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MCPHERSON COUNTY HOUSING STUDY INTRODUCTION & TAKEAWAYS

Why A Housing Study for McPherson County?

Residents in McPherson County are seeking quality housing to enhance their living conditions
and those of their families. Affordable, attainable housing is a basic requirement for healthy
communities and the residents who live in them. But housing is also a critical element of
economic development policy and strategy. Without places for workers to live, the diverse
industries of McPherson and surround counties will be unable to grow and take advantage of
their locational and economic advantages. An adequate supply of housing thus becomes a
critical part of staff recruitment and retention strategies. Without these options, the region may
struggle to support its current population and accommodate future growth.
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A REGIONAL STUDY AND STRAT

INTRODUCTION

McPherson County, Kansas, encompasses a dynamic, growing region in central
Kansas that is experiencing both employment growth and increasing housing
demand. This Housing Study is a comprehensive assessment of the housing needs
of both current and future residents. It examines existing housing conditions,
anticipates future demands, and outlines detailed goals, policies, and strategies to
address challenges in the regional housing market.

In 2020, the RDG Planning & Design completed a housing study for the City of
McPherson, specific to its own housing condition and opportunities. This study
focuses on the remainder of the County, but includes an update to some aspects of
the McPherson city study using data from the 2020 Census and the 2023 American
Community Survey (ACS). McPherson County has several remarkable qualities,
including a growing a regional economy with a significant manufacturing sector and
an increasing population. The county’s communities display individual demographic
and economic factors and have housing and community development opportunities

EGY PLAN

-

and challenges. Some of these can be addressed locally, but many will require
cooperative, regional efforts to fulfill their housing needs.

Whv a Housina

Residents in McPherson County are seeking quality housing to enhance their living
conditions and those of their families. Affordable, attainable housing is a basic
requirement for healthy communities and the residents who live in them. But
housing is also a critical element of economic development policy and strategy.
Without places for workers to live, the diverse industries of McPherson and
surround counties will be unable to grow and take advantage of their locational and
economic advantages. An adequate supply of housing thus becomes a critical part
of staff recruitment and retention strategies. Without these options, the region may
struggle to support its current population and accommodate future growth.
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The need for cooperative action led to the creation of the McPherson County
Housing Coalition (MHC), the sponsor of this study. MHC has provided support
to local community housing initiatives on both large and small scales, and has
developed pioneering projects providing accommodations for unhoused people
and households with special needs. To understand the state of housing supply and
demand in McPherson County, the study process included:

* Aseries of local listening sessions
* Apublic survey that received 408 responses.

* Demographic, economic, and housing snapshots and housing demand models
for the county and each of its seven cities.

* Fieldwork on bicycle of six of the cities (excluding the city of McPherson that
received similar attention during the 2020 study) of the physical character and
condition of housing on the ground.
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A REGIONAL STUDY AND STRATEGY PLAN

Figure 1.1. The Communities of McPherson County

— Roles & Responsibilities

This study is created to evaluate the conditions of the housing stock, identify

=y challenges, and explore strategies for McPherson County. The supply off
f affordable housing affects the quality of life for residents, people interested in

moving to the region and businesses seeking to retain employees in the area.
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T e N | MHC represents a regional approach to county housing development and joint
Windarn "% cm : policy. It is now a coordinating organization that has advocacy, grantwriting,
“\-\_____,_,..“ i i\_‘_' and coordinating functions. Using its recent projects as a foundation, it may|

evolve into a regional housing development entity.

" —
Communities should read and understand the study and its directions.
They should work with staff, stakeholders, developers, and other cities to
L implement these strategies. There should be priority in follow through and
= — analysis of success.
'._-__., I, { T| i T‘\ \
e o The County should adopt policies to improve quality of life for the community.
“
CItIES have the Capablllt\/ Exemplary communication of communities within the county should be
prominent about resources.
of providing something for
EVEFYbOdy only beca use, and Community members should seek to understand the needs and challenges
4 " for all. Members should be advocates for their neighbors and get involved in
community efforts.
only when, they are created by

everybody." - Jane Jacobs




INTRODUCTION & TAKEAWAYS MCPHERSON COUNTY HOUSING STUDY

ORGANIZATION

This study is organized to allow leaders and individuals the opportunity to access local analysis and implementation tools for the community. The study is organized as
the following:

1. INTRODUCTION

Depicts the organization, terminology, and process
for the study.

2. COMMUNITY INSIGHTS

Provides analysis of the input proce.
from the community.

3. COUNTY DATA ATLAS

A look at McPherson County as a whole and
counties with similarities through demographics,
housing, economic tends, and development.
4. COMMUNITY MARKET ASSESSMENTS

Analysis of the communities within McPherson County
to make a closer assessment of the population,
housing, and development predictions.

5. RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusion of the housing challenges in
McPherson County, along with the resources to
obtain the housing goals. Building a set of goals,
strategies, and policies in this chapter to help the
community move forward.
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TERMINOLOGY

Several terms and phrases are used in housing lingo today, many are not easily underst

following terms are used throughout this document to explain the housing market.

* Affordable Housing. Any housing that is not

financially burdensome to a household in a specific
income range. The term affordable housing can
include housing that is subsidized by federal
programs.

Assisted Housing. In the context of this study,
assisted housing is defined and refers to housing
that caters to households that want or need
additional services. This could include provided
meals, cleaning service, shared maintenance,
and other similar accommodations. This definition
includes “assisted living units.” Often those
in assisted housing are older adults that live
independently well after retirement.

Attainable Housing. Much like affordable housing,
this is housing that is not financially burdensome to
a household in any income range. This term does
not have the association with state and federal
programs that affordable housing has.

Contract Rent. For renter-occupied units, the
contract rent is the monthly rent agreed upon
regardless of any furnishings, utilities, or services
that may be included. Data for contract rent
excludes units for which no cash rent is paid.
(Census.gov)

Cost Burdened. Any household spending more
than 30% of their monthly income on housing.
Area Median Income (AMI). The midpoint in the
county's income distribution, meaning that half of

households earn more than the median and half
earn less. A household’s income is calculated by its
gross income or the total income before taxes and
other payroll deductions.

Empty Nester. A single person or couple without
children living at home. Empty nester can include
any age range, but most often refers to older adults
and seniors whose children have moved to college
and no longer live at home.

Gross Rent. Gross rent is the contract rent plus
the estimated average monthly cost of utilities
(electricity, gas, and water and sewer) and fuels
(oil, coal, kerosene, wood, etc) if these are paid by
the renter (or paid for the renter by someone else).
(Census.gov)

Workforce Housing. According to the Urban Land
Institute, workforce housing is any housing that is
affordable to a household earning between 60%
and 120% of the area median income (AMI).

Market Rate. The price that the broad number of
homebuyers or renters are willing to pay for housing.
Market rate housing does not have any restrictions
on price. Generally, when the demand goes up, the
market rate price will also go up. Conversely, when
supply goes down, the market rate price tends to
g0 up. Note, the market rate price may also be a
price buyers must pay because there are no other
options for their situation, putting them housing
cost burdened.

ood without explanation and some mean different things to different people. The

® Senior Housing. Often thought of as nursing

homes and assisted living facilities, senior housing
in the context of this study is more broadly defined
and refers to housing that caters to older adults.
These housing options could include ground
floor apartments, condos, housing with limited
assistance, or other options that allow seniors to
live independently with less maintenance.
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OGRAPHICS

While data, analysis, and observations of the Figure 2.1: Community of Residence
community allow for a basis it cannot show the whole

story of McPherson County and the housing needs of McPherson _
residents. This housing study is framed by the opinions

and values expressed by community members. Mounridge _ 14.3%

The survey was distributed through a project website. Inman — 11.8%

It was complemented by a series of five listening

sessions held in McPherson County. These discussions Canton — 11.6%

supplement and verify the data from the analysis and s

findings from the survey. Galva _ 10.3%

~ommunity Survey

-

public, including all residents, the business community,

, o B
The community survey was open to all members of the Cther &
future residents, and leadership. The survey remained -

Marquette

open for 3 months starting in March 2024, During the Roxbury l 1.0%
period over 408 responses were given from across the
county, with some outside the county that commute Windom I 0.5%

for work, recreation, schools, or are looking for housing

. 0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0% 40.0%
in McPherson County.

