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A housing study serves several purposes. At a basic level, the study evaluates
and identifies strategies to address housing issues throughout the city. The
housing market affects the quality of life for residents of the region, for people
interested in moving to the area, and for businesses seeking to recruit and retain
employees. Through community engagement, interviews, community tours, and
market analysis the process reveals the market gaps and desires of residents and
stakeholders. This study summarizes these opportunities and identifies potential
strategies.

A VISION FOR McPHERSON
It is a goal of the City of McPherson to be a city that accommodates the housing needs for all residents, current and
future. The city views a housing plan as an important tool to achieve this goal and guide future housing policy. Of
particular importance is the fact that population growth in McPherson has not kept pace with employment growth.
This study identifies a number of possible reasons for this disparity, the most important of which is the reality or
perception of high housing costs and inadequate supply in the city. It underscores the need to create a range of
housing opportunities for current and prospective residents, with a special focus on people employed by the city's
industries. The COVID-19 crisis of 2020 creates a further appreciation need to provide people who keep a city in
operation under times of severe stress
To accomplish this overall strategic priority, this housing study for McPherson serves several purposes:
Increasing the Effectiveness of Existing Incentives. McPherson has demonstrated a keen awareness of the need to
generate new housing for its workforce and has initiated two innovative programs discussed later – Relocation Cash
Assistance Payments (RCAP) and the New Construction Homebuyer Incentive Program (NCHIP). This study will
address ways to deploy these local programs more effectively to meet community housing goals. Other publicly
funded programs require evidence of housing needs to qualify for funding. This study will help quantify those needs
and match available programs and combinations of programs to addressing them.
Identifying Housing Gaps Today and Tomorrow. By evaluating the current housing stock, along with changing perceptions and community desires, gaps in housing types and price points can be identified and strategies for growth
through new development, redevelopment, and rehabilitation can be established.
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Building on Economic Strengths. McPherson is a tremendous economic and employment engine for the central
Kansas region, a happy coincidence of community quality, major transportation assets, and a strategic location in
the center of a triangle of larger population centers – the Wichita metropolitan area, Salina, and Hutchinson. These
economic and employment assets should also be attracting and retaining a new population, invested in the future of
the community.
Accommodating All Ages. Seniors, family households, and young professionals all contribute to housing market
demands. Housing needs for each group varies. A housing study helps identify how these needs can be satisfied to
make McPherson a place for all age ranges to live and enjoy.
Guiding Decision Makers. A clear understanding of the housing market sets the stage for targeted and feasible
housing policies and programs. The housing study recommends approaches, policies, and programs to help decision
makers allocate financial and human resources to create partnerships and solutions. The study references successful
experiences in other communities that can be appropriately adapted to McPherson.
Providing a Resource for the Community. The housing study is a resource for many people and organizations in the
city including:

•

City Staff — Staff develop the concepts, details, and implementation of programs and policies, both supplementing other housing initiatives or crafting new programs. The housing study provides recommendations
and a road map for this policy development and implementation, much like a Comprehensive Plan.

•

Regional Builders and Developers — Builders and developers can use the study to understand the market and
types of development to pursue in McPherson, providing support for their assessment of market demand and
building awareness of programs that can help fill financing gaps.

•

Local Employers — Employers should recognize the quality of life for their employees. Opportunities for
employers to assist in the housing market can help attract and retain employees in McPherson, ultimately
shortening commutes, increasing reliability, reducing turnover, and building leadership and investment in the
town that they have chosen to call home.

•

Economic Development Organizations — Similar to local employers, economic development organizations
can use the tools in the study to create housing partnerships and market new opportunities for the community.

