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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The study provides an in-depth analysis of 
the current and future needs for affordable, 
workforce, and other housing options to 
bridge gaps in housing demand and supply. 
Each strategy in the study is tied to a 
wealth of information that forms a picture 
of Johnson County’s housing market today. 
The information includes qualitative and 
quantitative sources to analyze factors for 
each city in Johnson County. The next few 
pages provide a summary of what is in the 
study and its use.

INTRODUCTION
To move the housing study outcomes into 
action, a multi-jurisdictional and multi-
sector Johnson County Municipalities 
Community Housing Task Force will lead 
next steps from this study. The Housing Task 
Force's goal is to bring together a diverse 
set of community stakeholders to provide 
input and support to the County and Cities in 
creating attainable and sustainable housing 
strategies appropriate for their jurisdictions 
to ensure vibrant, healthy communities now 
and into the future. 

Additionally, The coordination of all cities in 
Johnson County is vital for many strategies 
to address housing. The Housing Task Force 
will help lead this effort, and all cities must 
be willing to participate in realizing the full 
impact of new regional housing strategies. Of 
course, some initiatives will also be specific 
to a city's unique place in the market. 

Lastly, the strategies cannot be realized by 
cities alone. Extensive public and private 
partnerships are essential to leveraging all 
possible resources and regional cooperation.
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CHAPTER 1: COUNTY PROFILE
The County Profile builds on a review of 
previous reports, an assortment of data, and 
regional influences on the market. A thorough 
understanding of demographics and housing 
conditions at the county level provides the first 
steps in crafting the housing study. Summary 
points include:

	• Johnson County will continue to see 
population growth. 

	• Almost as many multi-family units were 
built throughout the county in the past ten 
years as single-family units. 

	• Households making under $50,000 who 
rent have more difficulty finding attainable 
options than those that can purchase 
because of fewer options and rents 
increasing faster than incomes. 

	• Younger and larger households live further 
out from the Kansas City metro core in 
communities like Spring Hill, Gardner, 
Edgerton, and Olathe.  

	• Most cities in Johnson County saw household 
incomes rise by a lower percentage than 
home and rental costs in the past decade. 

	• Most older households want to age in their 
cities, but increasing assessed values make 
that difficult with higher tax burden, on 
top of the need for home renovation for 
universal design. 

	› The ability to stay in the community also 
means the option to move to a small, 
accessible, and attainable dwelling, which 
options are limited. 

	• More supply is needed across all price points 
and home types. 

CHAPTER 2: HOUSING 
PERCEPTIONS
The study seeks to support the development 
of housing that is reflective of the residents 
that live in the county. Tho achieve this 
goal, the process included a variety of people 
representing a broad cross-section of housing 
providers and those looking for housing. 
Chapter 2 provides a summary of these 
conversations and the results of a community 
survey and listening session discussions. 
Summary points include:

	› Residents of Johnson County have many 
different preferences about housing 
needs. However, the affordability of 
housing rose to the top in much of the 
input gathered. Not just affordability for 
low income households, but for all age 
groups and demographics wanting to 
live in Johnson County.  

	› People were passionate and engaged 
in local housing conversations. This 
housing study process alone garnered:

	» 4,615 total survey responses

	» 84 participants in 14 total small 
group listening sessions.

	» More than 170 registrants for the 
2020 UCS Human Service Summit 
focused on housing. 

	› People living and working in Johnson 
County want to find solutions to housing 
challenges. From the community survey, 
549 respondents said they would be 
interested in being part of a Johnson 
County Task Force on implementing 
housing strategies. 
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CHAPTER 3: DEVELOPMENT 
POTENTIAL

	• Each city in Johnson County faces a 
different set of local and county-wide 
factors that influence housing. Thus, a 
city cannot address all solutions by itself. 
Some solutions will be unique to a city 
and its needs and other solutions will 
need to be a coordinated effort.

	• The strict cost of a mortgage, property 
taxes, insurance, or rent are not the only 
costs a household faces. Transportation, 
childcare costs, and property 
maintenance are other major expenses 
for Johnson County residents. Therefore, a 
way to make housing more attainable also 
includes crafting responses to other key 
household costs.

	› Increasing access to transportation 
options other than single passenger 
cars gives opportunities for households 
to spend less on mobility. For some 
households, these options are a 
necessity. 

	• There is a large amount of land in 
Johnson County that is undeveloped 
along major transportation routes. These 
are opportunities to increase density and 
bring public transportation to more areas. 

	• Many areas of Johnson County are also 
older and have increased needs for 
regular property maintenance. This is 
a heavy expense for some households. 
These are areas to conserve and ensure 
homeowners have the funds to upkeep the 
homes. 

CHAPTER 4: LARGE TIER 
COMMUNITIES
This Chapter provides detail from Chapter 
1 related to each large tier city, its growth, 
and future housing demand. The cohorts for 
large tier communities include:
•	 Overland Park, Olathe, Shawnee, Lenexa, 

Leawood, Prairie Village, Gardner. The 
large-tier cohort includes cities with the 
largest population growth potential by 
number of residents in the future. 

OVERLAND PARK
Overland Park has an average annual 
construction need of 1,420 units through 
2030. The average annual construction rate 
from 2012 to 2019 was 1,216 units, with a 
high of 2,094 in 2018 and a low of 705 in 2012. 
Recent growth has been attributed equally 
to a large number of rental units, a trend 
needing to continue.

	• Approximately 4,6333 additional owner-
occupied units are needed priced below 
$250,000 (in 2018 dollars). 

	• Nearly 2,706 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents below $1,000 per 
month. The lowest rent units below $600 
will have to be generated through subsidy 
programs like low-income housing tax 
credits.
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OLATHE
Olathe has an average annual construction 
need of 902 units through 2030. The net 
average annual construction rate from 2009 
to 2019 was 591 units. A high of 870 units was 
in 2017 and a low of 296 in 2009. Although 
the net average was 749 since 2014.  This 
construction rate appears to have just met 
demand with very few vacancies and options 
for those entering the market. Low supply 
can often create inflation, thus increasing 
production should support growth but also 
support a healthier, stable market. 

	• Approximately 2,938 additional owner-
occupied units should be priced below 
$250,000 (in 2018 dollars). 

	• Nearly 1,688 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents under $1,000 per 
month, through a variety of programs. 

SHAWNEE
Shawnee has an average annual construction 
need of 343 units through 2030. The average 
annual construction rate from 2012 to 2019 
was 207 units, with a high of 300 in 2019 and 
a low of 146 in 2013. Recent growth has been 
driven by a better mix of single-family and 
multi-family units than in the past, although 
most multi-family units were age restricted. 
Age restricted units help fill housing needs 
for Shawnee if the residents in the units 
are moving from homes in Shawnee. Their 
former homes then become a new open unit 
on the market. Nonetheless, 2019 was still 
a big year for multi-family construction, 
a trend expected and needed to continue 
across many price points.

	• Approximately 1,060 additional owner-
occupied units should be priced below 
$250,000 (in 2018 dollars). 

	• About 682 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents below $1,000 per 
month, through a variety of programs.

LENEXA
Lenexa has an average annual construction 
need of 439 units through 2030. The average 
annual construction rate from 2012 to 2019 
was 493 units, with a high of 690 in 2014 and 
a low of 142 in 2012. Unit growth between 
2014-2017 was been driven by a large number 
of rental units in the new city center. 

	• About 1,443 additional owner-occupied 
units should be priced below $250,000 (in 
2018 dollars). 

	• Nearly 824 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents below $1,000 per 
month, through a variety of programs. 

LEAWOOD
Leawood has an average annual construction 
need of 86 units through 2030. The average 
annual construction rate from 2012 to 2019 
was 70 units, with a high of 146 in 2013 
and a low of 17 in 2019. Recent growth has 
been primarily in single-family dwellings. 
Some of the forecast 86 units are rebuilds 
on existing lots and some potential 
redevelopment for multi-family units. 

	• About 193 additional owner-occupied 
units should be priced below $250,000 (in 
2018 dollars). 

	• About 89 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents below $1,000 per 
month, through a variety of programs. 
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PRAIRIE VILLAGE
Prairie Village has an average annual 
construction need of 434 units through 2030, 
with 224 units being net new units likely in 
the form of denser mixed-use redevelopment 
in commercial corridors. The average gross 
annual construction rate from 2010 to 2019 
was 66 units, with a high of 312 in 2016 and 
a low of 3 in 2012. However, an average of 31 
units were demolished per year in this time 
frame, most having rebuilds on the same 
lot. The net annual construction rate was 36 
units when subtracting units demolished.  

	• Approximately 144 owner-occupied units 
should be priced below $250,000. 

	• About 67 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents below $1,000 per 
month, through a variety of programs. 

GARDNER
Gardner has an average annual construction 
need of 253 units through 2030. The average 
annual construction rate from 2010 to 2019 
was 140 units, with a high of 264 in 2019 
and a low of 51 in 2012. Recent housing unit 
construction trends will continue with some 
years having more and others having fewer 
units than the average. 

	• Approximately 1,037 additional owner-
occupied units should be priced below 
$250,000. 

	• Nearly 406 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents below $1,000 per 
month, through a variety of programs. 

CHAPTER 5: MID-TIER 
COMMUNITIES
This Chapter provides detail from Chapter 
1 related to each mid-tier city, its growth, 
and future housing demand. The cohorts for 
mid-tier communities include:

•	 Chapter 5: Mid-Tier Communities - 
Merriam, Mission, Roeland Park, Spring 
Hill, De Soto, Edgerton. The mid-tier 
communities have smaller populations 
and resources for housing program 
strategies. 

MERRIAM
Merriam has an average annual construction 
need of 30 units through 2030. The average 
annual construction rate from 2009 to 2019 
was 7 units, with a high of 12 in 2013 and 
2019 and a low of 0 in 2009. 

This may seem like an out of reach 
construction need. However, one major 
redevelopment project could satisfy the 
need for many years. The average annual 
construction does not mean these units must 
be split evenly year to year. 

	• About 126 additional owner-occupied 
units should be priced below $250,000 (in 
2018 dollars). 

	• About 71 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents below $1,000 per 
month, through a variety of programs. 
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MISSION
Mission has an average annual construction 
need of 45 units through 2030. The average 
annual construction rate from 2010 to 2019 
was 1.4 units, with a high of three in 2019.

	• Mission's development model will not 
evolve at consistently 45 units per year. 
Rather, units will be added in "chunks" as 
redevelopment projects are completed, a 
couple in the first five years in particular. 

	• About 168 additional owner-occupied 
units should be priced below $250,000 (in 
2018 dollars). 

	• Nearly 117 rental units need to be 
produced with rents below $1,000 per 
month, through a variety of programs. 

ROELAND PARK
Roeland Park has an average annual 
construction need of around 1-2 units 
through 2030, equal to the average annual 
construction rate from 2009 to 2019. The rate 
hinges on some population growth coming 
from existing single person household 
turnover to larger households. 

	• Over the next ten years, production levels 
target a split of 70% owner- and 30% 
renter-occupied units. This is similar to 
past trends.

	• About six additional owner-occupied 
units should be priced below $250,000 (in 
2018 dollars). 

SPRING HILL
Spring Hill has an average annual 
construction need of 106 units through 
2030. The average annual construction rate 
from 2010 to 2017 was 62 units but trending 
upward over 100 units in recent years. A high 
was 152 in 2017 and a low was 24 in 2011.

Note, the average is lower than construction 
activity in recent years. However, some years 
will have many more units and some could 
have less. For example, a large apartment 
complex will significantly increase units 
produced in one given year. 

	• About 431 additional owner-occupied 
units should be priced below $250,000 (in 
2018 dollars). 

	• Nearly 140 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents below $1,000 per 
month, through a variety of programs. 

DE SOTO
De Soto has an average annual construction 
need of 69 units through 2030. The average 
annual construction rate from 2010 to 2019 
was 32 units. 

	• About 221 additional owner-occupied 
units should be priced below $250,000 (in 
2018 dollars). 

	• Nearly 251 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents below $1,000 per 
month, through a variety of programs. 

EDGERTON
Edgerton has an average annual 
construction need of 21 units through 2030. 
The average annual construction rate from 
2010 to 2019 was under one unit annually, 
making this an aspirational growth strategy 
for Edgerton.

	• About 118 additional owner-occupied 
units should be priced below $250,000 (in 
2018 dollars). 

	• Nearly 27 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents below $1,000 per 
month, through a variety of programs. 
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CHAPTER 6: SMALL TIER 
COMMUNITIES
This Chapter provides detail from Chapter 
1 related to each small tier city, its growth, 
and future housing demand. The cohorts for 
small tier communities include: 

	• Chapter 6: Small-Tier Communities - 
Fairway, Lake Quivira, Mission Hills, 
Mission Woods, Westwood, Westwood 
Hills. Small-tier communities are 
generally land-locked and represent 
the smallest by population in Johnson 
County. 

FAIRWAY
Aside from common themes in Chapter 2 
that pertain to the entire county, several 
issues and opportunities are apparent to 
Fairway.

	• Fairway is one of the cities with prevalent 
demolition and rebuild activity, with 
these residents coming from outside the 
city or residents wanting to up-size. 

	• Opportunity to update codes to allow 
multi-generational housing without 
demolishing homes. Such as accessory 
dwelling units. 

	• 	Trends in the last ten years include 
housing turnover from the oldest age 
cohorts to younger families moving in 
with children. Currently, retirees with 
needs look elsewhere.

LAKE QUIVIRA
Lake Quivira is a unique community that is 
not meant to serve various housing types 
and preferences. The community does 
provide one desired housing product for the 
Johnson County market, larger homes with 
four or more bedrooms.

MISSION HILLS
Recent demolition and rebuilds are occurring 
in Mission Hills and there is a desire to 
maintain the scale of neighborhoods. 
Rebuilds also cause issues with stormwater 
runoff that affects neighbors. New design 
standards in 2020 are an opportunity to 
start to address these issues.

MISSION WOODS
Mission Woods is a unique community 
that is not meant to serve various housing 
types and preferences. The community does 
provide one desired housing product for the 
Johnson County market, larger homes with 
four or more bedrooms.

WESTWOOD
Westwood has issues with rebuilds like 
other nearby cities. Lots are smaller and 
rebuilds are taking up the entire lots. This is 
affecting the elderly population who do not 
know what their lot is worth in the market 
and may sell at prices lower than its worth.

Seniors that cannot age in place tend to 
move to southwest Johnson County or other 
counties. Single level homes or universal 
design rehabilitations are an opportunity to 
offer a needed product in Westwood. 

There are some larger redevelopment 
prospects in the city but residents do tend to 
push back on change.

WESTWOOD HILLS
The small community is a transition of 
neighborhoods into high end areas of the 
county. Developers are coming in and 
bidding out first-time homebuyers. 

Westwood Hills is a unique National Historic 
District community that is not meant to 
serve various housing types and preferences. 
The historic character should be maintained.
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CHAPTER 7: STRATEGIC 
DIRECTIONS
This chapter provides a summary of 
opportunities and challenges facing Johnson 
County cities. The summary comes from 
housing, demographic, and economic data 
for the County and conversations detailed 
in Chapter 2. In summary, the opportunities 
and challenges identified include:

HOUSING OPPORTUNITY THEMES
•	 Opportunities for infill 

development

•	 Demand for housing variety

•	 Desire to age within communities

•	 High-quality housing stock

•	 Continues demand for rentals at 

all price points

•	 Highly respected communities and 

schools

•	 Large job center with the need for 

adjacent housing

•	 Land and transportation 
opportunities that support 
innovative housing products
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HOUSING CHALLENGE THEMES
•	 Attainable options for residents to 

age within their communities

•	 Limited housing variety - lack of 

"Missing Middle" housing

•	 Slower return to building

•	 Limited advocacy for housing 

variety

•	 Limited supply of first-time 

homebuyer options

•	 Lack of consistency in regulations 

and the basic ground rules

•	 Unseen homelessness
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CHAPTER 8: HOUSING 
STRATEGIES
The following is a summary of the goals in 
chapter 8 and a table of their applicability.

GOAL 1. Establish/create/develop a 
network of housing advocates

Tools:

1.	Develop and Manage a Housing Fact Book 

	› Housing communication

	» Local advocacy

	» Terminology - Relate housing to 
people

GOAL 2. Create mechanisms to share 
risk 

Tools:

1.	Public/Private Partnerships 

	› Existing partnerships

	› Trust funds

	› Lending consortium 

	› Housing Development Fund

	› Community Housing Bond

2.	Non-Profit

	› Develop or identify a non-profit 
developer

3.	Reducing Site Costs

	› Shared cost 

	› Special assessments

	› Subordinate payments

	› Infrastructure standards

GOAL 3. Preserve and rehabilitate 
existing attainable housing  

Tools:

1.	Expanding Program Options 

	› Purchase Rehab Resale program for 
owner and rental units

2.	Continue Existing Programs

3.	Market Existing Programs

	› Rental rehabilitation programs

	› First-time homebuyer rehab programs

	› Non-city/county programs

	› Promote design guides for code 
requirements and energy efficiency 
programs

GOAL 4. Increase the variety of product 
types, especially in middle-density 

Tools:

1.	Rethink Neighborhood Design

2.	Infill Development

3.	Allow More Housing Products By-right in 
Residential Zoning Districts

4.	Proactively Target Missing Middle-
Density Housing Products

GOAL 5. Remove code uncertainties in 
the development process  

Tools:

1.	Streamline Approval Procedures

2.	Prepackaged RFPs and Site Plans

3.	Small Lot, Townhome, Middle-Density 
Product Demonstration

GOAL 6. Prioritize funding/incentives 
for attainable housing adjacent to 
jobs and transportation 

Tools:

1.	Leverage All Risk-Sharing Tools in This 
Chapter with Housing Goals to maintain 
the attainability of the existing stock and 
new housing opportunities. 

GOAL 7. Connect existing housing 
resources (including help for other 
expenses) and fill gaps left by the 
private market  

Tools:

1.	A One-Stop Database for Housing 
Programs

2.	Leverage Housing PartnershipsExecutive sum
m

ary
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FIGURE 8.3: Housing Goals Applicability

GOAL POLICY TARGE T HOUSING PRODUCT TARGE T HOUSING PRICE POINT CIT Y OR LOCATION CONTEXT

1. Establish/create/develop a network of 
housing advocates

All products, especially 
middle and higher density 
rental options

Various price points, moderate 
market rate preferred as targets 
because of their increased risk 
for builders.

Most applicable to fastest 
growing cities and areas of 
major redevelopment

2. Create mechanisms to share risk All products that meet the 
needs in this assessment

All price points acceptable. More 
policy incentives for homes under 
$250,000 and rents under $1,000.

Deferred loans and developer 
paybacks more appropriate for 
higher price points that meet a 
product gap. 

All cities and all locations 
outside of environmentally 
sensitive areas.  

Incentive policies reserved for 
areas contiguous to existing 
development and/or mixing of 
housing types

3. Preserve and rehabilitate existing 
attainable housing  

All products, especially 
single-family homes built 
before 2000

Focus on homes priced under 
$250,000.

All cities based on 
recommendations in Section 2

4. Increase the variety of product types, 
especially in middle-density ranges

Townhomes, patio homes, 
multi-plexes, co-housing, 
Accessory Dwelling Units

All price points, focus toward 
moderate to market rate rents 
and home price points.

For landlocked cities - 
opportunities in redevelopment 
site. 

Other cities incorporated into 
new subdivisions and infill 
development. 

5. Remove code uncertainties in the 
development process  All products Various price points. Applicable to all cities

6. Prioritize funding/incentives for 
attainable housing adjacent to jobs and 
transportation

Focus on rental options

All price ranges, but target 
mixed-income developments 
with a portion of rents under 
$1,000.

Cities on the Interstate or 
section arterial street systems; 
Logistics Park Kansas City 
Intermodal Facility

7. Connect existing housing resources and 
fill gaps left by the private market N/A

Below market rate housing 
prices and rent; Below median 
household income levels.

All cities and all locations
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JOHNSON COUNTY HOUSING INTRODUCTION
WHY A STUDY FOR JOHNSON COUNTY?
The cities of Johnson County know that continuing to grow the 
economy requires housing for everyone accessible to jobs, schools, and 
recreation. As housing prices continue to rise, a primary reason for a 
study is to overcome challenges to having attainable housing options 
in Johnson County at various price points and housing types. Johnson 
County and 19 municipalities within the county invested in the study 
and were engaged throughout the process. Funding support for the 
study was also provided through a grant from Evergy.

Additionally, housing is a priority health equity issue identified by 
the Johnson County Health Equity Network (HEN), a multi-sector 
collaborative convened by United Community Services of Johnson 
County. Grant support from the Kansas Health Foundation and 
REACH Healthcare Foundation funds the work of the HEN.

To move the housing study outcomes into action, a multi-
jurisdictional and multi-sector Johnson County Municipalities 
Community Housing Task Force will lead the next steps from this 
study. The Housing Task Force's goal is to bring together a diverse 
set of community stakeholders to provide input and support to the 
County and Cities in creating attainable and sustainable housing 
strategies appropriate for their jurisdictions to ensure vibrant, 
healthy communities now and into the future. The Health Forward 
Foundation and Evergy funded the Housing Task Force efforts.

Regional Approach
A housing market is a complex and ever-changing landscape of 
countless variables, including economic factors guiding production, 
rehabilitation, and demand. Social factors also influence housing 
preferences, as does homebuyers' willingness to adapt to new 
products and the community's perception. Understandably, housing 
challenges and market forces go beyond jurisdictional boundaries.

Therefore, the coordination of all cities in Johnson County is vital 
for many strategies to address housing. The Housing Task Force will 
help lead this effort, and all cities must be willing to participate in 
realizing the full influence of new regional housing strategies. Of 
course, some initiatives will also be specific to a city's unique place in 
the market. 

ORGANIZATION 
The document is organized to allow individual cities to easily access 
local analysis with implementation tools that can be leveraged at the 
local or regional level. The study is organized as follows: 

	• SECTION ONE: Johnson County Profile. A look at overall conditions 
and perceptions across the county, including opportunity areas. 

	• SECTION TWO: Community Profiles. A closer look at each 
community in Johnson County, including forecasts for future 
housing demand and opportunities. 

	• SECTION THREE: A Path Forward. A strategy and implementation 
toolbox that each community or the county as a whole can utilize 
with the help of a Housing Task Force. 
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TECHNICAL COMMITTEE
The planning team worked closely with a technical committee to 
present findings and gain a deeper understanding of conditions in the 
county. Members include:

	• Mike Brungardt – City Administrator, De Soto; Represents the 
western portion of the county. 

	• Chris Engel – City Administrator, Merriam; Represents the 
northeastern portion of the county and serves on the Health 
Equity Network leadership team.  

	• Jay Leipzig - Director of Planning, Johnson County; Represents the 
County. 

	• Jack Messer – Director of Planning and Development, Overland 
Park; Represents the largest city in the county.

	• Aimee Nassif – Chief Planning & Development Officer, Olathe; 
Represents the second largest city in the county. 

	• Mayor Don Roberts – Edgerton; Represents the far southwest 
portion of the county and smaller city. Also, a United Community 
Services Board member.

	• Mayor Paula Schwach – Westwood Hills; Represents the far 
northeast portion of the county and a small city. 

	• Laura Smith – City Administrator, Mission; Represents a mid-size 
city and northeastern portion of the county. Also is part of MARC's 
First Ring Suburb Coalition.  

	• Nolan Sunderman – City Manager, Shawnee; Represents the 
western and northern portion of the County. 

	• Maury Thompson – Deputy County Manager, Johnson County; 
Represents the County.

	• Julie Brewer - United Community Services, primary project 
management and city relations. 

	• Kristy Baughman - United Community Services, primary project 
management and city relations. 
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ROLE OF THE STUDY
A housing study is designed to explore, evaluate, and identify 
strategies to address housing issues throughout a given area. The 
housing market impacts the quality of life for residents of the region, 
people interested in moving to the area, and businesses seeking to 
recruit (and retain) employees. 

To understand the state of housing supply and demand in Johnson 
County, this study combines an extensive public input process 
and analysis of the demographic and market trends. This study's 
recommendations will be initiated by the Housing Task Force 
comprised of representatives from throughout the county. It is 
important to note that there is no one perfect solution to address 
issues and capitalize on strengths. Therefore, the strategies included 
in Section 3 are a menu of options that will need to be combined and 
altered to meet the unique aspects of different communities.

City Role
Read and understand the study. Listen to the recommendations and 
efforts of the Housing Task Force. Work closely with staff, Task Force 
stakeholders, and regionally with other cities to determine policy, 
programs, and funding to support the identified housing needs. 
Follow through on the Task Force's work and adopt policies that meet 
the goals and intentions in this study, considering the unique context 
of their city and alignment with city goals. 

County Role
Similar to the city role, listen to the recommendations and efforts 
of the Housing Task Force. Adopt policy, programs, and funding to 
support the identified housing needs. Work closely with cities to align 
efforts where possible to meet the goals and intentions in the study. 
Some actions may require a coordinated front to lobby for State-level 
changes in housing policy and broad coordination across Johnson 
County jurisdictions. 

Housing Task Force Role
Refine and detail the steps for implementing the strategies in this 
study. The Task Force will empower local stakeholder action on 
the strategies that fit local contexts and have a sustaining plan for 
continuing efforts into the future. Lastly, they will advocate for 
residents and sectors of the housing market needed in cities. 

United Community Services Role
Provide support and continued data, resources, and connections to 
cities, the county, Task Force, and other associated organizations to 
advance this study's housing goals. 

Citizen Role
Seek to understand the housing needs and challenges of all different 
people and circumstances in your community. Advocate for housing 
that meets these needs. Get involved with the community efforts. 

Engagement
The Johnson County Housing Study included a comprehensive public 
engagement process to help understand the vision and needs of the 
county. 

To broaden the public input, a series of listening sessions and 
public meetings were held in the summer and fall of 2020. The 
COVID-19 pandemic changed the ability to meet in person. However, 
participation and input remained robust from many different 
demographic groups across the county. Additionally, a community 
survey of the general public received more than 4,615 responses, 14 
listening session discussions with 84 participants, and input from 
the 2020 UCS Human Service Summit with over 170 registrants. The 
survey was advertised by local organization, e-mail, social media, 
libraries, and other outlets, similar to other planning efforts.

Quotes from community survey respondents are spread throughout 
the document to express sentiments heard throughout the 
engagement process. 
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Social and Racial Equity
United Community Services of Johnson County and other 
organizations have focused on the need for attainable housing 
options for all Johnson County residents. This study was not charged 
to specifically analyze racial equity in housing practices and 
perceptions. 

However, there is a history of disproportionate impacts of housing 
challenges on communities of color in cities across the country. 
There were several racially restrictive legal tools that developers, 
real estate agents, and government agencies used to ensure suburban 
neighborhoods remained all-white. From deed restrictions to home 
associations to FHA-subsidized communities, Johnson County, like 
many of the United States’ new suburban developments, witnessed 
each of these tools in action.  Structural racism played a significant 
role in Johnson County’s early development. An exhibit at the Johnson 
County Museum tells the story of the birth of Johnson County and its 
impact on racial diversity in housing to provide context for the data 
contained in this study: Https://youtu.be/khgp3JOHbwM

DATA
A variety of sources were used to develop the demographic and 
economic analysis. These included:

	• The U.S. Decennial Census and American Community Survey (2018 
5-year Estimates);

	• Multiple Listings Service (MLS) data provided by local realtors;

	• Bureau of Labor Statistics

	• Local city building permit data, provided by local city staff;

	• County GIS Department;

	• United States Geological Survey (USGS) and National Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) mapping data;

	• Mid America Regional Council (MARC) https://www.marc.org/
Data-Economy

	• Past plans, studies, and city ordinances provided by county staff. 

A Note on Pandemic Influences...                
The housing study was done during 
uncertain circumstances in 2020. The study 
notes the potential short-term effects of 
a recession where applicable, an economic 
situation that was still fluid at the time 
of this document. Indicators towards the 
end of 2020 had yet to indicate severe 
impacts on the housing market. However, 
rising housing construction costs partially 
attributed to the pandemic were prevalent. 
The next chapter provides detailed market 
data and potential recession-related 
implications.
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HOUSING TERMINOLOGY USED IN THIS 
STUDY
There are many terms used to discuss 
housing needs and describe actions. Below 
is common terminology used throughout 
the study to describe certain situations, 
conditions, or intended actions. 

Appraisal. Assesses the current market 
value of a property and is usually a key 
requirement when a property is bought, sold, 
insured, or mortgaged. Comps (comparables) 
are needed; these are properties located in 
the same area, have similar characteristics, 
and have an established value (recent sales).

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. Any housing that is not 
financially burdensome to a household 
in a specific income range. Financially 
burdensome could be housing expenses that 
exceed 30% of household income. However, 
it could also include situations where a 
household has high day care costs, student 
debt, or other expenses that limit income 
to spend on housing. Housing in terms of 
housing subsidized by Federal programs can 
be included in this definition.

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)

Empty-Nester. A single or couple without 
children living at home. Empty-nesters can 
include any age range but most often refers 
to older adults whose children have moved 
out and no longer live at home.

Filter Effect. Occurs when higher income 
households are "filtered" out of housing 
units that are well below the price points 
that they can afford. Often it involves "move-
up" housing that frees up existing, more 
affordable housing. Today the moves can be 
lateral in square footage but also upgrades 
in locations or amenities with smaller home 
square footages.

Gap Financing. Refers to a short-term loan 
for the purpose of meeting an immediate 
financial obligation until sufficient funds to 
finance the longer-term financial need can 
be secured.

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)

Leverage. It can describe engaged partner 
organizations (financial, organizational, and 
human capital) to enable a more significant 
outcome, provide funding, or gain access to 
additional funds such as grants by pledging 
local resources.
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Move-up Housing. The natural cycle of 
how people move in the housing market, 
referring to the process of moving from 
renting to mid-sized owner-occupancy to 
larger single-family homes. The “move-up” 
generally occurs with income increases, 
assuming adequate housing supply and 
variety is available, opening more affordable 
housing options for others. Recent trends 
indicate that “move-up” housing may not 
mean square footage but may mean better 
finishes and amenities. 

Peer Counties. Comparisons to peer 
counties provide a baseline to evaluate 
whether conditions in Johnson County are 
significantly different from other regions. 
The peer counties were taken from those 
used in the Johnson County budget book 
and deemed comparable to Johnson County. 
While each comparison county is like 
Johnson County in one way or another, every 
community ultimately has a unique set of 
circumstances that set it apart from every 
other. Nonetheless, differences in conditions 
can help indicate localized issues or assets 
for Johnson County.

Universal Design. The process of creating 
products that are accessible to people with a 
wide range of abilities, disabilities, and other 
characteristics. Ideally, the concept extends 
to neighborhoods. Refer to the Communities 
for All Ages page maintained by the Mid-
America Regional Council (MARC). 

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 go 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. 

Median Household Income. This includes the 
income of the householder and all other 
individuals 15 years old and over in the 
household, whether they are related to the 
householder or not. The median divides 
the income distribution into two equal 
parts: one-half of the cases falling below 
the median income and one-half above the 
median. For households and families, the 
median income is based on the distribution 
of the total number of households and 
families, including those with no income. 
(Census.gov)

Mixed-Use. Mixed-use districts are areas 
with two or more different uses such as 
residential, office, retail, and civic in a 
compact urban form. Typical residential uses 
in a mixed-use district range from medium 
density to very high density uses. 

HOUSING TERMINOLOGY USED IN THIS 
STUDY (CONT'D)

ENTRY HOUSING DOWN-SIZE HOUSING
FAMILY / MOVE-UP

MOVE-UP HOUSING EXAMPLE

https://www.marc.org/Community/KC-
Communities-for-All-Ages
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JOHNSON COUNTY PROFILE





CHAPTER ONE
County Profile

The information in this section informs the overall housing demand that could be expected in Johnson County. 
While the population growth forecasts are the leading indicator of housing demand, housing characteristics 

inform the type of housing to meet demand and county needs. Trends in home values, income growth, 
occupancy, and other factors begin to form the housing demand program. However, the perceptions and 

insights from residents, existing and potential, are equally important. Chapter 2 continues the conversation of 
what residents want, need, and can afford in Johnson County.
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Chapter  1
Takeaways:
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	• Johnson County will continue to see population growth. 

	› The highest population growth rate through 2030 will be 
Gardner and Spring Hill. The highest growth in the number of 
people through 2030 will be Overland Park and Olathe. 

	› Strong growth rates should continue in Lenexa, Shawnee, 
Olathe, and Overland Park. 

	› Growth in De Soto and Edgerton are contingent on overcoming 
barriers like utilities and infrastructure, and providing local 
housing programs.

	› Fully built-out cities may experience slight growth through 
empty-nesters moving and the in-migration of families. Cities 
like Prairie Village, Mission, Merriam, Leawood, Roeland 
Park, Westwood, and Fairway would likely experience growth 
through redevelopment and mixed-use sites.

	• Almost as many multi-family units were built throughout the 
county in the past ten years as single-family units. 

	› However, the multi-family units are not spatially distributed 
among cities. 

	› Demolition of homes is concentrated within a few cities. Cities 
in the northeast tend to quickly replace demolitions with 
another unit. Other cities, like Edgerton, are not replacing all 
units that are demolished because the land use changed. 

	› The construction of manufactured homes is mostly non-
existent and a missed opportunity for more attainable 
housing. Manufactured homes are becoming more popular in 
many larger cities. They provide a way to reduce the cost of 
housing through economies of scaled production. 

	• Households making under $50,000 who rent have more difficulty 
finding attainable options than those that can purchase because 
of fewer options and rents increasing faster than incomes. 

	› Cities becoming more cost burdensome for renters include 
Shawnee, Edgerton, Fairway, Leawood, and De Soto. These 

cities have also had limited multi-family construction in the 
past ten years. Shawnee has seen some multi-family growth in 
recent years, but many are age restricted. 

	• Younger and larger households live further out from the Kansas 
City metro core in communities like Spring Hill, Gardner, 
Edgerton, and Olathe. 

	› These areas also tend to have more home-ownership and 
higher growth rates.

	› Lower value to income ratios in these areas also indicate 
homes are relatively more attainable for families. 

	• Most cities in Johnson County saw household incomes rise by a 
lower percentage than home and rental costs in the past decade. 

	› Exceptions are in Merriam, Mission, Mission Woods, and 
Westwood Hills. 

	» For Mission Woods and Westwood Hills, the change is 
likely because of more income earning households as 
opposed to retirees. 

	» In Merriam and Mission, rents still rose close to incomes, 
but home values increased by less. This could be a sign of 
low rental availability, home age, and condition.

	› Home values rose by the highest percentage in Prairie Village, 
Fairway, Lake Quivira, and Spring Hill.

	› Rent rose by the highest percentage in Fairway, Prairie Village, 
Roeland Park, and Shawnee.

	• Most older households want to age in their cities, but increasing 
assessed values make that difficult with higher tax burden, on 
top of the need for home renovation for universal design. 

	› The ability to stay in the community also means the option 
to move to a small, accessible, and attainable dwelling, which 
options are limited. 

	• More supply is needed across all price points and home types. 
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INTRODUCTION
This chapter summarizes the characteristics 
of Johnson County that strongly influence 
the housing market. A thorough 
understanding of demographics and housing 
conditions is the first step in crafting the 
housing plan. It is important to understand 
the historic trends, population patterns, 
economy, and housing market conditions 
today to forecast future needs and articulate 
a program to improve Johnson County’s 
housing market for specific age cohorts, 
income levels, and personal preferences.

WHAT MARKET DATA DOES NOT TELL US
Census and other objective data have 
limitations, so it provides only one element 
of understanding the housing market. 
Market data does not capture the feelings 
and observations of residents. It does 
not indicate the effect those quantitative 
conditions have on people in different areas. 
It does not fully capture the condition of 
housing or community amenities. Lastly, 
market data becomes less reliable for small 
areas (under 1,000) because of sampling 
error and insufficient data. Ultimately, the 
conclusions and strategic directions compare 
data with on the ground observations and 
discussions.

FIGURE 1.1: Potential forces on housing development and investment

 MACRO
MARKET

Interest Rates

  Federal
 Standards

 R E G I O N A L
M A R K E T

 LO CA L
M A R K E T

 Raw Material
Costs

 Funding
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CDBG, FHA
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Decline

 Supply of
Contractors

Wage Level

 Job Growth/
Openings  Zoning

Regulations

Permit Fees

 Fluctuating
Valuations

 Amenities
 like Education,

Services

WHAT MARKET DATA TELLS US
Figure 1.1 summarizes the variety of 
elements that influence housing supply 
and demand. Quantitative data describes 
past trends in population, housing 
occupancy, affordability, and other objective 
measurements. Market data gives a quick 
and straightforward representation of 
the county and how it compares to other 
comparable counties and those in the region. 
It helps explain why conditions are the same 
or different compared to other areas to tailor 
successful policies.

"The housing crisis is not going away anytime soon. 
It’s important to our economy and building wealth in 
families to solve this issue." 

- Survey Respondent
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POPULATION 
CHARACTERISTICS AND 
CHANGE 
This section reviews the county’s 
demographic trends—historical population 
growth, trends in age distribution, and 
geographic distribution. These trends 
provide a perspective on how the region 
has grown, the disparities that may have 
evolved, and new opportunities created. 

HISTORIC TRENDS
Overall, the region experienced steady 
growth since 1990, starting with a 
population of 357,048 and growing by 64% 
to a 2018 estimated population of 585,502. 
Map 1.1 and Figure 1.2 (on the next page) 
illustrates the region’s current and historic 
population trends. These show:

	• A mix of both growth and decline across 
the county, with De Soto, Gardner, and 
Spring Hill seeing the highest percentage 
rates of growth between 1990 and 2018. 
They are also cities that mostly abut rural 
Johnson County. 

MAP 1.1: Annual Growth Rate by City (1990-2018)

Source: U.S. Census
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	• The cities that experienced population 
decline between 1990 and 2018 resulted 
from fluctuations in household size rather 
than an out-migration of residents. These 
communities are mostly landlocked 
without areas for new development. The 
declines occurred in Merriam, Mission, 
Mission Woods, Prairie Village, Roeland 
Park, and Westwood. However, each only 
lost between 0.03% and 0.4%.

	› For example, Roeland Park lost 0.4% 
of its population from 1990 to 2018. 
However, from 2000 to 2018 alone, the 
average household size dropped from 
2.27 to 2.20. Meaning for a population 
of 6,817 in 2000, the drop in household 
size results in a population decline to 
6,615. The higher estimated population 
in 2018 of 6,796 is because of new 
housing units built or no longer vacant. 

	› It is not surprising that the growing 
communities are those on the outskirts 
of the metro area with the ability to 
annex land, while those in decline are 
landlocked by adjacent communities.

	• The county grew at an average annual 
rate of 1.8% between 1990 and 2018, 
exceeding growth in Kansas, which was 
only 0.6% during the same time frame.

FIGURE 1.2: Population Change - Johnson County Communities

1990 2000 2010 2018 
ESTIMATE

CURRENT 
SHARE OF 
COUNT Y

1990-2018 ANNUAL 
GROW TH RATE

De Soto 2,291 4,561 5,720 6,138 1.05% 3.6%

Edgerton 1,244 1,440 1,671 1,665 0.28% 1.0%

Fairway 4,173 3,952 3,882 3,947 0.67% 0.1%

Gardner 3,191 9,396 19,123 21,351 3.65% 7%

Lake Quivira 983 932 906 982 0.17% 0.0%

Leawood 19,693 27,956 31,867 34,570 5.90% 2.0%

Lenexa 34,034 40,238 48,190 55,294 9.44% 1.6%

Merriam 11,821 11,008 11,003 11,243 1.92% -0.2%

Mission 9,504 9,727 9,323 9,437 1.61% -0.03%

Mission Hills 3,446 3,593 3,498 3,580 0.61% 0.1%

Mission Woods 182 165 178 177 0.03% -0.1%

Olathe 63,440 92,962 125,872 139,588 23.84% 2.8%

Overland Park 111,790 149,080 173,372 188,687 32.23% 1.9%

Prairie Village 23,186 22,072 21,447 22,048 3.77% -0.2%

Roeland Park 7,706 6,817 6,731 6,796 1.16% -0.4%

Shawnee 37,993 47,996 62,209 65,239 11.14% 2.0%

Spring Hills 2,191 2,727 5,437 6,315 1.08% 3.9%

Westwood 1,772 1,533 1,506 1,624 0.28% -0.3%

Westwood Hills 383 378 359 378 0.06% 0.0%

County Totals 357,048 451,086 544,179 585,502 - 1.8%

State of Kansas 2,477,574 2,688,418 2,853,118 2,911,510 - 0.6%

Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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FIGURE 1.3: Regional County Population Change

2000 
POPUL ATION

2010 
POPUL ATION

2000-2010 
PERCENT 
CHANGE

2018 
POPUL ATION 

ESTIMATE

2010-2018 
PERCENT 
CHANGE

Johnson County  451,086  544,179 21%  585,502 8%
Cass, MO  82,092  99,478 21%  102,678 3%
Clay, MO  184,006  221,939 21%  239,164 8%
Jackson, MO  654,880  674,158 3%  692,003 3%
Plat te, MO  73,781  89,322 21%  98,824 11%
Wyandot te, KS  157,882  157,505 0%  164,345 4%
Dakota, MN  355,904  398,552 12%  418,201 5%
Waukesha, WI  360,767  389,891 8%  398,879 2%
Jefferson, CO  527,056  534,543 1%  570,427 7%
Denton, TX  432,976  662,614 53%  807,047 22%
Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

FIGURE 1.4: Predicted Versus Actual Population in Johnson County (2010)

Source: U.S. Census; RDG Planning & Design

Figure 1.3 shows population change for Johnson County 
compared with surrounding metro area counties and peer 
counties across the nation. Johnson County’s growth between 
2010 and 2018 continues to be aggressive, especially for a county 
of its population size. Johnson County grew by more people 
over the past eight years compared to peer counties except for 
Denton County which has explosive growth since 2010.

MIGRATION PATTERNS
Figure 1.4 shows 2010 predicted population versus the actual 
2010 Census counts for Johnson County. The forecast is built 
from average birth and death rates for age groups. This analysis 
can provide a better understanding of in- and out-migration. 
When the actual population is larger than would be predicted 
by natural birth and death rates, in-migration occurred. When 
the actual is less than would be predicted, then out-migration 
occurred. The difference in these numbers provides some 
understanding on the scale of in- or out-migration. Figure 1.4 
shows the situation county-wide where there was a large in-
migration of family age cohorts. For individual cities (not shown 
here), this comparison indicates:

	• Many cities were expected to decline naturally, a result of a 
lower number of births than deaths. 

	• Many cities outperformed the predicted population 
indicating strong in-migration during the decade.

	• Lake Quivira, Leawood, Mission Hills, Mission Woods, 
and Prairie Village were predicted to lose population but 
instead gained population. The most significant reversal was 
Leawood’s projected loss of 838 residents which in reality was 
a 4,749-resident gain.

	› For these cities, it means that older populations were likely 
replaced with larger households or large redevelopment 
projects that opened new land for residential development.

	• The greatest in-migration occurred in Olathe and Overland 
Park, which experienced an additional 17,346 and 16,338 
residents, respectively.
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MAP 1.2: Median Age, 2018

Source: U.S. Census

YOUTH & SENIOR POPULATION  
In Johnson County, there are significant 
differences in the age of households 
depending on the city. Typically, amenities, 
schools, and housing costs influence where 
family forming households will reside if given 
a choice. Schools are an especially attractive 
aspect in Johnson County compared to the rest 
of the Kansas City metro, as noted in input 
gathered through this study.  

The lowest median household age occurs 
in Gardner, Spring Hill, and Edgerton at 
around 32 years old. This trend reflects a 
pattern of young families moving further 
out to communities with lower median home 
values. The median household age data above 
correlate with housing values. Younger 
households tend to be in cities with  lower 
home values. Younger households may have 
higher other expenses and lack savings to live 
in other areas. 

Conversely, nationally the number of 
individuals moving into their retirement 
years over the next ten years will be at the 
highest rates in history. This population shift 
will have an impact on the housing market. 
Map 1.2 illustrates the median age in the 
larger communities of Johnson County.

The map shows that Mission Woods, Mission 
Hills, Lake Quivira, and Leawood have the 
highest median household age between 
46 and 53 years old. This is an important 
factor when considering the demand for 
retirement housing in these areas or nearby 
communities. Retirement housing does not 
mean only assisted living but also universal 
design options.  
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PROJECTED GROWTH  
Population forecasts completed by the Mid-
America Regional Council (MARC) in 2014 
provide estimates for population growth 
that many cities in the county use in local 
comprehensive plans. 

For use in the housing demand models 
in Section 2, the forecasts in Figure 1.5 
considers the MARC forecast along with:

	• Each city’s residential building activity 
between 2010 and 2019. 

	• Any growth rates identified in city plans 
in the last five years, as available.

	• The growth rate trend from 2000-2018, a 
period that includes two recessions with 
differing implications toward housing. 

	• Consideration of the possible population 
given each city’s unique circumstances 
and near term development projects. 
For example, landlocked cities or 
cities close to full build-out have more 
restrictions on the feasible future growth 
such as available land, transportation 
connections, and public spaces.

These average annual growth rates consider 
times of recession and expansion, as well 
as future land development constraints 
in Johnson County. Under the uncertain 
circumstances in the second half of 2020, 
the annual growth could be smaller in the 
near term as the economy recovers from the 
2020 pandemic. As expansionary economic 
conditions return, the annual growth rates 
could rise above the average to make up for 
pent-up demand. Section 2 goes into detail 
on demand forecasts for each community.

FIGURE 1.5: Population Growth Forecast - Johnson County

ANNUAL 
GROW TH 

RATE
2010 2018 2020 2025 2030 2020-'30 

CHANGE

De Soto 1.89%  5,720  6,512  6,635  7,286  8,001  1,366 
Edgerton 1.44%  1,671  1,665  1,713  1,841  2,188  475 
Fairway 0.10%  3,882  3,947  3,955  3,974  3,994  39 
Gardner 2.65%  19,123  21,351  22,498  25,641  29,223  6,725 
Lake Quivira 0.21%  906  982  986  997  1,007  21 
Leawood 0.71%  31,867  34,570  35,064  36,329  37,640  2,576 
Lenexa 1.71%  48,190  53,051  54,878  59,725  65,001  10,123 
Merriam 0.52%  11,003  11,243  11,359  11,656  11,959  600 
Mission 0.75%  9,323  9,437  9,579  9,944  10,322  743 
Mission Hills 0.04%  3,498  3,580  3,583  3,591  3,599  16 
Mission Woods 0.22%  178  177  178  180  182  4 
Olathe 1.38%  125,872  139,588  143,647  153,810  164,691  21,044 
Overland Park 1.39%  173,372  196,625  199,350  213,554  228,770  29,420 
Prairie Village 0.19%  21,447  22,048  22,132  22,343  22,556  424 
Roeland Park 0.06%  6,731  6,796  6,804  6,825  6,845  41 
Shawnee 1.08%  62,209  65,239  66,659  70,344  74,233  7,575 
Spring Hills 2.77%  5,437  6,976  7,409  8,611  9,872  2,463 
Westwood 0.43%  1,506  1,624  1,638  1,673  1,709  71 
Westwood Hills 1.25%  359  378  388  412  439  51 
Unincorporated Areas - 11,885 -  13,046 -  14,873 
Johnson County TOtal 1.32%  544,179 -  611,500 -  697,104 
Source: 2040 Forecast MARC (2014)*, RDG Planning & Design
*MARC Forecasts were updated in 2020 but city allocated forecasts were not available at the time of this study
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ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT
Johnson County’s economy, including 
workforce needs, incomes, and 
unemployment rates, impact housing options 
and development. The following section 
provides an overview of basic economic 
characteristics and how these characteristics 
relate to housing.

HOUSEHOLD INCOME 
Like many other counties on the edge of 
metropolitan areas, income disparities exist 
among Johnson County cities, as illustrated 
in Figure 1.6. 

	• 2018 estimated median household income 
ranges from as low as $52,364 in De Soto 
to $250,000 in Mission Hills. The median 
household income for the entire county is 
$85,746.

	• Several of the smallest cities under 1,000 
residents have median incomes above 
$100,000, while the two largest cities 
have median incomes in the mid- to low 
$80,000’s. 

FIGURE 1.6: 2018 Median Household Income

2018 POPUL ATION 2018 ESTIMATED MEDIAN      
HOUSEHOLD INCOME 80% OF MEDIAN 50% OF MEDIAN

De Soto 6,138  $52,364  $41,891.20  $26,182.00 

Edgerton 1,665  $54,125  $43,300.00  $27,062.50 

Fairway 3,947  $105,000  $84,000.00  $52,500.00 

Gardner 21,351 $75,985  $60,788.00  $37,992.50 

Lake Quivira 982 $130,750  $104,600.00  $65,375.00 

Leawood 34,570  $149,736  $119,788.80  $74,868.00 

Lenexa 55,294 $84,370  $67,496.00  $42,185.00 

Merriam 11,243 $59,643  $47,714.40  $29,821.50 
Mission 9,437 $60,875  $48,700.00  $30,437.50 

Mission Hills 3,580 $250,000+  $200,000.00  $125,000.00 

Mission Woods 177 $165,000  $132,000.00  $82,500.00 

Olathe 139,588 $85,318  $68,254.40  $42,659.00 

Overland Park 188,687 $82,651  $66,120.80  $41,325.50 

Prairie Village 22,048 $88,635  $70,908.00  $44,317.50 

Roeland Park 6,796 $70,514  $56,411.20  $35,257.00 

Shawnee 65,239 $84,507  $67,605.60  $42,253.50 

Spring Hills 6,315 $72,384  $57,907.20  $36,192.00 

Westwood 1,624 $82,500  $66,000.00  $41,250.00 

Westwood Hills 378 $132,500  $106,000.00  $66,250.00 

Johnson County 585,502 $ 86,746  $69,396.80  $43,373.00 

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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	• When compared to surrounding counties 
(see Figure 1.7), Johnson County has the 
highest median household income, just 
above Clay County ($86,269) and well 
above Jackson County ($55,929). Johnson 
County has a comparable median income 
to comparison counties across the U.S.

	• As expected, shown in Map 1.3, older 
working age cohorts tend to have higher 
incomes. However, family age cohorts are 
the top income earner in selected areas 
in Johnson County. This is likely because 
these are higher paying jobs, there are 
more housing choices, more attainable 
options, and/or household preferences. 

Other sections in this plan will show that 
lower median income in a city does not 
always correlate to household housing cost 
burdens. Instead, the combination of income, 
housing costs, and transportation costs 
together determine cost burdens.

FIGURE 1.7: 2018 Median Household Income  
(comparable Counties)

Johnson County $ 86,746
Cass, MO $71,114
Clay, MO $86,269
Jackson, MO $55,929
Plat te, MO $80,468
Wyandot te, KS $47,285
Dakota, MN $86,302
Waukesha, WI $86,968
Jefferson, CO $85,890
Denton, TX $88,117
Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates) 

MAP 1.3: Median Household Income of Highest Earning Age Group, 2018
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EMPLOYMENT 
The struggle for every region lies in 
striking an appropriate balance between 
workforce development, housing, and job 
growth—all of which must go together. Data 
provided in Figure 1.8 uses the American 
Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates) 
(ACS) estimates to illustrate labor force 
participation and unemployment rates.

	• According to the 2018 ACS estimates, 
nearly every city is at or below the state 
unemployment rate of 2.9%.

	• The Bureau of Labor Statistics estimated 
the unemployment rate in March 2020 to 
be at 2.5% in Johnson County, which has 
since shot up to 10.6% in April 2020 during 
a post-COVID economic climate.

The 2020 pandemic created quick and drastic 
changes in the employment characteristics 
in Johnson County. The unemployment rate 
rose to as high as 10.6% in April of 2020 and, 
at the time of this study, had fallen to 4.4% 
in October of 2020. However, some of the 
decline is attributed to unemployed people 
who have stopped looking for work. These 
people are not counted in unemployment 
figures. 

FIGURE 1.8: 2018 Unemployment Rate

2018 
POPUL ATION

L ABOR 
FORCE

2018 UN- 
EMPLOYMENT 

RATE*

De Soto 6,138 3,144 2.2%

Edgerton 1,665 904 3%

Fairway 3,947 2,022 0.5%

Gardner 21,351 11,599 2.8%

Lake Quivira 982 422 1.6%

Leawood 34,570  17,071 1.5%

Lenexa 55,294  30,871 1.9%

Merriam 11,243  6,982 2.5%
Mission 9,437  6,047 1.5%

Mission Hills 3,580  1,609 0.3%

Mission 
Woods 177 95 0%

Olathe 139,588  77,036 2.3%

Overland 
Park 188,687  107,393 2.4%

Prairie 
Village 22,048  12,132 1.2%

Roeland Park 6,796 4,376 3.1%

Shawnee 65,239  37,355 2.6%

Spring Hills 6,315 3,243 1.9%

Westwood 1,624  931 2.8%

Westwood 
Hills 378  211 1%

Johnson 
County 585,502 456,249 3.1%

State of 
Kansas 2,911,510 2.9%

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year 
Estimates); Bureau of Labor Statistics 
*The pandemic significantly increased unemployment in 
2020 and expected to carry into 2021 - at 4.4% as of Oct. 2020. 

The very low unemployment rates pre-
pandemic meant that employers needed 
to recruit from the larger region, 
outside the region, and the state. The 
high unemployment rate during the 
2020 pandemic is mostly temporary and 
permanent retail, food, and personal service 
job losses. The full extent of permanent job 
losses will not be known until well into 2021. 
However, current data and analysis show 
that skilled labor and white-collar positions 
are still in demand and likely less affected. 

JOBS AND EDUCATION
As indicated in the previous section on 
employment rates, the region has a strong 
economy. The dominant industry sector 
in Johnson County is educational services, 
and health care and social assistance. 
Professional, scientific, and management, 
and administrative and waste management 
services rank higher as the top employment 
industry in four cities. 

Employers' needs usually have a direct 
impact on the education and income levels of 
a region. The workforce of Johnson County 
has a high level of educational attainment. 
Only 17% of the workforce has either a 
high school degree or less and 57% of the 
workforce has a bachelor’s degree or higher. 
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COMMUTING PATTERNS
The balance between jobs and housing 
has become an important community 
and economic development issue. Figure 
1.9 illustrates the daily export and influx 
of workers in the region. Below are key 
highlights of regional community patterns.