Source: RDG Planning & Design

ic Distribution of

-
~ommunity Survev

* Figure 2.1 shows the distribution of “Home ZIP
Codes” for survey respondents. The majority of
respondents live within the County with only 2.74%
living in different zip codes.

Inman _ Moundridge
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SURVEY DEMOGRAPHICS

Demographic Distribution Of  Figure 2.2: Responents’ Age Figure 2.3: Race of Respondents

» itv €
‘,).?.. NUNITY survey 75 and COverjil] ¢

The demographics of survey respondents provide

i ’ 60-74 I <> m White alone (92.84%)
valuable information on who responded to the survey = Black orAfjrican American
alone (0%
instrument, and what their existing housing conditions B ® American Ingian and Alaska
Native alone (0.26%)
ike. W Asian alone (0.26%)
and needs look like - N S S, o1 ® Native Hawaiian and Other
Eauﬁc ?;Iander (0";’0) (0.51%)
ome other race alone %%
. . . 18'29_ 47 * Two or more races (4,60%)
Age and Race Distribution ® Prefer not to say (1.53%)
* Participants from 30-44 years of age represented 17 and Under] 2
about 40% of all respondents, not uncommon in © 20 40 0 80 100 120 140 160 180
a comparable regions. These represent family
o Source: RDG Planning & Design
households. “Middle age” groups, between ages > —
45 and 60, accounted for another 40%. Figure 2.4: Onwership/Renter Status of Respondents

* Most survey respondents characterize themselves Eivewithrgrovrchilde
as white. (for rent or free) 0.00%

Owner and Renter Occupancy CemoviEparentsfor

* Respondents owner/renter tenure was very similar rent or free)
to census data, with a slight tilt toward ownership.

I 1.80%

Rent-to-Own | 0.26%
25.5%
Own 79.18%
74.5%
Black Survey %

Red Census % 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Source: RDG Planning & Design
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ECONOMICS AND HOUSING STATUS

Household Income

* The general trend of the household income
generally reflects the census data used in the
market analysis.

* Figure 2.6, displaying income distribution, indicates
spikes in respondents from $50,000-74,999 and
$100,000-149,999,

Monthly Housing Costs

* Majority of residents in McPherson County pay
$500-$1,500 for housing.

* Additionally, respondents have reported to spend
up to $17,000 annually on commuting cost. This
includes gas, parking, repairs, and other costs
associated. 68.24% of respondents take under 15
minutes to get to work.

Figure 2.5: How would you rate the supply of
buildable lots in your community?

" Severe oversupply

B Moderate oversupply
® Adequate supply

® Moderate undersupply
® Severe undersupply

® Don't know

Figure 2.6: What is your household’s estimated gross annual income?

25% 23.44%

21.56%
20%
15.94%
15%

11.88%
10.94%

10%
6.88%
4.69%
5%
3.13%
1.56%
v

Less than $15,000 - $25,000 -  $50,000 - $75,000 - $100,000 - $150,000 - $200,000+ Prefer not to
$15,000 $24,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999 $149,999 $199,000 answer

Figure 2.7: How much is your monthly rent or mortgage payment?

Over $3,000 ] 0.63%

$2,000 - $2,999 [ ¢
$1,500 - 1,995 | 1 1.::”:

L R R R TR 2y 0
T T R R R IR 1) a0

under $500 [ 3.75%
o e s I ;.07
rent free R

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%
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COMMUNITY INSIGHTS

ECONOMICS AND HOUSING STATUS “No good mid range homes. Low range are not in good

condition oftentimes, and there is a sharp increase in

COMMUNITY INPUT

Housing Choice

price to quality with no middle range.”

* Many respondents of the survey reported that the current housing supply does
not meet the needs of their community. There are mixed results for “empty-
nesters”. Housing is seen as most adequate for older adults and least available

Figure 2.9: Reasons for Renting Rather than Owning a Home
for younger households, families with children, and low-income workers.
* Renters are choosing to rent home because of lack of choice due to costs Percentage Number
and maintenance. The survey shows that older residents are choosing to rent “Tackorahome thatTwant—
because upkeep is provided. Younger renter residents ultimately want to own. to buy 6.34% >
Costs are too high 63.89% 46
I'm not ready to buy a home
right now G *
Other economic issues 8.33% 6
Other (please specify) 15.28% 11

Figure 2.8: Does current housing supply adequately meets the needs of the following household types in your community?

200
150
00 e B
—
. E = i

Single Young couples Families with Multi-generational "Emply-nesters”

e

Senior singles People with disabilities Students Worker making Households Ido not live in a city
professionals without children children families or couples below $15.00 an neediing fo be
hour near transit

services
m Yes m No
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COMMUNITY INSIGHT:

HOUSING PREFERENCES

N

Houging Preferences Figure 2.10: Are the following housing types applicable to your city’s housing needs?
Housing is a broad term that describes any safe = i
structure specifically built for inhabitation by one or Small two- or three- bedroom G G a
multiple people for more than a short time. But many house
forms and types of products are contained within
that definition. These include single-family homes, = + v Midaize, (hrea-betioon houss 94.19% 5.81%
duplexes, patio homes, villas, rowhomes, townhomes,
apartments, accessory dwelling units, and live-work
units, among others. The survey asked people to La’ge'""";;‘:::;::’s“”” e 49.54% 50.45% +* v -
respond to the applicability of different housing types
to their individual communities.
= = large Lot Residential Housing 58.81% 41.10%
* Most housing types received more positive than
negative responses. Exceptions were downtown
upper -story residential, very large houses, and row Townhouse or Duplex 69.85% 3045% - -«
homes or triplexes.
* Entry level housing including small and mid-size
houses were highly favored among the housing * * S RO ame TRl und Ak g )
options.
* Older adults identified a need for housing with Apartment 60.68% 39.32% ...
provided maintenance. This is reflected in the high
favorability rating for independent senior living
housing. » Downtown Upper-story Residential 4159% 58.41%

Independent - Senior Living

Housing 73.83% 26.17% .
= =+ Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) 59.12% 40.88%
Cottage Court - a group of smaller 57.19% 42.81% e

homes that share a yard space
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Figure 2.12: In the past three years did you look for
a new place to live, regardless of where?
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HOUSING PREFERENCES

Housing Movement

Movement within the housing market is critical for existing affordable housing units to become available to
others wanting to live in McPherson County.

* When looking for housing, many respondents prefer to own a home.

* The top three reasons of residents looking to move were up-sizing to a larger home, seeking a better or
different quality of life, or finding more affordable housing.

Figure 2.11: Is there any reason you'd look for a new place to live in the next three years? (Choose all that apply)

None - | am happy with my current living arrangement 41.40%

|

To up-size to a larger owner-occupied home 18.79%

Moaving to a different community for quality of life reasons 16.88%

Moving because my current housing costs are too high 15.61%

To move out of a rental to purchase a home 13.49%

Maving to a different community for work purposes 12.10%

To down-size to a smaller owner-occupied home 10.83%

Other (please specify) 9.24%

Moving to a unit that allows me to age in place

6.69%

To up-size to a larger rental unit

3.50%

To down-size fo a smaller rental unit - 2.23%

To move into an assisled living facility 1.59%

2
&

5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%
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AFFORDABILITY

Figure 2.13: If you have looked to purchase a home in the past three years, how would you rate the
availability of housing in your community for each of the following price categories?

Housing Availability and Affordability
The cost of affordable housing both in the rental
and owner market is an area of concern for survey
respondents. Figure 2.13 shows the owner supply
attainability and Figure 2.14 shows the renter supply $300,000 - $399,999
attainability for people who have looked for housing

relatively recently. $200,000 - $299,999 _k

* There is a perceived undersupply of entry level
and middle priced homes to own in McPherson $150,000 - $189,999
County. This limits choices for smaller or entry level B Oversupply
households wanting to buy a home.