Recovering from the COVID-19 Crisis. As we complete this process, we find our nation in the midst of an unprecedented pandemic and resulting economic shutdown. While this will be a transitory state, this event will have lasting
effects on housing markets, including preferences, affordability, types of housing, and financing techniques. The
recovery is also likely to be much more gradual than the trauma of March, 2010. The future is very hard to predict
from our current perspective, but this study will provide some possibilities and directions for McPherson to consider.
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HOUSING TERMINOLOGY
Several terms and phrases are used in the language of housing today but many are not easily understood without
explanation and sometimes mean different things to different people. The following terms are used throughout this
document to explain the housing market:
Affordable Housing: any housing that is not financially burdensome to a household in a specific income range.
In typical practice, housing is considered to be affordable to a household if total housing costs (rent for rental
occupancies, principal/interest/taxes/insurance for owner occupancy) does not exceed 30% of that household's
adjusted gross income. "Affordable housing" is sometimes seen as referring to housing that uses different incentives
or programs to reach below-market costs but the term refers to all ranges of incomes in a community.
Empty Nester: a single or couple without children living at home. Empty-nesters can include any age range, but most
often refers to mature adults and seniors whose children have moved away from home. However, it can also refer to
young households living alone or in couples prior to having children.
Leverage: Leverage is used in two different ways in the vocabulary of housing. It can mean the ability of a public
investment or form of financial assistance to generate associated private investment. Thus, a project in which a
$10,000 city investment produced a $100,000 home would be described as having a leverage be used to describe
engaged partner organizations (financial, organizational, and human capital) to enable a greater outcome or to gain
access to additional funds such as grants by pledging local resources.
Move-up Housing: the natural cycle of how people move in the housing market, referring to the process of moving
from rental to mid-sized owner-occupancy to higher-cost single-family homes. The “move-up” generally occurs with
increases in income, assuming adequate housing supply and variety is available. In theory, this process helps open
affordable housing for new home buyers, who purchase the home sold by the move-up household. Recent trends
indicate that “move-up” housing may mean higher quality rather than more square footage.
Senior (or Retirement) Housing: housing that generally serves adults age 55 and over, but the primary market is
more typically people over 65. Senior housing is typically broken into three general categories: independent living,
assisted living, and skilled nursing. Independent living can include apartments, villas, condominiums, housing with
optional congregate dining or limited assistance, or other options that allow seniors to live independently with less
maintenance.
Single-Family Housing: Housing in which one household occupies one definable structure as a place of residence.
Single-family housing can be detached or attached. Single-family detached houses, the dominant residential form
in McPherson, are free-standing structures on a platted lot, with no connection to any other housing structure.
Single-family attached housing involves two distinct units that have a common wall, with each unit on a legally
described lot.
Townhome: Townhomes are defined as more than two attached units with individual entrances. They often (but not
necessarily) have at least two levels. They may be built as rental units, condominiums (where residents own their
individual units but the underlying land is not subdivided into lots and the underlying land and frequently building
exteriors are owned by the residents in common as an association, or individual units on legally described, fee
simple lots.
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Chapter
One
COMMUNITY INSIGHTS
Feedback from the community sets the stage for understanding the current housing
conditions and desires of residents, stakeholders, and the workforce. The input received
helps identify housing market demand and the status of housing supply, variety, and
affordability in McPherson. The community engagement process included a community
survey, interviews with community stakeholders, and ongoing evaluations with city staff.
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Chapter One:
Community Insights

COMMUNITY SURVEY
An online community survey was made available to the public in the spring of 2019 to gather perceptions and
opinions of need from the general population, and was not restricted to McPherson residents alone.. More than
180 people responded to the survey, with 86% of responses coming from the city and less than 3% each from the
surrounding communities of Canton, Moundridge, Galva, and other smaller cities. Over 92% of respondents worked
in McPherson.

•

The greatest percent of respondents were between the ages of 25 and 44 years old. Only 5% of respondents
were between the ages of 19 and 24.

•

Most respondents were households with more than one person, with 48% from 2 to 3 member households
and 35% 4 to 6 member households.

•

Homeowners made up a majority of the respondents (73%). However,
the number of renters responding was higher than typical for community
surveys in our experience.

•

Many respondents had looked for housing in the last two years (72%)
and felt the felt there was an over-supply of higher priced housing and
under-supply of lower priced housing.

•

Of those that looked for housing, there was a clear break in availability of units, with a shortage of units priced
below $800.

RESPONDENT AGE
65 - 74
9%

85 or more
0%

25 -34
27%

55 - 64
16%
45 - 54
10%
35 - 44
30%

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

19 - 24
5%

Number of People

75 - 84
3%

6+
4-6
2-3
1
0
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COMMUNITY SURVEY INSIGHTS
The community survey revealed several consistent insights and opinions on current and future housing demands.

•

McPherson struggles with providing adequate affordable housing for its
residents and has a low supply of housing overall

•

The condition of rental housing is a community issue and would improve with an
ordinance and routine inspections to ensure safe and well-maintained units

•

Most people had a high opinion of community assets and quality in McPherson
and rate it a desirable place to live

•

Assisted living facilities are not the desired housing type for seniors. Highest
demand appears to be for independent living settings with owner-occupied units
and common property maintenance.