	• Johnson County’s workforce is composed 
of just over half by workers that reside 
in the county and just under half that 
commute in for work each day. Since 2010 
this has remained relatively the same, 
with 55% residing and working in Johnson 
County and 45% commuting to work.

	• For in-commuters, most residents come 
from either Jackson County, Missouri 
(14.3%), or Wyandotte County, Kansas 
(7.4%).

For those living and working in Johnson 
County, commuting can still be an issue 
where households live and work in different 
cities. As a metropolitan area, travel times 
can significantly increase with congestion. 

Figure 1.10 shows community patterns 
within Johnson County.  

	• About 37% of employed people that live in 
Johnson County travel more than 10 miles 
to work. 

	• About 25% of those that live in Johnson 
County travel northeast to their 
workplace, whether in Johnson County or 
not. The area in northeast Johnson County 
and beyond is the core of the Kansas City 
metro. In congestion, even a commuting 
distance of 10 miles can take over 30 
minutes. 

	• Just over 22% of workers who live in 
Johnson County work in Kansas City, MO/
KS. 

People may choose to live in a place for many 
reasons. Often, a spouse works locally while 
the other spouse must commute longer to 
work. However, as illustrated in other parts 
of the section, where a household can find 
attainable housing that meets their needs is 
often a leading factor in housing choice. 

FIGURE 1.9: Inflow-Outflow of Johnson county workforce

FIGURE 1.10: Resident Work Destination & Distance

DISTANCE COUNT SHARE

TOTAL PRIMARY JOBS 278,319 100.0%
Less than 10 miles 174,925 62.9%

10 to 24 miles 73,714 26.5%

25 to 50 miles 9,206 3.3%

Greater than 50 miles 20,474 7.4%

DIRECTION

Overland Park city, KS 67,394 24.2%

Kansas City city, MO 41,947 15.1%

Olathe city, KS 36,618 13.2%

Lenexa city, KS 27,877 10.0%

Kansas City city, KS 19,974 7.2%

Leawood city, KS 9,242 3.3%

Shawnee city, KS 8,834 3.2%

Merriam city, KS 6,624 2.4%
Mission city, KS 3,754 1.3%

Wichita city, KS 3,606 1.3%

Topeka city, KS 3,455 1.2%

All Other Locations 48,994 17.6%

Source: U.S. Census, On the Map 2017

Source: U.S. Census, On the Map (2017)

"[My] Husband works at the 
[Logistics Park Kansas City] 
Intermodal Facility and nearly 
everyone he works with lives in 
KCMO on the MO side because 
housing there is cheaper even 
with gas money..." 

- Survey Respondent
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HOUSING & HOUSEHOLD 
ASSESSMENTS
In the following chapter, an assessment 
of housing and household trends will be 
provided for each of the cities in Johnson 
County. This section offers an opportunity to 
compare housing trends by city directly. 

HOUSING OCCUPANCY  
The county is mostly owner-occupied 
housing units (see Figure 1.11). Map 1.4 
illustrates the areas with the highest renter-
occupied housing units which are clustered 
around Merriam, Lenexa, Overland Park, and 
De Soto. The only city with more rental units 
than owner-occupied units is Mission (46.1% 
owner-occupied). Several communities have 
owner-occupancy rates above 90% (Fairway, 
Lake Quivira, Leawood, Mission Hills, 
Mission Woods, Westwood Hills). Overall, 
Johnson County has an owner-renter ratio 
of 69%-31%, which has remained nearly the 
same since 2010.

FIGURE 1.11: Owner Versus Renter Households (Johnson County)

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

MAP 1.4: Percent of Renter Occupied Units by City in Johnson County

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

69%

31%

Chart Title

Owner-
Occupied

Renter-
Occupied69%

31%

Chart Title

Owner-
Occupied

Renter-
Occupied
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FIGURE 1.12: Owner-Occupied Units and Vacancy Rates of 
Comparable Counties

% OWNER-
OCCUPIED UNITS

VACANCY RATE 
ALL UNITS

Johnson County 69.1% 5.2%

Cass, MO 76.2% 4.8%

Clay, MO 69.1% 6.9%

Jackson, MO 58.5% 11.8%

Plat te, MO 65.8% 6.5%

Wyandot te, KS 57.1% 11.8%

Dakota, MN 74.3% 3.0%

Waukesha, WI 76.4% 4.3%

Jefferson, CO 70.4% 3.6%

Denton, TX 64.5% 5.5%

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

FIGURE 1.13: Owner-Occupancy and Total Vacancy Rates for all units, 2010 and 2018

2010 2018

% OWNER 
OCCUPIED UNITS 

IN THE CIT Y

VACANCY 
RATE ALL 

UNITS

% OWNER 
OCCUPIED UNITS 

IN THE CIT Y

VACANCY 
RATE ALL 

UNITS
De Soto 67.7% 8.9% 62.3% 8.5%

Edgerton 36.5% 8.4% 79.4% 8.2%

Fairway 87.9% 4.6% 91.9% 7.2%

Gardner 72.0% 9.0% 65.8% 6.8%

Lake Quivira 92.4% 5.3% 99.4% 16.0%

Leawood 92.4% 4.9% 90.5% 4.7%

Lenexa 62.9% 7.4% 61.8% 5.4%

Merriam 59.7% 6.2% 57.1% 5.9%

Mission 48.9% 8.7% 46.1% 5.8%

Mission Hills 98.8% 5.5% 98.6% 8.6%

Mission Woods 96.1% 3.8% 97.4% 2.5%

Olathe 72.7% 5.0% 70.8% 2.6%

Overland Park 65.2% 6.3% 63.0% 5.8%

Prairie Village 81.4% 4.5% 78.0% 6.8%

Roeland Park 77.3% 6.6% 74.4% 6.7%

Shawnee 73.1% 5.2% 72.7% 4.2%

Spring Hill 76.8% 7.2% 80.7% 3.6%

Westwood 85.3% 5.3% 84.6% 15.4%

Westwood Hills 91.6% 5.6% 90.6% 6.6%

Johnson County 70.8% 6.0% 69.1% 5.2%

Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

As Figure 1.12 illustrates, Johnson County has an average owner-
occupancy rate comparable to, but slightly lower than, many counties 
in the region and the comparison counties across the nation. 

Vacancy rates in the region vary widely, some exceeding 15% 
(Westwood and Lake Quivira), others falling below 3% (Mission 
Woods and Olathe), as shown in Figure 1.13. A healthy, self-sustaining 
vacancy rate is around 7% which allows movement in the market. 
For the most part, vacancy rates in each community have remained 
steady since 2010, some rising a few percentages others falling at 
the same rate. Westwood and Lake Quivira, however, saw nearly 10% 
spikes in their vacancy rate over the eight years. Note, small city 
populations can produce large margins of errors in Census estimates.

Johnson County’s 
vacancy rate is low 
when compared to 
the counties in the 
region. Only Cass 
County, Missouri, 
has a lower vacancy 
rate according 
to the American 
Community 
Survey data. Both 
Jackson County 
and Wyandotte 
County have an 
11.8% vacancy rate. 
When measured 
against comparison 
counties, vacancy 
rates in Johnson 
County are healthy 
and in the middle. 
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AGE OF HOUSING  
As shown on Map 1.5, the 
region’s older housing 
stock is predominantly 
located in northeast 
Johnson County. These 
homes are 40-plus-years-
old, and if not updated 
and well maintained, 
these units may begin to 
show structural issues. 
Communities such as 
Shawnee, Lenexa, Overland 
Park, and Leawood have 
a housing stock built 
primarily since the 1960s, 
with most of the housing 
built since 2000. 

Additionally, it is not 
uncommon that the oldest 
and smallest homes within 
cities are being used 
as rentals with a high 
perception of low property 
maintenance. Whether 
rentals or owner-occupied 
housing, the older housing 
stock is often, but not 
always, Johnson County’s 
best source of attainable 
housing - housing priced 
below $225,000 and renting 
below $1,000 a month. 

Source: Johnson County GIS Department, Assessor Data

MAP 1.5: Age of Housing Stock
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HOUSING CONDITION
Map 1.6 shows housing conditions. 
As in most communities, housing 
condition tends to correlate 
positively with housing age. Areas 
in historic town centers tend to 
have lower condition of housing. 
However, there are few areas in 
Johnson County with concentrated 
housing below fair condition.

MAP 1.6: Housing Condition

Source: Johnson County GIS Department, Assessor Data Ratings

"...Rehab loans with 
very low interest 
are a great way 
to help people 
buy something 
affordable and fix it 
up!..."

- Survey Respondent
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Source: Johnson County GIS Department

MAP 1.7: Construction Activity 2015-2019CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY    
Construction activity varies by each city. 
In the past ten years, some cities saw 
rapid home construction while others 
saw little. Multi-family development is 
sporadic across the county depending on the 
redevelopment opportunities in landlocked 
cities and town centers and growth areas 
near transportation or commercial nodes. 
Map 1.7 highlights the areas with the most 
construction activity between 2015 and 2019. 

There is significant demolition and rebuild 
activity occurring in some of the landlocked 
cities in northeast Johnson County. The 
rebuilds are typically larger homes and in 
some cities has led to minor population 
growth from larger household sizes.  

"Much of the new 
construction is luxury 
apartments. Would love 
for the city to purchase 
land/housing to build 
affordable fourplexes, 
granny flats, etc." *

- Survey Respondent

*See Chapter 8 for partnership possibilities and strategies 
where cities can help stimulate such development
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FIGURE 1.14: Residential New Building Permit Data 2009-2019

Source: Johnson County Cities

Figure 1.14 shows the construction of new 
housing units by type from 2009-2019. Most 
of the building permits for new residential 
construction are clustered around Overland 
Park, Lenexa, Shawnee, and Olathe. 
Although Gardner saw an increase recently 
with significant growth in duplexes. On a 
percentage of population basis, Gardner and 
Spring Hill are also emerging as high growth 
markets for new construction. Since the 
housing rebound after the 2008 recession, 
multi-family construction is mostly 
happening in larger cities like Lenexa, 
Olathe, Overland Park, and Shawnee. 

"How we come out of 
the COVID-19 Pandemic 
can significantly 
impact construction, 
lending practices, jobs, 
and whether or not 
[COVID-19] impacted 
businesses can survive. 
These issues will 
determine the level 
of new construction, 
availability of loans and 
the extent of changes to 
the loan underwriting 
process and people's 
ability to regain the 
financial capabilities lost 
during the Pandemic."

- Survey Respondent
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Source: Johnson County GIS Department

MAP 1.8: Vacant Land, 2020LOT AVAILABILITY   
Map 1.8 illustrates the vacant tracks of land 
within Johnson County that have residential 
designations on city future land use maps. 
Most of the available land is located on the 
west and south sides of the county. Areas in 
the northeast are relatively built out, with 
only small scattered sites available for new 
development. The availability of lots does not 
necessarily mean they are or will be easy to 
develop. Most lack utilities, which adds to 
the cost of development. 

Johnson County Unincorporated Areas
Much of the vacant land is not within a city's 
limits. However, building activity is spread 
throughout these areas and areas that will 
eventually be annexed into city limits. 
The Johnson County Comprehensive Plan 
guides growth in these areas. The specific 
framework for development in these areas 
includes: 

	• Continued Slow Growth in the 
Unincorporated Area

	• Natural Resources Protection
	• Continued Agriculture Production
	• "Sense of Community" and "Sense of 

Place" Development Quality
	• Limited Housing Choices (low-density 

residences)
	• Fiscal Responsibility - Adequate and 

Cost Effective Infrastructure and Public 
Services

	• County/City Coordination
	• Public Services and Utilities Coordination
	• Quality Transportation
	• Predictability and Public Involvement

Reference here for more information: 

https://www.jocogov.org/sites/default/
files/documents/PLN/Rural%20
Comprehensive%20Plan.pdf

To this end, cities should grow in a 
contiguous and efficient manner based 
on logical public infrastructure provision 
and sustainability of financial and 
environmental resources. 
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Home sales and Rentals - MLS data 
Information for Johnson County in Figure 
1.15 shows several indicators of a tight 
housing market with high demand and low 
supply. Through July of 2020:

	• Average sales price rose 6.6% from 2019 to 
$369,259. 

	• The days a home was on the market until 
sale remained low at 46. 

	• Homes are generally selling at the asking 
price. 

	• Inventory has fallen by 44%. 

Data for home sales between 2017 and 2019 
reveal differing trends by each city. 

	• In all cities, average sales prices increased 
from 2017 to 2019. Mission Woods and 
Mission Hills were the exceptions where 
homes are already selling over $1 million. 

	• The average days a home was on the 
market, including time from offer to 
closing, consistently declined in most 
cities. This means there was a high 
demand for homes, either because of 
many buyers or low inventory. Spring Hill 
is a significant outlier, perhaps because 
of several unique homes sitting on the 
market. 

FIGURE 1.15: Single-Family Housing MLS Data - 2017-2019

2017 2018 2019
AVERAGE 

SALES 
PRICE

# 
SOLD

AVERAGE 
DAYS ON 
MARKET

AVERAGE 
SALES 
PRICE

# 
SOLD

AVERAGE 
DAYS ON 
MARKET

AVERAGE 
SALES 
PRICE

# 
SOLD

AVERAGE 
DAYS ON 
MARKET

De Soto  $262,806  77 69 $265,740  70 66 $313,485  84 61

Edgerton $165,411 47 74 $224,554 59 99  $210,121 51 47

Fairway No Data

Gardner $210,845 506 20 $232,844 496 54  $245,525 475 15

Lake Quivira No Data

Leawood  $549,048  531 55 $611,145  504 57  $576,719  393 55

Lenexa $334,658  789 39 $358,217  795 40  $358,233  819 50

Merriam $190,726  137 41  $200,927  167 23 $217,208  149 21

Mission $203,868  172 23  $223,332  177 20  $249,010  166 20

Mission Hills/
Woods $1,217,275  67 160  $1,031,955  72 106 $1,013,311  77 66

Olathe  $286,686  2,531 54 $301,180  2,509 66 $321,479  2,339 48

Overland Park  $356,222  2,772 52 $369,605  2,650 69 $382,762  2,716 64

Prairie Village  $334,243  547 42  $346,559  583 29 $370,227  584 35

Roeland Park $207,603  179 14 $216,727  190 42 $230,582  166 14

Shawnee  $277,776  1,109 39  $299,333  1,004 70  $307,664  1,060 38

Spring Hill  $267,579  163 90  $299,383  212 114  $308,444  207 287

Westwood No Data
Westwood Hills No Data

Source: Multiple Listings Service (MLS) - All sales, including new construction and re-sale of existing homes

A search of available rental units on Zillow.com in June 2020 returned 366 results. A surprising 
number of rental units were shown available in Mission Woods and Mission Hills, cities with 
high owner-occupancy. Units in these areas had higher listed rents of between $1,000 for a 
1-bedroom, 1-bathroom, and $3,500 for a 3-bedroom, 3-bathroom unit. Present data illustrates 
a tight market for rental units. It remains to be seen how the 2020 pandemic will impact rental 
demand and supply. 
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MAP 1.9: Assessed Values

Source: Johnson County

HOUSING COST
This section looks at housing 
costs from different perspectives, 
including median home value, 
mortgages, rents, and cost of housing 
to income.

Assessed VAlue
Factors like condition, age, and 
amenities influence home value as 
best reflected in assessed valuations. 

	• Johnson County keeps a detailed 
assessed value of homes, which 
provides more specific detail on 
the tax burdens for homeowners 
and dispersion of value within 
cities. As expected, Map 1.9 shows 
lower assessed values occur in 
the town core of larger cities and 
generally correlated with home 
age.

"We... own a single 
family home. It is 
900 square feet and 
not enough space. We 
both work full time 
jobs with higher ed 
degrees and cannot 
afford anything 
bigger in the area."

- Survey Respondent
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MAP 1.10: Median Value by Age of Householder

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

The age of households often correlates with 
home value. People more established in 
the workforce tend to make more earnings 
and can afford higher priced homes. Map 
1.10 shows the median value by the age of 
householder throughout Johnson County. 

Higher median home values are spread 
across age groups, with high earning 
younger households tending to group in 
south-central Overland Park. 
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FIGURE 1.16: Housing Affordability, 2018

MEDIAN 
HOUSEHOLD 

INCOME

MEDIAN 
HOUSE 
VALUE

MEDIAN MONTHLY 
COSTS WITH A 

MORTGAGE

MEDIAN 
CONTRACT 

RENT

OWNERS PAYING 
MORE THAN 30% 

OF INCOME ON 
HOUSING

RENTERS PAYING 
MORE THAN 30% 

OF INCOME ON 
HOUSING

De Soto  $52,364 $203,200 $1,839 $642 17% 51%

Edgerton  $54,125 $121,200 $1,235 $756 22% 39%

Fairway  $105,000 $352,200 $2.121 $1,136 19% 59%

Gardner $75,985 $178,700 $1.517 $835 17% 32%

Lake Quivira $130,750 $596,200 $1,349 * 28% *

Leawood  $149,736 $447,100 $2,638 $1,574 20% 49%

Lenexa $84,370 $248,800 $1,786 $907 14% 42%

Merriam $59,643 $160,100 $1,315 $784 13% 43%

Mission $60,875 $169,500 $1,447 $812 23% 37%

Mission Hills $250,000 $976,200 $4,000+ * 20% *

Mission Woods $165,000 $656,300 $3,250 * 9% *

Olathe $85,318 $224,000 $1,687 $796 16% 43%

Overland Park $82,651 $261,200 $1,792 $948 16% 37%

Prairie Village $88,635 $261,500 $1,692 $1,116 19% 38%

Roeland Park $70,514 $164,100 $1,363 $901 17% 36%

Shawnee $84,507 $225,900 $1,706 $795 14% 50%

Spring Hill $72,384 $188,800 * $634 22% 52%

Westwood $82,500 $238,000 $1,648 $1,323 20% 28%

Westwood Hills $132,500 $395,500 $2,316 $1,750 20% 25%

Johnson County  $86,746 $277,300 $1,802 $884 17% 41%

Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
*Has a too small of sample size and margin of error for the Census to report

Owner Occupied  
The median home value in Johnson County 
is $244,100. As Figure 1.16 shows, the median 
home value varies greatly across the county. 
Mission Hills has a median home value of 
$976,200 while Roeland Park is only $164,100. 
Since 2010, the value of homes in Johnson 
County has risen significantly on average. 

The highest increase in value between 
2010 and 2018, according to the American 
Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates) 
is Spring Hill, Prairie Village. Fairway, and 
Lake Quivira. Home values do not appear to 
be related to a city’s geographical location 
in the county. Cities like Mission Woods, 
Mission, and Merriam have seen slight value 
growth, although they are near other cities 
with high-value growth. 

Renter Occupied  
Contract rent is the rent agreed upon 
regardless of any furnishings, utilities, or 
services that may be included. In Johnson 
County, the median contract rent is $884 (see 
Figure 1.16), up from $715 in 2010. Median 
contract rent varies greatly across cities, 
dropping as low as $634 in Spring Hill to as 
high as $1,750 in Westwood Hills. The areas 
with the highest rents are also those with 
the lowest share of renter-occupied units in 
their housing market.
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Cost Burdened households
A cost-burdened household is defined by 
HUD as one that spends more than 30% of its 
income on housing (including utilities, taxes, 
insurance), either for a mortgage or rent. 
Map 1.11 shows the percent increase from 
2000 to 2018 of households paying more than 
30% of their incomes to owner housing.

	• For homeowners, the cities north of 
Prairie Village saw the greatest percent 
rise in cost-burdened residents than 
the rest of the county. The cities on the 
northern border of Johnson County 
experienced a decline in cost-burdened 
households.

	› The decrease in number of owner-
occupied households that are cost-
burdened likely reflects both the 
change in lending practices following 
the 2008 housing crash and the 
recovery from the recession.

	» Lending practices following 2008 
became more strict for at-risk 
borrowers - those more likely to 
default on a loan. This means the 
amount a household can borrow 
better aligns with its income level, 
and thus, has fewer chances of 
being cost-burdened. 

	› Several cities in northeast Johnson 
County show a cost burden but have 
higher household median age. This 
could mean more retirees with low 
incomes but paid off homes. Thus, cost 
burden is not as significant. 

Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

MAP 1.11: Percent Change of Owner-Occupied Cost Burdened Households (2000-2018)
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Map 1.12 shows the percent increase by city 
from 2000 to 2010 of households paying more 
than 30% of their incomes to rent housing.

	• For renters, the increase in cost-burdened 
households is much more pronounced 
than it is for homeowners. No city saw a 
decline in cost-burdened households and 
many cities increases around 20%. The 
increases are partially attributed to rent 
prices rising faster than incomes in many 
areas. 

	• Interestingly, the cities with a decline in 
homeowner cost-burdened households 
are the same cities that experience a rise 
in renter cost-burdened households. It is 
not immediately clear why, but it could be 
from the lack of additional rental supply 
in recent years.

Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

MAP 1.12: Percent change of Renter-Occupied Cost Burdened Households (2000-2018)

2018 TOTAL PERCENTAGE: 
FAIRWAY                        58.9%
LAKE QUIVIRA                   -  %
MISSION                        35.6%
MISSION HILLS                -  %
MISSION WOODS            -  %
PRAIRIE VILLAGE      34.3%
ROELAND PARK          34.3%
WESTWOOD                 22.9%
WESTWOOD HILLS         -  %

2018 PERCENTAGE: 
41.6%

2018 PERCENTAGE: 
36.1%

2018 PERCENTAGE: 
41.4%

2018 PERCENTAGE: 
48.8%

2018 PERCENTAGE: 
45.1%

2018 PERCENTAGE: 
47.6%

2018 PERCENTAGE: 
47.8%

2018 PERCENTAGE: 
30.4%

2018 PERCENTAGE: 
39.0%

2018 PERCENTAGE: 
40.9%

"As a single mother of 
twins, with a college 
degree, and 12 years as 
an elementary school 
teacher... I have rented 
in Prairie Village for 
the past 7 years  because 
I cannot afford to 
purchase a home in the 
area... I do not qualify for 
any loan assistance."

- Survey Respondent
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Subsidized Housing 
The Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) 
program is often an important source of 
attainable workforce housing, offering 
housing options to households earning less 
than 80% of Area Median Income (AMI). 
Units in this program are not required 
to remain permanently attainable. The 
incentives usually end after 15 years, but in 
the 1990s, this was extended to 30 years with 
an option to leave after 15 years. 

Since its inception in 1987, the Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) has provided 
funding for 65 housing projects with 6,990 
affordable housing units in Johnson County. 
These projects include developments that are 
all affordable units and projects with a mix 
of affordable and market rate units. Projects 
were primarily new construction; however, 
several involved acquisition and rehab of 
existing buildings.

In just the first three years, the program 
produced 666 affordable housing units in 
Johnson County. In the 1990s, 29 LIHTC 
projects were completed in the county, 
accounting for 2,277 units. However, since 
2000, 24 projects have been placed in service 
with only 731 units. Many other programs 
have experienced less support over the years. 
Recent changes to the federal tax code have 
made the sale of LIHTC less lucrative and 
therefore, there have been fewer projects. 
Johnson County has clearly experienced a 
decline in the development of these projects 
as 2017 was the last year a LIHTC project was 
completed. It is difficult to predict whether 
property owners will maintain affordable 
rents once the requirement has expired, but 
the loss of hundreds of units would further 
strain the market for affordable or attainable 
housing. 
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Source: Based on salary data from the 2017 Paycheck to 
Paycheck Database for the Kansas City KC-MO region and the 
2017 Johnson County median household income

FIGURE 1.17: Occupation based on % of annual median income
Annual SalaryAMI

30%
Bank Teller
$28,632

50%
Administrative Assistant
$44,372

80%
Food Service Manager
$69,213

100%
Civil Engineer
$82,529

120%
Actuarial
$104,095

50%

"Housing needs to be 
able to be afforded by 
teachers, social workers, 
police officers, nurses. 
College grads w/ student 
loans,  car payments can't 
afford to live in JoCo on 
any of these salaries."

- Survey Respondent

WAGES
Figure 1.17 illustrates housing affordability 
based on average salaries for professions 
making 30%, 50%, 80%, and 100% area 
median income (AMI). While housing market 
information is pulled from the Paycheck 
to Paycheck database and is based on 
the Kansas City metro area, it provides a 
good summary of affordability in Johnson 
County. For a bank teller, making about 
30% AMI, they could afford at most a 
1-bedroom apartment. An administrative 
assistant making 50% AMI could afford up 
to a 2-bedroom apartment. A food service 
manager making 80% AMI could afford any 
rental and is the breaking point for wages 
that would support purchasing a home. 
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Source: U.S Census, On the Map 2017

MAP 1.13: Place of Work for Employees Making less than $1,250/month

High Concentration

Low Concentration

FIGURE 1.18: Age of Worker Making less than $1,250/month*

COUNT SHARE

Age 29 or younger 22,494 47.5%

Age 30 to 54 14,558 30.8%

Age 55 or older 10,255 21.7%

SECTOR

Retail Trade 9,433 19.9%

Accommodation / Food Services 9,289 19.6%

Health Care/ Social Assistance 5,593 11.8%

Educational Services 4,984 10.5%

All Other 18,008 38.1%

Source: U.S. Census, On the Map 2017
*$1,250 is the lowest income bracket provided by the On 
the Map application. All worker making this much will be 
housing cost-burdened if paying for housing.

Age matters as well. Figure 1.18 shows for 
workers making less than $1,250 per month 
or less, 48% are under the age of 30.  Map 1.13 
shows where many of these income brackets 
are employed. 
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HOUSING ATTAINABILITY AND SUPPLY 
ANALYSIS
By comparing the distribution of household 
incomes with housing costs, a picture of 
supply and demand emerges across all of 
Johnson County’s housing market. Figure 
1.19 examines supply and demand through 
the lens of what is "affordable" to different 
income groups to answer the question: is 
there an adequate supply of housing options 
available for residents of different income 
groups?

Figure 1.19 illustrates five major components 
in pursuit of the above story:

1.	Income Ranges. The starting point of 
the analysis is the spectrum of incomes 
across all residents of Johnson County. 
From these incomes, corresponding 
"affordable" housing prices are 
established for ownership and rental 
opportunities.

2.	Number of Households in Each Income 
Range. The number of households in 
each income range is the demand; these 
residents seek housing options in Johnson 
County that are affordable to them.

3.	Affordability Ranges. An affordable 
ownership home is calculated at 2-3 times 
the household income depending on the 
income range. Lower income households 
tend to spend a higher percentage of 
their income on housing and higher 
income households tend to spend a lower 
percentage of their total income on 
housing.  An affordable rental would be 
about 20% of household income.

4.	Number of Housing Units in Each 
Affordability Range. The number of 
housing units in each affordability range 
is the supply of affordable options.

	› Composition of Housing Supply. This 
illustrates the share of the supply 
met by ownership and renter housing 
options. 

5.	The Balance of Supply and Demand. 

	› If the number of households exceeds 
the number of units available, those 
households must seek options in 
different affordability ranges.

	› If the number of units exceeds the 
number of households, it indicates that 
the units are occupied by households in 
different income ranges.

	› This analysis is meant to illustrate 
larger trends in how existing units 
are being occupied. It does not 
demonstrate exact market demand in 
certain price ranges

2. Number of Households in 
the Income Range

4. Number of Housing 
Options in the Affordability 
Range

1. Household Income Range

3. Affordable Range for Housing 
(Owner and Renter Options)

How to Use the Analysis

5. Gap or Surplus: The 
difference between 
supply and households
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Source: RDG Planning & Design; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

FIGURE 1.19: Housing Attainability

	• Slightly under half of the households earning more than $150K fill  
units also attainable to lower income households, thus creating a 
shortage of housing units for many first-time home buyers and those 
looking to step up from their first home. 

	› Over 8,000 households making over $100,000 a year (31% of this income bracket) 
are living in owner-occupied units priced below $250,000. 

	› They do this for a variety of reasons, including housing cost and neighborhood 
preferences but also fewer options at higher prices.

	› Some move-up housing may create a filtering effect, but a greater variety of 
product types at more moderate rates will likely have a greater impact on the 
market than attracting households to price points over $300,000.

	• There is a balance of units attainable for households 
making between $75,000 and $150,000. However, 
these households are also competing with a share of 
households in higher income households for lower 
cost housing. Builders continues to produce housing 
for this market and above.

	• While it would appear that there are a good 
number of units available to households making 
between $25,000 and $75,000, these units are 
filled by higher income households and often  
unavailable to households in this income range. 

	› Based on conversations with stakeholders, it is expected 
that many of the homes in this range see competition 
from this income bracket and higher income households.

	• Households making less than $25,000 include 
some retirees living on fixed incomes with no 
mortgages remaining and students receiving 
assistance with housing. For example:

	› 25% of all owner households are over the age of 65. 

	› The median household income for households over 65 is 
estimated at about $61,000, meaning that 50% of those 
households make less.

	› Additionally, 58% of owner-occupied households over   
the age of 65 do not have a mortgage.
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Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

MAP 1.14: Value to Income Ratio by Census Block GroupValue to Income Ratio 
The next chapter includes a detailed 
assessment of housing characteristics and 
affordability within most of Johnson County 
cities. For most households, an attainable 
owner-occupied home will be approximately 
2.5 times the household’s annual income. 
Housing that costs more than three times 
or less than two times a household’s income 
indicates market issues.

	• Housing costs over three times a household’s 
income results in housing costs that 
consume over 30% of a household’s income, 
making it more difficult to find attainable 
housing, assemble adequate down payments, 
or qualify for financing. See Maps 1.11 and 
1.12 for households paying more than 30% of 
their income towards housing.

	• Undervalued housing, that is, median 
housing values less than two times 
median household income, is also an issue. 
Undervalued markets often stagnate new 
construction driven by appraisals that are 
below construction costs or profit margins 
that are not worth the risk to construct new 
speculative housing.

	• The shaded areas on Map 1.14 are Census 
boundaries. Large areas of one shade do not 
indicate these areas have a lot of residential 
housing. However, the housing units in 
these areas average a value to income ratio 
of the shade shown. 

	› For example, the red area in southern 
Olathe is mostly industrial uses. While 
the area is a large portion of Olathe's land 
areas, it is a similar portion of residential 
units as other Census areas. 
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Figure 1.20 shows the value to income ratio 
by city. 

	• Many communities have a relatively 
stable value to income ratio, somewhere 
between 2 and 3.

	• While no communities have undervalued 
markets, several have ratios well above 3, 
indicating significant affordability issues 
(Lake Quivira, Mission Hills, Mission 
Woods). These are also the communities 
with the highest cost of housing but are 
also cities with higher senior populations 
that may be on fixed incomes with their 
homes paid off.

FIGURE 1.20: Value to Income Change

VI RATIO 2018 VI RATIO 2010
De Soto 3.88 3.55
Edgerton 2.24 2.07
Fairway 3.35 2.94
Gardner 2.35 2.51
Lake Quivira 4.56 3.65
Leawood 2.99 2.95
Lenexa 2.95 2.82
Merriam 2.68 3.10
Mission 2.78 3.42
Mission Hills 3.90 3.89
Mission Woods 3.98 4.29
Olathe 2.63 2.57
Overland Park 3.16 3.11
Prairie Village 2.95 2.60
Roeland Park 2.33 2.70
Shawnee 2.67 2.75
Spring Hills 2.61 2.38
Westwood 2.88 2.98
Westwood Hills 2.98 3.68
Johnson County 3.20 2.85
Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 
5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design





CHAPTER TWO
Housing Perceptions

	• Public Engagement Overview

	• Survey 

	• Listening Sessions

	• UCS Human Services Summit
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Chapter  2 
Takeaways:
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	› Residents of Johnson County have many different preferences 
about housing needs. However, the affordability of housing 
rose to the top in much of the input gathered. Not just 
affordability for low income households, but for all age groups 
and demographics wanting to live in Johnson County.  

	› People are passionate and engaged in local housing 
conversations. This housing study process alone garnered:

	» 4,615 total community survey responses

	» 84 participants in 14 total small group listening sessions.

	» More than 170 registrants for the 2020 UCS Human Service 
Summit focused on housing. 

	› People living and working in Johnson County want to find 
solutions to housing challenges. Of the community survey 
respondents, 549 said that they would be interested in being 
part of a Johnson County Task Force on implementing housing 
strategies.
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PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT 
OVERVIEW
The voices of people who live in Johnson 
County are vital to identifying housing 
market demand and the status of housing 
supply, variety, and affordability. The 
involvement of many stakeholders was a key 
component to achieve at the beginning of the 
study. Thousands of voices were captured 
during the process. The passion of all those 
involved is invigorating for moving housing 
forward in Johnson County. This chapter 
presents a snapshot of those voices and 
themes.

PREVIOUS INPUT FOR REFERENCE
Leaders in Johnson County have a history 
of gathering community input. The County 
regularly administers statistically valid 
surveys to gauge resident feelings on a 
variety of topics. A survey completed in the 
winter of 2020 asked several questions about 
housing. Those general results are below for 
reference:

	• 45% ranked housing as a "very important" 
quality of life issue over the next 20 years.

	• 10% selected housing as a top priority in 
the next five years.

	• 17% are dissatisfied with the affordability 
of housing.

	• 20% are dissatisfied with the variety of 
housing (price and type).

	• 10% selected types and quality of housing 
available as their top three reasons for 
living in Johnson County. 

	• 64% said that providing safety-net 
services to low income families is 
important or very important. 

Https://www.jocogov.org/sites/default/files/
documents/CMO/Community%20Survey%20
2020.pdf

ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY:
	• Community survey - 4,615 total responses

	• Small group listening sessions - 14 total 
sessions with 84 participants. Groups 
included:

	› City Planning Commission members

	› City Council Members

	› Realtors and Lenders

	› Builders and Developers

	› Schools and Major Employers

	› Service Providers for low-income, 
homelessness, and other similar 
services

	› Chamber Representatives

	› Empty-Nesters and Retirees

	• Two meetings with the Health Equity 
Network Leadership Team

	• A meeting with the UCS Board of 
Directors and Council of Advisors

	• UCS Human Service Summit participation 
with over 170 registrants and the Board of 
County Commissioners.

Community Survey
A community survey gathered perceptions 
and desires from the general population 
in Johnson County. 4,615 people took the 
survey with the distribution of respondents 
in Figure 2.1. The survey was advertised via 
e-mails, social media, local web pages, and 
through organizations. A Spanish and paper 
version was also available. While the survey 
was not administered in a statistically valid 
method, the sample size is large, although 
renters are underrepresented. Overall the 
results help glean insights into housing 
perceptions and needs. 

The following pages illustrate the feelings of 
survey respondents and essential differences 
when prevalent. The Appendix includes 
full results and open-ended comments. 
There were more than 2,400 open-ended 
comments.
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FIGURE 2.1: Survey Respondent LocationRespondent Location (Census reported 
share of county, 2018)

	• De Soto: 0.36% (1.08%)

	• Edgerton: 1.74% (0.30%)

	• Fairway: 3.22% (0.66%)

	• Gardner: 2.37% (3.65%)

	• Lake Quivira: 2.1% (0.16%)

	• Leawood: 4.65% (5.81%)

	• Lenexa: 8.98% (9.25%)

	• Merriam: 2.46% (1.87%)

	• Mission: 3.49% (1.57%)

	• Mission Hills: 0.16% (0.60%)

	• Mission Woods: 0.04% (0.03%)

	• Olathe: 20.69% (23.37%)

	• Overland Park: 25.63% (32.22%)

	• Prairie Village: 8.09% (3.75%)

	• Roeland Park: 2.46% (1.13%)

	• Rural Johnson County: 0.69% (2.02%)

	• Shawnee: 9.63% (11.02%)

	• Spring Hill: 1.32% (1.17%)

	• Westwood: 0.58% (0.28%)

	• Westwood Hills: 1.25% (0.07%)

Proportion of Survey Respondents
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Survey Trends

Supply - Availability Perceptions

As indicated in the listening sessions and the 
market data, survey respondents also said 
that housing is in low supply. 

Low paid hourly workers, those needing to 
be near transit, and those with disabilities 
are perceived to have the fewest housing 
options, all fell under 20% of survey 
respondents (Figure 2.2).

Families and working adults are felt to have 
their housing needs best met, although still 
between 60%-70% of survey respondents. 

The responses on housing needs are telling 
because many people would consider moving 
in the next three years to somewhere else in 
Johnson County, shown in Figure 2.3.

FIGURE 2.2: Does Housing Adequately Meet these Household's Needs?

Sin
gle 

Pro
fes

sio
nals

Yo
ung c

ou
ples

 w
ith

ou
t c

hild
re

n

Fa
m

ili
es

 w
ith

 ch
ild

re
n

M
ulti

-g
en

er
ati

on
al 

fa
m

ili
es

 - 
hou

se
hold

s w
ith

 ch
ild

re
n, 

par
en

ts,
 an

d gra
ndpar

en
ts 

liv
in

g t
og

et
her

"E
mpty

-n
es

ter
s" 

- a
 par

en
t(s

) w
hos

e c
hild

re
n 

hav
e g

ro
wn up an

d le
ft 

hom
e

Se
nior

 si
ngles

 or
 co

uples

Peo
ple 

with
 phys

ica
l a

nd/or
 m

en
ta

l d
isa

bil
iti

es

St
uden

ts
Wor

ker
s m

ak
in

g b
elo

w $1
6.0

0 an
 hou

r

Hou
se

hold
s  

nee
din

g t
o b

e n
ea

r t
ra

nsit
 se

rv
ice

s

60%

50%

40%

0

10%

20%

30%

70%

Response for their City

Response for the County as a whole

70% would 
consider moving 

within Johnson County

45%
happy with  

living 
arrangement

Looking for a new place to live in the next three years? 

FIGURE 2.3: Is there any reason you'd look for a new place to 
live in the next three years?

*Over 100% because respondents could choose multiple answers
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For those survey respondents that have 
looked for housing in the last three years, 
many saw significant differences in the 
supply of rentals (Figure 2.5) and homes 
(Figure 2.4) at different price points. 

	• Respondents felt a prominent 
undersupply of any rental priced below 
$1,000 a month, while a significant 
oversupply of rental units priced above 
$1,500 a month. 

	› Prices under $500 a month are mostly 
secluded to low income housing 
projects and programs. 

	• The highest balance of rental prices felt 
by respondents is between $1,000 and 
$1,499 a month. 

	• Respondents recognized more of a 
balance in homes priced above $200,000. 
Homes at this level are generally market 
rate new construction. 

	• Anything under $200,000 was seen as 
significantly undersupplied. Even a large 
percentage of undersupply of homes 
in the $200k's is felt. These homes are 
occupied by households who are not 
moving for a variety of different reasons. 
However, one reason to not move is the 
lack of housing products people want to 
move to and the ability to afford another 
option.
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40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Under $100K

$100K-$149K

$150k-$199K

$200k-$299k

$300k-$399k

Oversupply
Balance
Undersupply
Don’t Know

How would you rate the supply of owner units in your city?

Over $400k

FIGURE 2.4: How would you rate the supply of owner units in your city?

FIGURE 2.5: How would you rate the supply of rental units in your city?
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Demand - Housing Product 

Preferences

Survey respondents felt strongly about 
certain housing products needed in 
Johnson County. The responses represent 
the preferences of residents and their 
experiences in the housing market. 

This page's responses show that many 
people feel that a variety of housing types 
would be successful in Johnson County. The 
answers partially indicate the people see the 
singularity of housing products being built 
today and want to see other options.

Figure 2.7 shows what respondents 
felt seniors want. While 78% felt that 
independent senior living housing would be 
successful, most overwhelmingly felt that 
owner-occupied with shared maintenance 
was the type of housing seniors want. 

Small two- or three-bedroom houseMid-size, three-bedroom house

Larger home with four or more bedrooms

Large lot residential housing

Row housing

ApartmentDowntown upper-story residential

Independent - senior living housing

43% see 
successful

58% see 
successful

78% see 
successful

57% see 
successful

92% see 
successful

54% see 
successful

61% see 
successful

82% see 
successful

Accessory dwelling unit

64% see
successful

Townhouse or duplex

72% see 
successful

FIGURE 2.6: Do you think the following housing products would be successful in your city today?

Cottage court - A group of smaller homes 
that share yard space.

65% see 
successful

Mixed-income housing near transit stations

58% see 
successful

Independent 

Owner-occupied

Owner-Occupied w/ 

shared maintenance
Independent Apt.

Apt. w
ith Additional 

Services
Assisted LIving UNit
Residence attached 

or adjacent to family

0%
10%
20%
30%

40%

What type of housing do you believe area seniors and the
elderly are most interested in?

FIGURE 2.7: What type of housing do you believe area senior 
and elderly are most interested in?
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Attainability of Housing

The cost of housing was a concern by 
survey respondents, a primary reason for 
commissioning this study. The concern was 
in spite of many survey respondents making 
incomes above the county median and these 
respondents appear to live in homes/rentals 
that cost less than what they could afford. 

Figures 2.8 through 2.13 on this page 
shows the reported costs that respondents 
pay for housing based on their reported 
incomes. The shaded area represents what 
is considered cost-burdened by federal 
standards. 

	• The responses generally align with what 
is expected and market data. Lower 
income households tend to spend more 
of their total income on housing. This is 
especially true for those making below 
$25,000 a year. 

	• The responses also illustrate that many 
household income ranges have similar 
monthly costs for housing. For example, 
the $1,000-$1,499 cost range ranks first 
on housing costs for households making 
between $50,000 and $150,000. This 
may mean competition across all these 
household income categories for similar 
rentals and homes. 

Paid off/
Rent Free

Under $500
$500 -$

999
$1,0

00 - $
1,499

$1,500 - $
1,999

$2,000 - $
2,999

Over  $3,000

0%
10%
20%
30%

40%

How much is your monthly rent or mortgage payment? 
(Household income under $25,000)

Spending more than 30% 
of income on Housing

Paid off/
Rent Free

Under $500
$500 -$

999
$1,0

00 - $
1,499

$1,500 - $
1,999

$2,000 - $
2,999

Over  $3,000

0%
10%
20%
30%

40%

How much is your monthly rent or mortgage payment? 
(Household income $25,000-$50,000)

Spending more than 30% 
of income on Housing

Paid off/
Rent Free

Under $500
$500 -$

999
$1,0

00 - $
1,499

$1,500 - $
1,999

$2,000 - $
2,999

Over  $3,000

0%
10%
20%
30%

40%

How much is your monthly rent or mortgage payment? 
(Household income $50,000-$75,000)

Spending more 
than 30% of 
income on 
Housing

Paid off/
Rent Free

Under $500
$500 -$

999
$1,0

00 - $
1,499

$1,500 - $
1,999

$2,000 - $
2,999

Over  $3,000

0%
10%
20%
30%

40%

How much is your monthly rent or mortgage payment? 
(Household income $75,000-$100,000)

Spending more 
than 30% of 
income on 
Housing

FIGURE 2.8: How much is your monthly rent or mortgage 
payment? (Household Income under $25,000)

FIGURE 2.9: How much is your monthly rent or mortgage 
payment? (Household Income $25,000-$50,000)

FIGURE 2.10: How much is your monthly rent or mortgage 
payment? (Household Income $50,000-$75,000)

FIGURE 2.11: How much is your monthly rent or mortgage 
payment? (Household Income $75,000-$100,000)

FIGURE 2.12: How much is your monthly rent or mortgage 
payment? (Household Income $100,000-$150,000)

FIGURE 2.13: How much is your monthly rent or mortgage 
payment? (Household Income $150,000+)
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Solutions

As for solutions to reduce the cost of housing 
in Johnson County, respondents supported 
a mix of direct resident assistance and 
housing supply oriented assistance. Figure 
2.16 shows the types of programs with 
potentially the most support.

Respondents had mixed feelings about 
increasing local funding to remove poor 
condition housing (Figure 2.14). Support for 
rehabilitation funding was higher (Figure 
2.15). Note, these responses represent the 
entire county. However, rehabilitation and 
blighted properties are not as prevalent in 
many cities. 

FIGURE 2.14: Does your city need increased or continued use 
of city/public funding to remove dilapidated housing?

FIGURE 2.15: Does your city need increased or continued use 
of city/public funding for housing rehabilitation or renova-
tions?Would you support the use of public funding 

to remove dilapidated housing?

No
36%

Yes
24%

Don’t 
Know
40%

Would you support the use of public funding 
for rehabilitation assistance?

No
36%

Yes
41%

Don’t 
Know
34%

No
25%
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Housing rehabilitation 
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terest loans 
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Construction financing 

assistance

Other

Public acquisition of 
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 modular housing

rental subsidies

Public development of 

infrastructure
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Which types of housing solutions would you support to reduce 
the cost of housing in Johnson County (select all that apply)?FIGURE 2.16: Which types of housing solutions would you support to reduce the cost of housing in johnson county (select all 

that apply)?
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Survey Demographics 

17 and
Under

18-29 30-44 45-59 60-74 75 and Over
0.00%

5.00%
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20.00%

25.00%

30.00%

35.00%

What is your age?

Responses

88%

2%
0%

1% 0% 1%

4% 4%
White alone

Black or African American alone

American Indian and Alaska Native alone

Asian alone

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander

Some other race alone

Two or more races

Prefer not to say

Hispanic

Yes No

1 2-3 4-6 6+
0%
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60%

How many people live in your household?

Responses

By Choice By Necessity Other (please specify)
0%
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60%

Is there a reason you opt to rent your 
home? (i.e. By choice or necessity?)

Responses

FIGURE 2.17: What is your age

FIGURE 2.18: What is your race

88%
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0%

1% 0% 1%

4% 4%
White alone

Black or African American alone

American Indian and Alaska Native alone

Asian alone

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander

Some other race alone

Two or more races

Prefer not to say

FIGURE 2.19: Are you Hispanic or Latino

FIGURE 2.20: How many people live in your household

FIGURE 2.21: Do you own or rent your home

Own
84%

Rent
14%

Live with parents 
(for rent or free)

2%

FIGURE 2.22: Is there a reason you opt to rent your home?
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Listening Sessions
A series of listening sessions were held in 
August of 2020. These sessions were to be 
in the spring of 2020, but the COVID-19 
pandemic changed the ability to meet in 
person. However, participation and input in 
a virtual format remained robust from many 
different demographic groups across the 
county. Several one-on-one discussions were 
also held with stakeholders in the process.

Figure 2.23 shows the groups participating 
in discussions. The opportunity and 
challenge themes in Chapter 7 reflect the 
conversations. In general, the conversations 
with stakeholders match the quantifiable 
data in the Census, MLS listings, and local 
data.  However, a few other themes from 
the conversations are not as easily shown in 
quantifiable data:

1.	The high amount of public opposition 
to housing projects in nearly every 
city. Stories of projects getting denied 
by Councils even though the project 
met code standards were mentioned in 
nearly every session. Opposition is not 
necessarily geared toward one product - 
apartments, attached, low-income, and 
other mixed-use arrangements have all 
faced opposition.  Several reasons are 
cited by the public in opposition, although 
not based on provided facts or evidence:

	› Suggestions of traffic congestion.

	› Accusations of the project increasing 
property taxes.

	› Claims of detriment to neighborhood 
character.

FIGURE 2.23: Listening Session Participants

GROUP  DATE AT TENDANCE

Empty-Nesters and Retirees August 19, 2020 5

Council and Planning Commission (De Soto, Edgerton, Gardner, Spring 
HIll) August 19, 2020 5

Builders and Developers August 20, 2020 4

Service providers, non-profits August 20, 2020 3

Realtors and Lenders August 20, 2020 6

Council and Planning Commission (Shawnee, Lenexa, Merriam, Mission) August 20, 2020 8

Employers and Chambers August 21, 2020 6

Landlords August 25, 2020 3

School Districts August 25, 2020 6

Realtors and Lenders August 25, 2020 6

Council and Planning Commission (Fairway, Roeland Park, Mission Hills, 
Mission Woods, Westwood, Westwood Hills) August 25, 2020 7

Service Providers August 26, 2020 13

Builders and Developers August 26, 2020 3

Council and Planning Commission (Olathe, Overland Park, Prairie 
village, Leawood, Johnson County Board of Commissioner) August 26, 2020 9

2.	The number and types of services 
households need continues to increase. 

	› Examples include food pantries, 
transitional housing, rent assistance, 
childcare, and other necessities. 

3.	Costs like infrastructure requirements 
and design standards are a factor that 
drives up housing costs. Each city 
regulates items differently and are not 
consistent in what gets approved and 
denied.

4.	The conflict between investors and 
homeowners tearing down houses and 
rebuilding with a much larger footprint. 
For the city, this increases stormwater 
runoff, eliminates a lower price housing 
option, and starts to diminish older 
neighborhood character. 

	› Mostly prevalent in Prairie Village, 
Fairway, Mission Hills, Leawood, and 
Westwood.
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UCS Human Service Summit
The annual UCS Human Service Summit 
organized by United Community Services 
continued in 2020, even with the pandemic. 
The all virtual Summit was held the morning 
of August 26th and included small breakout 
sessions, interactive Q&A, and participant 
polls. More than 170 people registered.

The 2020 Summit focused on housing, with 
an early look at this housing study. The 
event also was an opportunity to introduce 
the next phase of the effort to address safe, 
stable, and attainable housing needs through 
the multi-sector Task Force. 

The panel included a discussion on housing, 
moderated by Steve Kraske, host of KCUR’s 
Up to Date. Panelists included:

	• Mayor Eric Mikkelson, City of Prairie 
Village

	• Qiana Thomason, President/CEO, Health 
Forward Foundation

	• Dennis Strait, AIA, ASLA, NCARB, LEED 
AP - Principal at Gould Evans

	• Maria Zuluaga, The Zuluaga Real Estate 
Group

	• Will Ruder, Executive Vice President, 
Homebuilders Association of Greater 
Kansas City

Attendees participated in breakout listening 
sessions, discussing who they are most 
concerned about when it comes to finding 
stable, attainable housing in Johnson County. 
The listening session discussions are used as 
a component of the research for this study. 

FIGURE 2.24: 2020 UCS Human Service Summit Agenda





CHAPTER THREE
Development Potential
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Chapter 3 
Takeaways:
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	• Each city in Johnson County faces a different set of local and 
county-wide factors that influence housing. Thus, a city cannot 
address all solutions by itself. Some solutions will be unique to a 
city and its needs and other solutions will need to be a coordinated 
effort.

	• The strict cost of a mortgage, property taxes, insurance, or 
rent are not the only costs a household faces. Transportation, 
childcare, and property maintenance costs are two other major 
expenses for Johnson County residents. Therefore, a way to make 
housing more attainable also includes reducing other expenses.

	» Increasing access to transportation options other than 
single passenger cars gives opportunities for households to 
spend less on mobility. For some households, these options 
are a necessity. Examples include public transportation, 
sponsored ride sharing programs, bicycles, electric bicycles, 
and other small motorized transportation. 

	• There is a large amount of land in Johnson County that is 
undeveloped along major transportation routes. These are 
opportunities to increase density and bring public transportation 
to more areas. 

	• Many areas of Johnson County are also older and have increased 
needs for regular property maintenance. This is a heavy expense 
for some households. These are areas to conserve and ensure 
homeowners have the funds to upkeep the homes. 

	• There are opportunities for infill and transitions of commercial 
uses to housing throughout the county. These areas tend to be 
close to jobs and transit options. 
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INTRODUCTION
All development does not have the same 
effect on housing challenges in Johnson 
County. While an increase in dwelling units 
does increase housing supply overall, it 
does not increase the attainable housing 
supply for all people. The information in 
this chapter reflects on the demographic 
data, population projections, and community 
tours to show ways to prioritize housing 
strategies in the county to benefit those 
most in need. The recommendations 
lead into specific community issues, 
opportunities, and strategic directions in 
sections 2 and 3. 

WHY LOCATION OF HOUSING 
MATTERS
With unlimited resources and options, 
people will most often choose to live in areas 
close to recreation, work, and services.  This 
is a predictable model as less time traveling 
to destinations means more time for leisure 
or productivity. However, each household 
must balance and prioritize what is most 
important for them and those they care 
for. Several factors influence a household’s 
choice and ability of where to live, generally 
decided by family status and income level. 

Young Person or Couple, no kids. 
Medium to High Income

	• Type: All types of homes are feasible.

	• Desires: Close to work, recreation, or 
urban centers.

	• Needs: Transportation. 

Young Person or Couple, no kids. 
Low to Medium Income

	• Type: May be limited to rentals. Luxury 
homes/condos and areas of high valuation 
out of reach for ownership

	• Desires: Close to work, recreation, or 
urban centers.

	• Needs: Transportation. 

Working families
Medium to High Income

	• Type: 2+ bedrooms; owner or rental. 

	• Desires: Close to schools, work, and youth 
recreation. 

	• Needs: Transportation, day care

Working families
Low to Medium Income

	• Type: 2+ bedrooms; rental more 
attainable. 

	• Desires: Close to schools, work, and youth 
recreation. 

	• Needs: Transportation, day care.

Empty Nesters
Medium to High Income

	• Type: All types of homes are feasible; 
single story maybe preferred. 

	• Desires: Close to work, recreation, perhaps 
lower maintenance

	• Needs: Transportation.

Empty Nesters
Low to Medium Income

	• Type: May be restricted to stay in their 
current home, or move to rental, single 
story maybe preferred. 

	• Desires: Close to work, recreation, perhaps 
lower maintenance

	• Needs: Transportation.

Retirees
Medium to High Savings

	• Type: Universal design to assisted living 
complexes

	• Desires: Close to parks, walking, food and 
medical services

	• Needs: Transportation, low or no 
maintenance

Retirees
Low to Medium Savings

	• Type: Universal design to assisted living 
complexes, May be restricted to stay in 
their current home or move outside of 
Johnson County

	• Desires: Close to parks, walking, food and 
medical services

	• Needs: Transportation, low or no 
maintenance
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As this illustrates, those households with 
lower incomes and savings are much more 
restricted on housing choice. Often decisions 
where to live must focus more on cost 
than proximity to work, child services, or 
recreational areas. More time traveling to 
destinations means: 

	• Less time for leisure and exercise. 

	› Result – lower health status and more 
expense on healthcare, both for the 
individual and county facilities. 

	• Higher transportation costs through fuel, 
vehicle maintenance, tolls, or transit fees.

	› Result – Even less money to devote to 
housing, savings, and other quality 
of life benefits. This taxes the county 
in the long run by adding congestion, 
more social assistance programs, and 
long-term healthcare costs. 