Over $400,000

™ Balance $100,000 - $149,999

* A similar perception exists in the rental market that

; ; ] B Undersupply
affordable units are in short supply and there is an Under $100,000 _
oversupply of expensive units. W Don't Know

0 20 40 60 80 100 120
Figure 2.14: If you have looked for rental housing in the past three years, how would you rate the
availability of rental housing in your community for the following rental ranges? Skip if this does not

apply to you.
"Rehabilitation grants R e

combined with strict code
enforcement to increase the v N
curb appeal of the community ® Oversupply
to make people want to live ™ Balance

D e T EE—

$500 - $999

B Don't Know
5 10 15 20
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COMMUNITY INSIGHTS

AFFORDABILITY

Figure 2.13: If you have looked to purchase a home in the past three years, how would you rate the
availability of housing in your community for each of the following price categories?

Housing Availability and

Affordability

The cost of affordable housing both in the rental
and owner market is an area of concern for survey
respondents.

Over $400,000

$300,000 - $399,999

e There is a perceived undersupply of entry level
and middle priced homes to own in McPherson
County. This limits choices for smaller or entry
level households wanting to buy a home. m

$200,000 - $299,999

* Asimilar perception exists in the rental market that g Oversupply
affordable units are in short supply and there is an
oversupply of expensive units.

Balance

Undersupply

Under $100,000 :;L,ji
W Don't Know

o
1]
3
=y
=]
o

100 120
Figure 2.14: If you have looked for rental housing in the past three years, how would you rate the
availability of rental housing in your community for the following rental ranges? Skip if this does not

apply to you.
“Rehabilitation grants
combined with strict code
enforcement to increase the
curb appeal of the community m Oversupply
to make people want to live = Balance s

here” - Survey Respondent T e R

B Don't Know

0 5 10 15 20
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Figure 2.16: Which types of housing solutions would you support

AYiW iV | b | | < i A k —
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e e’ W R o L e to reduce the cost of housing in McPherson County (select all that
POLICY Sl
Ranking Solution Percentage
Policy Directions Downpayment assistance to owners 66.21%
The survey asked respondents to rate agreement for different potential policy and
funding approaches. 0,
Seanlsprnéansinterest loans to housing SL0S%
* Downpayment assistance to owners received the highest level of support
while higher density developments and rental subsidies programs received low "
. o 55.52%
support. Housing rehabilitation loans
¢ As shown in Figure 2.15, a majority of respondents agreed with using public g
funding to remove dilapidated houses. However, over 30% were unsure.. This Mortgage assistance 53.79%
suggests the need for an educational program o9n the economic and safety
benefits of demolishing deteriorating structures and reusing the remaining Duplex or townhome construction 42.76%
Figure 2.15: Does your community need increased or continued use of : - : -
city/public funding to remove dilapidated hou sing? Co.nstructlon financing assistance to 39.31%
builders
Public development of infrastructure 32.41%
Premanufactured or modular housing (not
: E 32.07%
mobile homes)
e Public acquisition of dilapidated properties 31.72%
¥ No
B Doii ki Section 8/Housing Choice Voucher rental "
Bk 27.24%
subsidies
Hi r densi “cluster” |
ghg density or “cluster” deve opment 24.48%
housing
Other (please specify) 8.28%
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McPherson County incorporates eight
municipalities, two rural villages, and rural areas
in its 901 square miles. These communities are
tied together by economics, commuting patterns,
public services, and housing markets. In addition,
McPherson County is also influenced by significant
regional job centers like Salina, Hutchinson, and
even Wichita. Examining the county as a whole
helps build an understanding of trends and
challenges that face its individual communities.

What market data tell us

Figure 3.1 illustrates how different elements influence
the housing supply and demand. Quantitative data
analyzed can show trends in population, housing
occupancy, affordability, demand, and other factors.

Figure 3.1: Potential Forces on Housing Development and Investment

What market data do not tell us

Data can have its limitations though. Census and
other data only provides a single point perspective of
the housing market. Numbers alone do not capture
the emotions and values of the residents within
the community. Also, reliability of surveys in small
decreases and margin of error increases because
of sampling errors and lack of sufficient data.
Conclusions and strategies based on data alone
must be substantiated by ground observations and
discussions.

Interest
Rates

MACRO
MARKET

Sources

Federal
Standards

Global
Forces

2,609

Funding

Suppléof

Population
Growth/
Decline

Le\avgs

2,200

1,800

™ REGIONAL " =

3,776

Stagnant
Valuations

1,974
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COUNTY ATLAS
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POPULATION TRENDS

-

Historical Population Trends

This section examines demographic information of McPherson in the past and
today. Many factors including population, housing value determinants, incomes,
rent to supply chains, national policies, and global events shape the housing
market. Factors in this chapter focus on regional trends that the County and local
governments can influence.

McPherson County as a whole has experienced slow but steady population growth
since 1960 - unusual for rural counties without a large city. Its growth curve
plateaued between 2000 and 2010, displaying a small drop in population during
that decade. Figure 3.2 displays the relationship between population change in
McPherson County and and the City of McPherson. Figure 3.3 illustrates population
change in the rural county outside of municipalities.

* Overall county population trends closely mirrored those of the City.

* County population experienced three significant growth spurts during the
1970s, 1990s, and 2010s. The most recent of these was the smallest in terms
of annual growth rate, but was nevertheless positive.

¢ Excluding McPherson, Lindsborg and Moundridge have experienced the greatest
proportionate population growth, followed by Inman and Galva. Marquette and

Canton, the smallest of the municipalities, have been either flat or moderately
declining.

* As shown in Figure 3.4, rural population outside of corporate limits is clustered
around McPherson and Lindsborg. Outside of these cities, rural residents are

relatively evenly distributed around the county, with some greater concentration
east of K61 and south of US 56.

* Population outside of municipal limits has declined from 7,904 in 1960 to 6,932
in 2020, a decline of about 12%.

Figure 3.2: McPherson Historic Population Change

35,000 mMcPherson County  =e=McPherson
30,000 29,554 39 180 30223
26,855 27,268
25,000 24,285 24,778
20,000
15,000 13,770 14,082
10,000
5,000
0
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020
|
Grg;?#iate +0.2%  40.8%  40.2%  +0.8%  -01%  +0.35%
% Change During Decade
Source: U.S. Census Bureau
Figure 3.3: Population Trends by Community
3,800 3,776
3,400
3,000
2,609
2,600
2,200
1,974
1,800
1,400 1214 == E A 131
hooe: —— : e 834
600 TZQM 685
607 8 ———¢—= ——"—— oo
442
200
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020
—s—Canton =e-Galva —=—Inman =e—Lindsborg —e—Marquette Moundridge

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Figure 3.4: McPherson County Population Density

Source: 2020 U.S. Census Bureau

2022 Population Density
® One Dot = One Person

1
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Age & Migration

Changes in demographics help indicate housing needs today and in the future.
These age cohorts give important insight into future housing needs and the ability
of the County to attract or retain population groups.. The primary cohort categories
relate to three stages of life.

Emerging Cohorts. Those under 25 may still be in school or just entering the
workforce and are often renters or living with someone. McPherson County includes
three colleges - McPherson College and Central Christian College in McPherson
and Bethany College in Lindsborg - all of which affect population movement.

Establish(ed/ing) Cohort. Those between 25 and 54 are entering the housing
market or have established their households and family composition. They may
move in or out of the area for:

> Quality of life amenities, including schools and other family amenities.
> Better/higher paying job opportunities in other locations.

> For affordable housing options for renters who wish to enter home ownership
or homeowners that want to move-up.

Senior Cohort. Those over 55 are likely to be living in smaller households or living
alone, approaching retirement, or already retired. The oldest groups may be on
fixed incomes or need special assistance. They also generate a demand for smaller,
single-level units.

Figure 3.5 shows the greatest proportionate population gain in the 55 to 75 agre
groups, along with reasonable stability in younger cohorts. Figure 3.6 illustrates
migration patterns by comparing 2020 population predicted by natural population
changes (birth and cohort survival rates) with the actual count. Positive differences
indicate in-migration of people in that specific age group. Generally, McPherson
County as a whole experiences positive migration among most age groups, with
the exception of the 25 to 34 cohort. Because this represents a college population
moving into school and moving out of town after graduation, this change is typical
of college communities.

