Reform Act of 1986.  The legislative history for the Housing Credit states Congress created the 
Housing Credit because, “it was concerned that the tax preferences for low-income rental housing 
available under prior law were not effective in providing affordable housing for low-income individuals.  
Congress believed a more efficient mechanism for encouraging the production of low-income rental 
housing could be provided through the low-income rental housing tax credit.”  Over its 26-year life, the 
Housing Credit has become the most successful affordable rental housing production program in history. 
 


2 America’s Rental Housing: Meeting Challenges, Building on Opportunities, 2011, Joint Center for Housing Studies 
of Harvard University. 
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Housing Trust Fund Q&A 
 
What is the Housing Trust Fund? 
The Housing Trust Fund (Trust Fund) is a permanent federal fund authorized by the Housing and 
Economic Recovery Act of 2008 (HERA).  It provides grants to States to increase and preserve the supply 
of rental housing for extremely low- and very low-income families, including homeless families, and to 
increase homeownership for extremely low- and very low-income families. 
 
Are there legislative proposals to fund the Trust Fund? 
To date, the Trust Fund has not received any funding.  In January 2014, 33 Senators sent a letter to Mel 
Watt, the Federal Housing Finance Agency’s (FHFA) newly installed director, urging him to end the 
suspension of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac’s contributions to the Trust Fund.  HERA requires Fannie 
Mae and Freddie Mac to transfer a percentage of their new business revenue to finance the Trust Fund, 
but soon after its enactment Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac were placed in conservatorship and their 
conservator, FHFA, suspended their contributions to the Trust Fund. 
 
The Senate Banking Committee is currently considering housing finance reform legislation that would 
assess a user fee for guarantees on securities and would direct 80 percent of the revenue generated 
from the fee to funding the Trust Fund.   
 
The legislation would also expand the Trust Fund’s eligible activities to include research and 
development of sustainable homeownership and affordable rental programs for families with incomes 
not exceeding 120 percent of area median income (AMI) and to provide limited credit enhancement and 
other credit support.  The bill would place additional limits on the percentage of funding that could be 
used for each eligible activity and includes geographical targeting requirements.   
 
The House Financial Services Committee passed in July of 2013 housing finance reform legislation that 
would eliminate the Trust Fund. 
 
Representative Keith Ellison (D-MN) reintroduced in March of 2013 the Common Sense Housing 
Investment Act of 2013.  The bill would credit a portion of the savings created by altering the Mortgage 
Interest Deduction to the Trust Fund.  The House Financial Services Committee has not considered the 
bill. 
 
Since FY 2010, the President’s annual Budget has requested $1 billion in mandatory funding to capitalize 
the Trust Fund.  The Budget proposals have not identified an offset for the funding request. 
 
What are the eligible uses of the Trust Fund? 
Eligible Trust Fund activities are production, preservation, rehabilitation, and operation of rental 
housing; and production, preservation, and rehabilitation of housing for homeownership, including 
down payment assistance, closing cost assistance, and assistance for interest-rate buy-downs.  State 
spending on homeownership may not exceed 10 percent of total assistance provided.  States may use 
up to 10 percent of their grants for administrative costs. 
 
 
 
 







Whom does the Trust Fund serve? 
All assistance must be used to benefit very low-income families (with incomes not greater than 50 
percent of AMI) and at least 75 percent of the funds used for rental assistance must be used to benefit 
extremely low-income families (with incomes not greater than the higher of 30 percent of AMI or the 
federal poverty line).  States must allocate their funds subject to state allocation plans made with an 
opportunity for public comment.   
 
Each state’s allocation plan must reflect the state’s priority housing needs and include applicant 
selection criteria with funding priority based on geographic diversity, the applicant’s ability to obligate 
amounts and undertake funded activities in a timely manner, the extent to which rents are affordable in 
the proposed development, the duration of the affordable rents in the proposed development, the use 
of other funding sources in the proposed development, and the merits of an applicant’s proposed 
eligible activity. 
 
HUD published proposed Trust Fund regulations in October of 2010; it has not published a Final Rule. 
The Proposed Rule would require for the first year the Trust Fund is funded that all funding be used for 
extremely low-income families.  It also would set a minimum affordability period of 30 years.  The 
Proposed Rule would set the maximum rent, plus utilities, at the greater of 30 percent of the federal 
poverty line or 30 percent of the income of a family whose income equals 30 percent of AMI.  It would 
also require energy and water-efficiency features in all Trust Fund-assisted units. 
 
NCSHA submitted to HUD comments on the Proposed Rule, requesting that final Trust Fund regulations 
maintain the flexibility provided by the authorizing legislation and urging HUD not to impose mandates 
not required by the statute that would hinder state administration of the program. 
 
Who administers the funds? 
Each state will decide whether its state Housing Finance Agency (HFA) or another state entity will 
receive these grants, which will be allocated to the states according to a HUD-developed needs-based 
formula, with a minimum state allocation of $3 million.  HUD released its allocation formula Proposed 
Rule in December of 2009. 
 
State grantees must use or commit all funds within two years of when they become available and must 
submit an annual report to the HUD Secretary describing the activities funded by the grants and 
compliance with established allocation plans. 
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