	• Lower workplace productivity from travel 
stress, long days, and financial insecurity.

	› Result – The household’s income 
earner may be more susceptible to 
losing their job or less opportunity 
for advancement. Companies are not 
stimulated to increase wages when not 
seeing productivity increases. 

Because of all these factors, location and 
quality of attainable housing are just as 
important as increasing the overall housing 
supply in Johnson County. A series of 
housing program strategies should target 
certain geographies as well as the assistance 
provided. 

"JoCo does not have 
adequate public 
transportation, once 
that infrastructure can 
be improved upon then 
developments to house 
the workforce that uses 
that transportation 
should be supported."

- Survey Respondent
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	• Shopping Centers. Areas with clusters 
of shopping centers provide a variety 
of services and grocery needed by all 
households. However, typical wage levels 
for retail and service industries are also 
a contributing factor to lower household 
incomes. 

	› Application – Shopping centers with 
transit stops are essential destinations 
for those using transit. First, 
shopping centers with transit stops 
are opportunities for nearby housing 
opportunities. Second, shopping 
centers without transit stops or lines 
should be evaluated for the feasibility 
of new transit stops.

	• Future Land Use. Each municipality 
has plans for community growth. 
Understanding the effort that went 
into these plans, areas identified as a 
residential or mixed use future land uses 
are a priority. 

	› Application – Incorporating existing 
future land use plans with the other 
criteria in this section shows where 
existing policies want residential 
uses. The criterion also helps inform 
recommendations for potential sites to 
rezone or zoning districts amendments 
under certain future land use 
designations to allow housing variety 
and mixed-uses. 

The criteria for evaluation of the maps in 
this chapter include:

	• Transit Lines and Stops. For a low-
income family, one vehicle may be the 
only option. Therefore, accessible transit 
is an essential service to their livelihood. 
Transit can be cheaper than owning a 
vehicle and allow a person to do other 
activities on their commute. Depending 
on the destination and time of day, 
transit may not be faster than traveling 
by personal vehicle. However, it provides 
an opportunity to increase savings and 
reduce stress for a worker.

	› Application – Housing options up to a 
half-mile around the location of transit 
lines and current stopping locations 
are most beneficial. There is a high 
disincentive for people to travel much 
further to a stop because of the added 
walking/bicycling time and physical 
ability of the user.

	• Schools. For households with children, 
getting kids safely to school is a large 
time commitment each day. Being closer 
to schools gives kids the ability to walk 
or parents more flexibility in their day to 
travel to and from work. 

	› Application – Schools located near 
transit stops or housing opportunities 
within a half-mile of schools have 
the most benefit for households with 
children. 

CRITERIA FOR PRIORITY 
STRATEGY AREAS
Criteria for attainable housing locations can 
and should be tailored for each city. Section 2 
of this plan provides more data and housing 
demand by price point for each city. 

The following criteria and accompanying 
maps give a general understanding of 
opportunity locations to focus on public 
policy. The criteria are not all inclusive. 
Each community will need to determine 
other applicable situations for each location 
to determine its feasibility. For example, 
current property ownership and unknown 
site constraints like easements that were not 
readily available for this study. 

More reference information and data for 
consideration are provided by the Mid-
America Regional Council (MARC) through 
their Connected KC 2050 map: https://
connectedkc.org/plan-documents/
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	• Housing Conditions. Equally important 
as home value is housing condition. 
Understandably, there is a positive 
correlation between housing conditions 
and housing value. However, more 
attainable units with poor conditions 
do not provide a stable housing option 
for certain households. Lower condition 
homes are more susceptible to repair 
expenses, maintenance costs, and safety 
concerns. In the long run, these types 
of units may create more stress and 
financial burden for a household.

	› Application – Areas with dwellings 
below fair condition that are otherwise 
favorable to many other criteria are 
potential candidate areas for targeted 
rehabilitation and stabilization 
programs. For the lowest condition 
areas, there may be an opportunity 
for complete redevelopment to new 
housing variety or mixed-use. 

	• Environmental Features. Environmental 
features prevent development in some 
instances, most notably flood prone areas. 
Other considerations include preserves 
and steep slopes. 

	› Application – Areas of prohibitive 
environmental features are excluded as 
development potential areas.

	• Vacant Land. Land that is not 
already developed and otherwise 
free of environmental and man-
made constraints are first targets for 
development potential. Each municipality 
will have to consider each area separately 
to understand development feasibility 
given current property ownership, 
infrastructure plans, and public services.

	› Vacant land that falls under several 
other criteria is a potential high 
priority to target for housing 
policy, programs, and development 
agreements.

	• Existing Policies. Many municipalities 
already have programs and policies that 
target attainable housing. The criteria 
in this plan are not meant to substitute 
for these existing programs. Rather, the 
information can supplement existing 
programs to update assistance methods 
and program areas. 
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COMMUNITY CONFIRMATION
The voices of people living in Johnson County 
helped confirm the most important criteria  
to meet housing needs. Those insights 
described in Chapter 2 are information to 
include when developing programs and 
policies for target opportunity areas in this 
section. 

DEVELOPMENT & POTENTIAL 
OUTCOMES
The analysis and interaction of the 
development criteria give a general idea of 
areas to explore in more detail for targeted 
strategies and programs. Map 3.1 shows 
potential priority areas for new attainable 
housing development.    

Note, Map 3.1 shows areas that meet the 
criteria on the previous pages, taken at a 
point in time. Some of these areas are not 
yet served by utilities or infrastructure but 
are areas for new neighborhoods as cities 
naturally grow and subdivide over time. 
Areas not shaded green are less favorable for 
further development based on the housing 
attainability criteria used or are already 
developed. 

MAP 3.1: Attainable Housing Development Opportunities

Source: RDG Planning & Design

New Development

More Favorable

Favorable
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MAP 3.2: Rehabilitation and Stabilization Areas

Source: RDG Planning & Design

Map 3.2 shows priority areas for attainable 
housing rehabilitation and stabilization. 
The map is general, showing higher priority 
areas of potential housing rehabilitation 
over time in older neighborhoods, based on 
the criteria on the previous pages.

Lastly, there are opportunities throughout 
the county for redevelopment and infill 
housing development. Many of these areas 
are along existing commercial corridors with 
decline in retail activity. Underperforming 
corridors are opportunities for small scale, 
higher density housing. These are areas for 
housing by jobs and transit. 
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Map 3.3 is a clip of the Connected KC 2050 
map for Johnson County showing activity 
centers, mobility hubs, planned transit 
improvements, and the urbanized area 
before 1990. The blue areas are opportunity 
redevelopment areas for higher density 
housing. Information in section 2 and 3 
provides context to Maps 3.1 and 3.2.

	• Section 2, Community Profiles, develops 
housing demand projections for the 
larger municipalities for the next ten 
years. The housing demand projections 
include demand by price point given what 
households under each income range can 

reasonably afford. Qualitative information 
for each city provides context to the 
demand projections to further refine the 
potential and needs in each city. 

	• Section 3, A Path Forward, recommends 
strategies to meet housing needs relative 
to development potential in each city. 
Housing goals may be the same for 
multiple cities, but achieving the goal 
requires different strategies for different 
community contexts. Strategies include 
infill, new development, rehabilitation, 
redevelopment, and property 
maintenance targeted programs.

Source: Mid-America Regional Council

MAP 3.3: Opportunity Redevelopment areas
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SECTION TWO
Community Profiles
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INTRODUCTION
The cities of Johnson County are different. The county's location 
on the edge and part of a large metropolitan area creates evolving 
market characteristics. Some cities are poised to change more 
drastically over time through growth and housing development. 
Others will also change, but related more to demographic 
composition and housing conditions. In all cities, affordability of 
housing and transportation will remain an important component to 
manage. 

 
This section provides detail from chapter 1 related to each city, its 
growth, and future housing demand. The section groups cities into 
cohorts by common characteristics to shape housing strategies. The 
cohorts include:

•	 Chapter 4: Large Tier. Overland Park, Olathe, Shawnee, Lenexa, 
Leawood, Prairie Village, Gardner. The large-tier cohort includes 
cities with the largest population growth potential by number of 
residents in the future. 

	• Chapter 5: Mid-Tier Communities - Merriam, Mission, Roeland 
Park, Spring Hill, De Soto, Edgerton. The mid-tier communities 
have smaller populations and resources for housing program 
strategies. 

	• Chapter 6: Small-Tier Communities - Fairway, Lake Quivira, 
Mission Hills, Mission Woods, Westwood, Westwood Hills. 
Small-tier communities are generally land-locked and represent 
the smallest by population in Johnson County. There are even 
more limited resources for these local cities to address housing 
strategies. However, issues to address may not be as prominent.

Each large, medium, and small tier city’s future housing demand 
relies on data to inform reasonable forecasts. 

Population change - The population characteristics and trends 
shine a light on current housing demand and provide a base to 
project future population and housing demand through 2030. 
Total housing demand, regardless of type, is most influenced by 
changes in the population.

Growth analysis – Future annual growth rates detail the total 
future housing needed per year to meet demand. The growth rate 
forecasts for each community consider recession and expansion 
times, understanding that housing production will fluctuate from 
year to year.

Ten-year population forecasts – Ten years is a reasonable future 
timeline to forecast the population to assign housing needs. Any 
longer increases the margin of error. Any shorter does not provide 
enough time to establish the strategies and evaluate the results. 
See Chapter 1 for the full population forecast methodology. 

Household income – Income varies by age and location within a 
city. As discussed in Chapter 1, housing is the largest life expense 
for most households. Income is a driving factor in where people 
choose to live. 

Housing occupancy – Whether households own or rent gives 
indications for needs in the housing market and how occupancy is 
changing over time. Often a shift toward more rental occupancy 
can mean an unattainable ownership market or an increase in 
younger populations. 

Historic construction activity – How many housing units by type 
were built in the past helps understand the market response to 
housing demand in a community. When other factors indicate a 
good market for housing but construction numbers lag, there may 
be systematic challenges or barriers in the community to explore 
further. 
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Age of housing – The existing housing stock is often the most 
abundant resource of attainable housing. However, while older 
housing may be more attainable, it also requires the most 
maintenance that some homeowners cannot afford. These may be 
target areas for housing programs.

Home sales – The rate of sales, days on the market, and sale price 
gives current indications on the lack of housing options and a 
community's desirability. 

Housing affordability – The ability to afford to live in a 
community will vary by age group, income level, and owner versus 
rental housing costs. Housing programs to address affordability 
will vary by community-based on housing gaps at certain price 
points. Generally, there are several categories and strategies to 
address affordability gaps:

	› Lowest price points and income levels – Housing cannot be 
built in the market without substantial public sector assistance. 
However, These ranges also include retirees on fixed incomes 
and those individuals working minimum wage jobs. These 
households would qualify for most government housing 
programs and are traditionally renters, if not a retiree with no 
mortgage.

	› Low to mid-price points – Households looking for these price 
points would traditionally be in the ownership market but 
are frequently looking to rent when they first arrive in a 
community. This market is also the hardest for the private 
market to produce owner-occupied housing without risk-
sharing.

	› Workforce housing price points – These tend to be blue-collar 
or entry-level positions.  These households can be looking for 
owner-occupied housing, but the private market often struggles 
to produce new units priced below $250,000.

	› Above market rate price points – These are the homes and 
rentals generally being produced by the private market in 
Johnson County, above $250,000 or $1,500 a month in rent. 
These price points would typically require a household to earn 
more than $100,000 a year.

	› High end and luxury price points – These homes and rentals 
are built in specific areas in some communities or existing 
homes that have appreciated over time. These may be appealing 
to some households that can afford them. However, if not 
appealing, higher-income households will choose price points 
below their means, which takes an attainable unit off the 
market for households with lower incomes. 

Development potential – A closer look at each community based 
on the information presented in Chapter 3.

Housing demand – How many housing units are needed each year, 
on average, in each community to support population changes, 
household sizes, and replace lost units

Development program – How the total housing demand should be 
allocated by housing occupancy (owner versus rental) and price 
point to meet population demands. 

Together, all these data components and qualitative community 
conversations shape the housing strategies in Section 3. 





CHAPTER FOUR
LARGE-TIER COMMUNITIES

Large tier communities have the widest range of housing types, potential challenges, 
and opportunities. Resources in these communities are generally more feasible to access 
because of population size and city staff resources. While these communities are in the 

same cohort, the following data illustrates different social and built characteristics, and 
housing development programs. 
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OVERLAND PARK
Overland Park is the largest city in Johnson 
County. There are a variety of housing types 
in the city with varying degrees of housing 
characteristics mostly based on location. 
Land within current city limits will support 
housing demand through 2030. 

POPULATION CHANGE
Population in Overland Park continues 
to grow with the highest decade change 
occurring between 1960 and 1970. Growth 
trajectories will continue south. In general, 
spatial population changes over time 
followed city annexations, shown in Map 4.1.  

Growth Analysis
While Overland Park grew rapidly since 
1990, annual growth rates declined in the 
recent decade as would be expected as a city 
gets larger. Growth in Overland Park should 
remain strong and consistent in the future 
because of its location on several major 
transportation routes. 

MAP 4.1: Population Growth Rate 2010-2018 by Block Group, OVerland Park

Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

Overland Park

-2.50% and Under
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Ten-Year Population Forecast
Figure 4.1 shows population forecast scenarios through 2030. MARC 
projects a 1.19% annual growth rate. Population growth based on 
construction rates since 2012 indicates a 1.47% growth rate, with the 
actual population growth rate since 2000 slightly below that at 1.47%. 
The growth rate used for planning purposes in this study is a 1.39% 
annual growth rate, which Overland Park would see over 29,000 new 
residents from 2020.

Source: U.S. Census; MARC; RDG Planning & Design
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MAP 4.2: Percent Renter-Occupied Structures, Overland Park

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Map 4.2 and 4.3 illustrates the percent of 
renter-occupied households by Census block 
group.

	• Vacancy rates are relatively stable 
citywide, between about 5% and 6% from 
2000-2018. A healthy market vacancy rate 
is around 6%. 

	• Household size is around 2.4 people per 
household, which is higher than most 
cities in Johnson County. 

	• Renter occupancy is evenly distributed 
throughout the city except for south of 
143rd Street, where all Census tracts are 
mostly owner-occupied.

Overland Park
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Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

MAP 4.3: Percent Owner-Occupied Structures, Overland Park

	• Across the city about 63% of housing units 
are owner-occupied. This is a decrease 
from about 65% in 2010. 

	• With the size and amount of workforce 
needed in Overland Park, the 
falling ownership structure ratio is 
understandable and acceptable to provide 
rental options for new employees and 
young professionals. 

Ov
er

la
nd

 P
ar

k



JOHNSON COUNTY COM
M

UNITY HOUSING STUDY

92

MAP 4.4: Residential New Construction Permits By Location (2010-2019), Overland Park

Source: Johnson County GIS Department

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Like many cities, residential construction 
activity continues to increase since the 
Great Recession. Considering the average 
household size, residential construction 
since 2012 would equate to a 1.5% annual 
growth rate. Map 4.4 shows the location of 
permits. Between 2012 and 2019:

	• About 32% of new units were single-
family dwellings. The annual permits 
were consistent with 2019.

	• About 68% of new units were multi-
family units which include apartments, 
townhomes, and any structure with more 
than two units. Most of these units are 
higher end market rate units. 

	• Demolitions were relatively non-existent. 
The demolitions that did occur are mostly 
because of accidents or redevelopment on 
the same lot. 

0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

Historic Building Permits by Unit

Single Family Duplex Multifamily

FIGURE 4.2: Residential Development Permits By Year

Source: City of Overland Park

Overland Park
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MAP 4.5: Age of Housing Stock, Overland Park

Source: Johnson County GIS Department, Assessor Data

AGE OF HOUSING
Map 4.5 shows the year built of residential 
dwellings. The age of housing provides 
insight into areas more susceptible to 
deterioration and additional homeowner 
costs, correlated with the stabilization 
areas in Chapter 3. If these areas are also 
occupied by lower income households, then 
monitoring of rehabilitation needs is even 
more critical. 

	• Overland Park has a relatively modern 
housing stock. About 61% were built after 
1980. 

	• About 12% of homes were built before 
1950. These are the homes typically in the 
most need of repairs and at risk of falling 
into dilapidation. 

"I think there is a wide 
variety of housing 
avail. in Overland Park. 
Rehab loans with very 
low interest are a great 
way to help people buy 
something affordable and 
fix it up! ..."

- Survey Respondent
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MAP 4.6: Household Income of Top Earning Age Group, Overland Park

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Map 4.6 provides an overview of Overland 
Park’s estimated household incomes:

	• Median household income is $85,651. The 
city only saw a 16% increase in median 
income between 2010 and 2018, about 
average for the county. 

	• Higher incomes are seen by individuals 
between the ages of 45 and 64 years 
and geographically are located in the 
south-central part of the city. Younger 
households understandably tend to make 
less, key considerations for rental and 
entry-level housing.  

"Mixed/assisted housing 
is needed in Downtown 
Overland Park. The 
project at 79th & Santa 
Fe needs to be owned 
by a local non-profit 
community affordable 
housing developer that is 
led by a consortium."

- Survey Respondent
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HOME SALES 
How quickly homes sell in a market is a 
leading indicator of housing demand and 
supply. Figure 4.3 shows single-family home 
sales data from 2017-2019. In Overland Park, 
similar to other areas in the county:

	• Average sales prices increased since 2017 
by about 7.5% or about 2.4% annually.

	• The volume of single-family home sales 
remained relatively the same, around 
2,700 units.

	• The average number of days homes stay 
on the market fluctuated between 50 
and 70 days. Compared to other Johnson 
County cities, Overland Park is in the 
middle for time to sell. However, under 
100 days is fast in any market. Some 
unique or luxury homes likely drive up 
the average days on the market reported. 

	› For example, homes in the 66214 Zip 
code had an average days on market 
under 25 days for the last three years 
(around the I-35/Hwy 69 interchange). 
In contrast, the 66085 Zip code was 
over 100 days (southern Overland Park 
where new homes are being built).

DAYS ON MARKET

AVERAGE SALES PRICE

 $356,222 

 $369,605  

 $382,762 

 2017 

 

 2018 

 

 2019 

 

52

69

64

 2017 

 

 2018  

 2019  

 2,716  sold 2,650  sold 2,772  sold

FIGURE 4.3: Single Family Home Sales, Overland Park

Source: Multiple Listings Service (2017-2019)

Overland Park
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HOUSING ATTAINABILITY AND SUPPLY 
ANALYSIS
By comparing the distribution of household 
incomes with housing costs, a picture of 
supply and demand emerges across all of 
Overland Park’s housing market. Figure 
4.4 examines supply and demand through 
the lens of what is "affordable" to different 
income groups to answer the question: is 
there an adequate supply of housing options 
available for residents of different income 
groups?

Figure 4.4 illustrates five major components 
in pursuit of the above story:

1.	Income Ranges. The starting point of 
the analysis is the spectrum of incomes 
across all residents of Overland Park. 
From these incomes, corresponding 
"affordable" housing prices are 
established for ownership and rental 
opportunities.

2.	Number of Households in Each Income 
Range. The number of households in 
each income range is the demand; 
these residents seek housing options 
in Overland Park that are affordable to 
them.

3.	Affordability Ranges. An affordable 
ownership home is calculated at 2-3 times 
the household income depending on the 
income range. Lower income households 
tend to spend a higher percentage of 
their income on housing and higher 
income households tend to spend a lower 
percentage of their total income on 
housing.  An affordable rental would be 
about 20% of household income.

2. Number of Households in 
the Income Range

4. Number of Housing 
Options in the Affordability 
Range

1. Household Income Range

3. Affordable Range for Housing 
(Owner and Renter Options)

How to Use the Analysis

4.	Number of Housing Units in Each 
Affordability Range. The number of 
housing units in each affordability range 
is the supply of affordable options.

	› Composition of Housing Supply. This 
illustrates the share of the supply 
met by ownership and renter housing 
options. 

5.	The Balance of Supply and Demand. 

	› If the number of households exceeds 
the number of units available, those 
households must seek options in 
different affordability ranges.

	› If the number of units exceeds the 
number of households, it indicates that 
the units are occupied by households in 
different income ranges.

	› This analysis is meant to illustrate 
larger trends in how existing units 
are being occupied. It does not 
demonstrate exact market demand in 
certain price ranges.

A healthy, self-sustaining housing market 
will have a value to income ratio between 
2 and 3. Overland Park's is 3.16, slightly up 
from 3.11 in 2010.

5. Gap or Surplus: The 
difference between 
supply and households

Value to Income Benchmark

2 3

2

3

VALUE TO INCOME RATIO: 2018

3.16

Overland Park
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FIGURE 4.4: Housing Attainability,Overland Park (2018)

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

The analysis in Figure 4.4 is based on all the households today that are 
occupying a unit. No household is without a unit.
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	• More households than affordable options but some include students 
with little income and housing costs that are supported by parents 
and loans. Some also include older households with little income 
but in homes owned outright. For example:

	› 27% of all owner-occupied households in Overland Park are over the age of 65. 

	› The median household income for households over 65 is estimated at $58,678, 
meaning that 50% of those households make less than $50,000. This is lower 
than the citywide median of $85,651.

	› 57% of owner-occupied households over the age of 65 and 30% citywide do not 
have a mortgage.

	• There are fewer households than affordable options. Many units in 
this range see competition from upper income brackets.

	• Overland Park has a supply of ownership options priced between 
$125,000 and $200,000 but without other options many of these units 
are filled by retirees and households making over $75,000 per year.

	• More households than attainable options in this range. Builders 
continue to serve this market (over $400,000) but many households 
in this range continue to occupy lower cost housing. This is good for 
them because they have more to spend on other things. However, it 
is not beneficial for lower income brackets that rely on the occupied 
lower price point housing units for attainable housing. 

	› This may be counterintuitive based on conversations that people only see 
higher priced construction in the city. That could be the market catching up 
with demand in this income range. 

Overland Park has a supply of ownership 
options priced between $125,000 and 
$200,000 but without other options 
households making over $75,000 per year 
also compete for these units.

Ov
er

la
nd

 P
ar

k

	• Fewer households than attainable options. These units are filled by 
lower income households. 
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COST BURDENED RESIDENTS
Map 4.7 and 4.8 illustrates the level of cost-
burdened households. According to the U.S. 
government, households spending more than 30% 
of their income on housing are considered cost-
burdened.

	• Approximately 37% of Overland Park's 
households living in renter housing spend 
more than 30% of their income on gross rent. 
Overland Park has experienced strong growth 
in the number of rental units (1,729 in 2018 and 
870 in 2019), which traditionally demand more 
rent than older units. 

	• Adding units to the market should create 
market pressures on older units to adjust rates 
down. However, many of the new units are 
high end luxury which are well above what 
older units may be charging, and thus, not a 
force to adjust rents.

	• Median rents in Overland Park are close to 
the overall average for the county at $948 per 
month. 

MAP 4.7: Percent of Renter Occupied Cost Burdened Households, Overland Park

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

"My son is in the SMSD 
district ...it’s extremely 
difficult to stay in 
boundaries with my budget. 
I love Overland Park. Born 
and raised here, but lack 
of rental properties makes 
me look elsewhere when my 
lease is up..." - Survey Respondent

Overland Park
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MAP 4.8: Percent of Owner Occupied Cost Burdened Households, Overland Park

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

	• About 29% of households living in owner-
occupied housing spend more than 30% 
of their income on housing. This is 11 
percentage points lower than renters but 
higher than several other cities in the 
county.

	• Median home values are average for the 
county at $261,200. The median is up 
17.3% since 2010, in line with neighboring 
communities like Olathe, Lenexa, and 
Leawood.

"There is a severe 
lack of housing for 
smaller, middle income 
families: 2-3 bedroom 
homes $120k-180k in 
the Overland Park area. 
Almost all homes for sale 
with 1.5+ bathrooms start 
at 200k and are in North 
OP. South OP lacks any 
smaller, middle income 
homes at all with houses 
starting at 300k."

- Survey Respondent
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HOUSING DEMAND
The housing demand analysis builds on the 
population projections, housing trends, and 
community conversations to forecast the 
demand for additional housing. The model 
is built on the following assumptions with a 
1.39% growth rate:

	• The proportion of the household 
population (those living in households and 
not in dorms, skilled nursing, or prisons) 
will remain stable through 2030. 

	• Average people per household is expected 
to slightly decline over the next decade as 
recent mixed-use projects are completed. 
Some growth may occur as Millennials 
move into their childbearing years, but 
Baby Boomer households will also continue 
to shrink. 

	• Unit demand at the end of the period 
is calculated by dividing household 
population by the number of people per 
household. This equals the number of 
occupied housing units. 

	• A manageable housing vacancy provides 
housing choices for residents moving to 
the community. As noted earlier, Overland 
Park's rate is stable. Recent recessionary 
concerns in 2020 may slightly increase 
vacancies in the short term. 

	• Unit needs at the end of each period are 
based on the actual household demand 
and projected vacant units. 

FIGURE 4.5: Housing Demand Model, Overland Park

  2020 2025 2030 TOTAL

Population at End of Period 199,350 213,554 228,770

Household Population at End of Period 197,806 211,900 226,998

Average People Per Household 2.35 2.34 2.33

Household Demand at End of Period 84,173 90,556 97,424

Projected Vacancy Rate 6.0% 6.0% 6.0%

Unit Needs at End of Period 89,546 96,336 103,643

Replacement Need (total lost units) 50 50 100

Cumulative Need During Period 6,840 7,357 14,197

Average Annual Construction 1,368 1,471 1,420

Source: RDG Planning & Design

	• Replacement need is the number of 
housing units demolished or converted 
to other uses. Homes in poor condition 
or obsolete should be gradually replaced 
in a city’s housing supply. The number of 
units lost annually is based on historic 
demolition rates. 

	• Cumulative need shows the number of 
total units needed between the base year 
of 2020 and the year indicated at the end 
of the period.

Figure 4.5 shows an average annual 
construction need of 1,420 units. The average 
annual construction rate from 2012 to 2019 
was 1,216 units, with a high of 2,094 in 2018 
and a low of 705 in 2012. Recent growth has 
been attributed equally to a large number of 
rental units, a trend needing to continue.

Overland Park
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FIGURE 4.6: Housing Development Program, Overland Park

2025 2030 2020-2030

Total Owner Occupied   

At tainable: <$200,000  1,636 

  4,104 

 1,760

   4,414

 3,369 

  8,518
Moderate Market: $200-
250,000 609 655 1,264

Market: $250-350,000 814 875 1,689

High Market: Over $350,000 1,045 1,124 2,169

Total Renter Occupied    

At tainable: Less than $1,000  1,304 

  2,736

 1,402 

2,943

 2,706 

  5,679Market: $1,000-1,500  810  871  1,681 

High Market: $1,500+  623  670  1,292 

Total Need  6,840   7,357  14,197 

Source: RDG Planning & Design

} } }
} } }

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Building on the housing demand model, the 
development program forecasts production 
targets for owner and renter-occupied units 
based on the following assumptions:

	• Owner-occupied units will be distributed 
roughly in proportion to the income 
distributions of the households for whom 
owner occupancy is an appropriate 
strategy. 

	• Most low-income residents will be 
accommodated in rental units. It is 
challenging for low-income residents to 
save for the downpayment and maintain 
the savings necessary for maintenance 
of a home (replacement of a roof or 
furnace). Rental units can be many 
types of housing including apartments, 
townhomes, duplexes, and single-family 
homes and, as they are now, should 
continue to be spread throughout the 
county. 

	• The model illustrated in Figure 4.6 
targets a split of 60% owner- and 40% 
renter-occupied units. This accounts for 
commercial corridors that may begin to 
add density with redevelopment projects 
and the continued need for rental options 
in new development areas.

	› Approximately 4,633 additional owner-
occupied units are needed priced below 
$250,000 (in 2019 dollars). This demand 
will come through existing housing 
stock being freed up through move-
up housing, or products that do not fit 
the traditional detached single-family 
homes. 

	› Nearly 2,706 rental units will need to 
be produced with rents below $1,000 
per month. The lowest rent units below 
$600 will have to be generated through 
subsidy programs like low-income 
housing tax credits. 

Ov
er

la
nd

 P
ar

k



JOHNSON COUNTY COM
M

UNITY HOUSING STUDY

102

COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
Survey
A total of 1,162 residents from Overland Park 
took the community survey made available 
online and in paper form. From their 
responses the following themes emerged:

	• Housing types likely to be successful 
are those already present–mid-size, 3 
bedroom homes, and small 2-3 bedroom 
homes. 69% of respondents also felt 
independent senior living would be 
successful.

	• Respondents felt the housing supply in 
Overland Park was very similar to that of 
Johnson County (as illustrated in Figure 
4.7).

	› According to respondents, the housing 
supply met the needs of all groups 
except multi-generational families, 
people with physical and/or mental 
disabilities, students, low wage 
workers, and households needing access 
to transit.

	• When asked about solutions they would 
support to reduce housing costs in 
Johnson County, the highest ranked 
suggestion was down payment assistance 
to owners, followed closely by both duplex 
or town home construction and housing 
rehabilitation loans.

	• Half of respondents looked to move 
within the past three years, 34% to an 
owner-occupied unit and 16% to a rental.

	› For those looking for owner units, a 
shortage was perceived for units under 
$200,000.

	› For rental units, half those looking saw 
a shortage in units under $500 a month 
and half between $500 and $1,000 a 
month.

FIGURE 4.8: Decision to Move in Past 3 Years

FIGURE 4.7: Perceptions that Housing Supply Currently Meets the Needs of the Following Household Types
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FIGURE 4.10: Support for Housing Solutions To Reduce Housing Costs in Johnson County

FIGURE 4.9: Perceptions of Housing Types Likely to be Successful in the City
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Listening Sessions
Many people familiar with the housing 
market specific to Overland Park 
participated in small group discussions. 
These included representatives from the 
Chamber, Council, Planning Commission, 
and real estate agents among others. 

COMMON COMMENTS
Aside from common themes in Chapter 2 
that pertain to the entire county, several 
common themes are apparent to Overland 
Park. 

	• 	There are big concerns for transportation 
from other areas by employers that 
hire hourly workers. Mostly that their 
employees do not live in Johnson County, 
leading to employee retention issues.

	• 	Developers and builders perhaps see 
Overland Park as the easiest to work 
with because they are consistent in their 
application of design standards. They 
know what their timeline is going to be 
even if the design standards are high.

	• The construction of multi-family has 
expanded in the past several years, with 
more luxury apartments being proposed. 

	• There is a disconnect between people 
wanting attainable options and others not 
wanting any more apartments or housing 
of any kind being built. The opposition 
from neighborhoods has led to housing 
project denials even if they meet all 
zoning and city plan requirements. This 
is a major barrier for getting a variety 
of housing in the city and developer 
confidence. Ov

er
la

nd
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k
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Olathe

OLATHE
Olathe is the second largest city in Johnson 
County and has been growing steadily 
since 1990. A variety of housing types 
exist within the community and range in 
age from early 1900 single family homes 
to new construction. Olathe has plenty 
of new development and redevelopment 
opportunities to add additional housing 
units and variety to the market. 

POPULATION CHANGE
Population in Olathe continues to grow 
with the highest decade change occurring 
between 1970 and 1980 when the city grew 
by 108%. The annual growth rate over the 
past several decades has declined slightly, 
dropping to 3.1% between 2000 and 2010. 
Estimates between 2010 and 2018 revealed a 
1.3% annual growth rate, which is still heavy 
growth for a city its size. 

Growth Analysis
While Olathe has experienced steady growth 
since 1960, annual growth rates declined 
in the recent decade as would be expected 
as base population becomes larger. As the 
city continues to grow to the south and 
west along major transportation corridors, 
growth in Olathe should remain strong and 
consistent in the future. It is expected that 
Olathe's future growth will occur slightly 
above the growth rate experienced since 
2010.

MAP 4.9: Population Growth Rate 2010-2018 by Block Group, Olathe

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

-2.50% and Under
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Ten-Year Population Forecast
Figure 4.11 shows population forecast scenarios through 2030. The 
growth rate of 1.29% is pulled from MARC projections. Although, the 
population based on residential units added since 2012 equals about 
a 1.46% rate. Therefore, planning for a growth rate in between, but 
trending toward recent construction activity at 1.38%, would result in 
population growth of nearly 31,000 residents.

FIGURE 4.11: Population Growth Forecast through 2030, Olathe
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Olathe

HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Map 4.10 shows the ratio of owners to 
renters across Olathe. 

	• Across the city about 71% of housing units 
are owner-occupied. This is about the 
same as in 2010. 

	• Vacancy rates are low citywide, down 
to just 2.6% in 2018 from 5% in 2010. A 
healthy market vacancy rate is around 
6%. 

	• Household size is around 2.7 people per 
household, a higher rate than some other 
communities and indicative of some levels 
of affordability for families.

MAP 4.10: Percent Renter Occupied Structures, Olathe

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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MAP 4.11: Residential New Construction Permits By Location (2010-2019), Olathe

Source: Johnson County GIS Department

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Like many cities, residential construction 
activity continues to increase since the 
Great Recession. Considering the average 
household size, residential construction 
since 2010 would equate to a 1.27% annual 
growth rate, but increasing every year since 
2010. Map 4.11 shows the location of permits. 
Between 2010 and 2019:

	• About 66% of new units were single-
family dwellings. The annual permits 
were varied with 2019 among the lowest 
years of new permits. 

	• About 33% of new units were multi-
family units which include apartments, 
townhomes, and any structure with more 
than two units. 

	• Demolitions were relatively low, averaging 
18 annually due largely to 83 and 29 
demolitions in 2016 and 2017, respectively. 

FIGURE 4.12: Residential Development Permits By Year
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Olathe

AGE OF HOUSING
Map 4.12 shows the year built of residential 
dwellings. The age of housing provides 
preliminary insight into areas more 
susceptible to deterioration and additional 
homeowner costs. If these areas are also 
occupied by lower income households then 
monitoring of rehabilitation needs is even 
more important. 

	• Olathe has a varied housing stock. A 
large number of units surrounding 
downtown were constructed before 
1930, with the newest units at the edge 
of the community in the northwest and 
southeast.

	• Olathe has an older housing stock in the 
town center to monitor for rehabilitation 
and upkeep. Many of these homes are 
currently in stable condition and provide 
an attainable option for many households. 

"We have plenty of lower-priced 
housing in older parts of Olathe, but 
it's very outdated at best, often all but 
falling apart...Seems like the people 
who could afford to buy up a place 
like that and remodel it are instead 
choosing to buy a new construction 
that doesn't need any work...."

- Survey Respondent
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MAP 4.12: Age of Housing Stock, Olathe

Source: Johnson County GIS Department, Assessor Data



JOHNSON COUNTY COM
M

UNITY HOUSING STUDY

110

Olathe

MAP 4.13: Household Income of Top Earning Age Group, Olathe

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Map 4.13 provides an overview of Olathe's 
estimated household incomes:

	• Median household income is $85,318, up 
from $75,228 in 2010, or 14%. Compared to 
cities in Johnson County, Olathe is slightly 
above average for household incomes 
level.

	• Higher incomes center around 45-64 year 
olds. Areas in the core around downtown 
have lower incomes, but a variety of age 
groups. 

	• The highest earning households tend 
to live in eastern and far northwestern 
Olathe.

"Olathe has the best mix 
of housing styles for all 
income levels in Johnson 
County." 

- Survey Respondent
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HOME SALES 
How quickly homes sell in a market is a 
leading indicator of housing demand and 
supply. Figure 4.13 shows single-family home 
sales data from 2017-2019. In Olathe, similar 
to other areas in the county:

	• Average days on market have been 
declining along with number of houses 
sold. This correlates with listening 
session discussions that people may be 
staying in their homes longer and not 
finding options to move to.

	• Average sales price has been increasing 
about $20,000 each year. This is above 
what is considered natural appreciation 
from inflation. 

DAYS ON MARKET

AVERAGE SALES PRICE

$286,686

$301,180

$321,479

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

54

66

48
 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

2,339 sold  2,509  sold  2,531  sold

FIGURE 4.13: Single Family Home Sales, Olathe

Source: Multiple Listings Service (2017-2019)

"I am currently renting. 
If I cannot find a house 
within my income level 
(purchase price under 
$150,000), I will have 
to leave Olathe and 
possibly Johnson County 
altogether." 

- Survey Respondent
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HOUSING ATTAINABILITY AND SUPPLY 
ANALYSIS
By comparing the distribution of household 
incomes with housing costs, a picture of 
supply and demand emerges across all 
of Olathe’s housing market. Figure 4.14 
examines supply and demand through the 
lens of what is "affordable" to different 
income groups to answer the question: is 
there an adequate supply of housing options 
available for residents of different income 
groups?

Figure 4.14 illustrates five major components 
in pursuit of the above story:

1.	Income Ranges. The starting point of 
the analysis is the spectrum of incomes 
across all residents of Olathe. From these 
incomes, corresponding "affordable" 
housing prices are established for 
ownership and rental opportunities.

2.	Number of Households in Each Income 
Range. The number of households in 
each income range is the demand; these 
residents seek housing options in Olathe 
that are affordable to them.

3.	Affordability Ranges. An affordable 
ownership home is calculated at 2-3 times 
the household income depending on the 
income range. Lower income households 
tend to spend a higher percentage of 
their income on housing and higher 
income households tend to spend a lower 
percentage of their total income on 
housing.  An affordable rental would be 
about 20% of household income.

2. Number of Households in 
the Income Range

4. Number of Housing 
Options in the Affordability 
Range

1. Household Income Range

3. Affordable Range for Housing 
(Owner and Renter Options)

How to Use the Analysis

4.	Number of Housing Units in Each 
Affordability Range. The number of 
housing units in each affordability range 
is the supply of affordable options.

	› Composition of Housing Supply. This 
illustrates the share of the supply 
met by ownership and renter housing 
options. 

5.	The Balance of Supply and Demand. 

	› If the number of households exceeds 
the number of units available, those 
households must seek options in 
different affordability ranges.

	› If the number of units exceeds the 
number of households, it indicates that 
the units are occupied by households in 
different income ranges.

	› This analysis is meant to illustrate 
larger trends in how existing units 
are being occupied. It does not 
demonstrate exact market demand in 
certain price ranges.

A healthy, self-sustaining housing market 
will have a value to income ratio between 2 
and 3. Olathe's is 2.63, up from 2.57 in 2010.

5. Gap or Surplus: The 
difference between 
supply and households

Value to Income Benchmark

2 3

2

3

VALUE TO INCOME RATIO: 2018

2.63
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FIGURE 4.14: Housing Attainability, Olathe (2018)

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

The analysis in Figure 4.14 is based on all the households today that 
are occupying a unit. No household is without a unit.
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	• Some of these households include older households with low 
incomes but with homes owned outright. For example:

	› 19% of all owner-occupied households in Olathe are over the age of 65. 

	› The median household income for households over 65 is estimated at 
$59,341, meaning that 50% of those households make less.

	› Additionally, 55% of owner-occupied households over the age of 65 do not 
have a mortgage.

	• More than half of the households earning more than $150K fill 
units attainable to lower income households thus creating a 
shortage of housing units for many first-time home buyers and 
those looking to step up from their first home. 

	• Over 8,000 households making over $100,000 a year are living in 
owner-occupied units priced below $250,000. 

	› They do this for a variety of reasons, including housing cost and 
neighborhood preferences but also fewer options at higher prices.

It appears there are many units available 
to households making between $25,000 and 
$75,000, these units are filled by higher 
income households and often unavailable to 
households in this income range. 

	• While it would appear that there are a good number of units 
available to households making between $25,000 and $75,000, 
these units are filled by higher income households and often 
unavailable to households in this income range. 

	› Based on conversations with realtors and other stakeholders, it is 
expected that many of the homes in this range see competition from this 
income bracket and higher income households.

	• There is a balance of units for households making between 
$75,000 and $150,000. However, these households are also 
competing with a share of households in higher income 
households for lower cost housing. Builders continues to produce 
housing for this market and above.
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COST BURDENED RESIDENTS
Map 4.14 and 4.15 illustrates the level of cost-
burdened households. According to the U.S. 
Census, households spending more than 30% 
of their income on housing are considered 
cost-burdened. However, this may be 
conservative for Johnson County as other 
expenses like transportation costs can be 
disproportionately higher for lower income 
households. 

	• Median contract rents are below average 
for Johnson County at $796, up from $678 
in 2010.  

	• Approximately 47% of Olathe's households 
living in renter housing spend more than 
30% of their income on gross rent. 

	• Low rental supply, and thus a competitive 
market, often results in higher rental 
prices. Olathe has experienced strong 
recent growth in the number of rental 
units, which traditionally demand more 
rent than older units. Adding units to the 
market should create market pressures on 
older units to adjust rates downward or 
hold steady to their age and quality.

	• The shaded areas on Map 4.14 are Census 
boundaries. Large areas of one shade 
do not indicate these areas have a lot of 
residential housing. 

	› For example, the area south of Dennis 
Avenue in Olathe is mostly industrial 
uses. While the area is a large portion 
of Olathe's land areas, its residential 
population is marginal. 

MAP 4.14: Percent of Renter-Occupied Cost Burdened Households, Olathe

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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MAP 4.15: Percent of Owner-Occupied Cost Burdened Households, Olathe

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

	• Median home values ($224,000) are 
slightly below average for Johnson County 
communities despite rising 15% since 
2010.

	• About 18% of households living in owner-
occupied housing spend more than 30% of 
their income on housing. 

	• Like the previous map, the shaded areas 
are Census boundaries. Large areas of one 
shade do not indicate these areas have a 
lot of residential housing. 

	› For example, the area south of Dennis 
Avenue in Olathe is mostly industrial 
uses. While the area is a large portion 
of Olathe's land areas, its residential 
population is marginal. 

"Generally speaking, 
housing in Olathe is 
too expensive for many 
people, even those 
employed full time."

- Survey Respondent
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HOUSING DEMAND
The housing demand analysis builds on the 
population projections, housing trends, and 
community conversations to forecast the 
demand for additional housing. The model 
is built on the following assumptions with 
a 1.38% growth rate. The primary benefit of 
a demand forecast is to understand needs 
at different price points and household 
incomes. The method uses:

	• The proportion of the household 
population (those living in households and 
not in dorms, skilled nursing, or prisons) 
will remain stable through 2030. 

	• Average people per household is expected 
to remain constant over the next decade. 
Some growth may occur as Millennials 
move into their childbearing years, 
but Baby Boomer households will also 
continue to shrink. 

	• Unit demand at the end of the period 
is calculated by dividing household 
population by the number of people per 
household. This equals the number of 
occupied housing units. 

	• A manageable housing vacancy provides 
housing choices for residents moving 
to the community. As noted earlier, the 
county's rate is slightly high but likely 
reflects the point in time that it was 
gathered. Olathe shows a low vacancy rate 
in 2018. This should increase as new units 
get brought online.

	• Unit needs at the end of each period are 
based on the actual household demand 
plus the number of projected vacant units. 

	• Replacement need is the number of 
housing units demolished or converted 
to other uses. Homes in poor condition 
or obsolete should be gradually 
replaced in a city’s housing supply. The 
number of units lost annually is based 
on historic demolition rates but may 
decrease over time as the worst units 
in the downtown core  are removed and 
proactive rehabilitation prevents further 
demolitions. 

	• Cumulative need shows the number of 
total units needed between the base year 
of 2020 and the year indicated at the end 
of the period.

FIGURE 4.15: Housing Demand Model, Olathe

  2020 2025 2030 TOTAL

Population at End of Period 143,647 153,810 164,691

Household Population at End of Period 142,029 152,077 162,836

Average People Per Household 2.80 2.80 2.80

Household Demand at End of Period 50,725 54,313 58,156

Projected Vacancy Rate 3.0% 4.0% 5.0%

Unit Needs at End of Period 52,293 56,576 61,216

Replacement Need (total lost units) 50 50 100

Cumulative Need During Period 4,333 4,690 9,023

Average Annual Construction 867 938 902

Source: RDG Planning & Design

Figure 4.15 shows an average annual 
construction need of 902 units. The net 
average annual construction rate from 
2009 to 2019 was 591 units, with a high of 
870 units in 2017 and a low of 296 in 2009. 
Although the net average was 749 since 2014.  
This rate of construction appears to have 
just met the demand with very few vacancies 
and options for those entering the market. 
Low supply can often create inflation, 
thus increasing production should support 
growth but also support a healthier, stable 
market. 
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DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Building on the housing demand model, the 
development program forecasts production 
targets for owner- and renter-occupied units 
based on the following assumptions:

	• Owner-occupied units will be distributed 
roughly in proportion to the income 
distributions of the households for whom 
owner occupancy is an appropriate 
strategy. 

	• Most low-income residents will be 
accommodated in rental units. 

	• The county’s supply is currently dominated 
by owner units (72%). Over the last several 
years, a large portion of new units have 
been a rental configuration or condos. Over 
the next ten years, production levels need 
to balance to provide the housing variety 
necessary for changing demographics. 
Therefore, the model illustrated in Figure 
4.16 targets a split of 60% owner- and 40% 
renter-occupied units. 

	› Approximately 2,938 additional owner-
occupied units should be priced below 
$250,000. This demand will come 
through the city's existing housing 
stock being freed up through move-
up housing for households in higher 
income brackets, or products that do 
not fit the traditional detached single-
family homes. 

FIGURE 4.16: Housing Development Program, Olathe

2025 2030 2020-2030

Total Owner Occupied

At tainable: <$200,000 981

2,600

1,062

2,814

2,043

5,414
Moderate Market: $200-
250,000 430 465 895

Market: $250-350,000 660 714 1,374

High Market: Over $350,000 529 572 1,101

Total Renter Occupied 

At tainable: Less than $1,000 811

1,733

877

1,876

1,688

3,609Market: $1,000-1,500 487 527 1,013

High Market: $1,500+ 436 472 908

Total Need 4,333 4,690 9,023

Source: RDG Planning & Design

} } }
} } }

	› Nearly 1,688 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents under $1,000 per 
month. These units will be generated 
through both the private market and 
programs like low-income housing tax 
credits.
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I looked to 
purchase a home

41%

Looked to 
rent
12%

Did not look
47%

Chart Title

COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
Survey
A total of 949 residents of Olathe took the 
community survey made available online 
and in paper form. From their responses the 
following themes emerged:

	• Housing types perceived likely to be 
successful are those already present–
mid-size, 3 bedroom homes and small 2-3 
bedroom homes. 68% of respondents also 
felt independent senior living would be 
successful.

	• Respondents felt the housing supply in 
Olathe was less successful at meeting 
the needs of single professionals than in 
Johnson County as a whole.  

	› The housing supply is not seen overall 
as meeting the needs for multi-
generational families, people with 
physical and/or mental disabilities, 
students, low wage workers, and 
households needing access to transit, as 
shown in Figure 4.17.

	• When asked about solutions to reduce 
housing costs in Johnson County, 
the highest ranking suggestion was 
downpayment assistance to owners. 
Receiving less than 15% support were 
premanufactured or modular housing 
and construction financing assistance 
to builders. This is likely because the 
benefits to individuals are not direct. 

	• Just over half of respondents looked to 
move within the past three years, 41% 
to an owner-occupied unit and 12% to a 
rental.

	› For those looking for owner units, a 
shortage was perceived for units under 
$200,000.

	› For rental units, no apparent shortage 
emerged.

FIGURE 4.18: Decision to Move in Past 3 Years

FIGURE 4.17: Housing Supply Currently Meets the Needs of the Following Household Types
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Housing supply meets the needs in Olathe Housing supply meets the needs in Johnson County
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FIGURE4.20: Housing Solutions Support To Reduce Housing Costs in Johnson County

FIGURE 4.19: Housing Types Likely to be Successful in the City
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Listening Sessions
Many people familiar with the housing 
market specific to Olathe participated in 
small group discussions. These included 
representatives from the City Council, 
Planning Commission, Olathe public schools,  
real estate agents with experience in all of 
Johnson County, county-wide developers, 
landlords with property in Olathe, and 
Olathe residents. . 

COMMON COMMENTS
Aside from common themes in Chapter 2 
that pertain to the entire county, several 
common themes are apparent to Olathe. 

	• 	Many express the impact of Olathe's 
loan repair program and feelings that it 
appears to have worked.

	• 	Schools have an increasing population 
of students with transportation and 
homelessness issues. Additionally, several 
on staff cannot afford to live in Olathe.

	• For multi-family architectural standards, 
Olathe may have difficult requirements 
compared to other cities. Some developers 
feel the requirements are difficult in 
regards to architectural standards. 

	• Olathe does have a decent supply of 
starter homes. However, homes are 
becoming more and more difficult to 
serve entry level buyers, those making 
under $20 an hour.

	• People tend to see improvements in 
dilapidated housing and do not see 
demolition of blighted housing as 
necessary as perhaps it once was. 
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SHAWNEE
Shawnee is the third largest city in Johnson 
County, bounded on the west and north 
by the Kansas River. There are a variety 
of different housing types in the city with 
varying characteristics. However, a high 
percentage of the housing stock is in single-
family detached units. There is a limited 
amount of highly suitable development 
land within current city limits. However, 
Shawnee still has more growth potential 
than many of the cities in Johnson County. 

POPULATION CHANGE
Population in Shawnee continues to grow 
with the highest decade change occurring 
between 1960 and 1970 (131%). Growth will 
likely continue in the west where land still 
remains to be developed, shown in Map 4.16.  

Growth Analysis
Shawnee has seen steady annual growth 
rates of around 2.5% since 1980. Despite an 
annual growth rate of only 0.6% between 
2010 and the estimated 2018 population, 
trend and market forces indicate that 
Shawnee will continue to grow at an average 
annual rate just above 1% as other areas in 
the county become built out.

Source: City of Shawnee

MAP4.16: Population Growth Rate 2010-2018 by Block Group, Shawnee

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

-2.50% and Under
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Ten-Year Population Forecast
Figure 4.21 shows population forecast 
scenarios through 2030. The rates of 1.16% 
and 1.08% are pulled from MARC and the 
city comprehensive plan, respectively. If 
population growth matched the current 
construction rate between 2010 and 2019, 
Shawnee would only grow at a 0.67% annual 
rate. The growth scenario uses the rate 
determined in the city comprehensive 
plan, leading to a 2030 population of 74,233 
residents.

FIGURE 4.21: Population Growth Scenarios, Shawnee

66,659

70,344

74,233

62,000

64,000

66,000

68,000

70,000

72,000

74,000

76,000

78,000

2020 2025 2030

Growth Rate Scenarios

0.67%

1.16%

1.08%

Source: U.S. Census; MARC; RDG Planning & Design

MARC Rate:

Comprehensive 
Plan Rate:

Construction 
Rate:

"It’s important to keep 
housing affordable, but 
we also want to see this 
area be more desirable 
for young couples and 
families. Downtown 
Shawnee (Nieman Now 
project as a whole) has 
improved a lot of features 
over the years to make 
the area desirable but 
housing around it needs 
to follow"

- Survey Respondent
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HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Map 4.17 shows the percent of renter-
occupied structures in Shawnee. 

	• Vacancy rates are quite stable citywide, 
between about 3% and 5% from 2000-
2018, albeit a little low. A healthy market 
vacancy rate is around 6%. 

	• Household size is around 2.6 people per 
household, which is higher than many 
cities in Johnson County. 

	• Renter occupancy tends to cluster at 
major transportation spines (I-35, I-435, 
and Highway 7).

MAP 4.17: Percent Renter Occupied Structures, Shawnee

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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MAP 4.18: Percent Owner Occupied Structures, Shawnee

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

Map 4.18 shows the percent of owner-
occupied structures in Shawnee. 

	• Across the city about 73% of housing 
units are owner-occupied, about the same 
percentage as 2010.

	• Nearly all development in the western 
portions of the city is owner-occupied. 
If left on this trend, there will be a 
significant gap in rental options near 
future jobs and services.

"There are very few 
ranch style homes or 
other retirement home 
options in the Johnson 
County area....specifically 
Lenexa, Shawnee, 
Merriam areas."

- Survey Respondent
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AGE OF HOUSING
Map 4.19 shows the year built of residential 
dwellings. The age of housing provides 
preliminary insight into areas more 
susceptible to deterioration and additional 
homeowner costs. If these areas are also 
occupied by lower income households then 
monitoring of rehabilitation needs is even 
more important. 

	• Shawnee's housing stock is relatively 
new (42% built between 1990 and 2010), 
especially in areas on the west side of 
the city. Homes in the northeast were 
primarily constructed before 1950. 

	• Few homes were built before 1950 at about 
12%. These are the homes typically in 
the most need of repairs and at risk of 
falling into dilapidation. There are some 
programs in Shawnee for assistance, 
mostly lead by non-profit groups. 
Listening session discussion indicated 
that many people living in older homes 
are older adults and the elderly.

MAP 4.19: Age of Housing Stock, Shawnee

Source: Johnson County GIS Department, Assessor Data
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MAP 4.20: Residential New Construction Permits By Location (2010-2019), Shawnee

Source: Johnson County GIS Department

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Like many cities, residential construction 
activity continues to increase since the Great 
Recession. Map 4.20 shows the location of 
residential permits. Between 2009 and 2019:

	• About 66% of new units were single-
family dwellings. Construction of single-
family dwellings was highest between 
2013 and 2017, but in the past few years 
has dropped.

	• About 31% of new units were multi-
family units, which include apartments, 
townhomes, and any structure with more 
than two units. 

	• Demolitions averaged about 9 per year, 
with a the most occurring in 2012, likely 
in preparation for new development or 
damage by fire. 
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FIGURE 4.22: Residential Development Permits By Year

Source: City of Shawnee
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HOME SALES 
How quickly homes sell in a market is a 
leading indicator of housing demand and 
supply. Figure 4.23 shows home sales data 
from 2017-2019. In Shawnee, similar to other 
areas in the county:

	• Sales price is increasing annually more 
than inflation, while the number of units 
sold is decreasing, but only slightly.  

	• The market in 2018 saw an increase in the 
average days on market. However, this 
dropped again in 2019 to match that of 
2017 levels. Homes sell quickly. 

DAYS ON MARKET

AVERAGE SALES PRICE

$277,776

$299,333

$307,664

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

39

70

38

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

1,060 sold  1,004  sold 1,109  sold

FIGURE 4.23: Single Family Home Sales, Shawnee

Source: Multiple Listings Service (2017-2019)

"I know at least several 
young people who have 
to live with their parents 
because they can't afford 
housing here...  I've had 
many friends downsizing 
to complexes where 
some maintenance is 
provided."