Figure 3.5: Population by Age 2000-2020
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau
Figure 3.6: 2020 Predicted versus Actual Population

AGE PREDICTED 2020  ACTUAL 2020 DIFFERENCE
< 4,669 5,415 746
g 1.895 2.349 454
G 1.954 2.251 297
2 3.682 3.249 -433
g 3.186 3481 295
% 3.024 2.998 -26
& 4.135 4.147 12
§ 3.150 3372 222
g 1.627 1.903 276
1.093 1,058 =35 Lo
Total 28,414 30,223 1,809

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; RDG Planning & Design
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Future Population

Housing demand is generated by growth in the number of households, which is
naturally related to population. This relationship can be modified by demographic
factors - for example, aging populations generate more household units with
smaller populations because of fewer people per household. Additionally, the
makeup of that population will influence the type of housing that a community
offers. To continue the example, housing for older adults will tend to attract retirees

from around the region. The discussion of housing types and demands later in this
study will address this relationship.

Figure 2.6 considers four alternative population scenarios for McPherson County
for the 2020-2035 period. These scenarios include:

- Natural growth (Zero net migration). This forecasts population based on the
natural balance of births and deaths, using the existing population composition

as a baseline. This produces a substantially declining total population as deaths
exceed birth.

- Historic county growth rate scenarios. These apply the growth rates experienced
during the long term. McPherson County as a whole has displayed an historical
annual average growth rate of 0.35% between 1960 and 2020.

- Urban area growth rate. Between 1960 and 2020, urban McPherson County has
experienced an average annual growth rate of 0.54%. The population decline in
rural areas accounts for the difference in these two griowth rates. Chapter Four
breaks growth and population forecasts down to individual county communities.

Figure 3.7: 2020-2035 Population Forecast
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ECONOMIC FACTORS Figure 3.9: McPherson County Employment, 2023

Employment ® LABOR FORCE
17,596

COUNTY ATLAS

McPherson County’s employment market and economy is diverse, given the
its internal employment centers and industries, and its location near Salina,

Hutchinson, and the north part of the Wichita metropolitan area. This diversity @

produces a potential demand for a variety of housing types and price points, 17,250 ® 346
Employed s Unemploved

Figures 2.7 and 2.8 displays the employment sectors for County residents regardless ptoy aule — Bie

of the location of their employment: 98.0% i ﬁ 2.0%

* Labor force participation is very high in McPherson County and unemployment  Source: US. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS)
is a very low 2%. This indicates a significant possible labor shortage that may

require housing policy to attract an expanded workforce. McPherson has the  Figure 3.10: McPherson County Employment by Industry, 2022
lowest unemployment rate of regional counties. Unemployment rates throughout

are lower than pre-Covid levels. Educational services‘, health care, 23.90%
social assistance ’
* 45% of the population is employed in public, educational, health, or social Manufacturing — 21.7%
services, and manufacturing. After these public service sectors, arts/hospitality/ Arts, entertainment, recreation, _ o
recreation, FIRE (finance, insurance, and real estate), professions, and retail accommodation, food services 10
make up the largest individual sectors. Finance, insurance, real estate, 7 50
rental, leasing 2o
Figure 3.8: 2018-2023 Regional Unemployment Rate Trends Professional, scientific, management, 6.2%
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Retail trade 6.2%
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Commuting Patterns

Figures 3.11 and 3.12 display commuter patterns into and out of McPherson
County. The County is both an importer and exporter of workers, substantiating
the very regional character of the county’s economic environment. About 60% of
the workforce lives and works in the county, but a significant minority commutes
out for jobs. About 20% of the workforce works in Wichita, Salina, and Hutchinson
combined.

On the other hand, about 1,800 more workers commute into the county than leave
it for employment. The largest groups of these commuters to the county travel from
Hutchinson, Salina, and Wichita. Housing availability may be able to attract some
percentage of these workers to the county and its communities.

Figure 3.11: Inflow and Outflow McPherson County, 2021

7,221

RPREE

Employed in

McPherson County,
lives elsewhere

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap 2021

Live & Work
in McPherson
County
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Employed elsewhere,

Figure 3.12: McPherson County Job Counts by Places (Cities)

WHERE MCPHERSON WORKERS LIVE

WHERE MCPHERSON RESIDENTS WORK

cimy # JOBS SHARE CITY # JOBS SHARE
McPherson city, 4,275 27.70% McPherson city 3,952 28.90%
Hutchinson city 952 6.20% Wichita city 907 6.60%
Lindsborg city 727 4.70% Salina city 903 6.60%
Salina city 696 4.50% Hutchinson city 690 5.00%
Wichita city 589 3.80% Moundridge city 656 4.80%
Moundridge city 466 3.00% Lindsborg city 635 4.60%
Newton city 417 2.70% Hesston city 253 1.80%
Inman city 331 210% Newton city 252 1.80%
Galva city 256 1.70% Inman city 235 1.70%
Canton city 205 1.30% Topeka city 161 1.20%
All Other Locations 6,514  42.20% All Other Locations 5048  36.90%
TOTAL 15428  100.0% TOTAL 13,692  100.0%

Source: Census OnTheMap, 2021

Source: Census OnTheMap, 2021
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Income

Household income, along with housing costs, naturally are the leading
determinants of housing burden and housing affordability. The 2022 ACS
estimated median household income (MHI) for the County is $71,250, compared
to that of the State of Kansas ($64,521). Of county Mmunicipalities, Galva has the
highest household income, followed by the city of McPherson and Lindsborg. Rural
county income is substantially about that of the urbanized area.

Compared with regional Central Kansas counties, McPherson has both the highest
income and the greatest income growth since 2010. This is probably the result of
its large share of manufacturing jobs and employment within energy industries.

Figure 3.13: Median Household Income, 2010-2022

o D +34.4%
McPherson County 42 ChanQEJ 71,250

; Pct Change: +31.6% KRN m 2022
McPherson city 53,041 " 2010
. . 59,048
Moundridge cit !
. Pet Change: +11.7% [IRekts
a e
Marquette city 52 782
. . Pct Change: +26.2% YRNE)
Lindsborg cit ' !
Ifthan city Pct Change: +17.6% 58,125
49,432
. Pct Change: +104.0% It 393
a ’
Galva city 43,333
Canton city Pct Change: +38.3% 61,167
44,231
0 $20k $40k $60k $80k $100k
Source: American Community Survey (5-Year Estimates)
Figure 3.14: Regional Household Income, 2010-2022
2010 2022 Pct Change (2010-
2022)
Dickinson County $46,457 $62,971 35.5%
Ellsworth County $42,200 $59,844 41.8%
Harvey County $46,604 $70,685 51.7%
Marion County $53,026 $60,011 13.2%
McPherson County $45,713 $71,250 55.9%
Reno County $41,431 $57,390 38.5%
Rice County $43,164 $58,523 35.6%
Saline County $45,162 $59,887 32.6%

Source: American Community Survey (5-Year Estimates)
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HOUSING FACTORS

A strong economy can lead to community growth if adequate housing is available Figure 3.15: Occupancy, 2010-2020

to retain employees. The characteristics of housing in McPherson County help

us understand the options that current and future residents have in the market. [ALHCE 210 e " 020 2020 “hd
These characteristics include occupancy, construction rates, housing quality, and

affordability. OWNER RENTER VACANT
Housing Occupancy Canton city 834% | 813%  166% | 187%  104%  10.4%

A mix of rental and owner-occupied units creates balance and affordability in the
market and accommodates a variety of preferences. About 75% of McPherson's Galva city 84.8% 80.5% 15.2% 19.5% 7.0% 9.5%
occupied housing inventory is owner-occupied. Owner-occupancy rates range from
64% in McPherson to 81% in Canton. While this represents a high degree of equity
in the county, in the current housing environment, it also suggests a shortage

of rental housing. Quality rentals are important for both accommodating people
who lack the downpayment or resources to purchase a home. In addition, rental Lindsborg city 70.3%  695% | 29.7%  30.5% 7.9% 8.4%
housing can accommaodate potential residents or workers who want to try the area
(or a new job) out before making a more reversible financial commitment.

Inman city 78.2% 74.8% 21.8% 25.2% 9.4% 9.0%

Marquette city 76.8% 77.0% 23.2% 23.0% 12.5% 11.6%

Countywide vacancy rates hover around 10%, ranging from 8.4% in Lindsborg to
11.6% in Marquette. This is a relatively high percentage, but visual inspection Moundridge city 72.4% 66.3% 27.6% 33.7% 8.3% 9.0%
indicates that this is the result of a small number of uninhabitable units or units
being vacated and held vacant than serious deterioration or lack of demand.

McPherson city 66.2% 64.2% 33.8% 35.8% 7.2% 9.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau;

Apartments in Canton New homes at Stockholm Estates in Lindsborg
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Figure 3.16: Percent of Renter-Occupied Units by Census Block in McPherson

Figure 3.17: Percent of Owner-Occupied Units by Census Block in McPherson
County
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HOUSING FACTORS

/acancy

Figure 3.18 explains the surprisingly high vacancy rate indicated in the 2020 Census.
Only about 42% of vacancies were actually true vacancies — that is vacant for future sale
or rent. About 17% were transitional vacancies - that is, units rented or purchased, but
the resident had not moved into the unit. Another 15% were vacant for seasonal use.
Based on that, the true vacancy rate for available units is between 4% and 5%. Based
on that, calculations of future demand should hold the vacancy rate steady.

Figure 3.18: McPherson County Vacancy Distribution, 2020

2020 ESTIMATE ESTIMATE SOFTOTALANCANT
UNITS
Total 872

For rent 219 25.1%
Rented, not occupied 77 8.8%
For sale only 148 17.0%
Sold, not occupied 79 9.1%
For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use 130 14.9%
For migrant workers 0 0.0%
Other vacant 219 25.1%

Source: 2020 American Community Survey (5-Year Estimates)

AR~ .n';-‘y-"n‘— el % Y 2

McPherson County’s median home value at $180,000 reflects the similar
median value of the county’s largest city and higher values outside of municipal
limits. Figure 3.20 illustrates the geography of housing values, indicating higher
median values in the northern part of the city of McPherson and in much of the
rural county.

Based on median year built, Galva, with substantial recent development areas,
has the newest housing inventory, while Marquette has the oldest housing stock,
often translating to greatest rehabilitation needs. Figure 3.21 shows median
year built by census block area. Recent housing development on McPherson
may change this distribution in the future. But at leat half the county's housing
is 50 or more years old.

Figure 3.19: Median Home Values and Median Year Built, 2022

cmy MEDIAN HOME VALUE MEDIAN YEAR BUILT
Canton city $120,600 1954
Galva city $179,800 1987
Inman city $145,600 1971
Lindsborg city $155,500 1967
Marquette city $85,000 1939
McPherson city $184,400 1979
McPherson County $180,900 1975

Source: 2022 American Community Survey (5-Year Estimates)

—
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Figure 3.20: McPherson County Median House Values

Figure 3.21: McPherson County Median Year Built of Housing Stock
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Hou sing Affordability Figure 3.22: Housing Costs and Affordability, 2022
Value to Income r_atic.) is a useful r.neasure of the overall fit betw?en housing VALUE TO MEDIAN T
cost and community income. A ratio between 2.5 and 3.0 is a desirable target INCOME Housewop ~ MEDIANHOME o\ o #C0ST
- VALUE BURDENED
range. McPherson County’s V/I ratio is 2.54, within this range, with its median RATIO INCOME RENT
home value of about $180,000. In the entire county, 16% of homeowners are $180,900 $680 Owner: 16%
considered cost-burdene i or 30% of income for housing)an R S e crg e S T W AN RS b D)
nsidered cost-b r' ened (paying more tha'n % . ome fo ousrr]g) d } $71.250 paESory
47% of renters considered cost burdened. Figure 3.22 displays the relative V/I .
ratio of the county’s constituent communities, and these specific calculations Canton city 1.97 ?'s _$_1_2_9_,§(1g 2 $502 Owner: 19%
are discussed in more detail in Chapter 4. RN $61,167 Renter: 63%
Ratios below 2, exhibited in Canton and Marquette, indicate very low value Galva City CAIER T B e S YR $179,800 $589 ____Owner: 12%
markets where new construction is likely to cost more than its actual sale $88,393 Renter: 43%
value. On the other hand, Inman, McPherson city, and Moundridge fall within 2 $145,600 $691 Owner: 7%
the target range. Figure 3.23 displays the geographic distribution of V/I ratios nman city I . it
. 58,125 Renter: 609
by block group, important for displaying the relatively high ratios in much of the %/ $ eAler: 60%
rural county and higher relative affordability within municipal limits, Lindsbhorg city  2.32 _35_1__5_5_'592____ $632 Q.vl’??r_:.zl% !
The affordabilit lysis displayed in Figure 3.24, pairs i g ith th LS BEREne
€ attordability analysis displayed in Figure 3.24, pairs income roups wi =) 5 _
number of units offered within a comfortable cost range (neither too low nor Marquette city 144 L Jv\_ $85000 $567 Owner: 9% _
to high for the income group). This shows substantial gaps of owner-occupied = $58,958 Renter: 26%
units above $200,000 and especially rental units above $1,000 - market $184,400 $724 Owner: 16%
i H H i VICH| C i e e e o o o s
ra_te rents. Many higher mcor.ne househ_olds z?re occtfpymg lower cost units, a MIEEAOISon oy .o $69,807 Renter: 49%
mismatch that has appeared in the previous city housing study for McPherson. 5
AT $164,600 $621 Owner: 18%
VIOUNUINUEE Gty 2,79 Kf 450,048 - T R-e;lzer: 349%

Source: 2022 American Community Survey (5-Year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

—
Marquette
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Figure 3.23: House Value to Income Ratio by Census Block Group Figure X.XX: McPherson County Affordability Analysis, 2022

Households With Income: $0 - $24,999
(0-36% AMI)

e Affordable Homes: $0 - $59,999
Affordable Rentals: $0 - $499

Households With Income: $25,000 - $49,999
(36-70% AMI)

ﬁ Affordable Homes: $60,000 - $124.999
Affordable Rentals: $500 - $999

Households With Income: $50,000 - $74,999
(71-105% AMI)

ﬁ Affordable Homes: $125,000 - $199,599
Affordable Rentals: $1,000 - $1,499

+996  Surplus

Households With Income: $75,000 - $99,999
(106-140% AMI)

e Affordable Homes: $200,000 - $249,999
Affordable Rentals: $1,500 - $1.999

Gap
-260

Households With Income: $100,000 - $149,999
(141-211% AMI)

ﬁ Affordable Homes: $250,000 - $399,999
Affordable Rentals: $2,000 - $2,999

Households With Income: More than $150,000
(211+% AMI)

ﬁ Affordable Homes: $400,000 +
Affordable Rentals: $3,000 +

Less than 1.0
2022 Value to Income Ratio EHouseholds ®COwner Units  ® Renter Units Sur ici
. plus (+) Deficit (-)
- Greater than 3.0 - NoiData Avallable

Source: 2022 American Community Survey (5-Year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design
. 25-30 I:] City Boundary
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MCPHERSON COUNTY HOUSING STUDY

AGGREGATED COUNTY DEMAND

DEMAND PROJECTIONS

The tables on this page display the combined
housing demand projections for McPherson County
communities. Areas outside of municipalities are
not included. While the non-urban population of
about 7,000 represents about 23% of the county's
population, housing takes place on its own and typically
does not require urban infrastructure or specific
development policies. Between 2010 and 2020, non-
urban population declined by about 250 people, an
average annual rate of about 0.4%/ Projecting that
rate forward to 2035, that population will decline to
about 6,660 people, or about 21% of the county’s

Table 4.120: Aggregate Demand Forecast 2020-2035

projected population. In the face of gradual declines,
new housing starts will be generated by individual
decisions and replacement of existing units.