- Survey Respondent
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MAP 4.21: Household Income of Top Earning Age Group, Shawnee

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Map 4.21 provides an overview of Shawnee’s estimated household 
incomes:

	• Median household income is $84,507, close to the same as Johnson 
County. Between 2010 and 2018 median income went up about 17%. 

	• Unlike many other communities in Johnson County, some of the 
highest incomes are actually individuals between 25 and 44 years 
of age. 

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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HOUSING ATTAINABILITY AND SUPPLY 
ANALYSIS
By comparing the distribution of household 
incomes with housing costs, a picture of 
supply and demand emerges across all of 
Shawnee’s housing market. Figure 4.24 
examines supply and demand through the 
lens of what is "affordable" to different 
income groups to answer the question: is 
there an adequate supply of housing options 
available for residents of different income 
groups?

Figure 4.24 illustrates five major 
components in pursuit of the above story:

1.	Income Ranges. The starting point of 
the analysis is the spectrum of incomes 
across all residents of Shawnee. From 
these incomes, corresponding "affordable" 
housing prices are established for 
ownership and rental opportunities.

2.	Number of Households in Each Income 
Range. The number of households in 
each income range is the demand; 
these residents seek housing options in 
Shawnee that are affordable to them.

3.	Affordability Ranges. An affordable 
ownership home is calculated at 2-3 times 
the household income depending on the 
income range. Lower income households 
tend to spend a higher percentage of 
their income on housing and higher 
income households tend to spend a lower 
percentage of their total income on 
housing.  An affordable rental would be 
about 20% of household income.

2. Number of Households in 
the Income Range

4. Number of Housing 
Options in the Affordability 
Range

1. Household Income Range

3. Affordable Range for Housing 
(Owner and Renter Options)

How to Use the Analysis

4.	Number of Housing Units in Each 
Affordability Range. The number of 
housing units in each affordability range 
is the supply of affordable options.

	› Composition of Housing Supply. This 
illustrates the share of the supply 
met by ownership and renter housing 
options. 

5.	The Balance of Supply and Demand. 

	› If the number of households exceeds 
the number of units available, those 
households must seek options in 
different affordability ranges.

	› If the number of units exceeds the 
number of households, it indicates that 
the units are occupied by households in 
different income ranges.

	› This analysis is meant to illustrate 
larger trends in how existing units 
are being occupied. It does not 
demonstrate exact market demand in 
certain price ranges.

A healthy, self-sustaining housing market 
will have a value to income ratio between 2 
and 3. Shawnee has a value to income ratio 
of 2.67, which is lower than the value of 2.75 
in 2010. This does not mean it is attainable to 
everyone, but broadly for current residents 
in Shawnee.

2

3

VALUE TO INCOME RATIO: 2018

2.67

5. Gap or Surplus: The 
difference between 
supply and households

Value to Income Benchmark
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FIGURE 4.24: Housing Attainability, Shawnee (2018)

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

The analysis in Figure 4.24 is based on all the households today that 
are occupying a unit. No household is without a unit.
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	• Many of these households often occupy homes well above their 
incomes when owned outright. For example:

	› 29% of all owner-occupied households in Shawnee are over 
the age of 65. 

	› The median household income for households over 65 is 
estimated at $49,000, meaning that 50% of those households 
make less than $50,000.

	› Additionally, 57% of owner-occupied households over the age 
of 65 do not have a mortgage.

	• There are fewer households than affordable options. Many units 
in this range see competition from upper income brackets.

	• Fewer households than affordable options. These units are filled 
by lower income households. 

	• Shawnee has a supply of ownership options priced between 
$125,000 and $200,000 but without other options these units are 
filled by retirees and households making over $75,000 per year.

	• Over 3,000 households making over $100,000 a year are living in 
owner-occupied units priced below $250,000. 

	• They do this for a variety of reasons, including housing cost and 
neighborhood preferences in addition to a lack of other options 
above this price range.

Shawnee has a large number of higher 
income households filling housing 
units that would be affordable to 
households making less than $100,000
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MAP 4.22: Percent of Renter-occupied Cost Burdened Households, Shawnee

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

Maps 4.22 and 4.23 illustrate the level of 
cost-burdened households. According to 
the U.S. Government, households spending 
more than 30% of their income on housing 
are considered cost-burdened. However, this 
may be conservative for Shawnee as other 
expenses like transportation costs can be 
disproportionately higher for lower income 
households that use transit or do not have 
access to transit.

	• Median contract rents are on the lower 
end of the spectrum in the county at $795, 
indicative of older apartments. 

	• Approximately 50% of Shawnee's 
households living in renter housing spend 
more than 30% of their income on gross 
rent. 

	• Low rental supply, and thus a competitive 
market, often results in higher rental 
prices. Shawnee has grown in the 
number of rental units with the recent 
construction of multifamily projects, 
which traditionally demand more rent 
than older units. Adding units to the 
market should create market pressures on 
older units to keep rates similar to today. 

	• Despite the new rental construction, 
Shawnee's rental units remain just under 
30% of the market share, similar to 2000 
levels. While the cost of homeownership 
has risen more the inflation, there may 
be a need for more rental options for 
younger households.
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MAP 4.23: Percent of Owner-Occupied Cost Burdened Households, Shawnee

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

	• Median home values are also on the 
lower end for the county at $225,900. 
The median home value in Shawnee rose 
nearly 14% between 2010 and 2018.

	• Only 14% of households living in owner-
occupied housing spend more than 30% of 
their income on housing. 

Shawnee needs smaller, 
newer homes in the 
[$]250,000 to [$]325,000 
for empty nesters or for 
young professionals.  
Larger homes for 
families will not come 
in the market if newer 
housing choices are not 
there...

- Survey Respondent
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HOUSING DEMAND
The housing demand analysis builds on the 
population projections, housing trends, and 
community conversations to forecast the 
demand for additional housing. The model 
is built on the following assumptions with a 
1.08% growth rate:

	• The proportion of the household 
population (those living in households 
and not skilled nursing or prisons) will 
remain stable through 2030. 

	• Average people per household is expected 
to remain constant over the next decade. 
Some growth may occur as Millennials 
move into their childbearing years 
and Baby Boomer households will also 
continue to shrink. 

	• Unit demand at the end of the period 
is calculated by dividing household 
population by the number of people per 
household. This equals the number of 
occupied housing units. 

	• A manageable housing vacancy provides 
housing choices for residents moving 
to the community. As noted earlier, the 
city's reported rate is low and should rise 
if housing production continues at a level 
near demand.

	• Unit needs at the end of each period are 
based on the actual household demand 
plus the number of projected vacant units. 

	• Replacement need is the number of 
housing units demolished or converted 
to other uses. Homes in poor condition 
or obsolete should be gradually replaced 
in a city’s housing supply. The number of 
units lost annually is based on historic 
demolition rates.

	• Cumulative need shows the number of 
total units needed between the base year 
of 2020 and the year indicated at the end 
of the period.

FIGURE 4.25: Housing Demand Model, Shawnee

  2020 2025 2030 TOTAL

Population at End of Period 66,659 70,344 74,233

Household Population at End of Period 66,224 69,885 73,749

Average People Per Household 2.60 2.60 2.60

Household Demand at End of Period 25,471 26,879 28,365

Projected Vacancy Rate 4.0% 4.5% 5.0%

Unit Needs at End of Period 26,532 28,145 29,858

Replacement Need (total lost units) 50 50 100

Cumulative Need During Period 1,664 1,762 3,426

Average Annual Construction 333 352 343

Source: RDG Planning & Design

Figure 4.25 shows an average annual 
construction need of 343 units. The average 
annual construction rate from 2012 to 2019 
was 207 units, with a high of 300 in 2019 and 
a low of 146 in 2013. Recent growth has been 
driven by a better mix of single-family and 
multi-family units than in the past, although 
most multi-family units were age restricted. 
Age restricted units help fill housing needs 
for Shawnee if the residents in the units 
are moving from homes in Shawnee. Their 
former homes then become a new open unit 
on the market. Nonetheless, 2019 was still 
a big year for multi-family construction, 
a trend expected and needed to continue 
across many price points.
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FIGURE 4.26: Housing Development Program, Shawnee

2025 2030 2020-2030

Total Owner Occupied

At tainable: <$200,000 369

998

391

1,057

760

2,056
Moderate Market: $200-
250,000 145 154 300

Market: $250-350,000 267 283 550

High Market: Over $350,000 216 229 445

Total Renter Occupied 

At tainable: Less than $1,000 331

665

351

705

682

1,370Market: $1,000-1,500 186 197 383

High Market: $1,500+ 148 157 306

Total Need 1,664 1,762 3,426

Source: RDG Planning & Design

} } }
} } }

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Building on the housing demand model, the 
development program forecasts production 
targets for owner and renter-occupied units 
based on the following assumptions:

	• Owner-occupied units will be distributed 
roughly in proportion to the income 
distributions of the households for whom 
owner occupancy is an appropriate 
strategy. 

	• Most low-income residents will be 
accommodated in rental units. 

	• Over the next ten years, productions 
levels need to balance to provide the 
housing variety necessary for a growing 
population. Therefore, the model 
illustrated in Figure 4.26 targets a split 
of 60% owner- and 40% renter-occupied 
units.

	› Approximately1,060 additional owner-
occupied units should be priced below 
$250,000. This demand will come 
through the city's existing housing 
stock being freed up through move-
up housing or products that do not fit 
the traditional detached single-family 
homes. 

	› About 682 rental units will need to 
be produced with rents below $1,000 
per month. These units will have 
to be generated through programs 
like low-income housing tax credits, 
maintaining the quality of existing 
rentals, and mixed-income housing 
developments.

"Anti multi-family 
housing sentiment is 
strong in Shawnee.  
There are very few areas 
that a developer could go 
without meeting strong 
community member 
resistance."  

- Survey Respondent
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COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
Survey
A total of 445 residents of Shawnee took the 
community survey made available online 
and in paper form. From their responses the 
following themes emerged:

	• Housing types respondents felt likely to 
be successful are those already present–
mid-size, 3-bedroom homes, small 2-3 
bedroom homes, and independent senior 
living would be successful. However, all 
suggested housing types received at least 
40% support.

	• Respondents felt the housing supply 
in Shawnee does not meet the needs of 
single professionals or students as well as 
the rest of Johnson County does. In most 
other categories the city and county align 
more closely.

	› The housing supply for people with 
physical and/or mental disabilities, 
students, low wage workers, and 
households needing access to transit all 
ranked low.

	• When asked about solutions they would 
support to reduce housing costs in 
Johnson County, the highest ranking 
suggestions were downpayment 
assistance to owners and housing 
rehabilitation loans. Similar to other 
communities, construction financing 
assistance to builders ranked at the 
bottom.

	• Just under half of respondents looked to 
move within the past three years, 41% 
to an owner-occupied unit and 11% to a 
rental.

	› For those looking for owner units, a 
shortage was perceived for units under 
$200,000.

	› For rental units, monthly rents less 
than $1,000 were in short supply.

FIGURE 4.28: Decision to Move in Past 3 Years

FIGURE 4.27: Perceived Housing Types Likely to be Successful in the City 

I looked to 
purchase a 

home
41%

Looked to rent
11%

Did not look
48%
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FIGURE 4.30: Housing Solutions Support To Reduce Housing Costs in Johnson County

FIGURE 4.29: Perceived Housing Supply Currently Meets the Needs of the Following Household Types
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Housing supply meets the needs in Shawnee Housing supply meets the needs in Johnson County
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Listening Sessions
Many people familiar with the housing 
market specific to Shawnee participated 
in small group discussions. These included 
representatives from the City Council, 
Planning Commission, school districts, and 
real estate agents, among others. 

COMMON COMMENTS
Aside from common themes in Chapter 2 
that pertain to the entire county, several 
common comments are apparent to 
Shawnee. 

	• 	A lot of high end development is still 
being brought forward even when almost 
all multi-family development gets 
opposition from neighbors. Uncertainty 
for development approvals in Shawnee 
is high compared to other cities and is 
starting to deter developers from wanting 
to build in the city. 

	› A large physical barrier to lot 
development in many areas is the 
terrain and increasing infrastructure 
and construction costs.

	› The City of Shawnee has an excise tax 
for building out infrastructure. The city 
can waive the tax for development and 
several projects have used it. A model to 
potentially expand in the future. 

	• Many comments on the survey suggest 
exploring smaller house and lot sizes, 
even so far as tiny homes. On the other 
end, many do not see the need for 
apartments as attainable housing options 
for many people that may want to live and 
work in Shawnee. 
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LENEXA
Lenexa is the 4th most populous city in 
Johnson County. The community has a 
fairly new housing stock and a fairly good 
split between owner- and renter-occupied 
housing options. Lenexa has a good amount 
of suitable land available for development in 
the next 10 years.

POPULATION CHANGE
Lenexa has been growing at a steady annual 
rate of about 1.8% since 1990. Prior to that, 
the community saw explosive growth 
between 1970 and 1980 at 255% over the 
decade, from a small community to a city. 
Map 4.24 shows the annual growth rate 
between 2010 and 2018 of various census 
blocks. Areas in the west saw the most 
growth. However, a few census blocks in the 
older neighborhoods also saw substantial 
growth. 

Growth Analysis
Given Lenexa's steady growth since 1990 and 
land availability, it's projected the city will 
continue to grow at a similar annual rate. 
Growth trajectories will continue west. 

MAP 4.24: Population Growth Rate 2010-2018 by Block Group, Lenexa

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

-2.50% and Under
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65,409

64,031
65,001

48,000

52,000

56,000

60,000

64,000

68,000

2020 2025 2030

Growth Rate Scenarios

1.76%

1.58%

1.71%

FIGURE 4.31: Population Growth Scenarios, Lenexa

Ten-Year Population Forecast
Figure 4.31 shows population forecast scenarios through 2030. The 
1.58% rate is the MARC projection. Lenexa is most likely to continue 
at a similar annual rate as in recent decades (1.71%) which is slightly 
higher than the MARC rate and lower than construction activity in 
the last ten years (1.76%). The forecast will produce an estimated 2030 
population of 65,001. 

Source: U.S. Census; MARC; RDG Planning & Design

MARC Rate:

Construction 
Rate:

Chosen Rate:
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HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Map 4.25 shows the percent of renters across 
Lenexa. 

	• Vacancy rates are quite stable citywide, 
between about 5% in 2018, down from 7.4% 
in 2010. A healthy market vacancy rate is 
around 6%. 

	• Household size is 2.48 people per 
household, which is higher than many 
cities in Johnson County.

	• Renter occupancy is highest in the 
eastern portion of the city, especially 
in census blocks adjacent to regional 
transportation infrastructure and in the 
new mixed-use core.

MAP 4.25: Percent Renter Occupied Structures, Lenexa

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

"In Lenexa, I’d like to see 
some apartments also 
pop up in the old town 
(Pflumm/ Santa Fe) area 
as well." 

- Survey Respondent
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MAP 4.26: Percent Owner Occupied Structures, Lenexa

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

Map 4.26 shows the percent of owners across 
Lenexa. 

	• Across the city about 62% of housing units 
are owner-occupied. This is a about the 
same as both 2000 and 2010. 

	• Most of the western areas of the city are 
owner-occupied, which should balance 
out with more renter options in the 
future as subdivisions fill out.
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MAP 4.27: Residential New Construction Permits By Location (2010-2019), Lenexa

Source: Johnson County GIS Department

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Like many cities, residential construction 
activity continues to increase since the 
Great Recession. Considering the average 
household size, residential construction 
since 2012 would equate to a 1.76% annual 
growth rate. Map 4.27 shows the location of 
permits. Between 2013 and 2019:

	• About 40% of new units were single-
family dwellings. On average, about 207 
new single-family homes are constructed 
annually. 

	• About 60% of new units were multi-family 
units, including apartments, townhomes, 
and any structure with more than two 
units. The influx from 2014-2017 follows 
significant development in the city center. 

	• Demolitions were relatively low with an 
average of only seven per year. The most 
demolitions occurred in 2018 with 16 total.

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

Historic Building Permits

Single Family
Duplex
Multifamily
Demolitions

FIGURE 4.32: Residential Development Permits By Year

Source: City of Lenexa

"new neighborhoods lack 
true character that comes 
with time. Invest in 
historical neighborhoods, 
like Downtown Lenexa. 
Help those homeowners 
keep, restore and modify 
homes...instead of tear 
down for new builds." 

- Survey Respondent
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AGE OF HOUSING
Map 4.28 shows the year built of residential 
dwellings. The age of housing provides 
preliminary insight into areas more 
susceptible to deterioration and additional 
homeowner costs. If these areas are also 
occupied by lower income households then 
monitoring of rehabilitation needs is even 
more important. 

MAP 4.28: Age of Housing Stock, Lenexa

Source: Johnson County GIS Department, Assessor Data

	• Lenexa has a fairly modern housing stock. 
Only 9% of units were built prior to 1969. 
These are the homes typically in the most 
need of repairs and at risk of falling into 
dilapidation. 

	• About 83% of homes were built between 
1970-2009. Generally, homes built during 
this time period are only in need of 
minor cosmetic upgrades and not major 
structural work.
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HOME SALES 
How quickly homes sell in a market is a 
leading indicator of housing demand and 
supply. Figure 4.33 shows home sales data 
from 2017-2019. In Lenexa, unlike other areas 
in the county:

	• Average sales price of a home has 
remained relatively consistent, only 
rising between 2017 and 2018 but staying 
the same in 2019. The number of homes 
sold on the market also increased.

	• Average days on market remains low. 
However, in Lenexa the amount of time a 
home stays on the market has increased 
slightly since 2017.

	• These two trends are indicative of 
new home construction or spec home 
construction where one product is being 
built at scale, which can take slightly 
more time to sell until the subdivision 
fills out. 

DAYS ON MARKET

AVERAGE SALES PRICE

 $334,658

$358,217

 $358,233

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

39
40

50

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

819 sold  795  sold 789 sold

FIGURE 4.33: Single Family Home Sales, Lenexa

Source: Multiple Listings Service (2017-2019)

There are not enough 
homes (especially move 
in ready) for families and 
childless young couples....
In Lenexa there are 
practically no homes for 
sale.

- Survey Respondent
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MAP 4.29: Household Income of Top Earning Age Group, Lenexa

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Map 4.29 provides an overview of Lenexa's 
estimated household incomes:

	• Median household income is $84,370, 
about average for the county. Median 
income increased by 11% since 2010. 

	• The highest incomes are reported in the 
central portion of the city limits, with a 
high number of 45 to 64 year olds earning 
top salaries.  

"Very low inventory 
for houses that cost 
under $400,000. I think 
there are now plenty 
of apartments/condos/
lofts for people. New 
developments need to be 
affordable single family 
homes. In Lenexa all the 
new developments seem 
to be for houses that cost 
$600k+ "

- Survey Respondent
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HOUSING ATTAINABILITY AND SUPPLY 
ANALYSIS
By comparing the distribution of household 
incomes with housing costs, a picture of 
supply and demand emerges across all 
of Lenexa’s housing market. Figure 4.34 
examines supply and demand through the 
lens of what is "affordable" to different 
income groups to answer the question: is 
there an adequate supply of housing options 
available for residents of different income 
groups?

Figure 4.34 illustrates five major components 
in pursuit of the above story:

1.	Income Ranges. The starting point of 
the analysis is the spectrum of incomes 
across all residents of Lenexa. From these 
incomes, corresponding "affordable" 
housing prices are established for 
ownership and rental opportunities.

2.	Number of Households in Each Income 
Range. The number of households in 
each income range is the demand; these 
residents seek housing options in Lenexa 
that are affordable to them.

3.	Affordability Ranges. An affordable 
ownership home is calculated at 2-3 times 
the household income depending on the 
income range. Lower income households 
tend to spend a higher percentage of 
their income on housing and higher 
income households tend to spend a lower 
percentage of their total income on 
housing.  An affordable rental would be 
about 20% of household income.

2. Number of Households in 
the Income Range

4. Number of Housing 
Options in the Affordability 
Range

1. Household Income Range

3. Affordable Range for Housing 
(Owner and Renter Options)

How to Use the Analysis

4.	Number of Housing Units in Each 
Affordability Range. The number of 
housing units in each affordability range 
is the supply of affordable options.

	› Composition of Housing Supply. This 
illustrates the share of the supply 
met by ownership and renter housing 
options. 

5.	The Balance of Supply and Demand. 

	› If the number of households exceeds 
the number of units available, those 
households must seek options in 
different affordability ranges.

	› If the number of units exceeds the 
number of households, it indicates that 
the units are occupied by households in 
different income ranges.

	› This analysis is meant to illustrate 
larger trends in how existing units 
are being occupied. It does not 
demonstrate exact market demand in 
certain price ranges.

The overall housing market in Lenexa is 
considered nearing unaffordable. A healthy, 
self-sustaining housing market will have 
a value to income ratio between 2 and 3. 
Lenexa's rate is 2.95, up from 2.82 in 2010.

5. Gap or Surplus: The 
difference between 
supply and households

Value to Income Benchmark

2 3

2

3

VALUE TO INCOME RATIO: 2018

2.95
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FIGURE 4.34: Housing Attainability,Lenexa (2018)

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

The analysis in Figure 4.34 is based on all the households today that 
are occupying a unit. No household is without a unit.

HOUSEHOLDS OWNER UNITS RENTER UNITS

HO
US

EH
OL

DS
 AN

D A
TT

AIN
AB

ILI
TY

 RA
NG

ES
Units attainable for households making 
between $25,000 and $75,000 receive 
competition from higher income 
households and cost-burdened lower 
income households.

	• These include older households on fixed incomes who report 
low earnings but may have their homes paid off. For example:

	› 25% of all owner-occupied households in Lenexa are over the age of 65. 

	› The median household income for households over 65 is estimated around 
$68,000, meaning that 50% of those households make less than $68,000.

	› Additionally, 59% of owner-occupied households over the age of 65 do not 
have a mortgage.

	• Over half of the households earning more than $150K must fill 
units attainable to lower income households thus creating a 
shortage of housing units for many first-time home buyers and 
those looking to step up from their first home. 

	• Over 2,300 households making over $100,000 a year are living in 
owner-occupied units priced below $250,000. 

	• They do this for a variety of reasons, including housing cost and 
neighborhood preferences in addition to a lack of other options 
above this price range.

	• Many units are attainable for household’s making between 
$25,000 and $75,000. The surplus is not a bad thing but many of 
these units receive competition from higher income households 
and cost-burdened lower income households. These units should 
be maintained as attainable options for many households in the 
future.  

	• There are fewer households than affordable options. Many units 
in this range see competition from upper income brackets.
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MAP 4.30: Percent of Renter Occupied Cost Burdened Households, Lenexa

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

COST BURDENED RESIDENTS
Maps 4.30 and 4.31 illustrates the level of 
cost-burdened households. According to 
the U.S. Government, households spending 
more than 30% of their income on housing 
are considered cost-burdened, although 
this does not account for potential high 
transportation costs for those that must use 
public transit. 

	• Median contract rents are on the 
upper end in the county at $907. This is 
indicative of the development of multi-
family units in recent years.

	• Approximately 42% of Lenexa's 
households living in renter housing spend 
more than 30% of their income on gross 
rent. Only 14% of households living in 
owner-occupied housing spend more than 
30% of their income on housing. 

	• Low rental supply, and thus a competitive 
market, often results in higher rental 
prices. Lenexa has experienced strong 
growth in the number of rental units, 
which traditionally demand more rent 
than older units. However, most of 
Lenexa's rental supply is newer and tends 
to be higher end with many amenities. 

"My dad is a retired widower. He made a good living, 
but cannot afford a small home in Lenexa. He pays an 
outrageous amount of money in apartment rent, but 
wants a home near his daughter and grandkids..."

- Survey Respondent
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MAP 4.31: Percent of Owner Occupied Cost Burdened Households, Lenexa

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

	• Median home values are in the middle for 
the county at $248,800. 

	• Cost burden households are scattered 
across the city, with the most in the core 
along Interstate 435. 

"As an older citizen 
I would like more 
affortable cottage style 
living with shared 
common area. That would 
be my dream to downsize 
from our now large 4 
bd/5 br house in Lenexa."

- Survey Respondent
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FIGURE 4.35: Housing Demand Model, Lenexa

  2020 2025 2030 TOTAL

Population at End of Period 54,878 59,725 65,001

Household Population at End of Period 54,482 59,294 64,531

Average People Per Household 2.48 2.48 2.48

Household Demand at End of Period 21,968 23,909 26,021

Projected Vacancy Rate 6.0% 6.0% 6.0%

Unit Needs at End of Period 23,371 25,435 27,682

Replacement Need (total lost units) 40 40 80

Cumulative Need During Period 2,104 2,287 4,391

Average Annual Construction 421 457 439

Source: RDG Planning & Design

HOUSING DEMAND
The housing demand analysis builds on the 
population projections, housing trends, and 
community conversations to forecast the 
demand for additional housing. The model 
is built on the following assumptions with a 
1.71% growth rate:

	• The proportion of the household 
population (those living in households 
and not in skilled nursing or prisons) will 
remain stable through 2030. 

	• Average people per household is expected 
to remain constant over the next decade. 
Some growth may occur as Millennials 
move into their childbearing years, 
but Baby Boomer households will also 
continue to shrink. 

	• Unit demand at the end of the period 
is calculated by dividing household 
population by the number of people per 
household. This equals the number of 
occupied housing units. 

	• A manageable housing vacancy provides 
housing choices for residents moving 
to the community. As noted earlier, the 
county's rate is slightly high but likely 
reflects the point in time that it was 
gathered. 

	• Unit needs at the end of each period are 
based on the actual household demand 
plus the number of projected vacant units. 

	• Replacement need is the number of 
housing units demolished or converted 
to other uses. Homes in poor condition 
or obsolete should be gradually replaced 
in a city’s housing supply. The number of 
units lost annually is based on historic 
demolition rates. 

	• Cumulative need shows the number of 
total units needed between the base year 
of 2020 and the year indicated at the end 
of the period.

Figure 4.35 shows an average annual 
construction need of 439 units. The average 
annual construction rate from 2012 to 2019 
was 493 units, with a high of 690 in 2014 and 
a low of 142 in 2012. Unit growth between 
2014-2017 was been driven by a large number 
of rental units in the new city center. 
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FIGURE 4.36: Housing Development Program, Lenexa

2025 2030 2020-2030

Total Owner Occupied

At tainable: <$200,000 486

1,263

528

1,372

1,014

2,635
Moderate Market: $200-
250,000 205 223 429

Market: $250-350,000 271 295 566

High Market: Over $350,000 300 326 627

Total Renter Occupied 

At tainable: Less than $1,000 395

842

429

915

824

1,756Market: $1,000-1,500 236 256 493

High Market: $1,500+ 211 229 440

Total Need 2,104 2,287 4,391

Source: RDG Planning & Design

} } }
} } }

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Building on the housing demand model, the 
development program forecasts production 
targets for owner and renter-occupied units 
based on the following assumptions:

	• Owner-occupied units will be distributed 
roughly in proportion to the income 
distributions of the households for whom 
owner occupancy is an appropriate 
strategy. 

	• Most low-income residents will be 
accommodated in rental units. 

	• The model illustrated in Figure 4.36 
targets a split of 60% owner- and 40% 
renter-occupied units, similar to the 
current unit breakdown. 

	› Approximately 1,443 additional owner-
occupied units should be priced below 
$250,000. This demand will come 
through the city's existing housing 
stock being freed up through move-
up housing, or products that do not fit 
the traditional detached single-family 
homes. 

	› Nearly 824 rental units will need to 
be produced with rents below $1,000 
per month. These units will have to be 
generated through programs like low-
income housing tax credits.

"...Before Covid, I noticed a lot of people 
in Lenexa Public Market bustling about 
working their service worker jobs with 
no way of ever affording to live in or 
near the luxury apartment complexes. 
How beautiful would it be for people 
working at these places to call it their 
home?..."

- Survey Respondent



JOHNSON COUNTY COM
M

UNITY HOUSING STUDY

150

Lenexa

COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
Survey
A total of 411 residents of Lenexa took the 
community survey made available online 
and in paper form. From their responses the 
following themes emerged:

	• Housing types likely to be successful are 
independent senior living and mid-sized 3 
bedroom homes, followed closely by small 
2-3 bedroom homes. 

	• Respondents felt the housing supply in 
Lenexa was generally in line with Johnson 
County. However, single professionals 
and students were perceived to be less 
provided for in Lenexa than in the county.

	› The housing supply for people with 
physical and/or mental disabilities, 
students, low wage workers, and 
households needing access to transit all 
ranked lowest.

	• When asked about solutions they would 
support to reduce housing costs in 
Johnson County, the highest ranking 
suggestions were downpayment 
assistance to owners and housing 
rehabilitation loans.

	• About half of respondents looked to move 
within the past three years, 31% to an 
owner-occupied unit and 20% to a rental.

	› For those looking for owner units, 
a shortage was perceived nearly 
evenly between all cost brackets up to 
$300,000.

	› For rental units, shortages existed for 
units priced below $1,000.

FIGURE 4.38: Decision to Move in Past 3 Years

FIGURE 4.37: Housing Types Perceived Likely to be Successful in the City
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FIGURE 4.40: Housing Solutions Support To Reduce Housing Costs in Johnson County

FIGURE 4.39: Perceived Housing Supply Currently Meets the Needs of the Following Household Types
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Housing supply meets the needs in Lenexa Housing supply meets the needs in Johnson County
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Listening Sessions
Many people familiar with the housing 
market specific to Lenexa participated in 
small group discussions. These included 
representatives from the City Council, 
Planning Commission, and real estate agents 
among others. 

COMMON COMMENTS
Aside from common themes in Chapter 2 
that pertain to the entire county, several 
common comments are apparent to Lenexa.

	• Lenexa faces many of the same issues and 
opportunities as Shawnee.  For example, 
apartment developments getting denied 
at because neighbors came in opposition, 
even after the developer has spent a lot on 
design to the code standards.

	› The new city plan Lenexa 2040 does call 
out the need for multi-family in certain 
areas, but these projects may still get 
denied at the final approval stage.

	• Lenexa does have an area in an 
opportunity zone that has not been taken 
advantage of yet. 

	• Like those in Shawnee, many survey 
comments suggest a desire for smaller 
homes to reach more attainable price 
points for starter homes and downsizing. 
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LEAWOOD
Leawood stretches in a linear form north-
south along the eastern county line. Nearly 
all the available land within the city limits 
has been developed. The housing stock is 
primarily single-family attached or detached 
units (90%).

POPULATION CHANGE
Population growth in Leawood has been 
slowing in recent decades because of almost 
full buildout. The annual growth rate 
between 2000 and 2010 was 1.4% and dropped 
to 1.02% between 2010 and 2018. In general, 
spatial population changes between 2010 and 
2018, shown in Map 4.32, reflect the greatest 
growth in census blocks at the north and 
south ends of the community.  

Growth Analysis
While Leawood has experienced growth 
since 1960, annual growth rates declining 
in the recent decade would be expected as 
available land declines. As a city stretched 
north and south that touches several other 
cities, growth in Leawood should remain at a 
consistent population in the future. 

MAP 4.32: Population Growth Rate 2010-2018 by Block Group, 
Leawood

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

FIGURE 4.41: Population Growth Scenarios, Leawood

Ten-Year Population Forecast
Figure 4.41 shows population forecast 
scenarios through 2030. The rates of 0.96% 
and 0.68% are pulled from MARC and the 
city comprehensive plan projections. The 
construction rate since 2012 equals an 
annual population growth of about 0.5%. 
Under an average of the rates (0.71%), 
Leawood would see a 2030 population of 
37,640 residents.

Source: U.S. Census; MARC; RDG Planning & Design
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HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Map 4.33 shows the ratio of renters across 
Leawood. 

	• Across the city, about 90% of housing 
units are owner-occupied. This is a 
decrease of only 2% since 2010. 

	• Vacancy rates are quite stable citywide, 
at about 5% since 2010. A healthy market 
vacancy rate is around 6%. 

	• Household size is around 2.7 people per 
household, which is higher than most 
cities in Johnson County. Higher income 
families are living in Leawood.

	• The few census blocks with renter 
housing are located in the center of the 
city. However, owner-occupied housing 
remains the largest share of housing in 
these blocks.

MAP 3.33: Percent Renter Occupied Structures, Leawood

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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MAP 4.34: Residential New Construction Permits By Location (2010-2019), Leawood

Source: Johnson County GIS Department

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Like many cities, residential construction 
activity continues to increase since the Great 
Recession. Map 4.34 shows the location of 
permits between 2012 and 2019:

	• About 70% of 562 new units were 
single-family dwellings. Single-family 
construction has fluctuated over the 
years, declining since the 2013 peak with 
128 units. 

	• Even with the current large ratio of 
owner-occupied units in the city, about 
30% of new units were multi-family units 
which include apartments, townhomes, 
and any structure with more than two 
units. Most of these units are higher 
end market rate units in multi-story 
complexes.

	• Demolitions without rebuilding were 
relatively non-existent. The demolitions 
that did occur are mostly because of 
rebuilds on the same lot. 

0 50 100 150 200
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2014
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2017

2018

Historic Building Permits

Single Family
Duplex
Multifamily
Demolitions

FIGURE 4.42: Residential Development Permits By Year

Source: City of Leawood

"I feel that Leawood 
and Overland Park need 
more variety in housing 
options, offering lower 
income options or multi-
use facilities to create 
more diversity."

- Survey Respondent
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MAP4.35: Age of Housing Stock, Leawood

Source: Johnson County GIS Department, Assessor Data

AGE OF HOUSING
Map 4.35 shows the year built of residential 
dwellings. The age of housing provides 
preliminary insight into areas more 
susceptible to deterioration and additional 
homeowner costs. If these areas are also 
occupied by lower income households then 
monitoring of rehabilitation needs is even 
more important. 

	• Leawood has a fairly modern housing 
stock. About 65% were built after 1980. 

	• Few homes were built before 1950 at about 
16%. These are the homes typically in the 
most need of repairs and at risk of falling 
into dilapidation. However, in Leawood 
they tend to be in good repair and high 
value for purchase by investors.
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MAP 4.36: Household Income of Top Earning Age Group, Leawood

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Map 4.36 provides an overview of Leawood's estimated household 
incomes:

	• Median household income is $149,736, the 3rd highest in the county. 
Median income rose by 15% since 2010.  

	• There is a geographic split between top earning age group. North 
of I-435, the top earners are between the age of 25 and 44, while 
south is 45-64 year olds.

	• Household income levels correlate with the locations of the highest 
home ownership.

"I live in Leawood where housing prices 
are simply becoming out of reach for 
MOST Americans....We are now retired 
and on fixed incomes.  I would like to 
see Kansas provide something like the 
Homestead Exemption that is available 
in TX where older home owners who 
have been in their homes for years are 
given a fixed amount of property tax.  It 
would allow people to age in place and 
provide peace of mind for the  elderly 
and their families."  

- Survey Respondent
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HOME SALES 
How quickly homes sell in a market is a 
leading indicator of housing demand and 
supply. Figure 4.43 shows home sales data 
from 2017-2019. 

	• Leawood's market is unique in that 
home prices spiked in 2018 and dropped 
back down again in 2019. This could be a 
result of the inventory that was available. 
Nonetheless, the sale price is above that 
in many other cities in Johnson County. 

	• Average days on market have remained 
fairly consistent. However, the number of 
units sold dropped significantly in 2019.

DAYS ON MARKET

AVERAGE SALES PRICE

$549,048

$611,145 

 $576,719 

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

55

57

55

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

 393  sold504  sold 531 sold

FIGURE 4.43: Single Family Home Sales, Leawood

Source: Multiple Listings Service (2017-2019)
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HOUSING ATTAINABILITY AND SUPPLY 
ANALYSIS
By comparing the distribution of household 
incomes with housing costs, a picture of 
supply and demand emerges across all of 
Leawood’s housing market. Figure 4.44 
examines supply and demand through the 
lens of what is "affordable" to different 
income groups to answer the question: is 
there an adequate supply of housing options 
available for residents of different income 
groups?

Figure 4.44 illustrates five major 
components in pursuit of the above story:

1.	Income Ranges. The starting point of 
the analysis is the spectrum of incomes 
across all residents of Leawood. From 
these incomes, corresponding "affordable" 
housing prices are established for 
ownership and rental opportunities.

2.	Number of Households in Each Income 
Range. The number of households in 
each income range is the demand; 
these residents seek housing options in 
Leawood that are affordable to them.

3.	Affordability Ranges. An affordable 
ownership home is calculated at 2-3 times 
the household income depending on the 
income range. Lower income households 
tend to spend a higher percentage of 
their income on housing and higher 
income households tend to spend a lower 
percentage of their total income on 
housing.  An affordable rental would be 
about 20% of household income.

2. Number of Households in 
the Income Range

4. Number of Housing 
Options in the Affordability 
Range

1. Household Income Range

3. Affordable Range for Housing 
(Owner and Renter Options)

How to Use the Analysis

4.	Number of Housing Units in Each 
Affordability Range. The number of 
housing units in each affordability range 
is the supply of affordable options.

	› Composition of Housing Supply. This 
illustrates the share of the supply 
met by ownership and renter housing 
options. 

5.	The Balance of Supply and Demand. 

	› If the number of households exceeds 
the number of units available, those 
households must seek options in 
different affordability ranges.

	› If the number of units exceeds the 
number of households, it indicates that 
the units are occupied by households in 
different income ranges.

	› This analysis is meant to illustrate 
larger trends in how existing units 
are being occupied. It does not 
demonstrate exact market demand in 
certain price ranges.

A healthy, self-sustaining housing market 
will have a value to income ratio between 2 
and 3. Leawood has a value to income ratio of 
2.99, at the range where incomes and values 
start to show broad unaffordability. 

5. Gap or Surplus: The 
difference between 
supply and households

Value to Income Benchmark

2 3

2

3

VALUE TO INCOME RATIO: 2018

2.99
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FIGURE 4.44: Housing Attainability, Leawood (2018)

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

The analysis in Figure 4.44 is based on all the households today that 
are occupying a unit. No household is without a unit.

HOUSEHOLDS OWNER UNITS RENTER UNITS
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The greatest shortage is for households 
making below $100,000. This segment 
relies on the existing housing stock 
some which is being occupied by higher 
income households. 

	• The greatest shortage is for households making below $100,000. 
This segment is supplied by existing housing stock, some which 
is being occupied by higher income households. However, many 
of these homes are also captured by retirees with low incomes 
that may already have a high value home paid off. For example:

	› 31% of all owner-occupied households in Leawood are over the age of 65. 

	› The median household income for households over 65 is estimated around 
$99,000, meaning that 50% of those households make less than $99,000.

	› 58% of owner-occupied households over the age of 65 do not have a 
mortgage.

	› Over 2,300 households making less than $100,000 a year are living in 
owner-occupied units priced above $250,000, or 20% of all households in 
owner-occupied homes.  

	• There are many units attainable for households making more 
than $100,000. This is not a bad thing, but some of these units are 
occupied by lower income groups spending more than 30% of their 
incomes on housing. Others are retirees with paid of homes.

	• About 500 households making over $100,000 a year are living in 
owner-occupied units priced below $250,000. 

	• They do this for a variety of reasons, including housing cost and 
neighborhood preferences in addition to a lack of other options 
above this price range.
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MAP 4.37: Percent of Renter-Occupied Cost Burdened Households, Leawood

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

COST BURDENED RESIDENTS
Maps 4.37 and 4.38 illustrates the level of 
cost-burdened households. According to the 
U.S. Government, households spending more 
than 30% of their income on housing are 
considered cost-burdened.

	• Median contract rents are the second 
highest in the region at $1,574. This rate is 
up from $1,371 in 2010.

	• Approximately 49% of Leawood’s 
households living in renter housing spend 
more than 30% of their income on gross 
rent. One census block in the southern 
end of the community shows 100% cost-
burdened renters.

	• Rental unit prices are not expected to 
decline in Leawood, and there may be 
other reasons that incomes do not appear 
to align with rental ranges.

"Housing in Leawood is 
unaffordable for most 
people and we are land 
locked, so not much room 
to grow. Teachers, public 
service workers, etc can’t 
afford to live where they 
work."

- Survey Respondent
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MAP 4.38: Percent of Owner-Occupied Cost Burdened Households, Leawood

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

	• Median home values are the 4th highest in the county at $447,100, 
up 16% since 2010.

	• About 20% of households living in owner-occupied housing spend 
more than 30% of their income on housing. 



JOHNSON COUNTY COM
M

UNITY HOUSING STUDY

162

Leaw
ood

FIGURE 4.45: Housing Demand Model, Leawood

  2020 2025 2030 TOTAL

Population at End of Period 35,064 36,329 37,640

Household Population at End of Period 35,052 36,317 37,627

Average People Per Household 2.70 2.73 2.75

Household Demand at End of Period 12,982 13,327 13,683

Projected Vacancy Rate 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%

Unit Needs at End of Period 13,665 14,029 14,403

Replacement Need (total lost units) 60 60 120

Cumulative Need During Period 423 434 857

Average Annual Construction 85 87 86

Source: RDG Planning & Design

HOUSING DEMAND
The housing demand analysis builds on the 
population projections, housing trends, and 
community conversations to forecast the 
demand for additional housing. The model 
is built on the following assumptions with a 
0.85% growth rate:

	• The proportion of the household 
population (those living in households 
and not in skilled nursing or prisons) will 
remain stable through 2030. 

	• Average people per household slightly 
increases over the next decade as a 
higher proportion of single-family homes 
are brought online. Some growth may 
occur as Millennials move into their 
childbearing years, but Baby Boomer 
households will also continue to shrink. 

	• Unit demand at the end of the period 
is calculated by dividing household 
population by the number of people per 
household. This equals the number of 
occupied housing units. 

	• A manageable housing vacancy provides 
housing choices for residents moving to 
the community. As noted earlier, the city's 
current vacancy rate is stable and could 
increase slightly. The rate is held at 5% 
through 2030.

	• Unit needs at the end of each period are 
based on the actual household demand 
plus the number of projected vacant units. 

	• Replacement need is the number of 
housing units demolished or converted 
to other uses. The number of units lost 
annually is based on historic demolition 
rates which are typically rebuilds for a 
new structure.

	• Cumulative need shows the number of 
total units needed between the base year 
of 2020 and the year indicated at the end 
of the period.

Figure 4.45 shows an average annual 
construction need of 86 units. The average 
annual construction rate from 2012 to 2019 
was 70 units, with a high of 146 in 2013 and 
a low of 17 in 2019. Recent growth has been 
primarily single-family dwellings. Some of 
the forecast 86 units are rebuilds on existing 
lots and some potential redevelopment for 
multi-family units. 
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FIGURE 4.46: Housing Development Program, Leawood

2025 2030 2020-2030

Total Owner Occupied

At tainable: <$200,000 72

360

65

326

137

685
Moderate Market: $200-
250,000 29 26 56

Market: $250-350,000 68 62 130

High Market: Over $350,000 191 172 363

Total Renter Occupied 

At tainable: Less than $1,000 33

63

56

109

89

172Market: $1,000-1,500 16 27 42

High Market: $1,500+ 15 26 41

Total Need 423 434 857

Source: RDG Planning & Design

} } }
} } }

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Building on the housing demand model, the 
development program forecasts production 
targets for owner and renter-occupied units 
based on the following assumptions:

	• Owner-occupied units will be distributed 
roughly in proportion to the income 
distributions of the households for whom 
owner occupancy is an appropriate 
strategy. 

	• Most low-income residents will be 
accommodated in rental units. 

	• The county’s supply is currently 
dominated by owner units. Over the last 
several years, the vast majority of new 
units have been in owner configurations. 
Over the next ten years, production 
levels need to balance to provide the 
housing variety necessary for a growing 
population. Therefore, the model 
illustrated in Figure 4.46 targets a split 
of 85% owner- and 15% renter-occupied 
units through 2025, dropping to 75%-25% 
through 2030. 

	› Approximately 193 additional owner-
occupied units should be priced below 
$250,000. This demand will come through 
the city's existing housing stock being 
freed up through move-up housing, or 
products that do not fit the traditional 
detached single-family homes. 

	› About 89 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents below $1,000 per 
month. These units will have to be 
generated through subsidy programs 
like low-income housing tax credits.
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I looked to 
purchase a home

37%

Looked to rent
5%

Did not look
58%

Chart Title

COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
Survey
A total of 209 residents of Leawood took the 
community survey made available online 
and in paper form. From their responses the 
following themes emerged:

	• All housing types, except large lot 
residential housing, ranked high as 
product types likely to be successful 
in Leawood. Highest on the rankings 
were mid-size 3 bedroom houses and 
independent senior living housing.

	• Respondents felt the housing supply in 
Leawood only matched that of Johnson 
County for families with children, multi-
generational families, and empty-nesters. 
The remainder of household types were 
less provided for in Leawood.

	› The housing supply for people with 
physical and/or mental disabilities, 
students, and especially low wage 
workers and households needing access 
to transit, ranked low.

	• When asked about solutions they would 
support to reduce housing costs in 
Johnson County, duplex or townhome 
constructed ranked the highest, but only 
with 41% support. 

	• The majority of respondents did not look 
to move within the past three years. Of 
those that did, 37% were searching for an 
owner-occupied unit and 5% a rental.

	› For those looking for owner units, a 
shortage was perceived nearly equally 
for all cost brackets under $300,000.

FIGURE 4.48: Decision to Move in Past 3 Years

FIGURE 4.47: Housing Types LIkely to be Successful in the City
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FIGURE 4.50: Housing Solutions Support To Reduce Housing Costs in Johnson County

FIGURE 4.49: Housing Supply Currently Meets the Needs of the Following Household Types
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Housing supply meets the needs in Leawood Housing supply meets the needs in Johnson County
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Listening Sessions
Many people familiar with the housing 
market specific to Leawood participated 
in small group discussions. These included 
representatives from the City Council, 
Planning Commission, and real estate 
agents, among others. 

COMMON COMMENTS
Aside from common themes in Chapter 2 
that pertain to the entire county, several 
common comments are apparent to 
Leawood.

	• Leawood has limited land available for 
new development, which drives up costs 
and requirements for development. 

	• High end villas are a popular product 
recently and attract empty-nesters from 
around Johnson County but many older 
people currently living in Leawood cannot 
afford them.

	• Increasing property valuations for 25+ 
year old homes are a concern for many 
that want to age in place without moving 
to a new villa. 

	› Many referenced a need to change the 
senior property tax relief program 
rules that a home must be valued less 
than $350,000 in order to be eligible.
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PRAIRIE VILLAGE
Prairie Village is located in the northeast 
end of Johnson County and is landlocked. 
The community is fully developed with no 
available areas suitable for new development. 
Therefore, redevelopment possibilities 
are the only option for new housing 
accommodations in the future.

POPULATION CHANGE
Population change in Prairie Village has 
varied since 1960, primarily with a loss in 
population which began in 1970. Map 4.39 
illustrates the areas where population loss 
is the greatest and areas where growth is 
occurring since 2010.  

Growth Analysis
Despite population losses since the 1970s, 
new construction in single-family and two-
family units with the removal of structures 
supported a slight increase in population 
since 2010 for Prairie Village. 
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MAP 4.39: Population Growth Rate 2010-2018 by Block Group, Prairie Village

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

-2.50% and Under
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FIGURE 4.51: Population Growth Scenarios, Prairie Village

Ten-Year Population Forecast
Figure 4.51 shows population forecast scenarios through 2030. MARC 
projects an annual growth rate of 0.19%. Construction rates since 2010 
when accommodating for demolished units would indicate about a 
0.37% population growth rate. When excluding a sizable mixed-use 
redevelopment in 2016, the construction growth rate is about 0.08%. 
Therefore, the MARC growth rate is used for planning purposes, 
understanding that average growth is not steady and based mostly on 
redevelopment projects. 

22,624

23,045

22,343

22,556

22,172

22,261

21,000

21,500

22,000

22,500

23,000

23,500
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0.37%
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Source: U.S. Census; MARC; RDG Planning & Design
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HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Map 4.40 shows the ratio of renters across 
Prairie Village. 

	• Across the city, about 78% of housing 
units are owner-occupied. This is a 
decrease from about 81% in 2010. 

	• Vacancy rates citywide have slowly 
increased since 2000 from a low of about 
3% to a 2018 estimate at 6.8%. A healthy 
market vacancy rate is around 6%. 

	• Household size is around 2.25 people per 
household. 

	• Renter occupancy tends to cluster at 
the edges of the city, with the largest 
census block concentrations in the south 
and southeast section of Prairie Village. 
However, the recent redevelopment at 
the Market at Meadowbrook in southwest 
Prairie Village is not captured in the most 
recent data. 

MAP 4.40: Percent Renter Occupied Structures, Prairie Village

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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MAP 4.41: Residential New Construction Permits By Location (2010-2019), Prairie Village

Source: Johnson County GIS Department

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Like many cities, residential construction 
activity continues to increase, but for Prairie 
Village in the form of rebuilds. Map 4.41  
shows the location of permits between 2010 
and 2019:

	• About 42% of new units were single-
family dwellings. Single-family 
construction has increased slowly since 
2010 with a jump from 34 to 54 units 
between 2017 and 2018.

	• About 58% of new units were duplexes 
or multi-family units which include 
apartments, townhomes, and any 
structure with more than two units. Most 
of these units are higher end market rate 
units built since 2016.

	• Demolitions were relatively high with 
almost 50 demolitions occurring in 2019. 
The average rate between 2010 and 2019 
was 21 units demolished annually. Most 
of these demolitions were for rebuilding a 
larger home on the site.
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FIGURE 4.52: Residential Development Permits By Year

Source: City of Prairie Village
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AGE OF HOUSING
Map 4.42 shows the year built of residential 
dwellings. The age of housing provides 
preliminary insight into areas more 
susceptible to deterioration and additional 
homeowner costs. If these areas are also 
occupied by lower income households then 
monitoring of rehabilitation needs is even 
more important. 

	• Prairie Village has a surprisingly older 
housing stock. Between 1940 and 1960, 
61% of the housing stock was constructed 
with an additional 18% between 1960 and 
1969.

	• Only 4% of homes were constructed since 
1990. 

	• As a result, there are selected areas in 
Prairie Village in need of rehabilitation 
in the east-central areas. Instead, these 
homes are often bought for demolition. 
This trend needs to stop to maintain 
relatively attainable housing options in 
Prairie Village. 

MAP4.42: Age of Housing Stock, Prairie Village

Source: Johnson County GIS Department, Assessor Data
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MAP 4.43: Household Income of Top Earning Age Group, Prairie Village

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Map 4.43 provides an overview of Prairie 
Village's estimated household incomes:

	• Median household income is $88,365, the 
7th largest in the county. Median income 
rose by 11% since 2010. 

	• Geographically, higher incomes center 
around the core and southern portion of 
the city. The top earning age group varies, 
with younger and older workers earning 
high incomes. 

"Flippers are tearing 
down houses in Prairie 
Village and rebuilding 
more expensive houses, 
apartment rents are 
crazy high with monthly 
rents higher than a 
house payment, but 
not house payments in 
JoCo... I understand these 
amenities drive prices 
up, but I'm not sure how 
long I stay here with my 
income not rising as fast 
as housing costs." 

- Survey Respondent
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HOME SALES 
How quickly homes sell in a market is a 
leading indicator of housing demand and 
supply. Figure 4.53 shows home sales data 
from 2017-2019. In Prairie Village, similar to 
other areas in the county:

	• Average days on market have remained 
low while average sales price increases by 
more than inflation.

	• The number of units sold is increasing, 
unlike other communities seeing a lack of 
available housing stock on the market.

DAYS ON MARKET

AVERAGE SALES PRICE

$334,243

$346,559

 $370,227 

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

42

29

35
 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

 584 sold583  sold   547  sold

FIGURE 4.53: Single Family Home Sales, Prairie Village

Source: Multiple Listings Service (2017-2019)

"I would like to stay in 
Prairie Village and sell 
my larger 4bd / 4.5ba 
to a young family but 
it seems all the smaller 
ranch style houses are 
being snatched up by 
builders... I want to live 
in a community like 
Prairie Village or Lenexa 
City Center where I can 
easily walk to shops, 
restaurants, grocery and 
library."

- Survey Respondent
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HOUSING ATTAINABILITY AND SUPPLY 
ANALYSIS
By comparing the distribution of household 
incomes with housing costs, a picture of 
supply and demand emerges across all of 
Prairie Village’s housing market. Figure 
4.54 examines supply and demand through 
the lens of what is "affordable" to different 
income groups to answer the question: is 
there an adequate supply of housing options 
available for residents of different income 
groups?

Figure 4.54 illustrates five major 
components in pursuit of the above story:

1.	Income Ranges. The starting point of 
the analysis is the spectrum of incomes 
across all residents of Prairie Village. 
From these incomes, corresponding 
"affordable" housing prices are 
established for ownership and rental 
opportunities.

2.	Number of Households in Each Income 
Range. The number of households in 
each income range is the demand; these 
residents seek housing options in Prairie 
Village that are affordable to them.

3.	Affordability Ranges. An affordable 
ownership home is calculated at 2-3 times 
the household income depending on the 
income range. Lower income households 
tend to spend a higher percentage of 
their income on housing and higher 
income households tend to spend a lower 
percentage of their total income on 
housing.  An affordable rental would be 
about 20% of household income.

2. Number of Households in 
the Income Range

4. Number of Housing 
Options in the Affordability 
Range

1. Household Income Range

3. Affordable Range for Housing 
(Owner and Renter Options)

How to Use the Analysis

4.	Number of Housing Units in Each 
Affordability Range. The number of 
housing units in each affordability range 
is the supply of affordable options.

	› Composition of Housing Supply. This 
illustrates the share of the supply 
met by ownership and renter housing 
options. 

5.	The Balance of Supply and Demand. 

	› If the number of households exceeds 
the number of units available, those 
households must seek options in 
different affordability ranges.

	› If the number of units exceeds the 
number of households, it indicates that 
the units are occupied by households in 
different income ranges.

	› This analysis is meant to illustrate 
larger trends in how existing units 
are being occupied. It does not 
demonstrate exact market demand in 
certain price ranges.

A healthy, self-sustaining housing market 
will have a value to income ratio between 2 
and 3. Prairie Village's value to income ratio 
is 2.95, up from 2.60 in 2010.