Housing development potential will be about 1,574
units over the next ten years, with about 964 or 60%
of those units in owner occupancy. Tables 4.121 and
4.122 shows how those units would be assigned to
specific price points, based on the income distributions
displayed within the county’s cities and towns.

Marquette

Table 4.121: Aggregate Demand by Price, Ownership Units

RENTER

Marquette

<$200,000

15

$200,000-
250,000

$250,000-

350,000 <$350,000
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AGGREGATED COUNTY
DEMAND

DEMAND PROJECTIONS

Table 4.122: Aggregate Demand by Rent, Rental Units

$500-1,000

Source: RDG Planning & Design




SECTION TITLE

MOVING AHEAD

ASSETS AND ISSUES

The community engagement process, information,
analysis, and individual community profiles and
demand forecasts presented in the previous chapters
indicate several key issues and opportunities as
McPherson County moves forward to meet its housing
needs during the next ten years. The conclusions in
this section summarize assets and issues that will
frame strategies to meet housing goals.

ASSETS
Steady Population Growth

Contrary to stereotypes about Midwestern rural areas,
McPherson County has grown steadily over both the
long and short-terms. In addition, all of its cities with
populations over 1,000 have also grown, and housing
demand appears likely to increase if production can
keep pace.

Diverse and Growing Employment
Base

While the energy industry has been a significant
factor in the county’s economic growth, the county’s
manufacturing base goes well beyond that sector, with
particular focuses in plastics and pharmaceuticals.
In addition, the county’s adjacency to other major
employment centers in Salina, Hutchinson, and
Wichita, further expands regional Jjob opportunities,
and by extension future housing demand.

Generally Sound Housing
Inventory

A field inspection of each of McPherson County’s
municipalities indicates a housing inventory in
generally good condition. Rehabilitation needs exist in
each city, but with few exceptions tend to be limited at
most to one or two structures on a block. Large areas
of housing deterioration do not exist. This makes
rehabilitation programs both manageable in size and
strategic in character - a single rehabilitation project
can innoculate a block from continued decline and
tends to encourage other investments by neighbors.

New Construction Activity

The City of McPherson has experienced significant new
housing development in recent years on both its north
and southeast edges. In addition, it has major new
residential projects in the pipeline as of 2024 However,
new construction activity has not been limited to the
county’s largest city. At Stockholm Estates, Lindsborg
is developing a substantial subdivision of moderately
price homes. Moundridge and Galva also have major
new development areas that include both rental and
owner-occupied units. Developers and builders are
active in McPherson County and builder capacity
exists both in the county and in surrounding cities.

DOCUMENT NAME

McPherson Housing Coalition
and Regional Approaches

At Oak Harbor Cottages, the McPherson Housing
Coalition has developed an innovative solution
to emergency housing for unhoused people and
families, marshalling both public funding and private
volunteerism. At Sutherland Estates, MHC has applied
that formula to filling the need for permanent assistive
housing. But perhaps even more important, MHC has
been an “impressario” of housing initiatives large
and small, from sponsorship of major rental projects
to getting a ramps built that help households with
disabilities remain in their homes. This regional
approach and MHC'’s credibility position it both to
continue and expand its mission.

Creative Development

Issues of housing affordability and construction costs
make new approaches to development increasingly
important, and some developers active in the region
have responded. In Lindsborg, Stockholm Estates has
developed owner-occupied attached units, a form new
to the market. McPherson has developed modular
duplexes and Moundridge has complete a significant
group of rental duplexes, using Low Income Housing
Tax Credits (LIHTC) to keep units affordable. County
projects have used a variety of production assistance
programs such as LIHTC, the State’s Moderate Income
Housing investment program, and Rural Housing
Incentive District (RHID) financing.

Community Quality of Life

Community support, investments, and attractions have
helped McPherson County communities offer current
and prospective residents an excellent quality of life.



DOCUMENT NAME

SECTION TITLE

These assets include high quality community parks,
three colleges, active arts communities, museums
and historical features, recreational resources, and
other features. In addition, Lindsborg has developed
a strong visitor and hospitality industry based on its
Swedish heritage that also enriches the experience of
residents.

ISSUES

Infrastructure

Galva, Canton, and Inman all reported significant
problems with infrastructure, specifically water
quality and supply and wastewater management.
Infrastructure, while hidden, is a critical requirement
for meaningful new development. However, it will be
very difficult for either of these three relatively small

communities to fund these necessary improvements,

Vacant Unit Transitions

As older adults continue to age and either die or move to
care facilities, their houses often remain vacant. Heirs
who live out of town either do not want to deal with
these properties or are eager to sell them to investors.
Lindsborg reports this to be a significant community
problem that converts owner-occupied homes to
high cost rentals, often with only cosmetic repairs.
We suspect that this phenomenon is not just limited
to Lindsborg however, based on the high number of
“other vacancy” units in Census tabulations.

Rehabilitation Needs

Housing in McPherson County communities is in
relatively good condition, and towns have very few
concentrated areas of deteriorating structures.
However, while structures requiring rehabilitation
or demolition are scattered, even one or two such
buildings can have an impact on an entire block.
Efforts to stabilize or rehabilitate building envelopes
and remove very deteriorated structures can help
preserve the quality of residential areas.

Development Cost vs. Market

Value

The gap between the cost of new construction and
the typical appraised or market value of homes is a
common problem in small communities and rural
counties. This is a less serious problem in the city of
McPherson or Moundridge, where the market supports
higher cost homes, but remains a challenge in most
other municipalities. Compounding this is perceptions
of rents, where rent levels about $1,000 per month
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RISK SHARING
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OBIJECTIVE

Help builders and developers feel more
comfortable to pursue housing projects.

RESPONSIBILITY

DOCUMENT NAME

FINANCE TOOLS

City/County, MHC, Financial
Community

>

>

v

v

State/Federal Programs

Lending Consortium (gap financing

for market rate units)
Housing Trust Fund
Land Bank

INCREASE THE
VARIETY OF HOUSING

Providing housing options for individuals at all
income levels and ages of life.

City, MHC, Developers,
Employers

v

v

v

State/Federal Programs

Housing Trust Fund

Lending Consortium (gap financing

for market rate units)

Municipal Funds

Preserve the Existing
Housing Stock

Capturing the benefits of the existing housing
stock while providing updated, affordable, and/or
needs for specific housing.

City, Financial Community,
Housing Partnerships,
Realtors

v

v

v

State/Federal Programs
Acquisition/rehab/resale
Tax Abatement
Municipal Funds

LEVERAGE EXISTING
LOTS AND ADD NEW
LOTS

Infill and new lot development to provide for
economic development and com munity growth.

City, Financial Community,
MHC, Other Developers

v

v

v

State/Federal Programs
Lending Consortium
Housing Trust Fund

Municipal Funds, Loans

EDUCATION
PROGRAMS

Making sure people and developers understand
the process and ways to maintain housing.

City/County, Lenders, MHC
Realtors

Municipal and County Funds and
Resources

INVEST FOR SUCCESS

Economic development will affect housing
demand based on proximity to nice parks, good
schools, community events, safe streets and
neighborhoods, commercial activity, and clear
pride in the community.

City/County, Employers,
School Districts

Municipal Funds

State/Federal Programs



DOCUMENT NAME

SECTION TITLE

are considered extremely high, given existing rental
units. This discourages new development, even when
incomes support higher rents without excessive
burden.

Limited Rental Production

As noted earlier in this report, tenure preferences
are changing and younger households are deferring
homeownership or generally preferring to rent. A
number of reasons for this exist - lack of resources
for downpayments, college or other debt, mobility in
younger years and desire to try a place out before
investing in a house, deferred childbirth, and others.
Most of the existing rental housing in McPherson
communities is in houses, but new home construction
for rent is economically unfeasible without assistance.
McPherson has built some new apartments and
Moundridge has developed rental duplexes, but in
general new rental production remains scarce in the
region.