5. Gap or Surplus: The 
difference between 
supply and households

Value to Income Benchmark

2 3

2

3

VALUE TO INCOME RATIO: 2018

2.95
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FIGURE 4.54: Housing Attainability,Prairie Village (2018)

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

The analysis in Figure 4.54 is based on all the households today that 
are occupying a unit. No household is without a unit.

HOUSEHOLDS OWNER UNITS RENTER UNITS
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	• Many of these households are older or retired and often occupy 
homes well above their incomes when owned outright. For 
example:

	› 35% of all owner-occupied households in Prairie Village are over the age 
of 65. 

	› The median household income for households over 65 is estimated around 
$57,000, meaning that 50% of those households make less than $57,000.

	› Additionally, 63% of owner-occupied households over the age of 65 do not 
have a mortgage.

	• Many households making more than $150,000 are living in 
units priced below $400,000. This is good for them to have more 
discretionary spending, but may be a reason for recent demo/
rebuild trends because these households want to stay living in 
the community with a home that better meets their desires.

	› About 1,000 households making over $100,000 a year are living in owner-
occupied units priced below $250,000. 

Many households making more than 
$150,000 are living in units priced below 
$400,000. This is good for them to have 
more discretionary spending, but may be a 
reason for recent demo/rebuild trends.

	• Fewer households than attainable options. These units are 
also filled by lower and higher income households. These units 
should be maintained as attainable options for many households 
in the future.  

	• Slightly more households than attainable options in this range. 
However, there are very few rental units. Renters in this income 
range compete with lower income ranges for rental options. 

	• There are fewer households than affordable options. Many units 
in this range see competition from upper income brackets.
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MAP 4.44: Percent of Renter-Occupied Cost Burdened Households, Prairie Village

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

COST BURDENED RESIDENTS
Maps 4.44 and 4.45 illustrates the level of 
cost-burdened households. According to the 
U.S. Government, households spending more 
than 30% of their income on housing are 
considered cost-burdened.

	• Median contract rents are the 5th highest 
in the region at $1,116. 

	• Approximately 38% of Prairie Village's 
households living in renter housing spend 
more than 30% of their income on gross 
rent.  

	• Low rental supply, and thus a competitive 
market, often results in higher rental 
prices along with the desirability and 
location of Prairie Village.
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MAP 4.45: Percent of Owner-Occupied Cost Burdened Households, Prairie Village

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

	• Median home values are about average in 
the county at $261,500 because of the older 
homes in the north and west portions of 
Prairie Village. However, home values are 
up 26% since 2010, the greatest increase of 
communities in Johnson County. 

	• Currently, only 19% of households living 
in owner-occupied housing spend more 
than 30% of their income on housing.

"Prairie Village is a land 
locked older suburban 
community that remains 
desirable.  Unfortunately, 
housing costs tend to 
be high for what you 
get and the recent wave 
of tearing down small 
homes and replacing 
them with much larger 
homes is adding to 
housing costs." 

- Survey Respondent
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FIGURE 4.55: Housing Demand Model, Prairie Village

  2020 2025 2030 TOTAL

Population at End of Period 22,142 22,379 22,619

Household Population at End of Period 21,974 22,209 22,447

Average People Per Household 2.25 2.25 2.25

Household Demand at End of Period 9,766 9,871 9,976

Projected Vacancy Rate 6.0% 6.0% 6.0%

Unit Needs at End of Period 10,390 10,501 10,613

Replacement Need (total lost units) 130 80 210

Cumulative Need During Period 241 192 434

Average Annual Construction 48 38 43

Source: RDG Planning & Design

HOUSING DEMAND
The housing demand analysis builds on the 
population projections, housing trends, and 
community conversations to forecast the 
demand for additional housing. The model 
is built on the following assumptions with a 
0.19% growth rate:

	• The proportion of the household 
population (those living in households 
and not in skilled nursing or prisons) will 
remain stable through 2030. 

	• Average people per household will hold 
constant over the next decade. Some 
growth may occur as Millennials move 
into their childbearing years, but Baby 
Boomer households will also continue to 
shrink. 

	• Unit demand at the end of the period 
is calculated by dividing household 
population by the number of people per 
household. This equals the number of 
occupied housing units. 

	• A manageable housing vacancy provides 
housing choice for residents moving 
to the community. The rate remains 
constant at a healthy rate. 

	• Unit needs at the end of each period are 
based on the actual household demand 
plus the number of projected vacant units. 

	• Replacement need is the number of 
housing units demolished or converted 
to other uses. Prairie Village is unique 
in that historical demolition rates are 
not from poor housing conditions but 
a desire by investors to build larger 
homes. This trend needs to be curbed 
to maintain attainable options and 
character of neighborhoods. The future 
implementation of design standards 
for rebuilds may decrease some of this 
activity. Thus, the number of units lost 
decreases over time.

	• Cumulative need shows the number of 
total units needed between the base year 
of 2020 and the year indicated at the end 
of the period.

Figure 4.55 shows an average annual 
construction need of 434 units, with 224 
units being net new units likely in the form 
of denser mixed-use redevelopment in 
commercial corridors.

The average gross annual construction rate 
from 2010 to 2019 was 66 units, with a high 
of 312 in 2016 and a low of 3 in 2012. The net 
annual construction rate was 36 units when 
subtracting units demolished.  
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FIGURE 4.56: Housing Development Program, Prairie Village

2025 2030 2020-2030

Total Owner Occupied

At tainable: <$200,000 52

157

42

125

94

282
Moderate Market: $200-
250,000 28 22 50

Market: $250-350,000 36 29 65

High Market: Over $350,000 41 32 73

Total Renter Occupied 

At tainable: Less than $1,000 37

84

30

67

67

152Market: $1,000-1,500 23 19 42

High Market: $1,500+ 24 19 42

Total Need 241 192 434

Source: RDG Planning & Design

} } }
} } }

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Building on the housing demand model, the 
development program forecasts production 
targets for owner and renter-occupied units 
based on the following assumptions:

	• Owner-occupied units will be distributed 
roughly in proportion to the income 
distributions of the households for whom 
owner occupancy is an appropriate 
strategy. 

	• Most low-income residents will be 
accommodated in rental units. 

	• The city's supply is currently dominated 
by owner units. Over the next ten years, 
net growth will be in the form of mixed-
use redevelopment with more rental 
units and perhaps some owner condos. 
Therefore, the model illustrated in Figure 
4.56 targets a split of 65% owner- and 35% 
renter-occupied units through 2030.

	› Approximately 144 owner-occupied 
units should be priced below $250,000. 
This demand will come through the 
city's existing housing stock being 
freed up through move-up housing or 
products that do not fit the traditional 
detached single-family homes. 

	› About 67 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents below $1,000 per 
month. These units will have to be 
generated through programs like low-
income housing tax credits or other 
subsidized means. 

"Johnson County 
(especially Prairie 
Village) is lacking in 
diversity.  I think more 
housing options & 
housing assistance could 
definitely help."

- Survey Respondent
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Chart Title

COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
Survey
A total of 365 residents of Prairie Village 
took the community survey made available 
online and in paper form. From their 
responses the following themes emerged:

	• Housing types perceived to be successful 
are those already present–mid-size, 3 
bedroom homes and small 2-3 bedroom 
homes. 67% of respondents also felt 
independent senior living would be 
successful.

	• Respondents felt the housing supply in 
Prairie Village did not meet the needs of 
all household types compared to Johnson 
County. 

	› The housing supply for multi-
generational families, seniors, single 
or coupled, people with physical and/or 
mental disabilities, students, low wage 
workers, and households needing access 
to transit all ranked low.

	• When asked about solutions they would 
support to reduce housing costs in 
Johnson County, the highest ranking 
suggestions were unlike that of other 
large tier communities. The top rank, 
still with only 45% support, was housing 
rehabilitation loans, followed closely by 
duplex and townhome construction.

	• The majority of respondents did not look 
to move within the past three years. Of 
those that did, 32% were looking for an 
owner-occupied unit and 6% a rental unit.

	› For those looking for owner units, a 
shortage was perceived for units under 
$200,000.

FIGURE 4.58: Decision to Move in Past 3 Years

FIGURE 4.57: Housing Types perceived  to be Successful in the City

I looked to 
purchase a 

home
32%

Looked to 
rent
6%

Did not look
62%
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FIGURE 4.60: Housing Solutions Support To Reduce Housing Costs in Johnson County

FIGURE 4.59: Housing Supply Currently Meets the Needs of the Following Household Types
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Housing supply meets the needs in Prairie Village Housing supply meets the needs in Johnson County
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Listening Sessions
Many people familiar with the housing 
market specific to Prairie Village 
participated in small group discussions. 
These included representatives from the 
City Council, Planning Commission, and real 
estate agents among others. 

COMMON COMMENTS
Aside from common themes in Chapter 2 
that pertain to the entire county, several 
common themes are apparent to Prairie 
Village.

	• The trend of redeveloping existing ranch 
homes to larger homes are perhaps most 
prevalent in Prairie Village. This is a 
challenge for character and maintaining 
an attainable housing stock. 

	• Demand and interest in Prairie Village is 
trending toward walkable developments 
with services. 

	• There is a perception that all of Prairie 
Village is high end homes and luxury. 
However, there are older areas in need 
of rehabilitation and maintenance, if not 
bought by developers first. 

	• Like Leawood, rising property valuations 
are pricing out older population on fixed 
incomes. 

	• People that live in Prairie Village prefer 
rehabilitation over demolition of homes. 
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GARDNER
Of the large tier communities in Johnson 
County, Gardner has the most potential for 
rapid new growth given the large areas of 
undeveloped land within and adjacent to 
the city. The location on I-35 and strong 
past growth indicate the community will 
continue to grow into 2030.

POPULATION CHANGE
Gardner experienced high growth rates 
between 1990 and 2010, tripling the 
population between 1990 and 2000 and 
doubling it between 2000 and 2010. Since 
2010, this growth has continued at a slower 
rate. Between 2010 and 2018, the annual 
growth rate was about 1.40%. Map 4.46 
illustrates growth during this period by 
census block group. The only areas that 
experienced major population loss are two 
block groups, on the eastern boundary and 
the west highlighted in red.  

Growth Analysis
While Gardner has experienced rapid growth 
since 1990, declining annual growth rates 
in the recent decade is expected as a city 
gets larger. As a city that is near growing 
employment centers and along a major 
transportation route, growth in Gardner 
should remain strong and consistent in the 
future. 

MAP 4.46: Population Growth Rate 2010-2018 by Block Group, Gardner

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

-2.50% and Under
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FIGURE 4.61: Population Growth Scenarios, Gardner

Ten-Year Population Forecast
Figure 4.61 shows population forecast scenarios through 2030. The 
rates of 1.10% and 2.90% are pulled from MARC and local housing 
study completed in 2018. Because the local housing study was 
completed recently, this study adjusts the rate slightly and uses a 
2.65% growth rate to accommodate for any lasting impacts of the 
recession.
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MAP 4.47: Percent Renter Occupied Structures, Gardner

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Map 4.47 shows the ratio of renters across 
Gardner. 

	• Across the city about 66% of housing units 
are owner-occupied. This is a decrease 
from about 72% in 2010. 

	• Vacancy rates dropped to about 7% from a 
high of 9% in 2010. The current rate is at a 
relatively healthy level providing options 
for movement in the market.

	• Household size is around 2.97 people per 
household, which is higher than most 
cities in Johnson County. 

	• Renter occupancy tends to cluster around 
Center Street and Main Street with a 
primarily renter-occupied census block at 
Moonlight Road and Highway 56.
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MAP 4.48: Residential New Construction Permits By Location (2010-2019), Gardner

Source: Johnson County GIS Department

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Like many cities, residential construction 
activity continues to increase since the Great 
Recession. Map 4.48 shows the location of 
permits pulled between 2010 and 2019:

	• About 59% of new units since 2010 
were single-family dwellings and 
manufactured homes. In the last few 
years, single-family construction is 
between 85 and 100 units annually.

	• Gardner has significant duplex 
construction compared to other cities at 
about 17% of all units since 2010. These 
can be owner and renter units. 

	• About 25% of new units were multi-
family units which include apartments, 
townhomes, and any structure with more 
than two units. Most of these units are 
higher end market rate units. 

	• Demolitions were relatively non-existent. 
Outside of 2017 when 13 units were 
demolished, most years saw below three 
units lost.
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FIGURE 4.62: Residential Development Permits By Year

Source: City of 
Gardner
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AGE OF HOUSING
Map 4.49 shows the year built of residential 
dwellings. The age of housing provides 
preliminary insight into areas more 
susceptible to deterioration and additional 
homeowner costs. If these areas are also 
occupied by lower income households then 
monitoring of rehabilitation needs is even 
more important. 

	• Gardner has a reasonably modern housing 
stock. About 42% were built between 2000 
and 2009. 

	• Only 22% of homes were built before 1980. 
The homes built before 1950 are located 
at Center and Main Streets. These are 
the homes typically in the most need 
of repairs and at risk of falling into 
dilapidation. 
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MAP 4.49: Age of Housing Stock, Gardner

Source: Johnson County GIS Department, Assessor Data
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MAP 4.50: Household Income of Top Earning Age Group, Gardner

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Map 4.50 provides an overview of Gardner's 
estimated household incomes:

	• Median household income in Gardner 
is $75,985, which is on the lower end of 
incomes in the county but rising quickly, 
up 19% since 2010.

	• Gardner has some of the youngest top 
earning neighborhoods in Johnson 
County, with residents under 25 years of 
age earning some of the highest incomes 
in Gardner. 

"I would love a light 
rail or other convenient 
public transportation 
from Gardner/Edgerton 
into Lawrence or KCMO 
and I think that would 
also encourage more 
people to view our 
communities as desirable 
places to live..”

- Survey Respondent
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HOME SALES 
How quickly homes sell in a market is a 
leading indicator of housing demand and 
supply. Figure 4.63 shows home sales data 
from 2017-2019. In Gardner, similar to other 
areas in the county:

	• Homes sales price is rising by more 
than inflation, reflecting the rise in 
construction costs for new homes. 

	• The average days a home is on the market 
is at one of the lowest levels in the county. 

DAYS ON MARKET

AVERAGE SALES PRICE

 $210,845 

$232,844 

 $ 245,525 

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

20

54

15

 2017  

 2018  

 2019 

 475 sold496  sold   506 sold

FIGURE 4.63: Single Family Home Sales, Gardner

Source: Multiple Listings Service (2017-2019)
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HOUSING ATTAINABILITY AND SUPPLY 
ANALYSIS
By comparing the distribution of household 
incomes with housing costs, a picture of 
supply and demand emerges across all of 
Gardner’s housing market. Figure 4.64 
examines supply and demand through the 
lens of what is "affordable" to different 
income groups to answer the question: is 
there an adequate supply of housing options 
available for residents of different income 
groups?

Figure 4.64 illustrates five major 
components in pursuit of the above story:

1.	Income Ranges. The starting point of 
the analysis is the spectrum of incomes 
across all residents of Gardner. From 
these incomes, corresponding "affordable" 
housing prices are established for 
ownership and rental opportunities.

2.	Number of Households in Each Income 
Range. The number of households in 
each income range is the demand; these 
residents seek housing options in Gardner 
that are affordable to them.

3.	Affordability Ranges. An affordable 
ownership home is calculated at 2-3 times 
the household income depending on the 
income range. Lower income households 
tend to spend a higher percentage of 
their income on housing and higher 
income households tend to spend a lower 
percentage of their total income on 
housing.  An affordable rental would be 
about 20% of household income.

2. Number of Households in 
the Income Range

4. Number of Housing 
Options in the Affordability 
Range

1. Household Income Range

3. Affordable Range for Housing 
(Owner and Renter Options)

How to Use the Analysis

4.	Number of Housing Units in Each 
Affordability Range. The number of 
housing units in each affordability range 
is the supply of affordable options.

	› Composition of Housing Supply. This 
illustrates the share of the supply 
met by ownership and renter housing 
options. 

5.	The Balance of Supply and Demand. 

	› If the number of households exceeds 
the number of units available, those 
households must seek options in 
different affordability ranges.

	› If the number of units exceeds the 
number of households, it indicates that 
the units are occupied by households in 
different income ranges.

	› This analysis is meant to illustrate 
larger trends in how existing units 
are being occupied. It does not 
demonstrate exact market demand in 
certain price ranges.

A healthy, self-sustaining housing market 
will have a value to income ratio between 2 
and 3. Gardner has a value to income ratio 
of 2.35 which is a decrease from 2.51 in 2010. 
The decrease is indicative of higher income 
households moving to the city. 

5. Gap or Surplus: The 
difference between 
supply and households

Value to Income Benchmark

2 3

2

3

VALUE TO INCOME RATIO: 2018

2.35
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FIGURE 4.64: Housing Attainability, Gardner (2018)

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

The analysis in Figure 4.64 is based on all the households today that 
are occupying a unit. No household is without a unit.

HOUSEHOLDS OWNER UNITS RENTER UNITS
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	• Household’s making less than $25,000 includes seniors on 
fixed incomes who report low earnings but may have their 
homes paid off. However, this is not a significant percentage in 
Gardner as only about 9% of owner-occupied households are 
over the age of 65.

	• The greatest shortage is for households making over $75,000. 
This illustrates the relatively lower cost of housing built in 
Gardner in the early 2000s and rising incomes in the city. 
Continued high levels of residential construction will continue 
to fill these gaps. Many households making over $75,000 are 
living in units priced below what they can actually afford. This 
is good for them to have more discretionary spending. 

	› About 1,300 households making over $100,000 a year are living in owner-
occupied units priced below $250,000. 

	› They do this for a variety of reasons, including housing cost and 
neighborhood preferences in addition to a lack of other options above this 
price range.

Many households making over $75,000 are 
living in units priced below what they can 
actually afford. Building trends show a 
continued increase in units at and above the 
$200,000 price range. 

	• Gardner has a supply of ownership options priced between 
$125,000 and $200,000. Without options at other price points 
these units are also filled by households making over $75,000 
per year.
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MAP 4.51: Percent of Renter-Occupied Cost Burdened Households, Gardner

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

COST BURDENED RESIDENTS
Maps 4.51 and 4.52 illustrates the level of 
cost-burdened households. According to the 
U.S. Government, households spending more 
than 30% of their income on housing are 
considered cost-burdened.

	• Median contract rents are fairly 
attainable compared to other cities in the 
county at $835. However, this rate is up 
from $688 in 2010.

	• As a result, approximately 43% of 
Gardner's households living in renter 
housing spend more than 30% of their 
income on rent. These are likely hourly 
workers working in the community or at 
the inter-modal facilities. 

	• Lower rental supply, and thus a 
competitive market, can result in higher 
rental prices. Gardner has experienced 
substantial growth in the number of 
duplex units constructed in recent 
years which should help create market 
pressures on older units to adjust rates 
down. 

I hear a lot of people say 
the rent is too high for 
Gardner

- Survey Respondent
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MAP 4.52: Percent of Owner-Occupied Cost Burdened Households, Gardner

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

	• Median home values are lower than 
average for Johnson County at $178,700. 
However, the median value is up 11.8% 
since 2010, an average increase compared 
to other cities. 

	• As a result, only 17% of households living 
in owner-occupied housing spend more 
than 30% of their income on housing. 
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FIGURE 4.65: Housing Demand Model, Gardner

  2020 2025 2030 TOTAL

Population at End of Period 22,498 25,641 29,223

Household Population at End of Period 22,498 25,641 29,223

Average People Per Household 2.90 2.90 2.90

Household Demand at End of Period 7,758 8,842 10,077

Projected Vacancy Rate 7.0% 7.0% 7.0%

Unit Needs at End of Period 8,342 9,507 10,835

Replacement Need (total lost units) 20 20 40

Cumulative Need During Period 1,185 1,348 2,534

Average Annual Construction 237 270 253

Source: RDG Planning & Design

HOUSING DEMAND
The housing demand analysis builds on the 
population projections, housing trends, and 
community conversations to forecast the 
demand for additional housing. The model 
is built on the following assumptions with a 
2.65% annual growth rate:

	• The proportion of the household 
population (those living in households 
and not in skilled nursing or prisons) will 
remain stable through 2030. 

	• Average people per household is expected 
to remain constant over the next decade. 
Gardner attracts family households, and 
this will continue into the future. 

	• Unit demand at the end of the period 
is calculated by dividing household 
population by the number of people per 
household. This equals the number of 
occupied housing units. 

	• A manageable housing vacancy provides 
housing choices for residents moving to 
the community. Gardner will have a stable 
vacancy rate. 

	• Unit needs at the end of each period are 
based on the actual household demand 
plus the number of projected vacant units. 

	• Replacement need is the number of 
housing units demolished or converted 
to other uses. Homes in poor condition 
or obsolete should be gradually replaced 
in a city’s housing supply. The number of 
units lost annually is based on historic 
demolition rates. 

	• Cumulative need shows the number of 
total units needed between the base year 
of 2020 and the year indicated at the end 
of the period.

Figure 4.65 shows an average annual 
construction need of 253 units. The average 
annual construction rate from 2010 to 2019 
was 140 units, with a high of 264 in 2019 
and a low of 51 in 2012. Recent housing unit 
construction trends will continue with some 
years having more and others having fewer 
units than the average. 
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FIGURE 4.66: Housing Development Program, Gardner

2025 2030 2020-2030

Total Owner Occupied

At tainable: <$200,000 312

711

355

809

666

1,520
Moderate Market: $200-
250,000 173 197 371

Market: $250-350,000 159 181 340

High Market: Over $350,000 67 76 143

Total Renter Occupied 

At tainable: Less than $1,000 190

474

216

539

406

1,013Market: $1,000-1,500 136 154 290

High Market: $1,500+ 149 169 317

Total Need 1,185 1,348 2,534

Source: RDG Planning & Design

} } }
} } }

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Building on the housing demand model, the 
development program forecasts production 
targets for owner and renter-occupied units 
based on the following assumptions:

	• Owner-occupied units will be distributed 
roughly in proportion to the income 
distributions of the households for whom 
owner occupancy is an appropriate 
strategy. 

	• Most low-income residents will be 
accommodated in rental units. 

	• Over the last several years, the large 
majority of new units have been in owner 
configurations or very low density owner/
renter options (duplex units). Over the 
next ten years, production levels need to 
balance to provide the housing variety 
necessary for a growing population. 
Therefore, the model illustrated in Figure 
4.66 targets a split of 60%-40% through 
2030. 

	› Approximately 1,037 additional owner-
occupied units should be priced below 
$250,000. This demand will come 
through the city's existing housing 
stock being freed up through move-
up housing, or products that do not fit 
the traditional detached single-family 
homes. 

	› Nearly 406 rental units will need to 
be produced with rents below $1,000 
per month. These units will have to be 
generated partially through programs 
like low-income housing tax credits.

"More ranch houses. In 
Gardner there are too 
many in splits with many 
stairs. If you buy to get 
old there you don't want 
to have so much ladder 
and levels of home"

- Survey Respondent
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Housing Types Likely to be Successful in Gardner 

COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
Survey
A total of 116 residents of Gardner took the 
community survey made available online 
and in paper form. From their responses the 
following themes emerged:

	• Housing types perceived to be successful 
are those already present–mid-size, 3 
bedroom homes and small 2-3 bedroom 
homes. Additionally, 73% of respondents 
also felt independent senior living would 
be successful.

	• Respondents felt the housing supply in 
Gardner did not meet the needs of single 
professionals, but Johnson County did a 
better job meeting this need.

	› The housing supply for multi-
generational families, seniors, single 
or coupled, people with physical and/or 
mental disabilities, students, low wage 
workers, and households needing access 
to transit all ranked low.

	• When asked about solutions they would 
support to reduce housing costs in 
Johnson County, the highest ranking 
suggestions were downpayment 
assistance to owners and mortgage 
assistance.

	• Over half of respondents looked to move 
within the past three years, 41% to an 
owner-occupied unit and 17% to a rental.

	› For those looking for owner units, a 
shortage was perceived for units under 
$200,000.

	› For rental units, no evident shortage 
emerged.

FIGURE 4.68: Decision to Move in Past 3 Years

FIGURE 4.67: Housing Types Perceived to be Successful in the City

I looked to 
purchase a home

41%

Looked to rent
17%

Did not look
42%

Decision to Move in Past 3 Years
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Housing Solution Support to Reduce Housing Costs in Johnson County
FIGURE 4.70: Housing Solutions Support To Reduce Housing Costs in Johnson County

FIGURE 4.69: Housing Supply Currently Meets the Needs of the Following Household Types

0%
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Single professionals Young couples
without children

Families with
children

Multi-generational
families - children,

parents, and
grandparents living

together

"Empty-nesters" -
children have

grown up and left
home

Seniors, singles or
couples

People with
physical and/or

mental disabilities

Students Workers making
below $16.00 an

hour

Households
needing to be near

transit services

Housing Supply Currently Meets Needs of the Following Household Types

Housing supply meets the needs in Gardner Housing supply meets the needs in Johnson County

Listening Sessions
Many people familiar with the housing 
market specific to Gardner participated in 
small group discussions. These included 
representatives from the City Council, 
Planning Commission, staff, and real estate 
agents, among others. 

COMMON COMMENTS
Aside from common themes in Chapter 2 
that pertain to the entire county, several 
common themes are apparent to Gardner.

	• Gardner is a popular location right now 
for families wanting 3+ bedrooms. New 
homes are still relatively attainable for 
median income households. 

	• However, rental options are limited 
for hourly workers. No transit options 
further limits the ability for these 
workers to live in Gardner. 

	• Households with one income may still 
have difficulty finding attainable housing, 
especially if they have kids. 

	• Many see an opportunity for more senior 
options as Gardner continues to rapidly 
grow and long-time resident grow older 
with more needs. 





CHAPTER FIVE
MID-TIER COMMUNITIES

Medium tier cities in Johnson County are evolving cities through land growth and 
redevelopment. While these cities currently have similar populations, some have 

opportunities to grow faster than others. The follow data illustrated different social and 
built characteristics to shape housing programs. 
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MERRIAM
Merriam is a medium-sized, landlocked 
city in northern Johnson County. Interstate 
35 bisects the city, which creates a sense of 
division between the two sides. However, 
this also gives the city good access to 
the metro, a benefit for people living in 
Merriam. Recently, Merriam has seen more 
redevelopment and infill interest, perhaps 
accelerated by the popular IKEA at the 
intersection of I-35 and W 63rd Street. 

POPULATION CHANGE & FORECAST
The population in Merriam is stable since 
2000 because of its land limitations. Some 
growth occurred since 2010 through 
redevelopment. Growth in the future will be 
generally limited to areas that can add more 
density. For example, re-purposing the mall 
site from underused commercial pads to 
mixed-use development. Figure 5.1 shows the 
historical population change. 

Merriam’s objective is to add housing 
and commercial options to enhance the 
community as a desirable place to live. 
To that end, an optimistic and slightly 
aggressive growth rate is around 0.52% 
per year, used in the 2020 Comprehensive 
Plan Update. The rate anticipates increased 
redevelopment and dense projects in the 
next ten years which would result in about 
600 new residents.

FIGURE 5.1: Historic Population Change, Merriam

Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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Downtown Merriam needs mixed 
use residential. It is such a missed 
opportunity. The location is probably 
the best in Johnson county. If we were 
to build high density mixed use housing 
in our downtown. People would flock to 
the area 

- Survey Respondent
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FIGURE 5.2: Housing Occupancy, Merriam

2000 2018 5YR CHANGE 2000-2018

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

Owner-Occupied 2,925 59.7% 2,911 57.1% -14
Renter-Occupied 1,975 40.3% 2,189 42.9% 214
Total Vacant 324 317 -7
Vacancy rate 6.2% 5.9%

Total Units 5,224 5,417 193
Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Figure 5.2 shows occupancy characteristics 
in Merriam.

	• The number of renters increased slightly 
since 2000 by about 3%.

	• Vacancy rates are quite stable citywide, 
between about 5 and 6% from 2000-2018. 
A healthy market vacancy rate is around 
6%. 

	• Household size is around 2.2 people per 
household which is on the lower end of 
other cities in Johnson County. This could 
indicate Merriam as a good market for 
those starting their careers and older 
households. 

	› There is also a higher percentage of 
rental occupancy in Merriam compared 
to other cities. Renters are typically 
smaller households. 
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CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Opportunities for new construction in 
Merriam are difficult to create. The past 
ten years shows a steady construction 
of dwellings, but also a steady rate of 
demolitions. Map 5.1 shows the location of 
permits. Between 2009 and 2019:

	• About 85% of new units were single-
family dwellings. The annual permits 
were generally under ten per year. 

	• About 15% of new units were multi-
family units which include apartments, 
townhomes, and any structure with more 
than two units. All of these units were 
constructed in 2019. 

	• A few demolitions occurred each 
year. Demolitions at this rate are not 
concerning for a city with an older 
housing stock like Merriam. However, 
ideally these lots should not remain 
vacant after demolition. 

	• The map does not contain 2020 permit 
data, but an important project to note 
is the Switzer Senior Villas. The project 
added 45 senior living units to the market 
in 2020, located at Switzer Road and 71st 
Street. It includes both market rate and 
affordable units, using the Federal Low 
Income Housing Tax Credit program. 

MAP 5.1: Residential New Construction Permits By Location (2010-2019), Merriam

Source: Johnson County GIS Department

Switzer Senior Villas 
(2020)
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AGE OF HOUSING
Map 5.2 shows the year built of residential 
dwellings. The age of housing provides 
preliminary insight into areas more 
susceptible to deterioration and additional 
homeowner costs. Some of these areas have 
up to 20% cost-burdened owners. For these 
households, monitoring rehabilitation needs 
is even more important.

	• Merriam has an established housing stock 
with nearly a third built before 1950. The 
age is reflective of the smaller footprint 
and condition of many homes in Merriam.

	• Only about 22% of homes came onto the 
market after 1980.

	• The map does not show the Switzer Senior 
Villas at the corner of Switzer Road and 
71st Street completed in 2020.

MAP 5.2: Year Built, Merriam

Source: Johnson County GIS Department, Assessor Data

"Downtown Merriam 
... Affordable housing 
could help inject support 
for local businesses and 
encourage more to come 
to Merriam."

- Survey Respondent
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HOME SALES 
How quickly homes sell in a market is a 
leading indicator of housing demand and 
supply. Figure 5.3 shows home sales data 
from 2017-2019. In Merriam, similar to other 
areas in the county:

	• The average sales price of homes is 
increasing by more than inflation. The 
number sold each year is stable. People 
see homes in Merriam as more attainable. 
While sales prices are rising, they are 
still at an attainable range for many 
households. 

	• As a result, the average number of 
days a home remains on the market is 
decreasing to some of the lowest levels 
in the county. A home put on the market 
does not last long, often being sold in 
under a day. 

AVERAGE SALES PRICE

21
DAYS ON MARKET

$190,726

$200,927

$217,208

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

41

23 2017  

 2018  
 2019  

149 sold167  sold   137 sold

FIGURE 5.3: Single Family Home Sales, Merriam

Source: Multiple Listings Service (2017-2019)

"In Merriam we don’t 
have much lower priced, 
single story, aging in 
place housing. This is 
what we will look for 
next and not sure we can 
stay in Merriam due to 
inadequate housing of 
this type." 

- Survey Respondent
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HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND COST BURDEN
Figure 5.4 shows the median household 
income is around $59,600, the lowest tier 
in the county. However, since 2010 median 
incomes grew at a rate close to the highest 
tier of the cities in Johnson County.

According to the U.S. Government, 
households spending more than 30% of 
their income on housing are considered 
cost-burdened. Additionally, a healthy, self-
sustaining housing market will have a value 
to income ratio between 2 and 3. Merriam 
has a value to income ratio of 2.68, indicating 
a homeownership market that is not overly 
burdensome for many residents. Only about 
9% of homeowners pay more than 30% of 
their income for homeownership.

However, renters appear to be more 
disproportionately affected by affordability. 
About 43% of renters pay more than 30% of 
their income on gross rent. The percentage 
has risen substantially since 2000 while 
the level of burden on home ownership 
decreased.   

	• Merriam has a lower median contract 
rent compared to other cities. However, 
rents could still be inflated for residents 
based on the quality of the units, which 
the high percentage of cost-burdened 
renters may indicate. 

	• Low rental supply, and thus a competitive 
market, often results in higher rental 
prices. Adding units to the market should 
create market pressures on older units 
to adjust rates down. This may happen 
when current redevelopment projects are 
completed. 

FIGURE 5.4: Median Household Income Comparison

2018 MEDIAN 
INCOME RANGE CIT Y

2010-2018 MEDIAN 
INCOME PERCENT 

CHANGE RANGE
CIT Y

<$60,000
•	 De Soto
•	 Edgerton
•	 Merriam

<10%

•	 De Soto
•	 Edgerton
•	 Fairway
•	 Lake Quivira
•	 Mission Woods
•	 Spring Hills

$60,000 - 
$80,000

•	 Gardner
•	 Mission
•	 Roeland Park
•	 Spring Hills

10% - 15%

•	 Leawood
•	 Lenexa
•	 Mission Hills
•	 Olathe
•	 Prairie Village
•	 Westwood

$80,000 - 
$100,000

•	 Lenexa
•	 Olathe
•	 Overland Park
•	 Prairie Village
•	 Shawnee
•	 Westwood
•	 Johnson County

15% - 20%

•	 Johnson County
•	 Gardner
•	 Merriam
•	 Overland Park
•	 Shawnee

>$100,000

•	 Fairway
•	 Lake Quivira
•	 Leawood
•	 Mission Hills
•	 Mission Woods
•	 Westwood Hills

>20%
•	 Mission
•	 Roeland Park
•	 Westwood Hills

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

2 3

2

3

VALUE TO INCOME RATIO: 2018

2.68
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HOUSING ATTAINABILITY AND SUPPLY 
ANALYSIS
By comparing the distribution of household 
incomes with housing costs, a picture of 
supply and demand emerges across all 
of Merriam’s housing market. Figure 5.5 
examines supply and demand through the 
lens of what is "affordable" to different 
income groups to answer the question: is 
there an adequate supply of housing options 
available for residents of different income 
groups?

Figure 5.5 illustrates five major components 
in pursuit of the above story:

1.	Income Ranges. The starting point of 
the analysis is the spectrum of incomes 
across all residents of Merriam. From 
these incomes, corresponding "affordable" 
housing prices are established for 
ownership and rental opportunities.

2.	Number of Households in Each Income 
Range. The number of households in 
each income range is the demand; 
these residents seek housing options in 
Merriam that are affordable to them.

2. Number of Households in 
the Income Range

4. Number of Housing 
Options in the Affordability 
Range

1. Household Income Range

3. Affordable Range for Housing 
(Owner and Renter Options)

How to Use the Analysis

3.	Affordability Ranges. An affordable 
ownership home is calculated at 2-3 times 
the household income depending on the 
income range. Lower income households 
tend to spend a higher percentage of 
their income on housing and higher 
income households tend to spend a lower 
percentage of their total income on 
housing.  An affordable rental would be 
about 20% of household income.

4.	Number of Housing Units in Each 
Affordability Range. The number of 
housing units in each affordability range 
is the supply of affordable options.

	› Composition of Housing Supply. This 
illustrates the share of the supply 
met by ownership and renter housing 
options. 

5. Gap or Surplus: The 
difference between 
supply and households

5.	The Balance of Supply and Demand. 

	› If the number of households exceeds 
the number of units available, those 
households must seek options in 
different affordability ranges.

	› If the number of units exceeds the 
number of households, it indicates that 
the units are occupied by households in 
different income ranges.

	› This analysis is meant to illustrate 
larger trends in how existing units 
are being occupied. It does not 
demonstrate exact market demand in 
certain price ranges.
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FIGURE 5.5: Housing Attainability,Merriam (2018)

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

The analysis in Figure 5.5 is based on all the households today that are 
occupying a unit. No household is without a unit.
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	• There are more households than attainable options. These 
households must resort to more expensive housing options. 
However, some of these households often occupy homes above 
their incomes that are owned outright. 

	• There are limited options that could be attainable for households 
in higher income ranges making more than $75,000. Most 
housing for these income ranges will be owner-occupied 
housing. 

	› The gaps indicate new homes priced above $200,000 and rentals above 
$1,500 a month are viable, attainable options in Merriam. 

	› Over 750 households making over $100,000 a year are living in owner-
occupied units priced below $250,000. 

	› They do this for a variety of reasons, including housing cost and 
neighborhood preferences in addition to a lack of other options above this 
price range.

	• There are many units that would be attainable for household’s 
making between $25,000 and $75,000. This price point reflects 
the older housing stock in Merriam. These units should be 
maintained as attainable options for many households in the 
future. However, many of the units in this range see competition 
from both lower income and upper income brackets.

Many of the units priced for incomes 
between $25,000 and $75,000 see 
competition from both lower income 
and upper income brackets.
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FIGURE 5.6: Housing Demand Model, Merriam

  2020 2025 2030 TOTAL

Population at End of Period 11,359 11,656 11,959

Household Population at End of Period 11,200 11,492 11,792

Average People Per Household 2.21 2.21 2.21

Household Demand at End of Period 5,068 5,200 5,336

Projected Vacancy Rate 6.0% 6.0% 6.0%

Unit Needs at End of Period 5,392 5,532 5,676

Replacement Need (total lost units) 10 10 20

Cumulative Need During Period 151 154 305

Average Annual Construction 30 31 30
Source: RDG Planning & Design

HOUSING DEMAND
The housing demand analysis builds on the 
population projections, housing trends, and 
community conversations to forecast the 
demand for additional housing. The model 
is built on the following assumptions with a 
0.52% annual growth rate:

	• The proportion of the household 
population (those living in households 
and not in skilled nursing or prisons) will 
remain stable through 2030. 

	• Average people per household is expected 
to remain constant over the next decade. 
Some growth may occur as Millennials 
move into their childbearing years, 
but Baby Boomer households will also 
continue to shrink. 

	• Unit demand at the end of the period 
is calculated by dividing household 
population by the number of people per 
household. This equals the number of 
occupied housing units. 

	• A manageable housing vacancy provides 
housing choices for residents moving to 
the community. As noted earlier, the rate 
in Merriam is stable at around 6%.

	• Unit needs at the end of each period are 
based on the actual household demand 
and projected vacant units. 

	• Replacement need is the number of 
housing units demolished or converted 
to other uses. Homes in poor condition 
or obsolete should be gradually replaced 
in a city’s housing supply. The number of 
units lost annually is based on historic 
demolition rates. 

	• Cumulative need shows the number of 
total units needed between the base year 
of 2020 and the year indicated at the end 
of the period.

	• Figure 5.6 shows an average annual 
construction need of 30 units. The average 
annual construction rate from 2009 to 
2019 was 7 units, with a high of 12 in 2013 
and 2019 and a low of 0 in 2009. 

	› This may seem like an out of reach 
construction need. However, one major 
redevelopment project could satisfy 
the need over many years. The average 
annual construction does not mean 
these units must be split evenly. 

	» For example, the Switzer Senior 
Villas added 45 units in 2020 
alone. The project contains income 
restricted units for those 55 and 
over, a needed product across 
Johnson County. 

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Building on the housing demand model, the 
development program forecasts production 
targets for owner and renter-occupied units 
based on the following assumptions:

	• Owner-occupied units will be distributed 
roughly in proportion to the income 
distributions of the households for whom 
owner occupancy is appropriate. 

	• Most low-income residents will be 
accommodated in rental units. 

	• Over the next ten years, production 
levels need to balance to provide the 
housing variety necessary for a growing 
population. Therefore, the model 
illustrated in Figure 5.7 targets a split 
of 55% owner- and 55% renter-occupied 
units. Owner units also include condos 
sold for individual ownership.
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FIGURE 5.7: Housing Development Program, Merriam

2025 2030 2020-2030

Total Owner Occupied

At tainable: <$200,000 44

83

45

85

89

168
Moderate Market: $200-
250,000 18 19 37

Market: $250-350,000 12 13 25

High Market: Over $350,000 8 8 17

Total Renter Occupied 

At tainable: Less than $1,000 35

68

36

69

71

137Market: $1,000-1,500 17 17 33

High Market: $1,500+ 16 17 33

Total Need 151 154 305

Source: RDG Planning & Design

} } }
} } }

	• Approximately 126 additional owner-
occupied units should be priced below 
$250,000. This demand will come through 
the city's existing housing stock being 
freed up through move-up housing, or 
products that do not fit the traditional 
detached single-family homes. 

	• About 71 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents below $1,000 per 
month. These units will have to be 
generated through existing rentals being 
freed up with new market rate rental 
construction. 

COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
A total of 111 residents completed the 
community survey. Key takeaways from the 
survey are:

	• The majority of respondents felt there 
was a lack of housing available for 
multi-generational families, people 
with a physical and/or mental disability, 
students, workers making less than $16 
an hour, and households that need close 
transit access in Merriam.

	• Most respondents were not looking to 
change housing in the next three years. 
Those that are looking primarily were 
looking to up-size to a larger owner-
occupied house or move to a different 
community for quality of life reasons.

	• There was not an overwhelming amount 
of support for any of the programs 
proposed to lower housing costs. The two 
that received the most support were down 
payment assistance to owners (38%) and 
housing rehabilitation loans (35%).

Listening Sessions
Many people familiar with the housing 
market specific to Merriam participated 
in small group discussions. These included 
representatives from the City Council, 
Planning Commission, staff, and real estate 
agents, among others. 

COMMON COMMENTS
Aside from common themes in Chapter 2 
that pertain to the entire county, several 
common themes are apparent to Merriam.

	• Merriam has a larger lot size diversity, 
which offers opportunities for things like 
accessory dwelling units. 

	• A transition is happening where a lot of 
homeowners are aging and the population 
is turning over. Most of the current 
population is either elderly or just putting 
down roots as young families.

	› These older households are starting to 
feel isolated because they don’t have 
access to public transportation.

	• Several people expressed knowledge of 
existing grant programs in Merriam for 
rehabilitation and repair, knowledge not 
as widely know or available in other cities.

	• Mixed-use development in Merriam is an 
opportunity, especially in the downtown 
and Town Center area.
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MISSION
Mission is a medium size, landlocked city 
in northern Johnson County. Interstate 
35 forms the northern city limits while 
Highway 69 the western and Highway 169 
the southern boundary. This gives the city 
good access to the metro, a benefit for 
people living in Mission. A large commercial 
and jobs center exists at the center of the 
community.

POPULATION CHANGE
Population fluctuated since 1960 with 
decades of alternating growth and decline. 
Most recently, Mission has maintained a 
fairly stable population with slight growth 
since 2010, as shown in Figure 5.8. Recent 
growth has not come from additional 
housing units but is likely a combination of 
in-migration of younger age groups with 
families.

Mission's population is predicted to grow 
by just over 1% according to MARC and a 
higher ambitious rate according to a local 
plan. Given recent growth and construction 
trends, a more conservative 0.75% growth 
rate is used, leading to an increase of 885 
new residents by 2030. While this rate may 
seem low compared to the other projections, 
this will require a substantial increase in 
construction rates to accommodate the 
population. Much will be accommodated in 
the short-term through the Gateway and 
Locale mixed-use development projects 
which will add more than 350 higher end 
rental units to the market. 

FIGURE 5.8: Historic Population Change, Mission

Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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Prices might be too high 
for young professionals 
first time home owners. 
I would like more 
incentives for younger 
adults to move into 
Mission. 

- Survey Respondent
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HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Figure 5.9 shows occupancy characteristics 
in Mission.

	• The number of renters, already a large 
share of the housing market, increased 
slightly since 2000 by almost 4%.

	• Vacancy rates are quite stable citywide, 
reflecting a healthy market vacancy rate 
around 6%. 

	• Household size is around 1.86 people 
per household which is on the lower 
end of other cities in Johnson County, 
indicative of the high percentage of rental 
occupancy. This could indicate Mission 
as a good market for those starting their 
careers and older households. 

FIGURE 5.9: Housing Occupancy, Mission

2000 2018 5YR CHANGE 2000-2018

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

Owner-Occupied 2,446 48.9% 2,134 46.1% -312
Renter-Occupied 2,554 51.1% 2,491 53.9% -63
Total Vacant 477 286 -191
Vacancy rate 8.7% 5.8%

Total Units 5,477 4,911 -566
Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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MAP 5.3: Residential New Construction Permits By Location (2010-2019), Mission

Source: Johnson County GIS Department

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Opportunities for new construction in 
Mission are challenging to create. The 
past ten years show a low construction of 
dwellings and demolitions. Map 5.3 shows 
the location of permits. Between 2009 and 
2019:

	• Single-family dwellings accounted for 
all construction activity since 2010 at an 
average of only 1.4 annually.

	• A total of 12 demolitions occurred since 
2010. Only a few of these were demolition-
rebuilds; many were left as vacant lots.

"I would love to stay in 
Mission.  We have four 
kids and finding housing 
large enough or on a lot 
big enough to expand is 
very limiting."

- Survey Respondent
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MAP 5.4: Year Built, Mission

Source: Johnson County GIS Department

AGE OF HOUSING
Map 5.4 shows the year built of residential 
dwellings. The age of housing provides 
preliminary insight into areas more 
susceptible to deterioration and additional 
homeowner costs. If these areas are also 
occupied by lower income households then 
monitoring of rehabilitation needs is even 
more important.

	• Mission has a well-balanced housing 
stock, with no one decade comprising the 
major of units. 

	• While many units were built prior to 1980, 
about 26% were built since then, but not 
many since 2000. 
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AVERAGE SALES PRICE

20
DAYS ON MARKET

$203,868

 $223,332

 $249,010

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

23
20

 2017  
 2018   2019  

166 sold177  sold   172sold

FIGURE 5.10: Single Family Home Sales, Mission

Source: Multiple Listings Service (2017-2019)

HOME SALES 
How quickly homes sell in a market is a 
leading indicator of housing demand and 
supply. Figure 5.10 shows home sales data 
from 2017-2019. In Mission, similar to other 
areas in the county:

	• The average sales price is increasing by 
about $20,000 each year, which is higher 
than inflation. 

	• The number of days on market is 
dropping from an already low number. 
This reflects the competitive market 
buyers are currently seeing with homes 
selling extremely fast. 

"Mission is one of the 
few places that offers 
housing for lower income 
Johnson Countians. The 
County needs to increase 
housing opportunities for 
lower income people. Ex. 
teachers should be able 
to afford to live in the 
school districts that they 
teach in." 

- Survey Respondent
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HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND COST BURDEN
Figure 5.11 shows median household income 
is 4th lowest in Johnson County at $60,875. 
However, since 2010 median incomes grew 
about 26%, in the highest tier among other 
cities in the county.

According to the U.S. Government, 
households spending more than 30% of 
their income on housing are considered 
cost-burdened. Additionally, a healthy, self-
sustaining housing market will have a value 
to income ratio between 2 and 3. 

	• Mission has a value to income ratio of 
2.78, indicating a homeownership market 
that is not overly burdensome for many 
residents. This rate has dropped from 3.10 
in 2010 indicating improvement in the 
ownership market. 

	› Despite improvements, 23% of 
homeowners pay more than 30% of 
their income for homeownership

	› Rents are increasing at a similar rate to 
incomes. 

	• Renters appear to be disproportionately 
affected by affordability. About 37% 
of renters pay more than 30% of their 
income on gross rent. Median contract 
rent levels ($812) remain on the lower end 
of cities in Johnson County.   

FIGURE 5.11: Median Household Income Comparison

2018 MEDIAN 
INCOME RANGE CIT Y

2010-2018 MEDIAN 
INCOME PERCENT 

CHANGE RANGE
CIT Y

<$60,000
•	 De Soto
•	 Edgerton
•	 Merriam

<10%

•	 De Soto
•	 Edgerton
•	 Fairway
•	 Lake Quivira
•	 Mission Woods
•	 Spring Hills

$60,000 - 
$80,000

•	 Mission
•	 Gardner
•	 Roeland Park
•	 Spring Hills

10% - 15%

•	 Leawood
•	 Lenexa
•	 Mission Hills
•	 Olathe
•	 Prairie Village
•	 Westwood

$80,000 - 
$100,000

•	 Lenexa
•	 Olathe
•	 Overland Park
•	 Prairie Village
•	 Shawnee
•	 Westwood
•	 Johnson County

15% - 20%

•	 Johnson County
•	 Gardner
•	 Merriam
•	 Overland Park
•	 Shawnee

>$100,000

•	 Fairway
•	 Lake Quivira
•	 Leawood
•	 Mission Hills
•	 Mission Woods
•	 Westwood Hills

>20%
•	 Mission
•	 Roeland Park
•	 Westwood Hills

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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VALUE TO INCOME RATIO: 2018

2.78
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HOUSING ATTAINABILITY AND SUPPLY 
ANALYSIS
By comparing the distribution of household 
incomes with housing costs, a picture of 
supply and demand emerges across all 
of Mission’s housing market. Figure 5.12 
examines supply and demand through the 
lens of what is "affordable" to different 
income groups to answer the question: is 
there an adequate supply of housing options 
available for residents of different income 
groups?

Figure 5.12 illustrates five major components 
in pursuit of the above story:

1.	Income Ranges. The starting point of 
the analysis is the spectrum of incomes 
across all residents of Mission. From 
these incomes, corresponding "affordable" 
housing prices are established for 
ownership and rental opportunities.

2.	Number of Households in Each Income 
Range. The number of households in 
each income range is the demand; these 
residents seek housing options in Mission 
that are affordable to them.

2. Number of Households in 
the Income Range

4. Number of Housing 
Options in the Affordability 
Range

1. Household Income Range

3. Affordable Range for Housing 
(Owner and Renter Options)

How to Use the Analysis

3.	Affordability Ranges. An affordable 
ownership home is calculated at 2-3 times 
the household income depending on the 
income range. Lower income households 
tend to spend a higher percentage of 
their income on housing and higher 
income households tend to spend a lower 
percentage of their total income on 
housing.  An affordable rental would be 
about 20% of household income.

4.	Number of Housing Units in Each 
Affordability Range. The number of 
housing units in each affordability range 
is the supply of affordable options.

	› Composition of Housing Supply. This 
illustrates the share of the supply 
met by ownership and renter housing 
options. 

5. Gap or Surplus: The 
difference between 
supply and households

5.	The Balance of Supply and Demand. 

	› If the number of households exceeds 
the number of units available, those 
households must seek options in 
different affordability ranges.

	› If the number of units exceeds the 
number of households, it indicates that 
the units are occupied by households in 
different income ranges.

	› This analysis is meant to illustrate 
larger trends in how existing units 
are being occupied. It does not 
demonstrate exact market demand in 
certain price ranges.



217

JO
HN

SO
N 

CO
UN

TY
 C

OM
M

UN
IT

Y 
HO

US
IN

G 
ST

UD
Y

M
is

si
on

FIGURE 5.12: Housing Attainability,Mission (2018)

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

The analysis in Figure 5.12 is based on all the households today that 
are occupying a unit. No household is without a unit.

HOUSEHOLDS OWNER UNITS RENTER UNITS

HO
US

EH
OL

DS
 AN

D A
TT

AIN
AB

ILI
TY

 RA
NG

ES

	• Many of these households often occupy homes above their 
incomes when owned outright, such as retirees. For example:

	› 33% of all owner-occupied households in Shawnee are over the age of 65. 

	› The median household income for households over 65 is estimated at 
about $49,000, meaning that 50% of those households make less than 
$49,000.

	› Additionally, 64% of owner-occupied households over the age of 65 do not 
have a mortgage.

	• There are limited units that would be attainable for households 
in higher income ranges making more than $75,000. Most 
housing for these income ranges will be in the form of owner-
occupied housing. 

	› The gap indicates that new homes priced above $200,000 and rentals 
above $1,500 a month could be viable options in Mission. Adding these 
units could free up more attainable units for lower-income residents to 
fill. 

	• There are many units that would be attainable for households 
making between $50,000 and $75,000. This price point reflects 
the older housing stock in Mission. These units should be 
maintained as attainable options for many households in the 
future. However, many of the units in this range see competition 
from both lower income and upper income brackets.

Mission has many units that would be 
attainable for households making between 
$50,000 and $75,000. However, many units 
in this range see competition from both 
lower and upper income brackets.

	• There are limited rental options above $1,000. Lower and higher 
income groups who must rent are all generally competing for 
the same price point.
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COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
A total of 158 residents completed the 
community survey. Key takeaways from the 
survey are:

	• The majority of respondents felt there 
was a lack of housing available for 
workers making less than $16 an hour in 
both Mission and Johnson County as a 
whole.

	• Most respondents were not looking to 
change housing in the next three years, 
but those that were primarily were 
looking to up-size to a larger owner-
occupied house.

	• Of the housing solutions proposed, 48% 
of respondents would support down 
payment assistance to owners and 39% 
supported mortgage assistance.

Listening Sessions
Many people familiar with the housing 
market specific to Mission participated in 
small group discussions. These included 
representatives from the City Council, 
Planning Commission, staff, and real estate 
agents, among others. 

COMMON COMMENTS
Aside from common themes in Chapter 2 
that pertain to the entire county, several 
common themes are specific to Mission.

	• Mission does have some of the most 
diverse attainable housing options in 
Johnson County. 

	• There is a desire to create more 
density around existing commercial 
developments, supported by leaders and 
the community.  

	• 	The portion of the city under a form-
based code does create some confusion for 
developers with a need to educate more 
on its requirements.

	• There are more maintenance issues in 
Mission than in other cities, but people 
understand Mission provides some 
options for lower income households. 

HOUSING DEMAND
The housing demand analysis builds on the 
population projections, housing trends, and 
community conversations to forecast the 
demand for additional housing. The model 
is built on the following assumptions with a 
0.50% growth rate:

	• The proportion of the household 
population (those living in households 
and not in skilled nursing or prisons) will 
remain stable through 2030. 

	• Average people per household is expected 
to remain low over the next decade with 
some new apartment redevelopment 
projects and family turnover. Some 
growth may occur as Millennials move 
into their childbearing years, but Baby 
Boomer households will also continue to 
shrink. 

	• Unit demand at the end of the period 
is calculated by dividing household 
population by the number of people per 
household. This equals the number of 
occupied housing units. 

	• A manageable housing vacancy provides 
housing choices for residents moving to 
the community. Mission's is stable and 
is maintained in the future. As noted 
earlier, the county's rate is slightly high 
but likely reflects the point in time that it 
was gathered. 

	• Unit needs at the end of each period are 
based on the actual household demand 
and projected vacant units. 

	• Replacement need is the number of 
housing units demolished or converted 
to other uses. Homes in poor condition or 
obsolete should be gradually replaced in a 
city’s housing supply. The number of units 
lost annually is based on recent trends 
that reflect and older housing stock but 
still not at extreme levels. 

	• Cumulative need shows the number of 
total units needed between the base year 
of 2020 and the year indicated at the end 
of the period.
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FIGURE 5.13: Housing Demand Model, Mission

  2020 2025 2030 TOTAL

Population at End of Period 9,579 9,944 10,322

Household Population at End of Period 9,579 9,944 10,322

Average People Per Household 1.86 1.86 1.86

Household Demand at End of Period 5,150 5,346 5,550

Projected Vacancy Rate 6.0% 6.0% 6.0%

Unit Needs at End of Period 5,479 5,687 5,904

Replacement Need (total lost units) 10 10 20

Cumulative Need During Period 219 226 445

Average Annual Construction 44 45 45

Source: RDG Planning & Design

FIGURE 5.14: Housing Development Program, Mission

2025 2030 2020-2030

Total Owner Occupied

At tainable: <$200,000 63

109

65

113

127

223
Moderate Market: $200-
250,000 20 21 41

Market: $250-350,000 18 19 36

High Market: Over $350,000 8 9 17

Total Renter Occupied 

At tainable: Less than $1,000 58

109

59

113

117

223Market: $1,000-1,500 29 30 59

High Market: $1,500+ 23 23 46

Total Need 219 226 445

Source: RDG Planning & Design

} } }
} } }

	• Figure 5.13 shows an average annual construction 
need of 45 units. The average annual construction 
rate from 2010 to 2019 was 1.4 units, with a high of 3 
in 2019.

	› Mission's development model will not evolve at 
consistently 45 units per year. Rather, units will 
be added in "chunks" as redevelopment projects 
are completed, a couple in the first five years in 
particular. 

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Building on the demand model, the development 
program forecasts production targets for owner and 
renter-occupied units with the following assumptions:

	• Owner-occupied units will be distributed roughly 
in proportion to the income distributions of the 
households for whom owner occupancy is an 
appropriate strategy. 

	• Most low-income residents will be accommodated in 
rental units. 

	• Over the next ten years, production levels need to 
balance to provide the housing variety necessary 
for a growing population. Therefore, the model 
illustrated in Figure 5.14 targets a split of 50% owner- 
and 50% renter-occupied units. Owner units also 
include condo units that have individual ownership. 

	• Approximately 168 additional owner-occupied units 
should be priced below $250,000. This demand will 
come through the city's existing housing stock being 
freed up through move-up housing as higher priced 
options come online. 

	• Nearly 117 rental units produced with rents below 
$1,000 per month. Similarly, these units will free up 
from the existing stock as luxury units are produced, 
studios priced in this range, or generated through 
programs like low-income housing tax credits.
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ROELAND PARK
Roeland Park is a medium size, landlocked 
city just south of I-35 in Johnson County. A 
large commercial district is located along 
Highway 69 including big-box retailers like 
Walmart and Lowes. The housing stock is 
primarily older single-family dwellings. 
Several blocks on the eastern city limits are 
home to primary educational facilities.

POPULATION CHANGE
Population in Roeland Park has been 
relatively stable since 2000 because of its 
land limitations. Figure 5.15 shows the 
historical population change trending down 
since the population peak of 9,760 residents 
in 1970.

Roeland Park’s objective is to maintain its 
population and enhance the community as a 
desirable place to live while accommodating 
existing older populations. To that end, a 
slight growth rate forecasted by MARC is 
around 0.06% per year. The rate anticipates 
some transition from older households 
to families and selected mixed-use 
opportunities that would add density in the 
next ten years. This rate would result in 
about 49 new residents.

FIGURE 5.15: Historic Population Change, Roeland Park

Source: U.S Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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FIGURE 5.16: Housing Occupancy, Roeland Park

2000 2018 5YR CHANGE 2000-
2018

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

Owner-Occupied 2,370 77.3% 2,290 74.4% -80
Renter-Occupied 695 22.7% 790 25.6% 95
Total Vacant 217 222 5
Vacancy rate 6.6% 6.7%

Total Units 3,282 3,302 20
Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Figure 5.16 shows occupancy characteristics 
in Roeland Park.

	• The number of renters increased slightly 
since 2000 by about 3%.

	• Vacancy rates are quite stable citywide 
at 6% from 2000-2018. A healthy market 
vacancy rate is around 6%. 

	• Household size is around 2.2 people per 
household, which is on the lower end 
of other cities in Johnson County. This 
could indicate there are not many family 
households in Roeland Park. 
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CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Roeland Park has seen no net new housing 
unit construction since 2010. While 
there were 15 new single-family homes 
constructed, a total of 15 demolitions 
also occurred. Most construction activity 
occurred between 2016 and 2017. Only one 
unit was built between 2018 and 2019.

MAP 5.5: Residential New Construction Permits By Location (2010-2019), Roeland Park

Source: Johnson County GIS Department

"Most Roeland Park homes 
lack universal design 
features for persons of 
all ages & abilities; most 
housing is old stock that 
is not in step with energy-
saving features. Current 
building codes do not 
reflect a comprehensive 
plan to encourage 
or require universal 
design and energy-
saving features in new 
construction or remodels"

- Survey Respondent
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MAP 5.6: Year Built, Roeland Park

Source: Johnson County GIS Department

AGE OF HOUSING
Map 5.6 shows the year built of residential 
dwellings. The age of housing provides 
preliminary insight into areas more 
susceptible to deterioration and additional 
homeowner costs. If these areas are 
also occupied by lower income or elderly 
households then monitoring of rehabilitation 
needs is even more important.

	• Roeland Park has an established housing 
stock with about 86% built before 1970.

	• Conversely, less than 5% of homes came 
on the market since 2000.

"There is almost no 
dilapidated housing in 
Roeland Park"

- Survey Respondent
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HOME SALES 
How quickly homes sell in a market is a 
leading indicator of housing demand and 
supply. Figure 5.17 shows home sales data 
from 2017-2019. In Roeland Park, similar to 
other areas in the county:

	• Sales prices are increasing each year by 
more than inflation. 

	• The housing market in 2018 saw an 
increase in the number of units sold 
and days on market. However, this rate 
returned to 2017 levels the following year 
to one of the lowest levels in the county.

FIGURE 5.17: Single Family Home Sales, Roeland Park

AVERAGE SALES PRICE

14
DAYS ON MARKET

$207,603

$216,727

$230,582

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

14

42

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

166 sold190  sold 179 sold

Source: Multiple Listings Service (2017-2019)

"I would love to rent 
another unit in Roeland 
Park, but can't afford 
to do so on my own. I 
would consider buying 
in Roeland Park, but 
there is nothing available 
under $200k, which is out 
of my price range at the 
moment. I've seriously 
considered buying 
or renting multiple 
properties in KCK for 
that reason."

- Survey Respondent
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FIGURE 5.18: Median Household Income Comparison

2018 MEDIAN 
INCOME RANGE CIT Y

2010-2018 MEDIAN 
INCOME PERCENT 

CHANGE RANGE
CIT Y

<$60,000
•	 De Soto
•	 Edgerton
•	 Merriam

<10%

•	 De Soto
•	 Edgerton
•	 Fairway
•	 Lake Quivira
•	 Mission Woods
•	 Spring Hills

$60,000 - 
$80,000

•	 Mission
•	 Gardner
•	 Roeland Park
•	 Spring Hills

10% - 15%

•	 Leawood
•	 Lenexa
•	 Mission Hills
•	 Olathe
•	 Prairie Village
•	 Westwood

$80,000 - 
$100,000

•	 Lenexa
•	 Olathe
•	 Overland Park
•	 Prairie Village
•	 Shawnee
•	 Westwood
•	 Johnson County

15% - 20%

•	 Johnson County
•	 Gardner
•	 Merriam
•	 Overland Park
•	 Shawnee

>$100,000

•	 Fairway
•	 Lake Quivira
•	 Leawood
•	 Mission Hills
•	 Mission Woods
•	 Westwood Hills

>20%
•	 Mission
•	 Roeland Park
•	 Westwood Hills

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND COST BURDEN
Figure 5.18 shows that median household 
income is around $70,514, just below average 
in the county. However, since 2010 median 
incomes grew by about 22%, four times that 
of the increase in home values, but less than 
the rise in median rent.

According to the U.S. Government, 
households spending more than 30% of 
their income on housing are considered 
cost-burdened. Additionally, a healthy, self-
sustaining housing market will have a value 
to income ratio between 2 and 3. Roeland 
Park has a value to income ratio of 2.33 
indicating a homeownership market that is 
not overly burdensome for many residents. 

	• Only about 17% of homeowners pay 
more than 30% of their income for 
homeownership.

Renters appear to be more 
disproportionately affected by affordability. 
About 36% of renters pay more than 30% of 
their income on gross rent. The percentage 
has substantially rose since 2000 while 
the level of burden on home ownership 
decreased.   

	• Roeland Park does not have an overly 
high median contract rent compared to 
other cities. However, rents could still be 
inflated if the units are low quality. 

	• Low rental supply, and thus a competitive 
market, often results in higher rental 
prices. Adding units to the market could 
create market pressures on older units to 
adjust rates down. 

2 3

2

3

VALUE TO INCOME RATIO: 2018

2.33
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HOUSING ATTAINABILITY AND SUPPLY 
ANALYSIS
By comparing the distribution of household 
incomes with housing costs, a picture of 
supply and demand emerges across all of 
Roeland Park’s housing market. Figure 
5.19 examines supply and demand through 
the lens of what is "affordable" to different 
income groups to answer the question: is 
there an adequate supply of housing options 
available for residents of different income 
groups?

Figure 5.19 illustrates five major components 
in pursuit of the above story:

1.	Income Ranges. The starting point of 
the analysis is the spectrum of incomes 
across all residents of Roeland Park. From 
these incomes, corresponding "affordable" 
housing prices are established for 
ownership and rental opportunities.

2.	Number of Households in Each Income 
Range. The number of households in 
each income range is the demand; these 
residents seek housing options in Roeland 
Park that are affordable to them.

2. Number of Households in 
the Income Range

4. Number of Housing 
Options in the Affordability 
Range

1. Household Income Range

3. Affordable Range for Housing 
(Owner and Renter Options)

How to Use the Analysis

3.	Affordability Ranges. An affordable 
ownership home is calculated at 2-3 times 
the household income depending on the 
income range. Lower income households 
tend to spend a higher percentage of 
their income on housing and higher 
income households tend to spend a lower 
percentage of their total income on 
housing.  An affordable rental would be 
about 20% of household income.

4.	Number of Housing Units in Each 
Affordability Range. The number of 
housing units in each affordability range 
is the supply of affordable options.

	› Composition of Housing Supply. This 
illustrates the share of the supply 
met by ownership and renter housing 
options. 

5. Gap or Surplus: The 
difference between 
supply and households

5.	The Balance of Supply and Demand. 

	› If the number of households exceeds 
the number of units available, those 
households must seek options in 
different affordability ranges.

	› If the number of units exceeds the 
number of households, it indicates that 
the units are occupied by households in 
different income ranges.

	› This analysis is meant to illustrate 
larger trends in how existing units 
are being occupied. It does not 
demonstrate exact market demand in 
certain price ranges.
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FIGURE 5.19: Housing Attainability,Roeland Park (2018)

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

The analysis in Figure 5.19 is based on all the households today that 
are occupying a unit. No household is without a unit.
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	• Many making under $25,000 are retired households on 
fixed incomes who have their homes paid off. Therefore, the 
affordability gap is not as severe as indicated. For example:

	› 24% of all owner-occupied households in Shawnee are over the age of 65. 

	› The median household income for households over 65 is estimated at 
about $50,000, meaning that 50% of those households make less than 
$50,000.

	› Additionally, 63% of owner-occupied households over the age of 65 do not 
have a mortgage.

	• There are limited options that could be attainable for households  
in higher income ranges making more than $75,000. Most 
housing for these income ranges will be in the form of owner-
occupied housing. 

	› This indicates that many homeowners could afford a home at a higher 
cost but reside in a lower price point home.

	› About 550 households making over $100,000 a year are living in owner-
occupied units priced below $250,000. 

	› They do this for a variety of reasons, including housing cost and 
neighborhood preferences in addition to a lack of other options above this 
price range.

	• There are many units that would be attainable for households 
making between $25,000 and $75,000. This price point reflects 
some of the older housing stock in Roeland Park. These units 
should be maintained as attainable options for many households 
in the future. However, many of the units in this range see 
competition from both lower income and upper income brackets.

There are many units that would be 
attainable for households making between 
$25,000 and $75,000. These units should be 
maintained as attainable options for many 
households in the future.
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COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
A total of 112 residents completed the 
community survey. Key themes from the 
survey results were:

	• The majority of respondents felt there 
was a lack of housing available for people 
with physical and/or mental disability, 
workers making less than $16 an hour, 
and households needing proximity to 
transit services in both Roeland Park and 
Johnson County as a whole.

	• Most respondents were not looking to 
change housing in the next years, but 
those that were primarily were looking 
to move to a new community for quality 
of life reasons, move to a unit that allows 
aging in place, or to up-size to a larger 
owner-occupied house.

	• None of the programs proposed to reduce 
housing costs received majority support. 
However, 38% of respondents supported 
housing rehabilitation loans.

Listening Sessions
Many people familiar with the housing 
market specific to Roeland Park participated 
in small group discussions. These included 
representatives from the City Council, 
Planning Commission, staff, and real estate 
agents, among others. 

COMMON COMMENTS
Aside from common themes in Chapter 2 
that pertain to the entire county, several 
common themes are apparent to Roeland 
Park.

	• Roeland Park is now starting to see the 
demolition and rebuild of attainable 
housing, like in Prairie Village. 

	• There may be more seniors moving out of 
the community to find better options. As 
a result, many ideas for universal design 
and aging in place are city priorities. 

	• There are opportunities to update 
codes to support any type of multi-
family housing to better align with the 
comprehensive plan. People are open to 
new ideas to solve design issues. 

Many express support for assistance to older 
residents to maintain their homes. 

HOUSING DEMAND
The housing demand analysis builds on the 
population projections, housing trends, and 
community conversations to forecast the 
demand for additional housing. The model 
is built on the following assumptions with a 
0.03% growth rate:

	• The proportion of the household 
population (those living in households 
and not in skilled nursing or prisons) will 
remain stable through 2030. 

	• Average people per household is expected 
to slightly increase over the next decade. 
Some growth may occur as Millennials 
move into their childbearing years, 
but Baby Boomer households will also 
continue to shrink. 

	• Unit demand at the end of the period 
is calculated by dividing household 
population by the number of people per 
household. This equals the number of 
occupied housing units. 

	• A manageable housing vacancy provides 
housing choices for residents moving 
to the community. Roeland Park's rate 
remains stable.

	• Unit needs at the end of each period are 
based on the actual household demand 
plus the number of projected vacant units. 

	• Replacement need is the number of 
housing units demolished or converted 
to other uses. Homes in poor condition 
or obsolete should be gradually replaced 
in a city’s housing supply. The number of 
units lost annually is based on historic 
demolition rates. 

	• Cumulative need shows the number of 
total units needed between the base year 
of 2020 and the year indicated at the end 
of the period.
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FIGURE 5.20: Housing Demand Model, Roeland Park

  2020 2025 2030 TOTAL

Population at End of Period 6,804 6,825 6,845

Household Population at End of Period 6,804 6,825 6,845

Average People Per Household 2.20 2.21 2.21

Household Demand at End of Period 3,093 3,095 3,097

Projected Vacancy Rate 6.5% 6.5% 6.5%

Unit Needs at End of Period 3,308 3,310 3,313

Replacement Need (total lost units) 5 5 10

Cumulative Need During Period 7-8 7-8 14-18

Average Annual Construction 1-2 1-2 1-2

Source: RDG Planning & Design

FIGURE 5.21: Housing Development Program, Roeland Park

2025 2030 2020-2030

Total Owner Occupied

At tainable: <$200,000 2

5

2

5

4

10
Moderate Market: $200-
250,000 1 1 2

Market: $250-350,000 1 1 3

High Market: Over $350,000 1 1 1

Total Renter Occupied 

At tainable: Less than $1,000 1-2
2-4

1-2
2-4

2-4
4-8

Market: $1,000+ 1-2 1-2 2-4

Total Need 7-9 7-9 14-18

Source: RDG Planning & Design

} } }
}

Figure 5.20 shows an average annual 
construction need of around 1-2 units, equal 
to the average annual construction rate 
from 2009 to 2019. The rate hinges on some 
population growth coming from existing 
single person household turnover to larger 
households. 

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Building on the housing demand model, the 
development program forecasts production 
targets for owner and renter-occupied units 
based on the following assumptions:

	• Owner-occupied units will be distributed 
roughly in proportion to the income 
distributions of the households for whom 
owner occupancy is an appropriate 
strategy. 

	• Most low-income residents will be 
accommodated in rental units. 

	• Over the next ten years, production levels 
illustrated in Figure 5.21 targets a split 
of 70% owner- and 30% renter-occupied 
units. This is similar to past trends.

	• Approximately six additional owner-
occupied units should be priced below 
$250,000. This demand will come through 
the city's existing housing stock being 
freed up through move-up housing, or 
products that do not fit the traditional 
detached single-family homes. } }
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SPRING HILL
Spring Hill is a fast growing community 
in southwest Johnson County. Highway 169 
bisects the city giving residents good access 
to the metro. Given its available vacant land, 
Spring Hill is one of the cities in Johnson 
County continuing to grow at a rapid rate.

POPULATION CHANGE
Figure 5.22 shows the historical population 
change since 1960. Spring Hill has been 
growing at a steady rate, with a large 
increase between 2000 and 2010 reflecting a 
7% annual growth rate. Since 2010, the city 
has been growing at an annual rate of 5.4% 
and is likely to continue.

It is expected that Spring Hill will continue 
to grow at a rapid rate given the consistent 
housing construction experienced over the 
past ten years. MARC predicted a 1.97% 
growth rate, while a local plan estimated 
a 3.29% rate. The past ten years also saw 
a residential construction rate equivalent 
to a 3.05% annual growth rate. This study 
suggests a 3.05% is achievable in the next 
five years followed by a lower growth rate 
as the population grows through 2030, 
resulting in a growth of 2,896 new residents 
by 2030.

FIGURE 5.22: Historic Population Change, Spring Hill

Source: U.S. Census; Census Population Estimates Program
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HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Figure 5.23 shows occupancy characteristics 
in Spring Hill.

	• About 80% of housing units in Spring 
Hill are owner-occupied. The number of 
owner-occupied units increased slightly 
since 2000 by about 4%.

	• Vacancy rates are quite low citywide, 
dropping from about 7 to just under 
4% from 2000-2018. A healthy market 
vacancy rate is around 6%. 

	• Household size is around 3.01 people per 
household which is on the higher end 
of other cities in Johnson County. This 
translates into showing that Spring Hill 
is a desirable community for younger 
families. 

FIGURE 5.23: Housing Occupancy, Spring Hill

2000 2018 5YR CHANGE 2000-
2018

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

Owner-Occupied 1,473 76.8% 1,682 80.7% 209
Renter-Occupied 446 23.2% 402 19.3% -44
Total Vacant 150 78 -72
Vacancy rate 7.2% 3.6%

Total Units 2,069 2,162 93
Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
The opportunities for new construction in 
Spring Hill are ample. The past ten years 
shows a steady construction of dwellings. 
Map 5.7 shows the location of permits within 
Johnson County. Note, permit data for the 
portion of Spring Hill in Miami County 
was not available. There is also significant 
building activity in Miami County, including 
recent developments like the Black Hawk 
Apartments and duplex developments. 

	• Almost all new units were single-family 
dwellings. The annual permits averaged 
about 66 per year in Johnson County since 
2010.

	• Only eight new units in Johnson County 
were multi-family units, which include 
apartments, townhomes, and any 
structure with more than two units. 
However, there were 100+ apartments 
built in the portion of Spring Hill in 
Miami County. 

	• Only two demolitions have occurred 
since 2010. Demolitions at this rate are 
not concerning for a city with a newer 
housing stock like Spring Hill. 

MAP 5.7: Residential New Construction Permits By Location (2010-2019), Spring Hill

Source: Johnson County GIS Department
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MAP 5.8: Year Built, Spring HIll

Source: Johnson County GIS Department

YEAR BUILT
Map 5.8 shows the year built of residential 
dwellings. The age of housing provides 
preliminary insight into areas more 
susceptible to deterioration and additional 
homeowner costs. If these areas are also 
occupied by lower income households then 
monitoring of rehabilitation needs is even 
more important.

	• Spring Hill in Johnson County has a 
relatively new housing stock with 45% 
constructed between 2000 and 2009. 

	• Conversely, there is an old town core 
where about 31% of homes came onto the 
market before 1970.

"I see very little 
dilapidated housing in 
rural JoCo./Spring Hill 
area."

- Survey Respondent
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HOME SALES 
How quickly homes sell in a market is a 
leading indicator of housing demand and 
supply. Figure 5.24 shows home sales data 
from 2017-2019. In Spring Hill, similar to 
other areas in the county:

	• Average sales price continued to rise 
along with the number of units sold in 
line with surrounding communities and 
new construction activity.

	• Average days on market are actually 
going up significantly, unlike most other 
communities which have seen a drop in 
days on market resulting from a highly 
competitive housing market. This is a 
result of many new homes coming online 
which may not sell quickly until the 
subdivision is fully built out. 

FIGURE 5.24: Single Family Home Sales, Spring Hill

AVERAGE SALES PRICE

207

DAYS ON MARKET

$267,579

$299,383

$308,444

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

90

114

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

207 sold212  sold163sold

Source: Multiple Listings Service (2017-2019)
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FIGURE 5.25: Median Household Income Comparison

2018 MEDIAN 
INCOME RANGE CIT Y

2010-2018 MEDIAN 
INCOME PERCENT 

CHANGE RANGE
CIT Y

<$60,000
•	 De Soto
•	 Edgerton
•	 Merriam

<10%

•	 De Soto
•	 Edgerton
•	 Fairway
•	 Lake Quivira
•	 Mission Woods
•	 Spring Hills

$60,000 - 
$80,000

•	 Mission
•	 Gardner
•	 Roeland Park
•	 Spring Hills

10% - 15%

•	 Leawood
•	 Lenexa
•	 Mission Hills
•	 Olathe
•	 Prairie Village
•	 Westwood

$80,000 - 
$100,000

•	 Lenexa
•	 Olathe
•	 Overland Park
•	 Prairie Village
•	 Shawnee
•	 Westwood
•	 Johnson County

15% - 20%

•	 Johnson County
•	 Gardner
•	 Merriam
•	 Overland Park
•	 Shawnee

>$100,000

•	 Fairway
•	 Lake Quivira
•	 Leawood
•	 Mission Hills
•	 Mission Woods
•	 Westwood Hills

>20%
•	 Mission
•	 Roeland Park
•	 Westwood Hills

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND COST BURDEN
Figure 5.25 shows the median household 
income is around $72,384, which is in the 
lower tier for the county. Since 2010 median 
incomes grew about 10%, also in the lower 
tier for income growth in Johnson County.

According to the U.S. Government, 
households spending more than 30% of 
their income on housing are considered 
cost-burdened. Additionally, a healthy, self-
sustaining housing market will have a value 
to income ratio between 2 and 3. Spring Hill 
has a value to income ratio of 2.61 indicating 
a homeownership market that is not overly 
burdensome for many residents. 

	• Only about 22% of homeowners pay 
more than 30% of their income for 
homeownership.

However, renters appear to be more 
disproportionately affected by affordability. 

	• About 51% of renters pay more than 30% 
of their income on rent. Despite the cost-
burden on many renters, Spring Hill 
median contract rent is the lowest in 
Johnson County at $634. This rose 20% 
since 2010 while incomes only rose 10% 
during the same time.

	• Low rental supply, and thus a competitive 
market, often results in higher rental 
prices. Adding units to the market should 
create market pressures on older units 
to adjust rates down. This does not 
appear to be happening yet in Spring Hill 
which only saw 8 new multi-family units 
constructed since 2010.

2 3

2

3

VALUE TO INCOME RATIO: 2018

2.61
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HOUSING ATTAINABILITY AND SUPPLY 
ANALYSIS
By comparing the distribution of household 
incomes with housing costs, a picture of 
supply and demand emerges across all of 
Spring Hill’s housing market. Figure 5.26 
examines supply and demand through the 
lens of what is "affordable" to different 
income groups to answer the question: is 
there an adequate supply of housing options 
available for residents of different income 
groups?

Figure 5.26 illustrates five major components 
in pursuit of the above story:

1.	Income Ranges. The starting point of 
the analysis is the spectrum of incomes 
across all residents of Spring Hill. From 
these incomes, corresponding "affordable" 
housing prices are established for 
ownership and rental opportunities.

2.	Number of Households in Each Income 
Range. The number of households in 
each income range is the demand; these 
residents seek housing options in Spring 
Hill that are affordable to them.

2. Number of Households in 
the Income Range

4. Number of Housing 
Options in the Affordability 
Range

1. Household Income Range

3. Affordable Range for Housing 
(Owner and Renter Options)

How to Use the Analysis

3.	Affordability Ranges. An affordable 
ownership home is calculated at 2-3 times 
the household income depending on the 
income range. Lower income households 
tend to spend a higher percentage of 
their income on housing and higher 
income households tend to spend a lower 
percentage of their total income on 
housing.  An affordable rental would be 
about 20% of household income.

4.	Number of Housing Units in Each 
Affordability Range. The number of 
housing units in each affordability range 
is the supply of affordable options.

	› Composition of Housing Supply. This 
illustrates the share of the supply 
met by ownership and renter housing 
options. 

5. Gap or Surplus: The 
difference between 
supply and households

5.	The Balance of Supply and Demand. 

	› If the number of households exceeds 
the number of units available, those 
households must seek options in 
different affordability ranges.

	› If the number of units exceeds the 
number of households, it indicates that 
the units are occupied by households in 
different income ranges.

	› This analysis is meant to illustrate 
larger trends in how existing units 
are being occupied. It does not 
demonstrate exact market demand in 
certain price ranges.
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FIGURE 5.26: Housing Attainability, Spring Hill (2018)

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

The analysis in Figure 5.26 is based on all the households today that 
are occupying a unit. No household is without a unit.
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	• There are more households than affordable options for those 
making under $25,000. These households must resort to more 
expensive housing options and often must rent. However, 
some of the household in this income range a retirees with low 
incomes and paid off homes.

	• There are limited options that could be attainable for  
households in higher income ranges making more than  
$100,000. Most housing for these income ranges will be in the 
form of owner-occupied housing. 

	› The gap indicates that new homes priced above $250,000 and rentals 
above $2,000 a month could be viable options in Spring Hill to potentially 
free up homes currently being occupied by owners with greater 
purchasing capacity.

	• Spring Hill has a supply of units available for household’s 
making between $50,000 and $75,000. The supply at this price 
point reflects the types of units being built in bulk in recent 
years, without much variety in housing type or price point. 

	› Without other options these units are filled by retirees and households 
making over $75,000 per year.

Spring Hill has a supply of units available 
for household’s making between $50,000 
and $75,000. The supply at this price point 
reflects the types of units being built in 
bulk in recent years, without much variety 
in housing type or price point. 
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COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
A total of 60 residents completed the 
community survey. This sample size is small, 
but themes from the survey results were:

	• Most people feel there is an adequate 
supply of buildable lots in the city. 

	• The housing type respondents feel would 
be the most successful are mid-size, 
three-bedroom houses (98%) and small 
two- or three-bedroom houses (86%). 

	• Respondents were least confident in 
mixed-income housing near transit 
stations and cottage courts. Likely 
because these products are not available 
in Spring Hill today and unfamiliar. 

Listening Sessions
Many people familiar with the housing 
market specific to Spring Hill participated 
in small group discussions. These included 
representatives from the City Council, 
Planning Commission, staff, and real estate 
agents, among others. 

COMMON COMMENTS
Aside from common themes in Chapter 2 
that pertain to the entire county, several 
common themes are apparent to Spring Hill.

	• 	The community is starting to see more 
opposition to development. There is an 
opportunity to expose residents to the 
benefits of different housing before areas 
become limited. For example, townhomes 
are slow to be accepted in the community 
as a new housing product but could offer 
good owner and rental options.	

	• Manufacturers have had to increase their 
starting wages to attract people and 
sometimes offer starting bonuses. Many 
employees cannot live in the community 
because the cost of living and local wages 
are not aligned. 

	• 	The school districts are desirable, and 
some families are living together within 
one home to stay in the district.

	• 	Spring Hill is growing fast but still 
a small community without as many 
resources. New non-residential 
developments will only increase the 
residential growth potential. 

	• There are high infrastructure costs 
reported by the city.

HOUSING DEMAND
The housing demand analysis builds on the 
population projections, housing trends, and 
community conversations to forecast the 
demand for additional housing. The model 
is built on the following assumptions with 
a growth rate of 3.05% through 2025 and 
dropping to 2.77% from 2025 to 2030 as the 
population grows.

	• The proportion of the household 
population (those living in households 
and not in skilled nursing or prisons) will 
remain stable through 2030. 

	• Average people per household is expected 
to decline slightly over the next decade 
with the demand for more multi-family 
options. 

	• Unit demand at the end of the period 
is calculated by dividing household 

population by the number of people per 
household. This equals the number of 
occupied housing units. 

	• A manageable housing vacancy provides 
housing choices for residents moving 
to the community. As noted earlier, the 
2018 estimated rate is low and should 
increase to a more healthy level as high 
construction rates continue.

	• Unit needs at the end of each period are 
based on the actual household demand 
and projected vacant units. 

	• Replacement need is the number of 
housing units demolished or converted 
to other uses. Homes in poor condition or 
obsolete from damage should be gradually 
replaced in a city’s housing supply. The 
number of units lost annually is based on 
historic demolition rates. 

	• Cumulative need shows the number of 
total units needed between the base year 
of 2020 and the year indicated at the end 
of the period.

Figure 5.27 shows an average annual 
construction need of 106 units. The average 
annual construction rate from 2010 to 2017 
was 62 units but trending upward over 100 
units in recent years. A high was 152 in 2017 
and a low was 24 in 2011.

	• Note, the average is lower than 
construction activity in recent years. 
However, some years will have many 
more units, and some could have less. For 
example, a large apartment complex will 
significantly increase units produced in 
one given year. 
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FIGURE 5.27: Housing Demand Model, Spring Hill

  2020 2025 2030 TOTAL

Population at End of Period 7,409 8,611 9,872

Household Population at End of Period 7,409 8,611 9,872

Average People Per Household 3.00 2.95 2.90

Household Demand at End of Period 2,470 2,919 3,404

Projected Vacancy Rate 4.0% 5.0% 6.0%

Unit Needs at End of Period 2,572 3,073 3,621

Replacement Need (total lost units) 5 5 10

Cumulative Need During Period 505 554 1,059

Average Annual Construction 101 111 106

Source: RDG Planning & Design

FIGURE 5.28: Housing Development Program, Spring Hill

2025 2030 2020-2030

Total Owner Occupied

At tainable: <$200,000 145

328

159

360

303

688
Moderate Market: $200-
250,000 61 67 128

Market: $250-350,000 87 96 183

High Market: Over $350,000 35 39 74

Total Renter Occupied 

At tainable: Less than $1,000 65

177

72

194

137

371Market: $1,000-1,500 69 75 144

High Market: $1,500+ 43 47 90

Total Need 505 554 1,059

Source: RDG Planning & Design

} } }
} } }

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Building on the housing demand model, the 
development program forecasts production 
targets for owner and renter-occupied units 
based on the following assumptions:

	• Owner-occupied units will be distributed 
roughly in proportion to the income 
distributions of the households for whom 
owner occupancy is an appropriate 
strategy. 

	• Most low-income residents will be 
accommodated in rental units. 

	• Over the next ten years, production 
levels need to balance to provide 
the housing variety necessary for a 
growing population. Therefore, the 
model illustrated in Figure 5.28 targets 
a split of 65% owner- and 35% renter-
occupied units. There has been limited 
multi-family construction recently and 
the market will need to catch up with 
demand.

	• Approximately 431 additional owner-
occupied units should be priced below 
$250,000. This demand will come through 
the city's existing housing stock being 
freed up through move-up housing, or 
products that do not fit the traditional 
detached single-family homes. 

	• Nearly 140 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents below $1,000 per 
month. These units will tend to be one-
bedroom models or funding through 
programs like low-income housing tax 
credits. 
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DE SOTO
De Soto is located in eastern Johnson County, 
just south of the Kansas River and bisected 
by Highway 10. The previous trend in growth 
is dispersed low-density neighborhoods. A 
commercial node is present in the southwest 
portion of the community with primarily 
large chain businesses.  

POPULATION CHANGE
Population in De Soto has been steady since 
1960, as illustrated in Figure 5.29. While slow 
to start, since 1990 the annual growth rate 
has jumped significantly, slowing some since 
2010. 

Despite slower growth in the past decade, 
most sources estimate a growth rate 
returning closer to that seen between 2000 
and 2010. MARC estimated a 1.89% growth 
rate, while a recent housing study in 2017 
used several scenarios ranging from 1% 
to 2.9%. This study maintains the MARC 
growth rate at 1.89%. This would result in a 
2030 population of 8,001 residents.

FIGURE 5.29: Historic Population Change, De Soto

Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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FIGURE 5.30: Housing Occupancy, De Soto

2000 2018 5YR CHANGE 2000-
2018

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

Owner-Occupied 1,078 65.7% 1,495 62.3% 417
Renter-Occupied 564 34.3% 904 37.7% 340
Total Vacant 88 222 134
Vacancy rate 5.1% 8.5%

Total Units 1,730 2,621 891
Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Figure 5.30 shows occupancy characteristics 
in De Soto.

	• The number of renters increased slightly 
since 2000.

	• Vacancy rates are quite stable since 2010 
at about 8%, but have increased from 
about 5% in 2000. A healthy market 
vacancy rate is around 6%. 

	• Household size is around 2.54 people 
per household which is about average 
compared to other cities in Johnson 
County. 
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CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
The opportunities for new construction in 
De Soto are ample. The past ten years show 
a steady construction of dwellings, but also 
a steady rate of demolitions. Map 5.9 shows 
the location of permits. Between 2010 and 
2019:

	• About 47% of new units were single-
family dwellings or duplexes. The annual 
permits were around 15 per year. 

	• About 53% of new units were multi-
family units which include apartments, 
townhomes, and any structure with more 
than two units. 

	• Numerous demolitions occurred each year 
at an average of 3 annually. Demolitions 
at this rate are not concerning for a city 
with some older housing units like De 
Soto. However, ideally these lots do not 
remain vacant after demolition and in the 
future transition to more rehabilitation 
over demolition.  

MAP 5.9: Residential New Construction Permits By Location (2010-2019), De Soto

Source: Johnson County GIS Department
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MAP 5.10: Year Built, De Soto

Source: Johnson County GIS Department

AGE OF HOUSING
Map 5.10 shows the year built of residential 
dwellings. The age of housing provides 
preliminary insight into areas more 
susceptible to deterioration and additional 
homeowner costs. If these areas are also 
occupied by lower income households then 
monitoring of rehabilitation needs is even 
more important.

	• Half of De Soto's housing stock was built 
between 1980 and 2009. 

	• Conversely, only about 44% of homes came 
onto the market before 1980. These homes 
are the greatest supply of attainable 
housing in the community and should be 
maintained in good condition.
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FIGURE 5.31: Median Household Income Comparison

2018 MEDIAN 
INCOME 
RANGE

CIT Y
2010-2018 MEDIAN 
INCOME PERCENT 

CHANGE RANGE
CIT Y

<$60,000
•	 De Soto
•	 Edgerton
•	 Merriam

<10%

•	 De Soto
•	 Edgerton
•	 Fairway
•	 Lake Quivira
•	 Mission Woods
•	 Spring Hills

$60,000 - 
$80,000

•	 Mission
•	 Gardner
•	 Roeland Park
•	 Spring Hills

10% - 15%

•	 Leawood
•	 Lenexa
•	 Mission Hills
•	 Olathe
•	 Prairie Village
•	 Westwood

$80,000 - 
$100,000

•	 Lenexa
•	 Olathe
•	 Overland Park
•	 Prairie Village
•	 Shawnee
•	 Westwood
•	 Johnson County

15% - 20%

•	 Johnson County
•	 Gardner
•	 Merriam
•	 Overland Park
•	 Shawnee

>$100,000

•	 Fairway
•	 Lake Quivira
•	 Leawood
•	 Mission Hills
•	 Mission Woods
•	 Westwood Hills

>20%
•	 Mission
•	 Roeland Park
•	 Westwood Hills

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND COST BURDEN
Figure 5.31 shows the median household 
income is the lowest in Johnson County at 
$52,364, which actually declined by 15% since 
2010 according to Census estimates (likely a 
result of the large margin of error reported 
by the Census). This drop in income was 
accompanied by a decline in median home 
values but a rise in median rents.

According to the U.S. Government, 
households spending more than 30% of 
their income on housing are considered 
cost-burdened. Additionally, a healthy, 
self-sustaining housing market will have 
a value to income ratio between 2 and 3. 
De Soto has a value to income ratio of 3.88 
indicating a homeownership market that is a 
burdensome for some residents. 

	• The V/I ratio is high even compared to 
other cities in Johnson County and may be 
a result of high margin of errors from the 
Census. 

	• About 17% of homeowners pay more than 
30% of their income for homeownership.

Renters appear to be more 
disproportionately affected by affordability. 

	• Rents are increasing at a higher rate than 
incomes. 

2 3

2

3

VALUE TO INCOME RATIO: 2018

3.88	• About 51% of renters pay more than 30% 
of their income on contract rent. The 
percentage has risen since 2000 while 
the level of burden on home ownership 
decreased.   

	• De Soto has the second lowest median 
rent in Johnson County. However, rents 
could still be inflated if the units are low 
quality. 
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HOME SALES 
How quickly homes sell in a market is a 
leading indicator of housing demand and 
supply. Figure 5.32 shows home sales data 
from 2017-2019. In De Soto, similar to other 
areas in the county:

	• The average sales price is increasing 
faster than inflation, jumping a 
significant amount between 2018 and 
2019.

	• Average days on market have remained 
fairly stable but low overall, as have the 
number of housing units sold. Homes 
generally sell quickly.

FIGURE 5.32: Single Family Home Sales, De Soto

AVERAGE SALES PRICE

61DAYS ON MARKET

 $262,806

$265,740

$313,485

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

69
66

 2017  
 2018  

 2019  

84 sold70  sold77 sold

Source: Multiple Listings Service (2017-2019)

"De Soto is a great place 
to live. It is much more 
diverse than most of 
Johnson County. Houses 
are increasing value so 
fast that I worry that 
others may not be able to 
move here."

- Survey Respondent
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HOUSING ATTAINABILITY AND SUPPLY 
ANALYSIS
By comparing the distribution of household 
incomes with housing costs, a picture of 
supply and demand emerges across all of De 
Soto’s housing market. Figure 5.33 examines 
supply and demand through the lens of what 
is "affordable" to different income groups to 
answer the question: is there an adequate 
supply of housing options available for 
residents of different income groups?

Figure 5.33 illustrates five major components 
in pursuit of the above story:

1.	Income Ranges. The starting point of 
the analysis is the spectrum of incomes 
across all residents of De Soto. From these 
incomes, corresponding "affordable" 
housing prices are established for 
ownership and rental opportunities.

2.	Number of Households in Each Income 
Range. The number of households in 
each income range is the demand; these 
residents seek housing options in De Soto 
that are affordable to them.

2. Number of Households in 
the Income Range

4. Number of Housing 
Options in the Affordability 
Range

1. Household Income Range

3. Affordable Range for Housing 
(Owner and Renter Options)

How to Use the Analysis

3.	Affordability Ranges. An affordable 
ownership home is calculated at 2-3 times 
the household income depending on the 
income range. Lower income households 
tend to spend a higher percentage of 
their income on housing and higher 
income households tend to spend a lower 
percentage of their total income on 
housing.  An affordable rental would be 
about 20% of household income.

4.	Number of Housing Units in Each 
Affordability Range. The number of 
housing units in each affordability range 
is the supply of affordable options.

	› Composition of Housing Supply. This 
illustrates the share of the supply 
met by ownership and renter housing 
options. 

5. Gap or Surplus: The 
difference between 
supply and households

5.	The Balance of Supply and Demand. 

	› If the number of households exceeds 
the number of units available, those 
households must seek options in 
different affordability ranges.

	› If the number of units exceeds the 
number of households, it indicates that 
the units are occupied by households in 
different income ranges.

	› This analysis is meant to illustrate 
larger trends in how existing units 
are being occupied. It does not 
demonstrate exact market demand in 
certain price ranges.
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FIGURE 5.33: Housing Attainability,De Soto (2018)

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

The analysis in Figure 5.33 is based on all the households today that 
are occupying a unit. No household is without a unit.
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	• There are limited options that could be attainable for households 
in higher income ranges making more than $150,000. Housing 
for these income ranges will be in the form of built owner-
occupied housing priced above $400,000. Many of these 
households now are living below their means in lower price 
point homes that are needed by others.

	› They do this for a variety of reasons, including housing cost and 
neighborhood preferences in addition to a lack of other options above this 
price range. 

There is a need for workforce housing 
in De Soto. Many of the units in these 
income ranges see competition from 
both lower income and upper income 
brackets.

	• There is a moderate supply of units are available for household’s 
making between $25,000 and $150,000. This reflects the older 
housing stock in De Soto. These units should be maintained as 
attainable options for many households in the future. 

	› It should not be construed to indicate there is not a need for workforce 
housing at lower income ranges. Many of the units in this range see 
competition from both lower income and upper income brackets.

	› Additionally, most attainable options for households making $25,000 to 
$50,000 are rentals. This may suit many people, but those that want to 
buy have few options within an attainable price range. 

	• There are more households than affordable options for those 
making under $25,000. These households must resort to more 
expensive housing options and often must rent. However, 
some of the household in this income range a retirees with low 
incomes and paid off homes.
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COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
A total of only 17 residents completed the 
community survey. This sample size is 
too small to discern meaningful trends or 
takeaways in resident perceptions. However, 
a housing assessment completed in 2019 
provides several insights. 

Listening Sessions
Many people familiar with the housing 
market specific to De Soto participated in 
small group discussions. These included 
representatives from the City Council, 
Planning Commission, staff, and real estate 
agents, among others. 

COMMON COMMENTS
Aside from common themes in Chapter 2 
that pertain to the entire county, several 
common themes are apparent to De Soto.

	• About half of the land mass in De Soto is 
rural residential development. There will 
be continued pressure for development 
versus small town character in the future. 

	• There are more environmental barriers 
in De Soto than in other cities in Johnson 
County, including drainage.

	• De Soto has attainable rental options 
that need rehabilitation help but offer an 
option for some today. 

	• There is some demonstrated smaller lot 
development in the core that could be a 
model for other areas. 

	• De Soto is far enough away from 
the metro that it can be hard to find 
contractors when there are so many 
projects closer to the metro.

	• The completion of the fiber network will 
increase De Soto's appeal and the school 
district for many people in the future. 

HOUSING DEMAND
The housing demand analysis builds on the 
population projections, housing trends, and 
community conversations to forecast the 
demand for additional housing. The model 
is built on the following assumptions with a 
1.89% growth rate:

	• The proportion of the household 
population (those living in households 
and not in skilled nursing or prisons) will 
remain stable through 2030. 

	• Average people per household is expected 

to slightly decline over the next decade 
with more multi-family options. Some 
growth may occur as Millennials move 
into their childbearing years, but Baby 
Boomer households will also continue to 
shrink. 

	• Unit demand at the end of the period 
is calculated by dividing household 
population by the number of people per 
household. This equals the number of 
occupied housing units. 

	• A manageable housing vacancy provides 
housing choices for residents moving to 
the community. As noted earlier, the rate 
should decline to a more healthy rate as 
the lowest quality units are fixed up or 
removed from the market.

	• Unit needs at the end of each period are 
based on the actual household demand 
and projected vacant units. 

	• Replacement need is the number of 
housing units demolished or converted 
to other uses. Homes in poor condition 
or obsolete should be gradually replaced 
in a city’s housing supply. The number of 
units lost annually is based on historic 
demolition rates. 

	• Cumulative need shows the number of 
total units needed between the base year 
of 2020 and the year indicated at the end 
of the period.
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FIGURE 5.34: Housing Demand Model, De Soto

  2020 2025 2030 TOTAL

Population at End of Period 6,635 7,286 8,001

Household Population at End of Period 6,635 7,286 8,001

Average People Per Household 2.54 2.52 2.49

Household Demand at End of Period 2,612 2,897 3,213

Projected Vacancy Rate 8.5% 8.3% 8.0%

Unit Needs at End of Period 2,855 3,158 3,493

Replacement Need (total lost units) 25 25 50

Cumulative Need During Period 328 360 688

Average Annual Construction 66 72 69

Source: RDG Planning & Design

FIGURE 5.35: Housing Development Program, De Soto

2025 2030 2020-2030

Total Owner Occupied

At tainable: <$200,000 97

164

107

198

204

378
Moderate Market: $200-
250,000 8 9 17

Market: $250-350,000 34 37 71

High Market: Over $350,000 42 46 87

Total Renter Occupied 

At tainable: Less than $1,000 108

147

118

162

226

310Market: $1,000-1,500 32 35 67

High Market: $1,500+ 8 9 17

Total Need 328 360 688

Source: RDG Planning & Design

} } }
} } }

Figure 5.34 shows an average annual 
construction need of 69 units. The average 
annual construction rate from 2010 to 2019 
was 32 units. 

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Building on the housing demand model, the 
development program forecasts production 
targets for owner and renter-occupied units 
based on the following assumptions:

	• Owner-occupied units will be distributed 
roughly in proportion to the income 
distributions of the households for whom 
owner occupancy is an appropriate 
strategy. 

	• Most low-income residents will be 
accommodated in rental units. 

	• Over the next ten years, production 
levels need to balance to provide the 
housing variety necessary for a growing 
population. Therefore, the model 
illustrated in Figure 5.35 targets a split 
of 55% owner- and 45% renter-occupied 
units. 

	• Approximately 221 additional owner-
occupied units should be priced below 
$250,000. This demand will come through 
the city's existing housing stock being 
freed up through move-up housing or 
products that do not fit the traditional 
detached single-family homes. 

	• Nearly 226 rental units will need to 
be produced with rents below $1,000 
per month. These units will have to be 
generated through programs like low-
income housing tax credits. Some could be 
feasible as one-bedroom units.
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EDGERTON 
Edgerton is located in southwest Johnson 
County with access to I-35 and Highway 
56, providing residents with easy access to 
the metro area. The city is less than half 
developed, leaving ample space to develop 
new housing options in the next ten years 
and beyond if overcoming infrastructure 
barriers.

POPULATION CHANGE
Edgerton's population has been rising since 
1950, with the most substantial growth 
doubling the population in the 1970s. 
Between 2010 and 2018 the population 
stayed stagnant despite a steady 1.5% annual 
population change from 1990 to 2010. Figure 
5.36 illustrates the population change since 
1960.

Growth rates projected by MARC and the 
local plan forecast very aggressive increases 
not seen since the 1970s at annual rates 
above 3%. Instead of a 3% rate or greater 
annually, Edgerton's potential hinges 
on attracting developers and make land 
shovel ready.  Given this scenario, a 1.44% 
annual growth rate, just under the average 
in the 2000s is reasonable in the next five 
years. It could rise higher to well over 2% 
annually through 2030 if making significant 
infrastructure improvements. This scenario 
would result in about 525 new residents by 
2030.

FIGURE 5.36: Historic Population Change, Edgerton

Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Figure 5.37 shows occupancy characteristics 
in Edgerton.

	• Owner-occupancy has remained high 
near 80% and above of occupied units. 

	• Vacancy rates are quite stable citywide, 
remaining at 8% from 2000-2018. 
However, a more healthy market vacancy 
rate is around 6%. 

	• Household size is around 2.8 people per 
household, about average compared to 
other cities in Johnson County.  

FIGURE 5.37: Housing Occupancy, Edgerton

2000 2018 5YR CHANGE 2000-
2018

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

Owner-Occupied 497 84.1% 474 79.4% 420
Renter-Occupied 94 15.9% 123 20.6% 29
Total Vacant 53

Vacancy rate 8.4% 8.2%

Total Units 645 650 5
Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Edgerton has had very low rates of 
construction activity since 2010. Demolitions 
outpaced construction at 23 housing units 
lost to only six constructed. However, many 
of these demolitions were for new uses 
at the Logistics Park Kansas City. In the 
central city, an older housing stock needs to 
be maintained to retain attainable housing 
options for future residents. These units 
cannot be brought back as new units in the 
price range of demolished units. 

MAP 5.11: Residential New Construction Permits By Location (2010-2019), Edgerton

Source: Johnson County GIS Department

"Edgerton is in dire need 
of housing development 
that meets need for 3 
bedroom, 2 bath middle 
class homes. There is 
plenty of small "starter" 
type homes then nothing 
to grow into. Improved 
housing choices would 
lead to better tax base to 
improve infrastructure."

- Survey Respondent
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MAP 5.12: Year Built, Edgerton

Source: Johnson County GIS Department

AGE OF HOUSING
Map 5.12 shows the year built of residential 
dwellings. The age of housing provides 
preliminary insight into areas more 
susceptible to deterioration and additional 
homeowner costs. If these areas are also 
occupied by lower income households and 
the elderly, then monitoring of rehabilitation 
needs is even more important.

	• Between 1970 and 2009, 79% of Edgerton's 
housing stock was constructed, 36% just 
in the 1970s. Less than 1% of the housing 
was built in the last ten years.

	• About 19% of the housing units were built 
before 1970.

Edgerton has adequate 
space for bigger housing 
for growing families...

- Survey Respondent
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HOME SALES 
How quickly homes sell in a market is a 
leading indicator of housing demand and 
supply. Figure 5.38 shows home sales data 
from 2017-2019. In Edgerton:

	• Sales prices and the volume sold is steady 
and low compared to other cities in 
Johnson County. 

	• The average days on market varied by 
year, not at extremely low levels, but 
homes do not sit for sale for long periods 
of time either. 

FIGURE 5.38: Single Family Home Sales, De Soto

AVERAGE SALES PRICE

47DAYS ON MARKET

 $ 165,411 

$ 224,554 

$ 210,121 

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

74

99

 2017  

 2018  

 2019  

51 sold59  sold47  sold

Source: Multiple Listings Service (2017-2019)

"It's a great community, 
good school & a great 
"country" alternative 
in Johnson County. The 
lack of housing is forcing 
middle class tax payers 
out of the community."

- Survey Respondent
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FIGURE 5.39: Median Household Income Comparison

2018 MEDIAN 
INCOME RANGE CIT Y

2010-2018 MEDIAN 
INCOME PERCENT 

CHANGE RANGE
CIT Y

<$60,000
•	 De Soto
•	 Edgerton
•	 Merriam

<10%

•	 De Soto
•	 Edgerton
•	 Fairway
•	 Lake Quivira
•	 Mission Woods
•	 Spring Hills

$60,000 - 
$80,000

•	 Mission
•	 Gardner
•	 Roeland Park
•	 Spring Hills

10% - 15%

•	 Leawood
•	 Lenexa
•	 Mission Hills
•	 Olathe
•	 Prairie Village
•	 Westwood

$80,000 - 
$100,000

•	 Lenexa
•	 Olathe
•	 Overland Park
•	 Prairie Village
•	 Shawnee
•	 Westwood
•	 Johnson County

15% - 20%

•	 Johnson County
•	 Gardner
•	 Merriam
•	 Overland Park
•	 Shawnee

>$100,000

•	 Fairway
•	 Lake Quivira
•	 Leawood
•	 Mission Hills
•	 Mission Woods
•	 Westwood Hills

>20%
•	 Mission
•	 Roeland Park
•	 Westwood Hills

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Figure 5.39 shows the median household 
income is the second lowest in Johnson 
County at $54,124, down 11% since 2010. This 
mirrored a decline in median home values 
of 4% during the same time period. Median 
rents, however, increased 14% to $756.

According to the U.S. Government, 
households spending more than 30% of 
their income on housing are considered 
cost-burdened. Additionally, a healthy, self-
sustaining housing market will have a value 
to income ratio between 2 and 3. Edgerton 
has a value to income ratio of 2.24 indicating 
a homeownership market that is not overly 
burdensome for many residents. 

	• About 22% of homeowners pay more than 
30% of their income for homeownership.

Renters appear to be more 
disproportionately affected by affordability. 

	• About 39% of renters pay more than 30% 
of their income on gross contract rent. 

	• Edgerton's median contract rent is third 
lowest in Johnson County at $756. This 
rate is up 14% since 2010 which would 
not be of great concern except that this 
coincides with a decline in median income 
of 11% during the same time.

	• A variety of rental units are not available 
in Edgerton. Therefore, existing rental 
landlords are able to charge higher prices 
even if the quality is low.

2 3

2

3

VALUE TO INCOME RATIO: 2018

2.24
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HOUSING ATTAINABILITY AND SUPPLY 
ANALYSIS
By comparing the distribution of household 
incomes with housing costs, a picture of 
supply and demand emerges across all of 
Edgerton’s housing market. Figure 5.40 
examines supply and demand through the 
lens of what is "affordable" to different 
income groups to answer the question: is 
there an adequate supply of housing options 
available for residents of different income 
groups?

Figure 5.40 illustrates five major 
components in pursuit of the above story:

1.	Income Ranges. The starting point of 
the analysis is the spectrum of incomes 
across all residents of Edgerton. From 
these incomes, corresponding "affordable" 
housing prices are established for 
ownership and rental opportunities.

2.	Number of Households in Each Income 
Range. The number of households in 
each income range is the demand; 
these residents seek housing options in 
Edgerton that are affordable to them.

2. Number of Households in 
the Income Range

4. Number of Housing 
Options in the Affordability 
Range

1. Household Income Range

3. Affordable Range for Housing 
(Owner and Renter Options)

How to Use the Analysis

3.	Affordability Ranges. An affordable 
ownership home is calculated at 2-3 times 
the household income depending on the 
income range. Lower income households 
tend to spend a higher percentage of 
their income on housing and higher 
income households tend to spend a lower 
percentage of their total income on 
housing.  An affordable rental would be 
about 20% of household income.

4.	Number of Housing Units in Each 
Affordability Range. The number of 
housing units in each affordability range 
is the supply of affordable options.