Assumptions and Expectations

Inaddition to the issues stated above, many proponents

of housing development and consumers remain tied
to a traditional single-family home on a large urban
lot. However, the per unit cost of infrastructure and
land added to construction cost places this desired
product out of reach of many consumers. Products
that were once considered good starter homes lack
the features and size that contemporary buyers seek.
Buyer preferences must gradually shift to new, more
efficient configurations and development regulations
must follow suit.
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Top row: Affordable Single-Family. From left, Garden
Cottages in Grinnell, IA; Towns at Little Italy in Omaha;
Excelsior Street in Excelsior Springs, MO. These units
achieve density by putting garages in back.

Above: Single-family attached units at Stockholm
Estates in Lindsborg; Terra Nova Apartments in
McPherson.



MOVING AHEAD

DIRECTIONS FORWARD

Housing-related initiatives for McPherson County fall
within six overall categories:

= Infrastructure, addressing water and sewer
issues in communities with significant needs.

= Housing preservation, addressing the
conservation of existing housing inventories
and ensuring that they provide affordable
opportunities for future residents.

= Production, establishing pathways for the
development of new housing that the current
unassisted market is not building.

= Finance, creating the financing structure
necessary to support preservation and
production related programs.

= Assumptions and regulations, changing
consumers’ expectations of good housing
solutions that they can afford, using materials
and design creatives, and making regulatory
changes necessary to remove obstacles.

= Community, continuing quality of life
investments that make McPherson County
communities attractive to new and existing
residents.

These initiatives will require overall coordination

to keep them moving forward in a unified way. One

organization has demonstrated the capacity to act in
this role - the McPherson County Housing Coalition.

ORGANIZ!

NATION

INFRASTRUCTURE

Organization and Coordination

McPherson County and its communities lack a
regional agency with the capacity to execute a
cohesive housing program. Some counties have
developed this capability as a separate department
or through the mechanism of a regional council of
governments. But in McPherson, there is no need
to start over - the MHC has clearly demonstrated
the level of sophistication, knowledge of programs,
and credibility to fulfill this role. However, it depends
on the efforts of limited staff and highly dedicated
volunteers, and will need to assume expanded
functions that evolve beyond this core group.

These functions include:

*  Continuing to act as the “impresario” of housing
policy and programs for the County. This
combines persuasion, advocacy, grant writing,
technical assistance, and initiating projects.
Individual cities should ultimately carry the ball
on implementation, but will need help in building
their own capabilities.

MCPHERSON COUNTY HOUSING STUDY

TION

VIP \ COMMUNITY
REGULATIONS

* Developing projects and deriving operating
income from them. MHC has a CHDO
(Community Housing Development Organization)
status enhancing access to Low Income Housing
Tax Credits for affordable rental and ownership
transition projects. As a community
development corporation, it can serve as a
general partner or with access to capital, develop
its own projects.

* Advocacy for housing legislation and investment.
The State of Kansas has placed a significant
priority on providing affordable housing and
projects in the County have benefited for
Department of Commerce initiatives. But
continued and improved work require political
support and legislative action. MHC has already
proven to be an effective voice for housing
concerns and issues in the State, a role that is
likely to continue.

Financial Support

Expanded roles for MHC will require staff, working
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capital, and operating support. This should come from
several directions:

* County and constituent communities. This
cooperative funding for this study established a
precedent that should continue into supporting
operatng costs.

* Employer and lender participation. The private
sector has a major stake in providing affordable
housing for employee recruitment and retention.
Additionally, the large number of commuters into
the county provide a substantial potential market
for businesses if housing opportunities exist in
the county.

*  Philanthropy. Incorporated as a 501 c)3
corporation, MHC could attract significant private
charitable support.

* Project income. Ultimately, housing development
projects should be structured to provide income
to the organization,

Governance

The governance strycture for an expanded MHC

is likely to change. A CHDO carries with it certain
community representation requirements for its Board
of Directors and a variety of stakeholders - but
especially those who are participating in funding the
organization - should be included. There may be a
point when a development entity might separate from
the main organization for legal or liability reasons.

Infrastructure

Infrastructure is a critical priority for several of the
County’s communities and these towns lack the

INFRASTRUCTURE

Infrastructure bank

County, City, State Partnerships
Section 108 loan possibility
Bonding with regional security

resources to address it on their own. As a result,
they appear unable to solve this key issue. Housing
needs in McPherson County are regional and in a
real sense,the health of each community affects the
health of all. We suggest a regional approach that
involves different levels of government to address
this need for basic urban services in order for every
community to add to its housing supply. Some
approaches include:

= Creation of an “infrastructure bank” funded
cooperativey, with the capacity to make loans
to the cities that needs to draw on it for capital
improvements. This capital pool could be used
as a match for more traditional funding sources
like Community Development Block Grants or
rural development funds.

* Section 108 loans. CDBG entitlement
communities can draw advances on their
annual entitlements for immediate needs,
with repayment coming from future expected
entitlements. None of McPherson County's
communities are large enough to be
entitlements, but the State of Kansas receives
these funds on a formula basis. In theory, the
state could commit a multi-year CDBG allocation
to the three towns in critical need, and th rough
108, commit to paying back that advance

through a part of the future entitlement,

* Build Kansas Fund. The State’s Build Kansas
Fund provides matching funds for infrastructure
development. Matching funds could be provided
through the infrastructure bank or another
regional consortium mentioned above.

* Bonding with regional security. The County
or State could issue bonds to assist with
infrastructure financing. STAR bonds may have
some potential if regional increases in sales
tax can be used to assist specific communities.
The problem is that these projects do not have
significant impact on sales taxes,

Housing Preservation

Existing housing is the most likely continuing source
of affordable housing and, in any case, represents
each city’s largest capital resource, Fortunately, there
are relatively few areas of concentrated deterioration.
Nevertheless, there are strategic issues that should
be addressed to counter negative trends. Focused
ideas are considered below, and in most cases,
assume the evolution of MHC as a capitalized entity.

Acquisition/Rehab/Resale

Lindsborg in particular but overall numbers from
other parts the County suggest a substantial number



MOVING AHEAD

MCPHERSON COUNTY HOUSING STUDY

HOUSING

PRESERVATION

\

Acquisition/rehab/resale
* Contact with older adults, out-of-
town heirs

Targeted rehab where most needed

of houses that are vacant or likely to become vacant
as their owners age, and either move to another
setting or pass away. Older adult owners may have
trouble addressing real estate sales or out-of-town
heirs may be disinterested. As a result, these houses
which could provide affordable opportunities for
younger households often remain vacant or are
acquired by investors as rental property. Acquisition/
rehab/resale is a proven method of using this
resources for affordable homeownership. A nonprofit
development corporation acquires a vacant house

or the house of an owner in transition, rehabilitates
the house to contemporary standards, and resells

to a new owner-occupant household. In the case

of McPherson County, in addition to acting as the
agency executing the project, MHC could provide
assistance to older adult owners who fear the
process of selling a house or can contact heirs to
negotiate a potential sale.

Targeted Rehabilitation

Most rehabilitation needs in County communities
involve one or two houses on a block rather than
large areas of structural deterioration. However, one
or two structures on an otherwise sound block can
can affect overall property values and cause other
owners to defer improvements or needed repairs. A
rehabilitation program focused on life-safety needs,

Demolition/infill j
lead paint removal, foundation issues, and the

building envelope can both improve the structure for
the existing owner and preserve it for a future owner.
These programs often use deferred payment loans,
due on sale of the property.

Demolition and Infill

In a few cases, vacant houses are so deteriorated
and obsolete that rehabilitation is not feasible In
these cases, the structure should be demolished
and replaced by a new house. Some sites are in very
good locations near the center of towns and a new
structure would be highly marketable if available

at an affordable price. In several situations, a large
enough site can be assembled to allow a small
townhome development.

Production

In most cases, the actual construction of homes
will involve private builders. An organization like an
expanded MHC will generally will not establish its
own construction company, although precedents
for that strategy do exist. Several techniques may
be considered to help build partnerships with
contractors for new home development. These
include:

Limited Partnerships.