	› Composition of Housing Supply. This 
illustrates the share of the supply 
met by ownership and renter housing 
options. 

5. Gap or Surplus: The 
difference between 
supply and households

5.	The Balance of Supply and Demand. 

	› If the number of households exceeds 
the number of units available, those 
households must seek options in 
different affordability ranges.

	› If the number of units exceeds the 
number of households, it indicates that 
the units are occupied by households in 
different income ranges.

	› This analysis is meant to illustrate 
larger trends in how existing units 
are being occupied. It does not 
demonstrate exact market demand in 
certain price ranges.
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FIGURE 5.40: Housing Attainability,Edgerton (2018)

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

The analysis in Figure 5.40 is based on all the households today that 
are occupying a unit. No household is without a unit.
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	• The greatest shortage is for households in higher income ranges 
making more than $75,000. Most housing for these income 
ranges will be in the form of owner-occupied housing. 

	› The gap indicates that new homes priced above $200,000 
and rentals above $1,500 a month could be viable options in 
Edgerton. 

	• There are units in Edgerton that would be attainable for 
household’s making up to $75,000. The surplus in at this price 
point reflects the older housing stock in Edgerton. These units 
should be maintained as attainable options for many households 
in the future.  

	› However, there are few rental options at other price points, 
leading all households to compete for the same price point 
units.

There are units in Edgerton that would be 
attainable for household’s making up to 
$75,000. These units should be maintained 
as attainable options for many households 
in the future. 
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COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
A total of 78 residents completed the 
community survey. This sample size provides 
several themes from the survey results:

	• Many are aware of an undersupply of lots 
in the community. 

	• The most successful housing products by 
respondents include small and mid-sized 
houses. 

	• Respondents were not as favorable to 
large houses, cottage courts, and mixed-
income housing near transit. 

	• Respondents recognize the attainable 
home options in Edgerton as starter 
homes, but also that these homes often 
need rehabilitation help. 

Listening Sessions
Many people familiar with the housing 
market specific to Edgerton participated 
in small group discussions. These included 
representatives from the City Council, 
Planning Commission, staff, and real estate 
agents, among others. 

COMMON COMMENTS
Aside from common themes in Chapter 2 
that pertain to the entire county, several 
common themes are apparent to Edgerton.

	• Interestingly, Edgerton is the only 
community in Johnson County with 
very little housing development, mostly 
because of the size of available parcels 
and access to utility infrastructure.

	• 	Some people think the Logistics Park 
Kansas City will affect the quality of life 
in the community, but it has not and 
provides many good, higher paying jobs.

	• 	Internet access is a big issue for Edgerton 
- slow and lagging, which is a deterrent 
for attracting new residents. 

	• Cost of extending infrastructure is an 
issue for expansion but not out of reach 
if developers recognize the demand for 
housing is high. 

	• Most people that work at the Logistics 
Park facilities live within a 30 minute 
drive. There is a demand for multi-family 
closer to the facilities to reduce commute 
times for workers. 

HOUSING DEMAND
The housing demand analysis builds on the 
population projections, housing trends, and 
community conversations to forecast the 
demand for additional housing. The model 
is built on the following assumptions with a 
1.44% growth rate through 2025, increasing 
to the MARC rate of 3.5% through 2030:

	• The proportion of the household 
population (those living in households 
and not in skilled nursing or prisons) will 
remain stable through 2030. 

	• Average people per household is expected 
to remain constant over the next decade. 
Some growth may occur as Millennials 
move into their childbearing years, 
but Baby Boomer households will also 
continue to shrink. 

	• Unit demand at the end of the period 
is calculated by dividing household 
population by the number of people per 
household. This equals the number of 
occupied housing units. 

	• A manageable housing vacancy provides 
housing choices for residents moving to 
the community. As noted earlier, the rate 
in Edgerton is slightly high and should 
decrease over time as the worst units are 
removed from the market. 

	• Unit needs at the end of each period are 
based on the actual household demand 
plus the number of projected vacant units. 

	• Replacement need is the number of 
housing units demolished or converted 
to other uses. Homes in poor condition 
or obsolete should be gradually replaced 
in a city’s housing supply. The number of 
units lost annually is based on historic 
demolition rates. 

	• Cumulative need shows the number of 
total units needed between the base year 
of 2020 and the year indicated at the end 
of the period.
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FIGURE 5.41: Housing Demand Model, Edgerton

  2020 2025 2030 TOTAL

Population at End of Period 1,713 1,841 2,188

Household Population at End of Period 1,713 1,841 2,188

Average People Per Household 2.80 2.80 2.80

Household Demand at End of Period 612 657 782

Projected Vacancy Rate 8.0% 7.5% 7.0%

Unit Needs at End of Period 665 711 840

Replacement Need (total lost units) 15 15 30

Cumulative Need During Period 61 145 205

Average Annual Construction 12 29 21

Source: RDG Planning & Design

FIGURE 5.42: Housing Development Program, Edgerton

2025 2030 2020-2030

Total Owner Occupied

At tainable: <$200,000 29

48

65

108

94

157
Moderate Market: $200-
250,000 7 17 24

Market: $250-350,000 9 20 28

High Market: Over $350,000 3 7 10

Total Renter Occupied 

At tainable: Less than $1,000 7

12

20

36

27

48Market: $1,000-1,500 3 10 13

High Market: $1,500+ 2 6 8

Total Need 61 145 205

Source: RDG Planning & Design

} } }
} } }

Figure 5.41 shows an average annual 
construction need of 21 units. The average 
annual construction rate from 2010 to 2019 
was under one unit annually, making this an 
aspirational growth strategy for Edgerton.

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Building on the housing demand model, the 
development program forecasts production 
targets for owner and renter-occupied units 
based on the following assumptions:

	• Owner-occupied units will be distributed 
roughly in proportion to the income 
distributions of the households for whom 
owner occupancy is an appropriate strategy. 

	• Most low-income residents will be 
accommodated in rental units. 

	• Over the next ten years, production levels 
need to balance to provide the housing 
variety necessary for a growing population. 
Therefore, the model illustrated in Figure 
5.42 targets a split of 80% owner- and 20% 
renter-occupied units, adjusting to 75%-25% 
by 2030.

	• Approximately 118 additional owner-
occupied units should be priced below 
$250,000. This demand will come through 
the city's existing housing stock being freed 
up through move-up housing, or products 
that do not fit the traditional detached 
single-family homes. 

	• Nearly 27 rental units will need to be 
produced with rents below $1,000 per 
month. These units are generally one-
bedroom or will have to be generated 
through programs like low-income housing 
tax credits.





CHAPTER six
small-TIER COMMUNITIES

Small tier cities in Johnson County are well established neighborhoods of primarily 
single-family housing. These cities are well-maintained. Growth will only occur from 

changes in density or larger households. Maintaining the character of the neighborhoods 
is the primary goal for the future. 
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FAIRWAY
Fairway is an established community in 
northeast Johnson County. There are a few 
small commercial corners in the city with 
the northwest portion occupied by the 
University of Kansas Medical Center. Much 
of the community is single-family dwellings 
at the higher end of price points than the 
rest of the county.  

POPULATION CHANGE
As a landlocked city, population change 
mainly fluctuates by household size. Fairway 
originated as a golf course subdivision 
primarily suited for families. As family 
households dwindled as children left the 
house, the population subsequently declined. 
Since 1960 the population of Fairway steadily 
through 2010. Since 2010, the population 
grew.

HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Housing in Fairway remains primarily 
single-family, ranging around 90% of 
total housing units. Vacancy rates also 
remain low, likely reflecting little turn-
over in homes and the desirability of the 
community. Figure 6.2 illustrates the change 
between 2000 and 2018. 

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Changing preferences and lack of buildable 
areas in northeast Johnson County create 
pressure for redevelopment. In addition 
to higher housing costs, the market is 
seeing consistent rebuilds on existing lots. 
In the past ten years there were 91 lots 
where an existing house was acquired, 
demolished, and rebuilt at a larger footprint. 

FIGURE 6.2: Housing Occupancy, Fairway

2000 2018 5YR CHANGE 2000-
2018

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

Owner-Occupied 1,538 87.9% 1,595 91.9% 57
Renter-Occupied 211 12.1% 141 8.1% -70
Total Vacant 84 134 50
Vacancy rate 4.6% 7.2%

Total Units 1,833 1,870 37
Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

FIGURE 6.1: Historic Population Change, Fairway

Source: U.S. Census
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This practice results in several effects for 
Fairway:

	• Home prices and assessed values rise 
from the new construction.

	• Existing homes at more attainable prices 
are eliminated from the housing market. 

	• What some may argue as historical 
neighborhoods become incomplete with 
scattered larger, modern homes that were 
not intended when Fairway was originally 
platted. 

The city began to take some efforts to 
regulate the character of rebuilds, but the 
practice will continue to be an issue to 
balance in the future. 
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HOUSING COSTS
Figure 6.3 displays housing cost characteristics in Fairway. Fairway 
residents have high incomes, but the housing stock is also high 
value. According to the U.S. Government, households spending more 
than 30% of their income on housing are considered cost-burdened. 
Additionally, a healthy, self-sustaining housing market will have a 
value to income ratio between 2 and 3.  By these metrics, Fairway has 
an overall unaffordable housing ownership market.

	• Fairway has a value to income ratio of 3.35, indicating a 
homeownership market that is high priced relative to resident 
incomes. About 19% of homeowners pay more than 30% of their 
income for homeownership.

	› However, about 30% of homeowners do not have a mortgage. 

The burden for renters is even more pronounced. Rents in Fairway 
since 2010 increased four times more than incomes. However, only 
10% of all housing units in Fairway are rentals.  About 59% of renters 
pay more than 30% of their income on gross rent. 

	• Low rental supply, and thus a competitive market, often results in 
higher rental prices. With few opportunities for new rentals, there 
is likely to continue to be high rent prices. 

COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
A total of 144 residents of Fairway took the community survey. 
Further discussions occurred with representatives from Council, 
Planning Commission, staff, and other stakeholders.

ISSUES & OPPORTUNITIES
Aside from common themes in Chapter 2 that pertain to the entire 
county, several issues and opportunities are apparent to Fairway.

	• Fairway is one of the communities with prevalent demolition and 
rebuild activity, with these residents coming from outside the city 
or residents wanting to up-size. 

	• Opportunity to update codes to allow multi-generational housing 
without demolishing homes. Such as accessory dwelling units. 

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

	• 	Trends in the last ten years include housing turnover from the 
oldest age cohorts to younger families moving in with children. 
Retirees with needs need to look elsewhere. 

2 3

2

3

VALUE TO INCOME RATIO: 2018

3.35

FIGURE 6.3: Housing Affordability, Fairway
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LAKE QUIVIRA
Lake Quivira is a small community in 
Johnson and Wyandotte counties only 
recently established. The housing stock 
centers around a lake, which gives the 
community its name, with the Lake Quivira 
County Club located in the northeast corner 
of the community. Lake Quivira only has 
single-family detached residential units, 
almost entirely owner-occupied.

POPULATION CHANGE
Figure 6.4 demonstrates population 
change since Lake Quivira was established 
in 1970. The first decade saw a large rise 
in population which has since declined. 
Between 2010 and 2018. However, the 
community added 76 residents, reversing 
decades of slow decline.

HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Housing in Lake Quivira remains entirely 
single-family ranging with less than 1% 
available to renters. The vacancy rate was 
fairly healthy in 2000, however was reported 
at almost 15% in 2018. This high vacancy 
rate is the result mostly from homes that 
were vacant for unknown reasons according 
to the 2018 American Community Survey 
estimates. This is not concerning because the 
community is so small and margin of errors 
in ACS data are high. Figure 6.5 illustrates 
the change between 2000 and 2018. 

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Much of the existing homes were 
constructed between 1940 and 1970 (65%). 
However, between 2000 and 2009 another 

FIGURE 6.4:  Historic Population Change, Lake Quivira

FIGURE 6.5: Housing Occupancy, Lake Quivira

2000 2018 CHANGE 2000-
2018

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

Owner-Occupied 365 92.4% 349 99.4% -16
Renter-Occupied 30 7.6% 2 0.6% -28
Total Vacant 22 67 45
Vacancy rate 5.3% 16.0%

Total Units 414 418 4
Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

Source U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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10% of the housing stock was built. No units had been built in Lake 
Quivira between 2009 and 2017. In the past three years, ten new 
single-family homes were built. 
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HOUSING COSTS
Figure 6.6 displays housing cost characteristics in Lake Quivira. As 
illustrated, there are no units available to households making less 
than $75,000, largely because of the lack of any rental units in the 
community. A surplus of units priced above $150,000 exists.

Lake Quivira residents have high incomes (5th highest median 
income in Johnson County at $130,750), but the housing stock has 
the 3rd highest median home value ($596,200). According to the U.S. 
Government, households spending more than 30% of their income on 
housing are considered cost-burdened. Additionally, a healthy, self-
sustaining housing market will have a value to income ratio between 
2 and 3.  By these metrics, Lake Quivira has an overall unaffordable 
housing ownership market.

	• Lake Quivira has a value to income ratio of 4.56 indicating a 
homeownership market that is high priced relative to resident 
incomes. About 28% of homeowners pay more than 30% of their 
income for homeownership.

	› About 41% of homeowners in Lake Quivira do not have a 
mortgage. 

	• However, the housing market in the community is not meant to 
serve a broad range and appeals to one subset of the population in 
Johnson County. 

COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
A total of 94 residents of Lake Quivira took the community survey.

ISSUES & OPPORTUNITIES
	• Lake Quivira is a unique community that is not meant to serve a 

variety of housing types and preferences. The community does 
provide one desired housing product for the Johnson County 
market, larger homes with four or more bedrooms. 

FIGURE 6.6: Housing Affordability, Lake Quivira

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design
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MISSION HILLS 
Mission Hills is located in eastern Johnson 
County on the state line bordering Missouri. 
The community is unique because it has 
three golf courses located within its 
corporate limits. There are no commercial 
developments within the city limits and 
the housing stock is entirely single-family 
detached dwellings at the higher end of price 
points compared to the rest of the county.  

POPULATION CHANGE
Similar to other smaller communities 
in Johnson County, Mission Hills saw a 
population increase between 1960 and 1970, 
which has since declined as shown in Figure 
6.7. This is mainly due to the land locked 
nature of the city in tandem with the low 
density residential development pattern. 
Between 2010 and 2018 the city did see a 
slight boost in residents. 

HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Housing in Mission Hills remains single-
family ranging and almost entirely owner-
occupied (98.6%). Vacancy rates remain low, 
likely reflecting little turn-over in homes 
and the desirability of the community. 
Figure 6.8 illustrates the change between 
2000 and 2018. 

FIGURE 6.7: Historic Population Change, Mission Hills

FIGURE 6.8: Housing Occupancy, Mission Hills

2000 2018 CHANGE 2000-
2018

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

Owner-Occupied 1,238 98.8% 1,212 98.6% -26
Renter-Occupied 15 1.2% 17 1.4% 2
Total Vacant 73 116 43
Vacancy rate 5.5% 8.6%

Total Units 1,326 1,345 19
Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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FIGURE 6.9: Housing Affordability, Mission HillsCONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Changing preferences and lack of buildable areas in northeast 
Johnson County create pressure for redevelopment. In addition to 
higher housing costs, the market is seeing consistent rebuilds on 
existing lots. Since 2010, 50 lots with an existing house were acquired, 
demolished, and rebuilt at a larger footprint. This trend is one reason 
for a 13% increase in median home value between 2010 and 2018.

HOUSING COSTS
Figure 6.9 displays housing cost characteristics in Mission Hills. 
There are a lack of attainable units to households making between 
$25,000 and $150,000, with surplus units above and below this range.

Mission Hills has the highest median income in Johnson County 
($250,000+) and the highest median home value ($976,200). According 
to the U.S. Government, households spending more than 30% of their 
income on housing are considered cost-burdened. Additionally, a 
healthy, self-sustaining housing market will have a value to income 
ratio between 2 and 3.  By these metrics, Mission Hills has an overall 
unaffordable housing ownership market for its residents.

	• Mission Hills has a value to income ratio of 3.90, indicating a 
homeownership market that is high priced relative to resident 
incomes. About 20% of homeowners pay more than 30% of their 
income for homeownership.

	› However, just under half of homeowners in Mission Hills do not 
have a mortgage. 

	• Like other smaller communities in northeast Johnson County, the 
housing market in the community is meant to serve one subset of 
the population in Johnson County. 

COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
Seven community surveys were received from residents. Discussions 
also occurred with representatives from Council, Planning 
Commission, staff, and other stakeholders.

ISSUES & OPPORTUNITIES
	• Recent demolition and rebuilds are occurring in Mission Hills and 

there is a desire to maintain the scale of neighborhoods. Rebuilds 

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design

also cause issues with stormwater runoff that affects neighbors. 
New design standards in 2020 are an opportunity to start to 
address these issues. 
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MISSION WOODS 
Mission Woods is a very small community 
in northeast Johnson County on the border 
with Missouri. Unlike some of the other 
small Johnson County communities, Mission 
Woods has a small commercial node between 
the two residential areas separated by 
Shawnee Mission Parkway.

POPULATION CHANGE
As a landlocked city, population change 
mainly fluctuates by household size. Figure 
6.10 shows Mission Woods population has 
been in decline since 1960 but recently 
bumped between 2000 and 2010. Only one 
new housing unit was constructed during 
this time. Therefore population growth was 
a result of increased household size and a 
decline in vacancy rates.

HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Mission Woods has a very small housing 
stock with only 80 units. All of the units are 
single-family detached and occupied almost 
entirely as owner units (97.4%). The vacancy 
rate remains very low, at only 2.5%. Many 
residents in Mission Woods are life-long 
residents. Figure 6.11 illustrates the change 
between 2000 and 2018. 

FIGURE 6.10: Historic Population Change, Mission Woods

FIGURE 6.11: Housing Occupancy, Mission Woods

2000 2018 CHANGE 2000-
2018

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

Owner-Occupied 74 96.1% 76 97.4% 2
Renter-Occupied 3 3.9% 2 2.6% -1
Total Vacant 3 2 -1
Vacancy rate 3.8% 2.5%

Total Units 80 80 0
Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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FIGURE 6.12: Housing Affordability, Mission WoodsCONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Mission Woods has an older housing stock, primarily built before 
1969. Only 7% of housing units were constructed after 1970, with 
only one unit constructed since 2009. The small neighborhood that 
comprises the city is built up and the existing housing stock will 
remain for the planning horizon.

HOUSING COSTS
Figure 6.12 displays housing cost characteristics in Mission Woods. 
Residents have high incomes (2nd highest in Johnson County at 
$165,000), but the housing stock is also high value. According to 
the U.S. Government, households spending more than 30% of their 
income on housing are considered cost-burdened. Additionally, a 
healthy, self-sustaining housing market will have a value to income 
ratio between 2 and 3.  By these metrics, Mission Woods has an 
overall unaffordable housing ownership market. Despite the high 
median home values, they have remained nearly the same, rising only 
1% since 2010 to $656,300 in 2018.

	• Mission Woods has a value to income ratio of 4.29, indicating a 
homeownership market that is high priced relative to resident 
incomes. Despite this high ratio, only 7% of homeowners pay more 
than 30% of their income for homeownership.

	• Like other smaller communities in northeast Johnson County, the 
housing market in the community is meant to serve one subset of 
the population in Johnson County. 

COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
Two community surveys were received from residents, although 
the population is below 200. Discussions also occurred with other 
stakeholders that know the area around Mission Woods.

ISSUES & OPPORTUNITIES
	• Mission Woods is a unique community that is not meant to serve 

a variety of housing types and preferences. The community does 
provide one desired housing product for the Johnson County 
market, larger homes with four or more bedrooms. Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design
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WESTWOOD 
Westwood is an established city in northeast 
Johnson County. There are a few small 
commercial corners in the city with the 
northwest portion occupied by Walmart. Much 
of the community is single-family dwellings at 
the mid-range of values in Johnson County. 

POPULATION CHANGE
As a landlocked city, population change mainly 
fluctuates by household size. Westwood, like 
many cities in northeast Johnson County, saw 
a population increase in the 1960s followed 
by several decades of decline. Since 2010, the 
population grew as shown in Figure 6.13.

HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Housing in Westwood remains primarily 
single-family at about 98% of total housing 
units. However, the Woodside Village 
Apartments completed in 2016 added 91 multi-
family units to the city, which do not appear 
to be included in Census figures.  Westwood 
has a higher renter occupancy rate (15%) than 
surrounding smaller communities. Vacancy 
rates remain low but have increased since 
2000 to 8.9%. Figure 6.14 illustrates the change 
between 2000 and 2018. 

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Changing preferences and lack of buildable 
areas in northeast Johnson County create 
pressure for redevelopment. In addition to 
higher housing costs, the market is seeing 
consistent rebuilds on existing lots. Since 2010 
Westwood saw 21 new single-family units 
constructed with 13 demolitions. Ninety-one 
new multi-family units were constructed in 
2016 at the Woodside Village Apartments.

FIGURE 6.13: Historic Population Change, Westwood

FIGURE 6.14: Housing Occupancy, Westwood

2000 2018 CHANGE 2000-
2018

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

Owner-Occupied 591 85.3% 579 84.6% -12
Renter-Occupied 102 14.7% 105 15.4% 3
Total Vacant 39 67 28
Vacancy rate 5.3% 8.9%

Total Units 732 751 19
Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)

Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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HOUSING COSTS
Figure 6.15 displays housing cost characteristics in Westwood. Westwood 
residents have lower median incomes ($82,500), in line with lower median 
home values ($238,000). According to the U.S. Government, households 
spending more than 30% of their income on housing are considered 
cost-burdened. Additionally, a healthy, self-sustaining housing market 
will have a value to income ratio between 2 and 3.  By these metrics, 
Westwood has a healthy housing market but is nearing an unaffordable 
level.

	• Westwood has a value to income ratio of 2.98, indicating a 
homeownership market that is high priced relative to resident 
incomes. About 20% of homeowners pay more than 30% of their 
income for homeownership.

The burden for renters is more pronounced. Rents in Westwood since 
2010 increased by $419 and is the third highest median contract rent in 
Johnson County. Although only 15% of all housing units in Westwood 
are rentals, about 28% of renters pay more than 30% of their income on 
contract rent. 

	• Low rental supply, and thus a competitive market, often results in 
higher rental prices. With few opportunities for new rentals, there 
is likely to continue to be high rent prices. The Woodside Village 
Apartments referenced earlier rent between $1,500 and $3,000, adding 
to the market rate rental stock. 

COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
A total of 27 residents took the community survey. Discussions also 
occurred with representatives of the Planning Commission and other 
stakeholders that have knowledge of the area around Westwood.

ISSUES & OPPORTUNITIES
	• 	Westwood has issues with rebuilds like other nearby cities. Lots are 

smaller and rebuilds are taking up the entire lots. This affects the 
elderly population who do not know what their lot is worth in the 
market and may sell at prices lower than its worth.

	• 	Seniors that cannot age in place tend to move to southwest Johnson 
County or other counties. Single level homes or universal design 
rehabilitations are an opportunity to offer a needed product in 
Westwood.

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design
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FIGURE 6.15: Housing Affordability, Westwood

	• There are some larger redevelopment prospects in the city but 
residents do tend to push back at the changes.



JOHNSON COUNTY COM
M

UNITY HOUSING STUDY

272

W
estw

ood Hills

WESTWOOD HILLS
Westwood Hills is a very small residential 
enclave with one commercial node at the 
southeast corner of the community. The 
housing stock is relatively aged, with 77% 
built before 1939 almost entirely as single-
family detached units (99%).

POPULATION CHANGE
As a landlocked community, population 
change mainly fluctuates by household size. 
As family households dwindled as children 
left the house, the population subsequently 
declined. Since 1960 the population of 
Westwood Hills has declined through 2010. 
Since 2010, the population grew slightly, as 
shown in Figure 6.16.

HOUSING OCCUPANCY 
Housing in Westwood Hills remains 
primarily single-family detached housing 
units. Renter-occupied units comprise just 
about 5% of the market. Vacancy rates also 
remain healthy and stable, at about 6% since 
2000. Figure 6.17 illustrates the change 
between 2000 and 2018. 

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 
Westwood Hills has not seen any new 
construction activity since 1990. As 
mentioned, most of the housing stock was 
constructed before 1939. Unlike nearby 
communities, Westwood Hills has not seen 
the high levels of demolition and rebuilds 
in recent years, likely a factor of its historic 
designation. 

FIGURE 6.16: Historic Population Change, Westwood Hills

FIGURE 6.17: Housing Occupancy, Westwood Hills

2000 2018 CHANGE 2000-
2018

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

NUMBER % OF OCCUPIED 
UNITS

Owner-Occupied 153 91.6% 164 95.1% 3
Renter-Occupied 14 8.4% 8 4.9% -6
Total Vacant 10 12 2
Vacancy rate 5.6% 6.6%

Total Units 177 176 -1
Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); City of Westwood Hills

Source: U.S. Census; American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates)
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HOUSING COSTS
Figure 6.18 displays housing cost characteristics in Westwood Hills. 
Westwood Hills has the 5th highest median home value in Johnson 
county ($395,500), which is up 11% since 2010. Median incomes are also 
high, which are 4th in the county at $132,500. According to the U.S. 
Government, households spending more than 30% of their income on 
housing are considered cost-burdened. Additionally, a healthy, self-
sustaining housing market will have a value to income ratio between 
2 and 3.  By these metrics, Westwood Hills has an overall attainable 
housing ownership market.

	• Westwood Hills' value to income ratio dropped to 2.98 from 3.68 in 
2010, indicating a homeownership market that is becoming more 
attainable. This may be a result of younger families with higher 
incomes replacing older homeowners in the market. 

	• Despite the drop, about 20% of homeowners pay more than 30% of 
their income for homeownership.

The burden for renters is even more pronounced,  although only about 
5% of all housing units in Westwood Hills are rentals. About 25% of 
renters pay more than 30% of their income on gross rent. 

	• Westwood Hills rentals are unique and will continue to ask high 
rents for a specific market of renters. These renters may be high 
income households in transition or older high income households 
wanting less maintenance. 

COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
A total of 56 residents took the community survey. Discussions also 
occurred with representatives of the Planning Commission and other 
stakeholders that have knowledge of the area around Westwood Hills.

ISSUES & OPPORTUNITIES
	• The small community is a transition of neighborhoods into high 

end areas of the county. Developers are coming in and bidding out 
first-time homebuyers. 

	• Westwood Hills is a unique National Historic District community 
that is not meant to serve a variety of housing types and 
preferences. The historic character should be maintained. 

Source: American Community Survey (2018 5-year Estimates); RDG Planning & Design
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FIGURE 6.18: Housing Affordability, Westwood Hills
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SECTION Three
A Path Forward





CHAPTER Seven
Strategic Directions

The data, input, and analysis lead to several themes focused on issues to overcome and 
opportunities to leverage. While there may be more specific details for each city, these 

themes represent the most common themes spread throughout Johnson County. 
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HOUSING OPPORTUNITY THEMES

DESIRE TO AGE WITHIN COMMUNITIES
Many people that live in Johnson County want to remain living in their neighborhoods after 
retirement for many years. They may eventually need living options on one floor, accessible 
entrances, and accessible interiors. Communal options are also a popular for these households 
with shared lawns, gathering areas, or shared maintenance managed by the property manager. 
Infill lots are ideal for these arrangements where older households can move within their 
neighborhood and open up a their house for a new family. 

HIGH-QUALITY HOUSING STOCK
Existing housing in Johnson County is well-kept on average in most cities, with few concentrated 
dilapidated areas. Lower quality areas are typically in older town centers and often fall within 
targeted rehabilitation program areas. Existing home are an essential asset because these homes 
will typically be the most affordable options in Johnson County compared to new construction 
that is a similar size and location. 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR INFILL DEVELOPMENT
Some cities have obsolete or underused sites served by infrastructure that are prime for 
redevelopment. Often these include: old commercial shopping centers, vacant industry, or 
churches closing because of less membership. While demolition and redesign of an infill site 
costs more to design, existing infrastructure can reduce costs for both the city and the developer. 
Additionally, the rise in property valuation will often pay the city back in a shorter time than 
new subdivision development. 

DEMAND FOR HOUSING VARIETY
There is not only demand from people that want to live in Johnson County, but many people 
living in Johnson County would like to move to new housing. From the community survey, over 
40% of people living in Johnson County today would like to move from rental housing to an 
owner-occupied home, downsize to a different home, or move from their existing home to a 
larger home. Building a variety of housing units helps keep existing rental and smaller homes at 
manageable price appreciation and helps stabilize existing affordable units. 

"The revitalization of downtowns 
(such as old Overland Park) are 
creating better housing and business 
options..."

"A diversity of housing options is 
vital to supporting diversity in 
the community. Unique housing 
opportunities on a single street build 
networks across income, race and 
generation in a way that makes our 
communities more resilient..."

"[My] top amenities - single-family 
home, 1,600 s.f. - snow and lawn care 
included, under 7,000 s.f. lot. [I] want 
to continue to be mobile - walk or 
drive."
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HOUSING OPPORTUNITY THEMES (CONT'D)

CONTINUED DEMAND FOR RENTALS AT ALL PRICE POINTS
Aside from the smallest landlocked cities, there is demand and need for rental housing across 
many price points. People moving to Johnson County or new graduates will often need to rent 
first, and some must rent by necessity.

HIGHLY RESPECTED COMMUNITIES AND SCHOOLS
Growth in Johnson County is an effect of many economic and locational factors. However, 
the great school systems offer a significant force for housing demand. Not only schools, but 
communities in Johnson County also have many amenities that people desire and factor into 
choosing where to live.

LARGE JOB CENTERS WITH THE NEED FOR ADJACENT HOUSING
Johnson County is fortunate to have job and population growth. There are substantial expansion 
opportunities in light manufacturing, warehousing, white-collar office environments, and more. 
Many large employers locate on campus-like settings but recognize employee desires to live near 
their jobs. Development agreements for new job centers can leverage resources to incorporate 
housing development. Also, if office space demand decreases after the pandemic, converting 
office space to living space could be another way to add housing options.

LAND AND TRANSPORTATION OPPORTUNITIES THAT SUPPORT INNOVATIVE HOUSING 
PRODUCTS
Johnson County has a large amount of land yet to be developed. Some obviously should be 
reserved for flood protection, steep slopes, greenways, parks, and open spaces. However, near 
the Interstate system offers areas to try new housing products where traditional single-family 
development is less desirable to the market, such as near rail lines and areas closest to the 
Interstate. 

"JoCo does not have adequate 
public transportation, once that 
infrastructure can be improved 
upon then developments to house 
the workforce that uses that 
transportation should be supported."

"...raised our children here and love 
it! Great schools, parks, libraries, 
infrastructure, governance, and most 
of all great people."

"Housing needs to be able to be 
afforded by teachers, social workers, 
police officers, nurses. College grads 
w/ student loans,  car payments can't 
afford to live [here] on any of these 
salaries."

"Low-wage workers in the area can 
not find housing close to their jobs."
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HOUSING CHALLENGE THEMES

ATTAINABLE OPTIONS FOR RESIDENTS TO AGE WITHIN THEIR COMMUNITIES
Home appreciation and the overall number of the baby boom generation reaching retirement 
and beyond creates tough decisions for many older households. Competition for accessible homes 
with no stairs and maintenance provided is high. Most facilities in Johnson County are luxury 
price ranges out of reach for many. These homeowners face staying in their existing homes to 
retain their long-time community relationships or moving out of the county to more affordable 
options. 

LIMITED HOUSING VARIETY - LACK OF "MISSING MIDDLE" HOUSING
Housing construction permits county-wide show a dominance of traditional single-family 
development and large apartment development. While some cities have a large portion of 
townhouse type development, there are significantly fewer 3-12 plex type developments (owner 
or renter). These are ideal products for first-time homebuyers, short and long-term renters, and 
empty nesters currently occupying 3-4 bedroom lower-priced homes. 

SLOWER RETURN TO BUILDING
Large cities like Overland Park, Olathe, and Lenexa are building homes at record highs annually. 
Other communities have yet to see record numbers. However, the market indicates that it is a 
matter of time as Gardner and Spring Hill are rapidly building out with De Soto and Edgerton 
next in line if barriers like lot availability and infrastructure are addressed.  

"Johnson County needs “missing 
middle” housing: duplexes, 
townhomes, small and mid-size 
apartment developments, etc."

"We would love to stay in old 
neighborhood but maintenance 
provided opportunities are just not 
here or too high priced for many. 
Town homes for rent or buy may be a 
solution for seniors."
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HOUSING CHALLENGE THEMES (CONT'D)

LIMITED ADVOCACY FOR HOUSING VARIETY
Public meetings for multi-family housing projects in most cities are characterized by the public 
voicing opposition to the projects. However, recent engagement in cities during long-term 
comprehensive planning processes shows support for attainable housing. The many voices in 
support of housing variety need to make their presence known to local decision-makers, like 
those heard in the community survey and listening sessions during this study. City staff cannot 
speak for them. 

LIMITED SUPPLY OF FIRST-TIME HOMEBUYER OPTIONS
Homeownership is not for everyone. However, many people want to buy a home but are restricted 
by available options that meet their price point, which generally is below $250,000. Results are 
people renting for longer than they would like, living with someone else to save, or moving to 
another county with more attainable housing.

LACK OF CONSISTENCY IN REGULATIONS AND THE BASIC GROUND RULES
Developers voice a notable difference in approval processes from city to city. There are some 
cities easier to develop in than others. What developers all want are clear rules upfront and cities 
to stick to those rules through the approval process. 

UNSEEN HOMELESSNESS
Many do not realize the effects that housing prices have already taken on many households in 
Johnson County. Homelessness is present, even though many of these homeless have jobs. The 
cost of rent and other essential needs is high enough to price some households out of reliable 
options. These populations are increasing in Johnson County.

"I would like to see a program to help 
homeless, working poor, be able to 
obtain housing and get back on their 
feet. Like Habitat for Humanity but 
extended."

"Very difficult to break into 
the market for first time home 
buyers. The market is extremely 
competitive."

"Zoning laws make infill housing 
very difficult"

"Find a way to provide housing for 
those who work in the County.  But 
it must recognize ... neighborhood 
preconceived ideas about "higher 
density housing."  You can't make 
it affordable without either public 
subsidies or higher density..."
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HOUSING TASK FORCE – A PATH FORWARD
The housing assessment for Johnson County was never meant to be 
only an assessment of market data and identification of gaps in the 
housing market. The assessment is to identify the target housing 
programs that can address the housing challenges. That starts with 
this Chapter. 

Taking the strategies forward is a Housing Task Force that includes 
more than 200 stakeholders throughout the county. Housing solutions 
will look different depending on the municipality and the Task Force 
will be there to help meet these varied needs. The Task Force will 
begin meeting in early 2021 to refine a strategy toolkit to activate the 
housing strategies in each city and county-wide. The membership 
includes:

	• Community Leaders

	• City and County Elected Officials

	• City and County Administrators

	• Educators

	• Employers

	• Developers

	• Impacted Residents

	• Health Care Providers

	• Social Service Providers

Figure 7.1 on the next page shows the preliminary schedule for the 
Task Force, along with the topics to be covered. 

Clip from the virtual UCS Human Services Summit in 2020



283

JO
HN

SO
N 

CO
UN

TY
 C

OM
M

UN
IT

Y 
HO

US
IN

G 
ST

UD
Y

HOUSING FOR ALL

TASK FORCE LEADERSHIP
MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL & SECTOR

Technical Support 
Committee

Healthy Equity Network 
Leadership Team

PERSPECTIVE PANELS
MULTI-SECTOR

Educators
Developers

Healthcare & Social 
Service Providers

Employers
Residents
Community Leaders

TASK FORCE COLLABORATIVE
Task Force Leadership

Multi-Sector Perspective 
Panels

UCS Board

Healthy Equity Network 
(HEN)
Council of Advisors
MARC

PERSPECTIVE PANELS BREAKOUT
Market Realities - Reduce Costs & Share Risk

Moving People from Not In My Backyard (NIMBY) to 
Yes In My Backyard (YIMBY)

Preserving Existing Attainable Housing & Choice
Addressing Socio-Economic Challenges

Task Force 
Leadership

Perspective 
Panel 

Members

UCS Board, 
HEN, Council 
of Advisors, 

MARC

Task Force Membership

PROCESS DIAGRAM

WORKSHOP WORKSHOP WORKSHOP WORKSHOP ROLLOUT

Wednesday
January 20, 2021
7:00 - 9:00 p.m.

Wednesday
February 10, 2021
7:00 - 9:00 p.m.

Wednesday
February 24, 2021
7:00 - 9:00 p.m.

Wednesday
March 10, 2021
7:00 - 9:00 p.m.

April 2021 May 2021

PURPOSE: 
Share Knowledge & 
Take a Deeper Dive 

into Barriers

PURPOSE: 
Vision & Goal 

Alignment; Dissecting 
Issues

PURPOSE: 
Breaking Down 

Barriers & Seizing 
Opportunities

PURPOSE: 
Loading Up the Toolkit 
& Aligning to Vision

PURPOSE: 
Develop Draft Healthy 

Housing for All 
Strategy & Toolkit

PURPOSE: 
Celebrate! Roll Out Strategy 
& Toolkit; Activate Strategy

MATERIALS:
	■ Participant Guide
	■ List of Participants by 
Perspective Panels
	■ Link to Housing 
Study
	■ EnRICHLY Guide
	■ Meeting Agenda 
Playbook

MATERIALS:
	■ Summary Meeting 
Notes from Previous 
Meeting
	■ Link to Vision and 
Goals Questionnaire
	■ EnRICHLY articles
	■ Meeting Agenda 
Playbook

MATERIALS:
	■ Summary Meeting 
Notes from Previous 
Meeting
	■ Link to Values and 
Strategies by Goal 
Area Questionnaire
	■ EnRICHLY articles
	■ Meeting Agenda 
Playbook

MATERIALS:
	■ Summary Meeting 
Notes from Previous 
Meeting
	■ Link to Potential 
Tools and Game 
Changers 
Questionnaire
	■ EnRICHLY articles
	■ Meeting Agenda 
Playbook

MATERIALS:
	■ Draft Strategy and 
Toolkit

MATERIALS:
	■ Summary Meeting Notes 
from Previous Meeting
	■ Healthy Housing for 
All Strategy and Toolkit 
(Draft)
	■ Best Practices Guide for 
Activating the Toolkit

AGENDA AGENDA AGENDA AGENDA AGENDA AGENDA
	■ Share Housing Study 
Results
	■ Share Draft Vision 
and Goals from 
Housing Study
	■ Deeper Dive -- Break 
into multi-sector 
Perspective Panels 
by topic area to 
discuss barriers and 
opportunities
	■ Share Outcomes --   
Each group shares 
top three takeaways

	■ Storytelling - Impact 
of Barriers
	■ Vision and Goals 
Questionnaire 
Results
	■ Deeper Dive -- Break 
into multi-sector 
Perspective Panels by 
topic area to dissect 
barriers and focus 
on results
	■ Share Outcomes --   
Each group shares 
top three takeaways

	■ Success Stories 
Presentation
	■ Values and Strategies 
Questionnaire Results
	■ Deeper Dive -- Break 
into multi-sector 
Perspective Panels 
by topic area to 
explore and evaluate 
potential strategies
	■ Align vision, values, 
goals, and strategies
	■ Share Outcomes --    
Each group shares 
top three takeaways

	■ Success Stories 
Presentation
	■ Potential Tools and 
Game Changers 
Questionnaire Results
	■ Deeper Dive -- Break 
into multi-sector 
Perspective Panels by 
topic area to define 
potential tools, baby 
steps, and game 
changers
	■ Share Outcomes --   
Each group shares 
top three takeaways

	■ Share draft Strategy 
and Toolkit
	■ Determine if there 
are any items 
missing or in conflict
	■ Break ideas and 
tools into cohorts
	■ Finalize format 
	■ Finalize 
Deliverables: Draft 
Healthy Housing 
for All Strategy and 
Toolkit

	■ Healthy Housing for 
All Strategy and Toolkit 
Presentation
	■ Activate Strategy -- Break 
into goal areas and 
discuss activation strategy 
and sign-up for action 
meet-ups
	■ Share Outcomes -- Each 
group shares top three 
activation ideas 

FOLLOW-UP
	■ Final Strategy and Toolkit
	■ Activation Strategy 
	■ Post-Process Evaluation Form

1 2 3 4 TASK FORCE 
LEADERSHIP 
MEETINGS

1 & 2 
5

FIGURE 7.1: Housing Task Force Preliminary Schedule

Source: Shockey Consulting
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STRATEGIC MARKET 
APPROACHES
The information in the previous chapters 
indicates the market is not providing 
for several needed housing products. 
Understanding the housing gaps means 
little without a plan to address them. The 
past shows the market itself is not trending 
to fix these gaps. Therefore, this chapter's 
strategies explore how local governments, 
organizations, builders, and other partners 
can work together to meet all the housing 
needs in Johnson County. 

MARKET INFLUENCES
As discussed in Chapter 1, many market 
forces influence the housing market. Many 
forces are outside of local control, such 
as the cost of lumber to build homes. The 
strategies in Chapters 7 and 8 focus on 
policies, actions, and incentives that local 
governments and organizations can use to 
influence or help offset the housing market's 
inefficiencies. A few examples include:

	• Pooling resources and funding 
mechanisms to encourage housing 
products that are otherwise difficult for 
the private market to produce. 

	• Managing the cost of housing projects 
intended for entry-level owners.

	• Ensuring reliable regulations that 
are consistently applied to every type 
of project. This provides certainty to 
builders when undertaking new products.

STRATEGY GOALS SUMMARY
It is important to note there is no silver 
bullet to all aspects of the housing market. 
For example, actions in Kansas City and 
adjacent counties will always influence the 
housing market throughout Johnson County. 
Further, elements of the housing market, 
such as high-end housing products, do not 
require policy interventions for more supply. 
The market is producing them today. 

Applying the Goals
Adopting policy to apply the goals and 
strategies in Chapter 7 and 8 should also be 
mindful to incorporate:

1.	Environmentally friendly approaches 
to design, a high value to many cities. 
Sustainability initiatives are already 
taking place across the county. See the 
resources in the sidebar on the right.

2.	Connections between incentives and 
projects that create attainable housing or 
address specific needs for the county or 
respective city. 

3.	Design of housing projects that does not 
overly strain city infrastructure capacity 
and fiscal ability to maintain public 
services in the future. 

4.	Partnerships with other organizations 
and the private market. It should not 
be the full responsibility of a city or the 
county to take on all the risk in housing 
programs. The Task Force will help  
address creating these partnerships.

5.	The recommendations and guidance of 
the Housing Task Force for the county or 
respective city.

Sustainable Design: 
Current Resources and 
Initiatives 

Bridging the Gap: bridgingthegap.org 

Climate Action KC and Climate Action Plan: 
www.marc.org/Environment/Climate-

Action

U.S. Green Building Council, Central Plains: 
www.usgbc.org/chapters/usgbc-central-

plains

Metropolitan Energy Center: metroenergy.
org/resources

The Center for Sustainability at JCCC: www.
jccc.edu/about/sustainability

American Institute of Architects, Kansas 
City Chapter: aiakc.org

American Planning Association, Kansas City 
Section: kc-apa.org

KU's Center for Compassionate & Sustainable 
Communities: ipsr.ku.edu/compassion

Johnson County Government, Office 
of Sustainability: www.jocogov.org/

environment/sustainability-johnson-county

Center for Community Health and 
Development at the University of Kansas: 

communityhealth.ku.edu
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GOAL 1. Establish/create/develop a 
network of housing advocates

Tools:

6.	Develop and Manage a Housing Fact Book 

	› Housing communication

	» Local advocacy

	» Terminology - Relate housing to 
people

GOAL 2. Create mechanisms to share 
risk 

Tools:

1.	Public/Private Partnerships 

	› Existing partnerships

	› Trust funds

	› Lending consortium 

	› Housing Development Fund

	› Community Housing Bond

2.	Non-Profit

	› Develop or identify a non-profit 
developer

3.	Reducing Site Costs

	› Shared cost 

	› Special assessments

	› Subordinate payments

	› Infrastructure standards

GOAL 3. Preserve and rehabilitate 
existing attainable housing  

Tools:

1.	Expanding Program Options 

	› Purchase Rehab Resale program for 
owner and rental units

2.	Continue Existing Programs

3.	Market Existing Programs

	› Rental rehabilitation programs

	› First-time homebuyer rehab programs

	› Non-city/county programs

	› Promote design guides for code 
requirements and energy efficiency 
programs
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GOAL 4. Increase the variety of product 
types, especially in middle-density 

Tools:

1.	Rethink Neighborhood Design

2.	Infill Development

3.	Allow More Housing Products By-right in 
Residential Zoning Districts

4.	Proactively Target Missing Middle-
Density Housing Products

GOAL 6. Prioritize funding/incentives 
for attainable housing adjacent to 
jobs and transportation 

Tools:

1.	Leverage All Risk-Sharing Tools in This 
Chapter with Housing Goals to maintain 
the attainability of the existing stock and 
new housing opportunities. 

GOAL 7. Connect existing housing 
resources (including help for other 
expenses) and fill gaps left by the 
private market  

Tools:

1.	A One-Stop Database for Housing 
Programs

2.	Leverage Housing Partnerships

GOAL 5. Remove code uncertainties in 
the development process  

Tools:

1.	Streamline Approval Procedures

2.	Prepackaged RFPs and Site Plans

3.	Small Lot, Townhome, Middle-Density 
Product Demonstration
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FIGURE 7.2: Housing Goals Applicability

GOAL POLICY TARGE T HOUSING PRODUCT TARGE T HOUSING PRICE POINT CIT Y OR LOCATION CONTEXT

1. Establish/create/develop a network of 
housing advocates

All products, especially 
middle and higher density 
rental options

Various price points, moderate 
market rate preferred as targets 
because of their increased risk 
for builders.

Most applicable to fastest 
growing cities and areas of 
major redevelopment

2. Create mechanisms to share risk All products that meet the 
needs in this assessment

All price points acceptable. More 
policy incentives for homes under 
$250,000 and rents under $1,000.

Deferred loans and developer 
paybacks more appropriate for 
higher price points that meet a 
product gap. 

All cities and all locations 
outside of environmentally 
sensitive areas.  

Incentive policies reserved for 
areas contiguous to existing 
development and/or mixing of 
housing types

3. Preserve and rehabilitate existing 
attainable housing  

All products, especially 
single-family homes built 
before 2000

Focus on homes priced under 
$250,000.

All cities based on 
recommendations in Section 2

4. Increase the variety of product types, 
especially in middle-density ranges

Townhomes, patio homes, 
multi-plexes, co-housing, 
Accessory Dwelling Units

All price points, focus toward 
moderate to market rate rents 
and home price points.

For landlocked cities - 
opportunities in redevelopment 
site. 

Other cities incorporated into 
new subdivisions and infill 
development. 

5. Remove code uncertainties in the 
development process  All products Various price points. Applicable to all cities

6. Prioritize funding/incentives for 
attainable housing adjacent to jobs and 
transportation

Focus on rental options

All price ranges, but target 
mixed-income developments 
with a portion of rents under 
$1,000.

Cities on the Interstate or 
section arterial street systems; 
Logistics Park Kansas City 
Intermodal Facility

7. Connect existing housing resources and 
fill gaps left by the private market N/A

Below market rate housing 
prices and rent; Below median 
household income levels.

All cities and all locations

Figure 7.2 shows the situations where strategies to address these goals can have the most significant impact.





CHAPTER Eight
Housing Strategies
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STRATEGY FOCUSES
The strategic directions for Johnson County 
and its communities is an incremental 
strategy based on a toolbox of programs and 
policy interventions for use as a coordinated 
effort county-wide and by individual cities 
based on their context. Figures 8.3 and 8.4 at 
the end of the chapter summarizes the array 
of programs to meet the housing goals. 

1. OVER-ARCHING GOAL - ESTABLISH/
CREATE/DEVELOP A NETWORK OF 
HOUSING ADVOCATES
Objectives
1.	Publicly display support of housing 

projects and understanding of the needs. 

2.	Open more community communication 
with elected and appointed officials. 

3.	Help balance community desires with a 
variety of quality housing products. 

The 4,615 community surveys and 
conversations with stakeholders during 
the housing assessment made it clear that 
many people understand the housing needs 
and support projects to address the needs. 
Even within the group conversations, new 
connections were made between non-
profits and organizations working toward 
the same housing goals in their community. 
Connections are crucial and already 
prevalent throughout Johnson County. 
However, these connections must be paired 
more consistently with advocacy. 

Tools: Develop & Manage a Housing 
Fact Book 
The advocacy starts by creating a common 
framework of housing development facts. 
There is not a common understanding 
of the cost of development and how that 
affects housing prices. Additionally, there 
are misconceptions that certain housing 
products cause crime, deterioration, and 
lower property values. A start for such a 
fact book will be refined by the Housing 
Task Force. It should be a piece widely used 
by realtors, elected officials, citizen groups, 
and others when advocating for housing 
programs, products, and location. Topics 
include:

	• Prototypical development proforma for 
different housing products, showing the 
profit margins and gaps in financing.

	• Design examples of density ranges, using 
products in Johnson County as examples. 

	• Prototypical factors affecting property 
tax rates.

	• Cost comparisons of infrastructure for 
low-density housing development (3 
units per acre and under) versus medium 
density housing development (5-12 units 
per acre). 

	• Demographics of renter-occupied 
households in the County or City, taken 
from the U.S. Census or other sources. 

	• City by city goals statement and long-
term actions related to housing in their 
strategic and comprehensive plans. 

Fact book Terminology: 

Housing should be discussed and 
presented in a way that relates to 

people’s lives. This means framing 
how we talk about housing in staff 
reports, presentations, developer 

communication, realtors with clients, 
and public policies. For example,

  "The project will provide space for 
30 teachers and nurses and their 

families."       

See more in the Appendix                            

	• Crime data by housing type, area, 
occupancy, income, and housing costs.

	• Housing development impacts on 
transportation.

	• Household size and the number of 
children in households. 

	• Others can be added over time.
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Tools: Housing Communication
Local Advocacy. Advocacy on the ground 
includes the development of a network of 
housing advocates in all communities that 
will attend public meetings and be a voice 
for housing diversity. People advocating 
for housing is a primary reason for the 
commission of this assessment. The Housing 
Task Force starting in 2021, will likely be the 
network to sustain advocacy in the future 
through a county-wide coordinated effort. 

State Advocacy. The Housing Task Force can 
be the leading organization to lobby for 
State level changes to housing policy. Several 
statutes in the State of Kansas preempt cities 
from undertaking certain actions that would 
help advance the strategies of this study. 

	• Prohibition of Local Ordinances 
Requiring Inspections of Private 
Residences. This includes interior 
inspections. Overland Park does have an 
exterior inspection program. For local 
cities, this prevents action to proactively 
stop property deterioration and protect 
renters from unsafe conditions. 

	• Prohibiting Rent Control or Control 
of Real Estate Purchase Price by 
Political Subdivisions. In the context 
of recommendations in this study, the 
statute does not allow cities to require 
certain price points for homes or 
apartment units within a development 
agreement. Incentives would allow for 
such projects.

Task Force Agenda

Workshop #1:  

Share Knowledge & Take a Deeper 
Dive on Barriers

Workshop #2: 

Vision & Goal Alignment; Dissecting 
Issues

Workshop #3: 

Breaking Down Barriers & Seizing 
Opportunities

Workshop #4: 

Loading Up the Toolkit & Aligning to 
Vision

Leadership Meeting: 

Develop Draft. Healthy Housing for 
All Strategy& Toolkit

Roll Out & Activation: 

Celebrate! Roll Out Strategy & Toolkit 
and Activate Strategy

HOUSING FOR ALL

TASK FORCE LEADERSHIP
MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL & SECTOR

Technical Support 
Committee

Healthy Equity Network 
Leadership Team

PERSPECTIVE PANELS
MULTI-SECTOR

Educators
Developers

Healthcare & Social 
Service Providers

Employers
Residents
Community Leaders

TASK FORCE COLLABORATIVE
Task Force Leadership

Multi-Sector Perspective 
Panels

UCS Board

Healthy Equity Network 
(HEN)
Council of Advisors
MARC

PERSPECTIVE PANELS BREAKOUT
Market Realities - Reduce Costs & Share Risk

Moving People from Not In My Backyard (NIMBY) to 
Yes In My Backyard (YIMBY)

Preserving Existing Attainable Housing & Choice
Addressing Socio-Economic Challenges

Task Force 
Leadership

Perspective 
Panel 

Members

UCS Board, 
HEN, Council 
of Advisors, 

MARC

Task Force Membership

PROCESS DIAGRAM

WORKSHOP WORKSHOP WORKSHOP WORKSHOP ROLLOUT

Wednesday
January 20, 2021
7:00 - 9:00 p.m.

Wednesday
February 10, 2021
7:00 - 9:00 p.m.

Wednesday
February 24, 2021
7:00 - 9:00 p.m.

Wednesday
March 10, 2021
7:00 - 9:00 p.m.