An MHC type corporation with CHDO status as
mentioned above can form partnerships with private
entities, using Low-Income Housing Tax Credits to
build affordable housing. In these partnerships, the
CHDO acts as a general partner and assembles
limited equity partners who can use the credits to
reduce their tax liability. This important equity raising
tool has been used in McPherson County in the past.
A multi-community project can help improve the
competitive position of a LIHTC application and can
create a critical mass that achieves economies of
scale and provides the small but important number
of rental units needed in the county's smaller
municipalities.

Innovative Materials.

A basic impediment to affordable housing is simply
the cost of conventional construction. Attempts

at modular housing, new materials, factory-built
structures or large components, and others have
not effectively replaced the old ways of building.
New technologies are emerging. 3-D printing, in

its infancy for home construction, is being used to
develop a 100 unit neighborhood in Georgetown,
Texas. These houses are being built with a poured
concrete material using a giant printer. The use of
this type of technique should be monitored and

can both improve energy efficiency and speed of
construction. Structural insulated panels (SIP) are a
more immediately attainable technology that has high
energy efficiency and relative flexibility.

Inter-community Joint Applications

Joint applications for state and federal funding can
be especially appropriate for small communities
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PRODUCTION
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LIHTC Partnerships o

Innovative materials (SIP) and
products
Inter-community joint applications
Limited profit development

A

under a population of 2,000 with small but real
housing demands. Three Nebraska towns executed
this model, using a grant for the state’s Housing Trust
Fund. The towns take turns, using the grant funds

for construction financing. In this concept, the first
town builds one or more houses. When that house
sells, the second town uses the sale proceeds to

do the same, and the turn-taking continues. It is an
interesting way of keeping housing activity going in
several towns at once, and gradually increasing sales
values can accelerate production,

Limited Profit Builders/Developers

We have previously talked about the possibility

of MHC's evolution into a nonprofit developer
sometimes willing or able to undertake projects that
the private market will avoid for various reasons. But
a limited profit private development company could
present possibilities. The idea is old, extending back
to the 1920s in New York City with an organization
called the City Housing Corporation. CHC was an
association of very civic-minded designers and
capitalists who did innovative projects that are
landmarks of housing development and combined
great design with supporting services, Unfortunately,
the model did not survive the Great Depression,
although the developments did and remain in
productive use to this day. A more relevant example is

in Sioux Center, lowa, where major employers created
a for-profit development company with limits on

profit to build affordable ownership homes for their
workforce. A similar, employer-based entity may be a
consideration for McPherson County.

Finance

We discussed financing operation of the coordinating
organization earlier. ldeas here address two different
types of financing assistance - the production side
and the resident side.

Production Financing

A wide variety of state and federal programs exist
to help finance the actual development of lots and
housing units. Some approaches include:

A Lenders Consortium. A consortium is a shared
risk arrangement where lenders active in a region
dedicate resources to a fund that makes loans that
may be perceived as too risky for any one lender to
make. We tend to favor construction financing as a
good approach for a lenders consortium because the
funds will be tied up for relatively short periods. One
logical use is for construction loans to builders of

multiple speculative houses who could not handle the

exposure privately. Another is funding an acquisition/
rehab/resale program, providing working for purchase

New Technologies: Top two images: 3-D printed
neighborhood in Georgetown, TX: Above: Nehamiah
Project using structural insulated panels (SIP) in
Bartlesville, OK
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FINANCE

Production Assistance .
Resident Assistance

\" Support services

Lenders consortium

RHID

State Programs
Downpayment assistance
Rent to Own

y

and rehabilitation of existing housing units by the
nonprofit.

Rural Housing Incentive Districts. RHIDs are

a form of tax increment financing, focused on
building infrastructure to support new housing
development. The added property taxes created

by the development are used to finance necessary
infrastructure and public improvements. RHIDs, which
grew out of critical lack of improved building lots in
Dodge City, have been used effectively in McPherson
County and in other places throughout Kansas.
However, the application and approval process

is rather complex. Helping cities and developers
through it can be a valuable service provided by an
expanded MHC.

State and Federal Programs. The Kansas
Department of Commerce maintains an array of
housing development assistance programs. This list,
together with additional explanation and information
is available at:

https://www.kansascommerce.gov/housing.

Resident Financing and Assistance

One of the most significant impediments to attainable
owner occupancy is ability to afford a down payment
on a home. Households dealing with student debt,

credit issues, and other costs do not have the savings
or other resources. Some approaches to this problem
include:

Rent to Own. Rent to own is a path to ownership
most effectively carried out by a nonprofit,
community-based development corporation. In this
program, a portion of a household's rent is placed in
escrow, accumulating over a period of time to fund
a downpayment on a mortgage. Some programs
have combined rent-to-own with rental development
through Low Income Housing Tax Credits, although
recapture provisions in the LIHTC law mean that the
household may not always buy the house that they
rent.

Downpayment Assistance. While not offered on a
federal level, attainable housing has been a key issue
in the 2024 presidential campaign and a Federal
initiative addressing this problem could emerge in
future years.

State of Kansas Programs. The First Time Home
Buyer program provides forgiveable subordinated
loans to low and moderate income buyers to cover
downpayment and closing costs. Its Home Loan
Guarantee for Rural Kansas program provides loan
guarantee gap coverage for residential construction
and rehabilitation. The program is applicable to all
McPherson County communities except the City of

McPherson.

Support Services. Programs that offer technical
assistance, debt and financial counseling, and overall
advice and guidance on homeownership issues

can be very helpful in providing new owners with

the necessary knowledge. These programs have
been shown to reduce potential defaults, deferred
maintenance, and other issues.

Assumptions and Regulations

Ordinance and Code Review and
Modification

Changing preferences, affordability issues, and
construction cost efficiencies are challenging
assumptions about the kind of housing that the
market can produce. Many (and arguably most)
households have great difficulty affording the
traditional single-family detached house on a quarter
acre lot. New forms include single-family homes

on small lots, attached units, townhomes, auxiliary
dwelling units (ADU’s),and small structure multj-
family units. Yet many older zoning and subdivision
ordinances put obstacles that discourage production
of these housing types. Examples of these obsolete
obstacles can include large minimum lot sizes,
minimum home size, single use zoning districts,
limitations on construction techniques, and excessive
street width. Often, communities no longer remember
the reason for these requirements, other than they've
been in place for decades.

It was not the intention of this study to review each
community’s zoning and subdivision ordinances.
But we recommend such a review on a countywide
scale should be completed. The Regional Planning
Commission that serves McPherson County may
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ASSUMPTIONS

REGULATIONS

Zoning and subdivision regulation
review

* Lotsize

* Setbhacks

* Street width

New products
Research and education
Building codes

P

have the ability to perform this review and make
recommendations for changes.

Building codes sometimes can present obstacles
because they tend to resist new ways of building
in favor of traditional practices. Even with more
conventional construction, requirements that
increase cost without serving the interests of life
safety, durability, or construction quality. While
McPherson County communities should not be in
the forefront of experimental codes and techniques,
it should also monitor best practices around the
country and incorporate desirable changes into its
own codes.

Research and Education

Zoning code, subdivision regulations, and building
code revisions ultimately require the approval of
governing bodies. It is important to bring these
approving agencies along through the review process.
An organization like MHC, potentially in cooperation
with academic planning programs at Kansas State
and KU, could lead this kind of research effort and
help build credibility and approving agencies support
for ordinance change.

Community Projects

While not specifically housing related, strategic
community improvements that relate to safety

and quality of life can make McPherson County
communities more attractive to prospective residents
and, consequently, housing developers. Sidewalks
and trails are examples of community improvements
that have a variety of benefits and funding is
available through some provisions of the Bi-Partisan
Infrastructure Act and the continuing Transportationr
Alternatives Program (TAP). Several towns could '
implement voluntary landscaping and community
entrance programs to enhance first impressions.

As an example, Marquette, with a relatively indirect
entrance route to the center of town, attractive
signage could help secure a stronger connection to
K-4.

Additionally, countywide community promotions
and marketing efforts both on-line and using
traditional media could help support overall
housing development, including building awareness
of available housing incentives. This was a
recommendation of the previous City of McPherson
housing study.
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Small lot single-family: Top two images: Garden
Cottages in Grinnell, IA; Aove: Excelsior Street in
Excelsior Springs, MO