April 2021 May 2021

PURPOSE: 
Share Knowledge & 
Take a Deeper Dive 

into Barriers

PURPOSE: 
Vision & Goal 

Alignment; Dissecting 
Issues

PURPOSE: 
Breaking Down 

Barriers & Seizing 
Opportunities

PURPOSE: 
Loading Up the Toolkit 
& Aligning to Vision

PURPOSE: 
Develop Draft Healthy 

Housing for All 
Strategy & Toolkit

PURPOSE: 
Celebrate! Roll Out Strategy 
& Toolkit; Activate Strategy

MATERIALS:
	■ Participant Guide
	■ List of Participants by 
Perspective Panels
	■ Link to Housing 
Study
	■ EnRICHLY Guide
	■ Meeting Agenda 
Playbook

MATERIALS:
	■ Summary Meeting 
Notes from Previous 
Meeting
	■ Link to Vision and 
Goals Questionnaire
	■ EnRICHLY articles
	■ Meeting Agenda 
Playbook

MATERIALS:
	■ Summary Meeting 
Notes from Previous 
Meeting
	■ Link to Values and 
Strategies by Goal 
Area Questionnaire
	■ EnRICHLY articles
	■ Meeting Agenda 
Playbook

MATERIALS:
	■ Summary Meeting 
Notes from Previous 
Meeting
	■ Link to Potential 
Tools and Game 
Changers 
Questionnaire
	■ EnRICHLY articles
	■ Meeting Agenda 
Playbook

MATERIALS:
	■ Draft Strategy and 
Toolkit

MATERIALS:
	■ Summary Meeting Notes 
from Previous Meeting
	■ Healthy Housing for 
All Strategy and Toolkit 
(Draft)
	■ Best Practices Guide for 
Activating the Toolkit

AGENDA AGENDA AGENDA AGENDA AGENDA AGENDA
	■ Share Housing Study 
Results
	■ Share Draft Vision 
and Goals from 
Housing Study
	■ Deeper Dive -- Break 
into multi-sector 
Perspective Panels 
by topic area to 
discuss barriers and 
opportunities
	■ Share Outcomes --   
Each group shares 
top three takeaways

	■ Storytelling - Impact 
of Barriers
	■ Vision and Goals 
Questionnaire 
Results
	■ Deeper Dive -- Break 
into multi-sector 
Perspective Panels by 
topic area to dissect 
barriers and focus 
on results
	■ Share Outcomes --   
Each group shares 
top three takeaways

	■ Success Stories 
Presentation
	■ Values and Strategies 
Questionnaire Results
	■ Deeper Dive -- Break 
into multi-sector 
Perspective Panels 
by topic area to 
explore and evaluate 
potential strategies
	■ Align vision, values, 
goals, and strategies
	■ Share Outcomes --    
Each group shares 
top three takeaways

	■ Success Stories 
Presentation
	■ Potential Tools and 
Game Changers 
Questionnaire Results
	■ Deeper Dive -- Break 
into multi-sector 
Perspective Panels by 
topic area to define 
potential tools, baby 
steps, and game 
changers
	■ Share Outcomes --   
Each group shares 
top three takeaways

	■ Share draft Strategy 
and Toolkit
	■ Determine if there 
are any items 
missing or in conflict
	■ Break ideas and 
tools into cohorts
	■ Finalize format 
	■ Finalize 
Deliverables: Draft 
Healthy Housing 
for All Strategy and 
Toolkit

	■ Healthy Housing for 
All Strategy and Toolkit 
Presentation
	■ Activate Strategy -- Break 
into goal areas and 
discuss activation strategy 
and sign-up for action 
meet-ups
	■ Share Outcomes -- Each 
group shares top three 
activation ideas 

FOLLOW-UP
	■ Final Strategy and Toolkit
	■ Activation Strategy 
	■ Post-Process Evaluation Form

1 2 3 4 TASK FORCE 
LEADERSHIP 
MEETINGS

1 & 2 
5

Source: Shockey Consulting
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2. GOAL: CREATE MECHANISMS TO 
SHARE RISK 
Objectives
1.	Successfully increase the availability of a 

variety of housing products/types.

2.	Increase the financial ability of builders 
and developers to try different housing 
products that are attainable for more 
households. 

3.	Encourage lower purchase prices of 
homes by reducing the cost of lots and site 
development.

Tools: Public/Private Partnerships  
Housing Development Fund. Such a fund could 
be in many forms. Sometimes the city holds 
the fund and others are under a separate 
organization. Two ways to fund include:

	• Developers either provide some affordable 
units or pay a fee into a fund to support 
affordable housing or other product types 
that cannot make a profit.

	• Thinking of housing just like we have 
for economic development funds to 
build business parks and industrial 
sites – cities devote funds annually to 
housing endeavors. Funds could come 
from a small fee for all public and private 
new investments, from highways to 
commercial to new housing, that could 
help support recommended strategies in 
this chapter.

Trust Fund. A housing trust fund provides a 
source of seed capital, unconstrained by 
program regulations, for a developer or non-
profit developer to develop needed housing 
types. The popularity of trust funds can be 
attributed to their inherent flexibility. For 
Johnson County, these dollars could be for:

	• Support construction of new entry-level 
housing products generally priced under 
$250,000.

	• Rehabilitation of existing owner and 
rental housing for lower price points or  
lower-income families. 

	• Development of attainable rental housing 
options, which could include mixed-
income developments. 

Affordable Housing Fund 
- Grand Rapids, MI

The city of Grand Rapids set an 
aggressive policy target for a citywide 
inventory of 30% affordable housing 
units. One tool created to help with the 
effort is an Affordable Housing Fund 
leveraged by dedicated city revenues, 
private contributions, and interest 
earnings. Additionally, a board provides 
recommendations for policy changes and 
managing allocations. Funds come from:

	• City appropriations from tax growth.

	• Private contributions, State funds, 
County, other grants.

	• Excess revenues from General 
Operating Fund.

Eligible applicants include non-profits 
and for-profit affordable housing 
developers, and public housing 
authorities. Individuals are eligible for 
homeownership financial assistance. 
Fund allocation is used only for 
situations that meet city needs like 
mixed-use development, projects with 
other funding sources, and small scale 
development. 
https://www.grandrapidsmi.gov/Government/Programs-
and-Initiatives/Housing-NOW

Lawrence, KS has a similar fund where the public approved a 
sales tax increase for a new housing fund. The fund supports 
the acquisition, rehabilitation, and development of affordable 
housing. Over the next 10 year the fund expects to raise $10 
million. 
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Housing Incentives at 
Saint Louis University

Saint Louis University has provided a 
housing benefit to its employees through 
an Employer Assisted Housing Program 
(EAHP). The EAHP provides three 
benefits for the University employees:

	• Housing information and education on 
home ownership.

	• When available, preferred rates and 
reduced closing costs on mortgage and 
refinancing costs through partnering 
institutions.

	• When available, forgivable loans for 
eligible employees, applicable towards 
the purchase of a new home located in 
designated areas.

This program applies to all current, 
full-time faculty and staff members. 
Properties eligible for the forgivable 
loan program must be located with 
specific revitalization areas. In the SLU 
program the percentage of the loan that 
is forgiven increases with the number of 
years of employment after origination of 
the loan, up to 100% of the loan after five 
years of employment.

	• Construction of any of the targeted under 
built housing products in this study. 

Support may include gap financing or 
even direct incentives to developers 
for the development of target market 
projects. Trust funds receive funds in 
several ways, including the dedication of 
a specific share of local option sales tax, 
fees, local revenue bond issues, grants, and 
charitable contributions. Through charitable 
contributions to a trust fund, employers 
could play a vital role in housing quality and 
choice.    

Forming Partnerships. The role of existing 
partnerships at the city, county, and 
organization level like United Community 
Services, are invaluable to housing 
initiatives today and the work moving 
forward through the Housing Task Force. 
The role of other partners in the Task Force 
like realtors, builders, and developers will 
be as the contractors, marketers, and when 
appropriate, as financial partners for new 
policies and programs. 

	• Major employers (private & public) have 
jobs available, and companies are ready 
to expand. One way to help attract the 
workforce is attractive communities and 
attainable housing options. Employers 
know this and locate where there is 
housing or adequate transportation to 
housing. Employers can and should play 
an active role in housing partnerships. 

	› Rent subsidies and down payment 
assistance for employees residing 
within Johnson County or their 
respective cities. Some employers in 

other regions in the Midwest operate a 
housing plan, much like a 401(K) plan. 
The employer provides a matching 
contribution for a down payment on 
a home within the community or a 
specific part of the community.

	› Marketing local housing opportunities, 
including rental and ownership 
options, rehabilitation, or first-time 
home-buyer programs.

	› Daycare assistance or provision, or 
other necessary living expenses 

	› Direct investment in housing 
development where their employees 
can get a discount on housing in the 
development.

	• Realtors, in particular, play an essential 
role in a housing partnership that 
involves informing builders, cities, 
and chambers on the preferences of 
buyers. Realtor’s secondary role involves 
marketing new housing, or rehabilitated 
homes, to potential residents and working 
with employers to match recruits with 
housing that fits employees’ needs.

	• Builders and developers have the vital 
role of building new housing products 
not being produced in the market today. 
Of course, they cannot be expected to 
take on all the risk of such projects 
without ensuring that profit can be 
made. However, they must be willing to 
come to the table and build high-quality 
products designed for incorporation into 
neighborhoods and meet the city's goals, 
which may mean agreeing to certain price 
points.
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Lending Consortium. A cooperative, private 
sector venture among lending institutions 
active in the Johnson County housing market 
to spread their risks. The consortium could 
work alongside the trust fund or with other 
partnerships and distribute reasonable 
risk in such a way that no one institution 
is over-exposed. For Johnson County, this 
may just be a matter of growing the existing 
relationships that can be established 
through a Housing Task Force. The objective 
and directive is to:

	• Provide short term financing or “patient 
financing” for builders and contractors 
in communities, especially for non-
traditional projects that the private 
market avoids and federal lending 
mechanisms do not support.

Community Housing Bonds. Some cities initiate 
a bond issue to fund housing projects. The 
bonds require a vote by the community and, 
if passed, show clear support for project 
approval. For Johnson County cities, a 
housing bond should be used for creating 
attainable units for both owners and renters.  
This may include the development of 
infrastructure to support housing.

Housing Bonds, 
Greensboro, NC

In October 2016, Greensboro put to 
vote a $25 million bond project to 
fund the purchase, construction, and 
improvements to housing for low to 
moderate households. Projects include 
housing or neighborhood revitalization 
programs or providing loans and grants 
to individuals, developers, or other 
organizations for both single and multi-
family projects. The bonds are projected 
to leverage $54 million in investments 
on 1,007 housing units. 

Projects include:

	• Development or buyer assistance for 
320 units of workforce housing.

	• Code compliance repair through a 
revolving load fund for 120 repairs 
with property liens.

	• Handicapped accessibility 
improvements for 80 units.

	• 27 new supportive housing units 
targeted to homeless/disabled/
veterans.

	• Revolving loan fund for 50 low income 
homebuyers.

	• 150 units of heating systems, lead-
based paint, health hazards and 
emergency repairs.

	• 150 affordable multi-family units.

	• 30 owner-occupied home rehabs.
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Housing Next - Ottawa 
County, MI

Housing Next was formed as a 5-year 
pilot initiative to work closely with local 
units of government, developers and 
non-profits to remove barriers to the 
creation of more housing supply at all 
price points. 

It is an independent organization, not 
a non-profit, acting as a middle person 
to navigate resources and connect 
developers with projects.  It is nested 
within the structure of the Greater 
Ottawa County United Way and funded 
by the community foundations of 
Holland/Zeeland, Grand Haven and 
private donors in Ottawa County. Some 
of its initiatives include:

	• Evaluate local zoning standards to find 
ways to reduce regulatory barriers

	• Works with developers to find 
available land, assemble preliminary 
development plans that align with a 
community master plan and seek out 
funding opportunities.

	• Works with other non-profits and 
housing advocates to seek out long 
term funding mechanisms and 
organizational structures.

https://www.housingnext.org/

Tools: Non-Profit 
Develop or identify a non-profit developer. 
Sometimes there needs to be an entity that 
produces or preserves housing in ways 
that the private market cannot succeed. 
Typically, the action falls to housing 
products at price points well below the 
market rate. There are different ways that 
such an organization could form. Johnson 
County has several potential organizations 
that could be recognized, but with limited 
capacity or experience. Often, these are 
formed as community housing development 
organizations (CHDOs), which provide them 
with additional access to state and federal 
dollars. 

An economic development corporation could 
achieve similar goals as a CHDO:

	• Operate as a private developer and 
with the same permanent expertise 
and adequate capitalization as a private 
enterprise.

	• Can also focus on existing housing. 
Specifically, buying low-quality houses, 
completing major rehabilitation, and 
selling them to new owners.

	• Uses financing primarily from private 
donations and leverage from a lending 
consortium. Funds focus on generating 
working capital for the organization from 
many lenders. 
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Tools: Reducing site costs
Reducing the cost to develop a site leads to 
lower lot costs and subsequently lower costs 
per housing unit when tied to incentives for 
including certain price points or housing 
products. Several methods are already used 
to some extent in Johnson County cities. 
Examples for developing new subdivisions 
include:

Shared costs. Cities can share new 
infrastructure costs depending on the 
development location and type. The public 
share might be from 30% to 50% of the 
construction cost for cities experiencing 
consistent subdivision development. 
Repayment is from the added property taxes 
created by new development. For Johnson 
County, cities and their partners should 
require these developments to include 
various housing types and smaller lots to 
balance future infrastructure maintenance 
and tax revenue. Lot variety and housing 
variety should also be allowed outright. 

Special assessments.  Special assessments 
are used to finance infrastructure. While 
assessments reduce the initial purchase 
price of the house, they are repaid through 
monthly payments and add to the monthly 
and overall cost of the house. Thus, special 
assessments are not useful tools to target 
the lowest income households but rather 
those that have adequate monthly funds. 

The city could waive the special assessments 
on a certain percentage of lots o support 
more affordable housing. These households 
may have trouble saving for a downpayment 
because of student loans or high current 
rent costs. This tool requires working with 
the developer on the type and price of these 

units, likely below $250,000 to waive the 
special assessment.  

Subordinate payments. A city front-ends a 
portion of public improvements, repaid 
over an extended period through a second 
mortgage on the property. This reduces 
payments over special assessments by 
extending the loan term and reducing the 
principal.

Infrastructure standards. Besides cost-sharing, 
a review of improvement standards should 
be made across city departments to ensure 
cost efficiency while retaining quality. Not 
all departments understand the impact that 
standards have on the price of housing. Like 
zoning ordinances, infrastructure standards 
and design possibilities change frequently 
but are often not updated regularly at 
the city level. Additionally, requirements 
are spread across many organizations 
that may conflict with each other such as 
utility providers, county government, and 
federal agencies. Beginning to evaluate 
infrastructure standards includes:

	• Planning departments understanding 
how existing standards conflict with city 
policies. 

	• Understanding that city review 
processes and multiple reviews between 
departments cost money which is passed 
on to the cost of housing. 

	• A step further includes how building and 
fire code requirements align with housing 
products encouraged in certain zoning 
districts. For example, unit thresholds 
that trigger high-cost development 
requirements like fire sprinklers. (see 
case study: Prepackaged Site Plans).

Smart Growth in Kansas 
City. 

The topic of smart growth and 
infrastructure burdens on city 
governments, housing costs, and the 
taxpayers is not new to the Kansas City 
metro. Past discussions and lecture have 
unveiled interesting data on how metro 
cities should prioritize funding in the 
future. 

A lecture sponsored by the Mid-America 
Regional Council in October, 2019 
titled Smart Growth KC How? Where? 
brought in consultants from Urban3 and 
Strong Towns to show fiscal impacts of 
infrastructure growth. The insightful 
presentation showed that much of the 
traditional subdivision growth is not 
fiscally responsible, with six times more 
infrastructure growth than the growth 
in population. Subsides are effectively 
built into infrastructure for large lot 
subdivisions. Or rather, the tax burden 
for all residents increases instead of 
only for those living in the large lot 
subdivisions. Instead, investing in 
existing neighborhoods first and more 
compact new development patterns can 
cover infrastructure costs and services. 

View the presentation at https://kclibrary.org/signature-
events/smart-growth-kc-how-where
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3. GOAL: PRESERVE AND REHABILITATE 
EXISTING ATTAINABLE HOUSING 
Objectives
1.	Continue to maintain the most attainable 

housing in the county. 

2.	Make people aware of programs for 
housing conservation. 

3.	Target programs to strategic areas of 
most need or most opportunity.

4.	Ensure cities adopt and implement 
both complaint-based and systematic 
minimum property maintenance code 
enforcement to prevent substantial 
deterioration of existing housing.

Good conditions in many areas of the county 
today are not guaranteed in the future. 
Monitoring and encouraging investment 
regularly should protect “naturally 
occurring affordable housing.” In certain 
instances, protecting the existing housing 
in good condition from demolition through 
design standards may be necessary. 

Tools: Expanding Program Options 
Purchase Rehab Resale Program. Houses are 
acquired and sold in a rehabilitated or 
“turnkey” state to owner-occupants. 
It recognizes the limited number of 
prospective buyers who want to carry out a 
significant home rehabilitation project. The 
program works best when candidate houses 
can be purchased at relatively low costs. 

Under the program, a CHDO or other non-
profit developer purchases existing houses, 
rehabilitates them, and resells them to 
new home-buyers, often first time buyers. 
The lending community may participate 
cooperatively in this effort by providing 
interim financing. Mortgage financing for 
low- and moderate-income buyers may be 
assisted by CDBG or HOME “soft-second” 
loans. Realtors may also participate by 
reducing commissions on selected projects.

Depending on the funding sources this may 
require households to make 80% or less of 
the area median income (AMI). Using local 
dollars through a development fund can 
potentially broaden this to 80% to 120% 
of AMI. These households are much more 
likely to be bankable, and based on realtor 
input, have the most challenging time 
finding quality housing. There may also be 
the opportunity to expand the number of 
houses eligible for the program. This type 
of program could also be paired with the 
production of housing that is appealing 
to empty-nesters and retirees looking to 
downsize.

A similar approach can also be used for 
dated multi-family developments.

Neighborworks of 
Northeast Nebraska

Over a five year period NeighborWorks 
Northeast Nebraska has implemented 
a highly successful Purchase Rehab 
Resale program. Under the program a 
qualifying household identifies a home, 
an assessment of the home for structural 
stability is completed, followed by a 
NeighborWorks Northeast Nebraska 
purchasing the home to complete any 
repairs needed. Repairs can range from 
$2,000 to $25,000. Following completion 
of the repairs the home is sold to the 
qualifying household often with down 
payment assistance of 20% of the final 
purchase price, up to $20,000. For 
Columbus, Nebraska this has resulted 
in 140 homes being updated and owned, 
often by first time home buyers.
.http://www.nwnen.org/what-we-do/homeownership-
assistance/purchase-rehab-resell-program
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Rental rehabilitation programs. With little code 
enforcement in most cities and a tight rental 
market, there is often no incentive for rental 
property owners to make improvements. 
Rental rehabilitation programs should focus 
on workforce housing, providing leveraged 
loans combined with code enforcement.  

	• Rental rehabilitation must include both 
incentives and consequences to create 
a balanced "carrot and stick" based 
program. Therefore, effective housing 
code enforcement is the key to ensure 
that units meet minimum housing 
standards.

	• Kansas State statutes limit the ability 
for cities to create rental inspection 
programs. State level advocacy described 
in Goal 1 should be pursued because rental 
inspection and registration programs 
can be effective. However, they are staff-
intensive for smaller cities and must 
be administered in a way that avoids 
displacing low-income households. 
Partnerships to share staff and defray 
costs are possible as a short-term solution 
as a city grows. 

Bloomington, MN 
Housing Action Team 
for Naturally Occurring 
Affordable Housing

The partnership formed by the city and 
other organizations took the lead to identify 
apartment complexes for preservation and 
infill based on size, condition, proximity to 
transit and amenities. The team works to 
acquire NOAH apartments before private 
developers can. In one apartment complex 
acquisition, the team:

•	 Preserved 306 existing affordable units.

•	 Redeveloped a site via tax credit for 
rehabilitation and 172 additional new 
units.

•	 Established a maintenance plan which 
addresses critical health and safety 
issues

•	 Provided housing stability and long-
term affordability for one of their most 
challenging multifamily developments.

Strategic Approach:

•	 Establish a project tracking team. Track 
all NOAH properties in Bloomington. 

•	 Focus on the top 25 potential future sales.

•	 Engage in broader community 
partnerships.

•	 Develop engagement strategies to improve 
communication with owners and 
tenants.

•	 Pursue funding.



299

JO
HN

SO
N 

CO
UN

TY
 C

OM
M

UN
IT

Y 
HO

US
IN

G 
ST

UD
Y

Tools: Market Existing Programs
Marketing existing repair programs, 
neighborhood clean-ups, and local trade 
resources for home maintenance needs 
should complement a consolidated resource 
for all the programs that exist today (see 
Goal 7). Programs to address housing needs 
mean little if people are not using them or 
are unaware that they exist.  

Partnerships. Many of the partners described 
in this chapter have a role in telling 
residents about existing programs. Realtors 
are especially important as one of the first 
touch points for a new resident. 

First-time homebuyer rehab programs. There are 
many examples where funds are allocated 
only to first-time homebuyers in no-interest 
loans or forgivable loans. Understandably, 
funds will not always go to households 
that need financial assistance. However, 
the program is still an incentive to trigger 
housing improvements or purchase older 
homes (that may sell at a premium), knowing 
that the costs for updates will be reduced. 
See the case study for the Des Moines, Iowa 
Neighborhood Reinvestment Program. 

Non-city/county programs. Not every possible 
housing program in Johnson County is 
listed on a city website or even known by 
every city. A central database maintained 
by a group could be formed as a result of 
the Housing Task Force work. The database 
would connect organizers of programs, 
community members, those looking for help, 
and those wanting to help. See Figure 7.1. 

Design guides. Marketing could include design 
guidance for homeowners and builders 
to understand ordinance requirements 
for quality neighborhoods and homes. An 
example could be guidance on the basics of 
energy efficiency for reduced utility costs 
or universal design applications for older 
households to age in place. 

Figure 8.1 at the end of the chapter shows 
programs available throughout Johnson 
County today. The list comes from Internet 
searches of government websites. Other 
programs may exist but are not easy to find 
from a home computer without calling the 
local city. 

Tools: Continue existing programs
There are many programs used in Johnson 
County cities today that are proven assets 
to meet housing needs. Each city should 
make sure to evaluate its programs for 
effectiveness regularly. That means:

	• Setting up performance metrics with any 
program to measure success toward the 
program’s intended goal. 

	• Allocating adequate funding streams for 
the program to be able to influence the 
intended goal. 

	• Restructuring criteria, reallocating funds, 
or eliminating the program for something 
else if metrics do not align with intended 
goals. Ideally, metrics are reviewed on 
an annual basis with a detailed program 
review every three years. 
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4. GOAL: INCREASE THE VARIETY OF 
PRODUCT TYPES, ESPECIALLY IN 
MIDDLE-DENSITY RANGES 
Objectives
1.	Provide rental options beyond traditional 

apartments, including duplexes, 
townhomes, and accessory dwelling units. 

2.	Lower the risk for the development of 
under built housing products that fill 
local needs.

3.	Include a focus on housing for missing 
middle incomes as well – those that do 
not qualify for low income programs but 
still have trouble affording market rate 
new housing. 

Housing product gaps in the private market, 
especially "missing middle" housing types, 
require economies of scale to be profitable 
for many larger private market developers. 
While noted that the Kansas City metro 
does not have a development company that 
ranks in the top 50 in the U.S., smaller scale 
developers could play a crucial role in middle 
density housing.

Tools: Rethink Neighborhood Design – 
Design not Density
Many pre-1940 neighborhoods were 
developed with a variety of housing types. 
The neighborhoods often had 4-plexes on 
corners, duplexes in the heart of a block, 
and accessory dwelling units scattered 
throughout a neighborhood. This mix of 
housing gave neighborhoods variety and 
character. The desire to add these options 
and use infrastructure more efficiently has 
many looking to add density to existing 
neighborhoods. For current residents, this 
raises many questions and concerns about 
what infill and redevelopment would mean 
to their neighborhood. 

Infill development needs to complement 
the existing neighborhood's character and 
provide appropriate transitions where 
needed. Principles to consider with any infill 
development include:

	• Transitions. Provide a transition between 
higher-intensity uses and lower intensity 
uses to address compatibility issues. 

	• Scale. The size and height of new 
buildings are in keeping with 
surrounding buildings or the 
neighborhood's context. 

	• Context. The design fits the housing styles 
around a site, even if the type of units are 
different. Other context variables on a site 
may include views that enhance the site 
or stormwater facilities add open space 
amenities.

Campbells Mixed Use Development - Lincoln, NE
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Good examples in Johnson County today  of 
design with density include:

	› Townhomes east of Olathe West High 
School.

	› The Townhomes at Buckley Court in 
Overland Park (15.38 dwelling units per 
acre).

Olathe Townhomes

Overland Park Townhomes

Olathe Townhomes

Overland Park Townhomes

"We need to find a way 
to provide housing for 
those who work in the 
County.  But it must 
recognize the actual 
costs of construction 
or reconstruction and 
the zoning policies 
and neighborhood 
preconceived ideas about 
"higher density housing."  
You can't make it 
affordable without either 
public subsidies or higher 
density.  That trade-off is 
not well understood."

- Survey Respondent
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Tools: Infill Development
Free or Reduced-Cost Infill Development Lots. 
Most cities and not-for-profits organizations 
regularly can acquire property through 
estate gifts, tax delinquency, or property 
liens. This land must be maintained and 
likely best kept under a land bank (see 
sidebar). By offering free or discounted lots 
for new development, the total development 
cost is significantly less than in greenfield 
development and the city reaps the benefit 
of using its existing infrastructure while 
also directing investment to existing 
neighborhoods. This is different from 
investors buying older housing, demolishing, 
and rebuilding larger homes on the lot. 

For strategic locations, cities, especially 
those that are landlocked or with older town 
centers,  may choose to acquire multiple 
parcels to allow for a larger development 
project with a more significant impact. 
It may be appropriate to support the 
redevelopment of infill lots by using tax 
increment financing and only for missing 
product types identified by this housing 
assessment. 

Infrastructure improvements. The rewards 
will often not outweigh the risks for the 
private market on a redevelopment site. 
Communities in the county will need to 
identify infill sites where they can aid in site 
prep, infrastructure up-sizing, and share 
some risks in developing new market rate 
residential units. Many of the tools in this 
chapter can apply. However, cities should 
annually plan for capital improvements 
targeted at infill sites, funded through TIF 
or general city funds. 

Land banks are governmental nonprofit 
organizations that can acquire vacant, 
abandoned or dilapidated properties 
for renovation or demolition for future 
development. 

Land banks are appealing because they allow for land 

assembly without the city having to hold and maintain 

properties. However, cities can sell the lots for projects 

than meet specified needs. It is crucial that the land bank 

is coupled with a steady funding source such as a lending 

consortium or devoted local funds. 

Kansas State Statutes allow cities and counties to establish 

land banks, listing the requirements to do so. As of 2019, 

24 cities or counties in Kansas have a land bank ordinance.  

Overland Park and Olathe have land bank ordinances 

in place but are not in active use. However, having the 

ordinance in place reduces the time to activate and begin 

forming the managing Board.
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Tools: Allow more housing products by-right in residential 
zoning districts
If local officials and the public agree on the above principles as 
components of high-quality neighborhoods, local city ordinances 
should be amended to allow missing middle housing by-right in more 
districts. This does not mean through a Planned Unit Development 
(PUD).  It means the same approval process as one and two-unit 
homes.

Understandably there will be more design criteria to review and for 
the developer to meet. However, reducing public hearing processes 
reduces risk for the developer and saves money on soft costs for 
attending and preparing for meetings. This should be combined with 
housing advocacy in GOAL 1 for rezoning processes. If neighbors 
come out and oppose a rezoning to any residential district, then the 
same issue persists. See also GOAL: Remove Code Uncertainties, Tool: 
Streamline Approval Procedures.  

The Appendix includes a city zoning ordinance review checklist as the 
lowest hanging fruit for reducing attainable housing barriers. 

Tools: Proactively target missing middle-density housing 
products 
After amending codes and establishing design criteria, developers 
may still be leery of changing their building model. Therefore, 
the tools in this assessment should be leveraged as incentives and 
financing mechanisms targeting these missing product types. 

Focusing on incremental development through pre-packaged sites 
allows some developers or non-profit organizations to create "missing 
middle" structures on a site by site basis. Gap financing or local 
assistance may be needed for a small scale project to pencil out for 
private market developers, along with zoning code adjustments 
for smaller lot size and higher density allowances. These types of 
projects are not new to cities in Johnson County. Still there are few 
in recent years as larger scale subdivisions and apartment complexes 
dominate the market (see GOAL: Remove Code Uncertainties in the 
Development Process).  

4d Affordable Housing Incentive 
Program, Minneapolis, MN

The 4d program in Minneapolis is a good model of combining 
property tax relief and the preservation of naturally occurring 
affordable housing (NOAH) units.

The 4d program preserves affordable housing in Minneapolis 
by assisting apartment building owners with property tax 
reductions in exchange for their agreement to keep 20% or more 
of their rental units affordable for a minimum of 10 years. It also 
provides funding for energy efficiency improvements and solar 
installations. Affordability is defined as households making less 
than 60% Area Median Income (AMI). 

Benefits to Property Owners:

	• 40% tax rate reduction on qualifying units for 10 years.
	• $100 per affordable unit grant (up to $1,000 per property).
	• Payment of first year application fee for the Low Income Rental 

Classification ($10/unit).
	• Free or low cost energy efficiency and healthy homes assessment.
	• Cost share funding up to 90% of qualified upgrades for green 

energy upgrades. For Johnson County, this could be based on the 
new Climate Action Plan or other regional "green" initiatives. 

	• Priority for Solar Project funding up to $75,000 per project.
Requirements/Eligibility:

	• Building must have at least 2 units.
	• Can include owner occupant units, but those units are not 

eligible for 4d tax status.
	• Property must not have rental housing license revocations or 

outstanding housing orders.
	• Owner must record a 10-year affordability declaration that runs 

with the property.
	• Annual income verification is not required but as units turn over, 

new tenants must have household incomes at or below 60% AMI.
	• Must accept tenant based assistance (ex: Section 8 vouchers). 
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5. GOAL: REMOVE CODE UNCERTAINTIES 
IN THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS  
Objectives
1.	Approve projects objectively and logically.

2.	Decrease approval timelines for quality, 
community-driven projects that meet 
policies identified by the Task Force and 
adopted as a result of this study.

3.	Update regulations for current city 
policies and needs. 

4.		Match zoning codes, building codes, and 
financing restrictions.

Each city will have different priorities 
to address in the regulatory framework. 
Matching zoning codes with what is 
financially feasible in building codes as well 
as for lending requirements is a first step. 
Zoning code amendments to allow different 
housing types will not themselves trigger 
more variety. However, mitigating these 
potential barriers upfront is a passive form 
of filling housing gaps.

Tools: Prepackaged RFPs and site 
plans 
Show developers what will get approved, reduce 
soft costs, and trigger investment. There are 
few developers building anything beyond 
single-family homes or large apartment/
condo complexes. That is understandable 
because historical consistency in profits and 
evidence of past local approvals reduces the 
risk of a project falling through. By creating 
a package of example site plans and products 
that will get approved, a level of risk is 
taken off the builder. Cities or economic 
development organizations could go as far 
as to release Requests for Proposals (RFP) 
to develop assembled sites under specific 
criteria and standards. Both methods are 
straightforward ways to eliminate approval 
risks. 

This also applies as technical assistance for 
less experienced local builders, investors, 
or community members interested in a 
community project. Edgerton or De Soto are 
good examples where community-driven 
investment may garner interest.  

Small Lot, Townhome, Middle-density Product 
Demonstration.  The housing assessment 
shows demand for housing construction 
and absorption. However, it may still 
be necessary to provide demonstration 
projects. This includes a non-profit leading 
development or the lending consortium 
providing financial assistance. Types 
of assistance include gap financing, 
infrastructure assistance, financial or 
tax assistance, and expedited permitting. 
However, there are also proven examples 
spread throughout Johnson County to point 
to for product success. 

Missing Middle for 
Chattanooga, TN

With help from the Incremental 
Development Alliance, Chattanooga 
leaders and stakeholder undertook 
an intensive developer workshop to 
identify solutions for missing middle 
housing types. The process resulted 
in a development packet that lays the 
framework for a developer to pursue 
these projects including:

	• Picking a building type based on the 
developer's financing options and site 
circumstances.

	• Guides and site plans for good urban 
design amid traditional single-family 
neighborhoods.

	• Technical considerations for packaging 
development applications. 

	• Bank packages for different building 
types to show how to bring the project 
to life by proving profits for lenders.

https://www.incrementaldevelopment.org/
https://www.cneinc.org/creating-homes
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BUILDING PERMIT ISSUED

PHASE 1: PLANNING APPROVALS | 1-2 Years

PHASE 4: POST-CONSTRUCTION

» Final lease up or sale of units
» On-going monitoring for non-traditional financing up to 
15 or more years. 

LEASING & SALES | 6 Months » 1 year

PHASE 3: CONSTRUCTION | 18 months-3 years

CONSTRUCTION | 18 Months » 3 years 

» Selection of contractor
» Sales and leasing work begins
» Construction period of 12 to 36 months and 
potentially longer for full build-out of a subdivision 
or mixed use development

INSPECTIONS | Throughout Construction

» Inspections by building department 
» Certificate of Occupancy issued with final inspection 

FINANCING | Up to 1 year

» Potentially hold on project or sell to another investor
» Secure final financing 
» Complete final construction drawings 

BUILDING PERMIT | 6 months » 2 years

 » Building department and related agencies, such as 
the fire marshal and public works review construction 
drawings for compliance
» Revise drawings based on review

PROJECT APPROVAL

BUILDING PERMIT ISSUED

THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

PHASE 2: FINANCING & FINAL DESIGN | 6 months-2 years

DEVELOPER
PRE-DEVELOPMENT | 1-2 Years

» Site due diligence
» Secure financing for 
land acquisition
» Draft development plan
» Draft project life budget
» Marketing to investors 
» Initial design presented 
to Planning Department

CITY & PUBLIC
PUBLIC PROCESS | 1-2 years

» Neighborhood engagement 
» Review by city departments 
completed
» Finalize site revisions based on 
codes and environmental 
regulations
» Conditional approvals requested 
» Biggest time variables in the 
development process 

DESIGN & REVIEW

» Hiring of architect & engineer 
» Finalize market analysis
» Review process with city staff 
begins
» Revisions related to 
administrative reviews completed
» Potential appeals process 

SCHEMATIC DESIGN | 6 mo » 1 year

FIGURE 8.1: The Prototypical Development ProcessTools: Streamline Approval 
Procedures
There are ways to increase opportunities 
for administrative site plan approval. 
Especially when housing proposals meet 
a city’s comprehensive plan goals and 
targeted housing needs. There should not 
be a question of public approval because the 
comprehensive planning process includes 
heavy public participation to frame the 
vision, goals, and actions for the city's 
future. Additionally, a well-structured and 
design-oriented zoning ordinance will 
prevent possible adverse effects of density, 
building mass, land use conflicts, and 
transportation. Exceptions include:

	• The project requests an amendment to the 
comprehensive plan.

	• The project requests a change to the 
zoning or subdivision ordinance.

	• The project requests a rezoning.

	• State or Federal law requires a public 
hearing because of specific funding or 
permit procedures. 

Interdepartmental Coordination. Review of 
site plans is not only on the shoulders of 
planning departments. Many departments 
partake in review processes. Open 
communication between departments is 
critical for the success of efficient approvals 
(public works, engineering, stormwater, 
inspections). Better departmental 
communication means education on how 
departments impact housing costs and how 
to make changes without sacrificing public 
health and safety. 

PROJECT APPROVAL

BUILDING PERMIT ISSUED

CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY ISSUED
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6. GOAL: PRIORITIZE FUNDING/INCENTIVES FOR ATTAINABLE 
HOUSING ADJACENT TO JOBS AND TRANSPORTATION 
Objectives
1.	Help lessen the transportation barriers faced by lower-income 

households. 

2.	Make living in Johnson County more feasible for households with 
only one or no personal vehicles. 

3.	Create more sustainable neighborhoods and cities. Smart planning 
principles and sustainable design mean that neighborhoods use 
urban services efficiently, provide many transportation options, 
and preserve natural features. See the links in Chapter 7 on 
"Applying the Goals" for initiatives already happening in the 
region, best practices in sustainable design, and possible funding 
for these practices.

Tools: Leverage risk-sharing tools with housing goals 
As shown in Chapter 3, there are areas where more attainable housing 
will have greater influence on a household's ability to pay for housing. 
When adjacent to local employment and transportation options, 
households may not have to spend as much for owning a car and 
associated expenses. The result is more income available to devote to 
housing, which lessens the incentive or subsidy needed for the private 
market to produce housing at price points that meet attainable 
thresholds for people like teachers, nurses, and retail service workers.

Map 3.1 in Chapter 3 identifies how to apply tools for the greatest 
benefit for job and transportation access. For some cities, this may 
mean adjustments to zoning regulations to allow a broader range of 
housing types in more districts, subject to design criteria.  

Examples include gap financing that gives a higher priority to 
projects that produce a needed product type in locations closer to 
transportation options or lot assistance on for smaller lot or mixed 
product types closer to jobs and transportation. 

Opportunity Housing Ordinance, 
Bloomington, MN

In February 2019 the City of Bloomington passed the Opportunity 
Housing Ordinance requiring all new housing and substantial 
housing rehabilitation projects with 20 or more newly created 
units to offer at least 9% of units at affordable rates of 60% AMI 
or less1. The ordinance took several years to develop and included 
developers, affordable housing experts, and other stakeholders in 
the process.

To offset costs developers can use incentives and financing 
options like housing tax increment financing, land write-down, 
and project based housing vouchers. Incentives include:

	• Density, Floor Area Ratio, and Height Bonuses

	• Parking Reductions and Enclosed Parking Allowance

	• Minimum Unit Size Reduction

	• Alternative Exterior Materials Allowance

	• Storage Space Reductions

	• Landscape Fee In-Lieu Reduction

	• Development Fee Reimbursement and/or Deferment

	• Expedited Plan Review

The amount of incentives available to the project is directly 
correlated to the number of affordable units or the amount of 
affordability. Developers have the option of contributing land or 
money to the affordable-housing trust fund at a rate of $9.60 per 
square foot of market-rate housing they build.
www.bloomingtonmn.gov/oh/opportunity-housing-creation-and-preservation

1 For newly constructed or infill single-family detached residential developments with 20 or more 
new units, at least 9% must be affordable to households making up to 110% AMI.
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7. GOAL: CONNECT EXISTING HOUSING 
RESOURCES (INCLUDING HELP FOR 
OTHER EXPENSES) AND FILL GAPS LEFT 
BY THE PRIVATE MARKET  
Objectives
1.	Ensure programs are fully accessible to 

households that need them most. 

2.	Ensure developers and builders know the 
resources available when creating their 
development proformas. 

3.	Encourage partnerships of resources and 
targeted programs. 

Grand Rapids Great 
Housing Strategies 
Toolkit

The City of Grand Rapids has made 
housing a forefront policy for the 
community. Much like this study and 
its Task Force follow up, Grand Rapids 
began their initiative with a robust 
community listening schedule. The 
efforts evolved into a series of focused 
work groups to develop policy and 
program recommendations. Work 
groups include:

	• Land use and zoning

	• Housing finance, economic

	• Workforce development

	• Low-income and vulnerable populations

The efforts are ongoing and have 
resulted in a Housing Strategies Toolkit 
listing all the available programs or 
initiatives in progress and what they 
will address. 

https://www.grandrapidsmi.gov/Government/Departments/
Community-Development/Housing-Rehabilitation-Program/
Great-Housing-Strategies

Tools: One-Stop Housing Program 
DataBase
There are many resources scattered 
throughout Johnson County that lead to 
fragmented efforts targeted at specialized 
solutions. Each city understandably has its 
own strategic plans and targeted programs 
that could be included in a central database 
of housing programs.

The database can also include a page for 
other financial assistance programs. 
Housing is typically the highest regular 
expense for a household. However, the cost 
of other necessities affects the price that can 
be spent on housing. For families, especially 
childcare, transportation, and school costs 
are a non-negotiable barrier to attainable 
housing options. Reducing these costs can 
increase housing options.

Tools: Leverage Housing Partnerships
As discussed under Goal 1, partner 
organizations in the county are a resource 
to inform people about housing programs. 
Habitat for Humanity has already made 
some internal strides to develop a central 
resource. Leveraging all the partner 
organizations, especially the Housing Task 
Force's work, ensures all programs are 
captured and actively reviewed and updated. 
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FIGURE 8.2: Housing Related Programs in Johnson County

CIT Y PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Edgerton None found

De Soto None found

Fairway None found

Gardner Neighborhood Revitalization Area
The NRA offers tax rebates of 95% for 10 years on increased property taxes assessed as a result of property improvements 
within a specific geographical area

Leawood None found

Lenexa Neighborhood Revitalization Area Area where the program below applies

Exterior Grant Reimbursement Program
Partially reimburses for architectural, construction and material costs for your improvements or new construction. The 
applicant must invest at least $3,000 and apply within 90 days of completing your project.

Merriam Exterior Home Improvement Grant
Provides a 20 percent reimbursement for exterior improvements upon completion. There is no income requirement but 
Homeowners need to have at least $2,500 in combined repairs/renovations

Mission Community Rebate Program (Franchise Fee/
Property Tax/Solid Waste Utility Rebates)

Income-eligible residents may apply to receive a full rebate of city telephone, electricity, or gas franchise fees for the year, a 
partial rebate of city property taxes, and a partial rebate of solid waste utility fees

Mission Possible - minor home repair, 
dilapidated structures

Assists Mission homeowners with the removal of physical barriers, dilapidated structures, qualifying minor home repairs, 
house painting, and tree trimming. Funds are awarded based on the applicant's income, eligibility to receive Medicare/Social 
Security disability benefits, involvement in code case resolution, and other factors

Mission Hills None found

Mission Woods None found

Olathe Neighborhood Revitalization Area
A rebate of 90 percent of the incremental increase in property taxes from qualifying residential property improvements in the 
City's Original Town

Healthy Neighborhood Initiative
Three programs which provide:  grants for beautification projects or neighborhood events, a neighborhood health index map 
used to select a project yearly to help improve quality of life, and a neighborhood registration program.  

Taxi Coupon Residents who meet guidelines can qualify to purchase taxi rides for work, medical or personal needs

Family Self-Sufficiency Program
The Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) Program assists families participating in the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program to 
achieve economic self-sufficiency

Homeownership Program
Residents purchasing homes through this program may qualify for down payment assistance.  Program is limited to Section 8 
Housing Choice Voucher participants.

Deferred Loan Program
Income eligible homeowners who need to make major repairs to their home can apply for an interest-free, zero percent deferred 
loan.

Emergency Repair Program
Income eligible homeowners can apply  for repairs that would pose a threat to their health and safety, if left undone. Examples 
include a collapsed sewer, damaged roof or furnace.

Accessibility Modification Program Income eligible homeowners with physical limitations can apply for a grant to remove structural barriers from their home.

Land Bank - Not active and holds no assets
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FIGURE 8.2: Housing Related Programs in Johnson County

CIT Y PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
Overland Park Community Development Block Grant Programs Various programs for income-eligible households

Land Bank - Not active and holds no assets

Prairie Village Exterior Grant Program
A grant of twenty percent will be awarded as a reimbursement for construction costs between $2,500 and $12,500 for 
exterior remodeling

Roeland Park Property Tax Rebate Program
Will rebate 100% of the City’s portion of property taxes to those meet the Dept. of Housing and Urban Development’s 
income guidelines for Johnson County

Neighbors Helping Neighbors Program
Provides assistance to qualified Roeland Park resident homeowners for exterior home improvements using volunteers 
and contract labor

Community Revitalization Program
Minor exterior home repairs. Projects include: Landscaping, Painting, Weatherization, Wheelchair ramp installation. 
Labor is completed by volunteers and homeowners

Shawnee Neighborhood Revitalization Tax Rebate Program
If improvements made to the property increase the appraised value by at least $5,000, applicants may then qualify for 
a rebate of 90% of the eligible taxes paid on that increased value for ten years. The remaining 10% of the taxes will be 
placed in a special fund that the City will use to make improvements to the Neighborhood Revitalization boundary.

Rebuilding Together Shawnee (Not a City Program) Minor home repair and rehabilitation projects targeted for veterans and seniors.

Shawnee City Ride Program

Provides transportation to Senior Citizens (age 65 years and older) and the disabled. Provides for rides to private 
residences, to businesses, to physician offices, and any other location inside the Shawnee City limits or to the Shawnee 
Mission Hospital complex or the Merriam Nutrition Center as well as the Johnson County Transit Center in Mission at 
no additional charge.

Neighbors Helping Neighbors
Volunteer program coordinated by the City of Shawnee to connect home owners in need with minor property 
maintenance and repair issues to those that are willing to volunteer help.

Spring Hill None found

Johnson County Johnson County Minor Home Repair Program

Johnson County Utility Assistance Program

HOME Program
The HOME Program assists eligible Johnson County homeowners with rehabilitation of their homes to bring them into 
compliance with local housing codes (Housing Quality Standards).

Homebuyer Assistance Program
Designed to assist low-to-moderate income Johnson County residents or persons who have been employed for at least 
two consecutive years in Johnson County with down payment/closing cost assistance. This program provides a deferred 
payment loan at 0% interest, and is forgiven 10% per year for 10 years, after which the loan is completely forgiven.

Minor Home Rehabilitation Program
The Minor Home Rehabilitation program assists eligible Johnson County homeowners with home repairs and provides 
limited accessibility modifications for eligible persons with a disability.  City of Olathe residents are not eligible for 
Minor Home Rehabilitation program services, but can apply with their city programs.

Weatherization Program
Provides assistance to low-income residents of Johnson County in making their homes more comfortable, safe and 
energy efficient. Eastern Central Kansas Economic Opportunity Corporation administered the program.

Neighborhood Stabilization Program

Senior Rebate Program

Christmas in October (Not a County Program)
Brings volunteers and communities together to improve the homes and lives of low-income, elderly, disabled, and 
Veteran homeowners on one day each October.
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FIGURE 8.3: Housing Goals Applicability

GOAL POLICY TARGE T HOUSING PRODUCT TARGE T HOUSING PRICE POINT CIT Y OR LOCATION CONTEXT

1. Establish/create/develop a network of 
housing advocates

All products, especially 
middle and higher density 
rental options

Various price points, moderate 
market rate preferred as targets 
because of their increased risk 
for builders.

Most applicable to fastest 
growing cities and areas of 
major redevelopment

2. Create mechanisms to share risk All products that meet the 
needs in this assessment

All price points acceptable. More 
policy incentives for homes under 
$250,000 and rents under $1,000.

Deferred loans and developer 
paybacks more appropriate for 
higher price points that meet a 
product gap. 

All cities and all locations 
outside of environmentally 
sensitive areas.  

Incentive policies reserved for 
areas contiguous to existing 
development and/or mixing of 
housing types

3. Preserve and rehabilitate existing 
attainable housing  

All products, especially 
single-family homes built 
before 2000

Focus on homes priced under 
$250,000.

All cities based on 
recommendations in Section 2

4. Increase the variety of product types, 
especially in middle-density ranges

Townhomes, patio homes, 
multi-plexes, co-housing, 
Accessory Dwelling Units

All price points, focus toward 
moderate to market rate rents 
and home price points.

For landlocked cities - 
opportunities in redevelopment 
site. 

Other cities incorporated into 
new subdivisions and infill 
development. 

5. Remove code uncertainties in the 
development process  All products Various price points. Applicable to all cities

6. Prioritize funding/incentives for 
attainable housing adjacent to jobs and 
transportation

Focus on rental options

All price ranges, but target 
mixed-income developments 
with a portion of rents under 
$1,000.

Cities on the Interstate or 
section arterial street systems; 
Logistics Park Kansas City 
Intermodal Facility

7. Connect existing housing resources and 
fill gaps left by the private market N/A

Below market rate housing 
prices and rent; Below median 
household income levels.

All cities and all locations
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FIGURE 8.4: Strategy Tool Summary by Target Price Point

HOUSING 
INCOMES

AT TAINABLE 
RENT

AT TAINABLE HOME 
OWNERSHIP

TARGE T HOUSING T YPES APPLICABLE STRATEGIES/GOALS POSSIBLE FINANCING TOOLS

<$25,000 <$500-700
Most 

households in 
rental units

	• Rentals

	• Public Housing

	• Public/Private partnerships (GOAL 2)

	• Expanding program options (GOAL 3)

	• Market existing programs (GOAL 3)

	• Funding for attainable housing near jobs/transportation 
(GOAL 6)

	• Connect existing resources (GOAL 7)

	• Project-based Section 8 
certificates and vouchers

	• Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit rental development

	• Senior only housing

$25,000-$50,000 Around 
$700-$1,200

Purchase price 
under $125,000

	• Market rate rentals 

	• Entry-level 
Homeownership 
(existing housing)

	• Market rate senior 
housing

	• Housing factbook/Housing communication (GOAL 1)

	• Public/Private partnerships (GOAL 2)

	• Non-profit (GOAL 2)

	• Leverage risk sharing tools with housing goals  (GOAL 6)

	• Broaden residential permitted uses (GOAL 4)

	• Connect existing programs (GOAL 7)

	• Rehabilitation and 
revitalization programs

	• State and Federal grants, 
credit programs

$50,000-$75,000 >$1,000 $125,000-
$200,000

	• Market rate rentals 

	• Entry-level 
Homeownership 
(existing housing)

	• Housing fact book/Housing communication (GOAL 1)

	• Public/Private partnerships (GOAL 2)

	• Non-profit (GOAL 2)

	• Infrastructure cost-sharing (GOAL 2)

	• Expanding program options (GOAL 3)

	• Market existing programs (GOAL 3)

	• Variety in product types (GOAL 4)

	• Pre-packaged site plans/ RFPs (GOAL 5)

	• Rehabilitation and 
revitalization programs

	• Special assessment or 
subordinate/deferred 
payments for new 
development (GOAL 2)

	• Tax Increment Financing

	• State and Federal grants, 
credit programs for 
ownership

$75,000-
$100,000 >$1,500; 

Mostly 
home- 

ownership

$200,000-
$250,000

	• Market rate rentals 

	• Some market rate 
housing; Gap financed 
development

	• Housing fact book/Housing communication (GOAL 1)

	• Public/Private partnerships (GOAL 2) 

	• Infrastructure cost-sharing (GOAL 2)

	• Remove code uncertainties (GOAL 5)

	• Pre-packaged site plans/RFPs (GOAL 5)

	• Infrastructure financing

	• Tax Increment Financing

	• Special assessment or 
subordinate/deferred 
payments for new 
development (GOAL 2)

>$100,000 >$250,000
	• Market rate development

	• Gap financing generally 
not provided

	• Housing factbook/Housing communication (GOAL 1)

	• Remove code uncertainties (GOAL 5)

	• Generally not needed or 
advisable use of public funds
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ORDINANCE REVIEW 
CHECKLIST FOR ATTAINABLE 
HOUSING 
Nationally, there is a growing discussion 
regarding the adverse impact ordinances 
have on the development of housing. As 
shown in this assessment, numerous 
factors contribute to the ability to produce 
affordable housing exclusive of codes. 
However, cities need to make sure that once 
these hurdles are overcome, municipal codes 
do not prohibit or add time to affordable 
housing development. 

An individual ordinance review for each city 
is beyond the scope of this assessment. The 
following is a general checklist of typical 
ordinance standards to change.  

1.	Review past exceptions granted on 
residential development. If there are 
more than four or five similar exceptions 
granted each year, consider making the 
exception allowed by right.

2.	Reduce or eliminate parking requirements 
for low-income or affordable housing 
units, especially within a half-mile of a 
transit line. Generally, off-street parking 
requirements for residential uses should 
be two spaces per unit at most. Multiple-
family type uses can typically have 
standards lower than two spaces per unit. 

3.	Review setbacks, site coverage, and 
parking requirements to allow building 
on nonconforming small lots that exist in 
the city today.

4.	Evaluate nonconforming building 
regulations to ensure compliance 
requirements focus mostly on properties 
with records of nuisance or building 
code violations rather than merely 
seeking more properties to align with 
regulations that did not apply at the time 
of construction. Examples include:

	› Restoration after damage - Exempt 
residential uses in residential zoning 
districts from any compliance trigger 
for lot size, setbacks, building size, 
and parking when damaged. Instead, 
allow restoration of these damaged 
structures to the condition at the time 
of damage.

	› Adaptive reuse and reconstruction 
- Specify adaptive reuse and 
reconstruction is allowed for any 
non-conforming building so long as 
the property has no known nuisance 
complaints or safety violations

	› Special permits for nonconforming 
structures - Exempt special permit 
requirements for reconstruction or 
structural alteration of residential uses 
if not changing the setback, height, or 
area as existing today

5.	Eliminate regulating housing units by 
the number of “families.” It is best to use 
other language that does not determine 
family by blood relation or similar means. 

6.	Consider opportunities to increase the 
city's contribution for wastewater, storm 
drain, and water improvements. An 
option is to tier contributions at a higher 
percentage in areas of higher density 
residential development or when 50% or 
more of the units will be affordable to 
households at 80% AMI or less. 

7.	Allow more residential uses in 
commercial/employment districts. 

8.	Change zoning districts that only allow 
single-family uses also to allow duplexes, 
attached housing, and even tri-plexes. 
Each city will have to evaluate the 
feasibility of this based on their context 
and design criteria. 

9.	Allow mixed residential and commercial 
uses in the same structure or site by right 
rather than only through a traditional 
Planned Unit Development district or 
similar overlay rezoning. 
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HOUSING TERMINOLOGY FOLLOW-UP
Housing should be discussed and presented in a way that relates to 
people’s lives. This means framing how we talk about housing in 
staff reports, presentations, developer communication, realtors with 
clients, and public policies. Recommendations are below:

	• Tell stories that balance the people, places, and systems 
perspectives.

	• Don’t directly contest the public assumptions about mobility, 
consumer choice and personal responsibility. Instead, explain 
the role of systems in shaping outcomes for people and the 
communities in which they live.

	• Tell a “Story of Us” rather than a “Story of Them.”Bring the 
connection between housing and other issues into sharper focus.

	• Staffing shortages as schools and hospitals or increased property 
taxes when city costs rise, but population and new development 
don’t. 

	• Help people connect the causes and effects of housing insecurity.

	• Make it clear that where you live affects you.

	• It’s okay to raise challenges of the past but focus on the kinds of 
change that lead to better outcomes.

	• Use robust examples that show how new housing policies worked.

	• Avoid leading with or over-relying on the terms “housing” or 
“affordable housing.”

	• Widen the public’s view of who is responsible for taking action and 
resolving outcomes.

Source: Kendall-Taylor, Nat. Tiffany Manuel. ““You Don’t Have to Live Here” Why Housing Messages 
Are Backfiring and 10 Things We Can Do About It.” Enterprise Community Partners, Inc. FrameWorks 
Institute. 
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FULL COMMUNITY SURVEY 
RESPONSES

What is your Zipcode?
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Do you think the following housing products would be successful in Johnson County today?



319

JO
HN

SO
N 

CO
UN

TY
 C

OM
M

UN
IT

Y 
HO

US
IN

G 
ST

UD
Y