•

The overall image and perception of McPherson is good, with many respondents
feeling quality of life was excellent, despite the housing supply concerns

COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS
Several themes emerged from the survey on McPherson’s housing market. While many respondents were satisfied
with their neighborhoods and the quality of housing, they saw options as limited. Many respondents believed the
housing market is overpriced, the quality of housing is poor, upkeep on rental housing is lacking, and the market
seems to be geared towards residents with the highest incomes. Starter homes are in short supply, as are affordable
and well-maintained rental units to support singles and young professionals moving to the area. Respondents generally felt that much of the workforce commuted from outside McPherson. Despite the housing market perceptions,
most respondents were highly satisfied with the community's character, image, and life quality features such as the
parks, public spaces, and trails.
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COMMU N I TY A SSET R ATI N G
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7

33

25

OVERAL L
C O M M U N I TY
C H A R A C T ER /I MA G E
OF TH E C I TY

13

11

8

S C H O O L Q U A L IT Y

H O U S I N G Q U A LIT Y

H O U S I N G S U PPLY

I MAGE OF TH E
D O W N T O WN

2

26

S A T I S F A C T I ON W I T H
Y O U R D W E L L I NG

5

0

HOUSING
A F F O R D A BI L I T Y

2

S A T I S F A C T I ON W I T H
YOUR
N E I G H B OR H O OD

19

51

41

38

36

R E S I D E NT I AL
P R O P E RT Y
M A I N T E N A N CE

38

HOUSING ADEQUACY BY POPULATION GROUPS
Survey participants were asked whether McPherson’s current housing market adequately meets the needs of
various resident demographics. Respondents felt shortages existed for nearly all groups except high-income families
and, to a lesser degree, empty nesters. The most under-served categories according to respondents were low and
moderate income families, followed by families with children, middle income families, single professionals, and
elderly singles and couples. The housing affordability analysis, using 2017 American Community Survey estimates
of the Bureau of the Census, indicates a pronounced housing supply imbalance among the lowest income groups, a
condition common to most communities, and a moderate shortage of units paired to the affordable range of workforce and middle-income households

ADEQUACY OF HOUSING BY POPULATION TYPES

Yes
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HOUSING PREFERENCES
McPherson displays generally traditional housing preferences, although respondents saw a market for most
configurations of urban housing. Housing types with the highest receptivity level in the market according to survey
respondents were mid-size 3 bedroom single-family detached homes and small 2-3 bedroom single-family detached
homes. Independent senior living, townhomes/duplexes, and apartments also displayed a high expectation of
success. Large lot estates and large homes with four or more bedrooms
were ranked low in prospects for success.
"We need more housing

in the 120k range, in a
nice neighborhood free
from rundown, empty and
unoccupied homes. . .

The survey asked respondents to examine housing opportunities for seniors in greater detail. This is important in communities like McPherson
because 1) older adults who are long-time citizens of a city need and
want housing in their hometown that meets their changing needs, and
2) their previous houses can be a primary source of affordable homes
for a new generation of residents. Traditional assisted living facilities
are not viewed as the preferred housing setting for seniors in McPherson, partially because of national trends toward prolonged independent
living and partially because of the presence of a high-quality continuing
care retirement center in The Cedars. Instead an owner-occupied home or apartment with additional services and
shared maintenance are becoming more prevalent and were supported by the survey results.
Finally, respondents were asked about the use of public funds for removing dilapidated housing and enforcement
of property maintenance codes. About 57% of respondents supported more enforcement of property maintenance
codes, and 23% had no opinion. This level of support, while a majority, is not entirely consistent with common
concerns about the condition of rental property. This may be the result of a priority on property rights and a general
reluctance about government enforcement of stricter statutes. On the other hand, a large majority (74%) of respondents supported the use of public funding to remove dilapidated housing, while only 14% had no opinion. And an
even larger majority of respondents support a rental property code with regular safety inspections (85%).

Likelihood of Success for Various Housing Types
93%

92%

77%

75%

70%
52%
35%

Mid-size,
3 bedroom
house

Small 2-3 Independent Townhome
bedroom Senior Living or Duplex
house

Apartment

Downtown
upper-story
residential

26%

Large 4+
Large lot
Bedroom estate house
home
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PERCEPTION OF SENIOR HOUSING PREFERENCE

A residence that is
attached or adjacent
to the home of a
family member.
8%

Other
1%
A small independent
owner-occupied
home.
19%

An assisted living
unit.
6%

An apartment with
additional services
available (for
example: one meal a
day, housekeeping,
etc.)
29%

An independent
apartment.
7%
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30%
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STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS
Six individual stakeholder group discussions took place in McPherson during April 2019. These groups were organized by discipline or specific interest and included major employers, nonprofit organizations, the business community, homebuilders, Realtors and property owners, financial community, public sector, The following summarizes
themes that emerged from these round table discussions, organized by individual group. Comments or opinions
presented in various groups are deliberately duplicated, because they represent consistent issues in developing
policy solutions.
Industries/Major Employers
•

A substantial amount of the industrial workforce, between 40 and 60%, commutes to work from outside
McPherson. Some report lower hometown employment rates. Some companies are contemplating developing a
regional commuter bus because of the high number of people living outside the city.

•

Until now, employees stay with companies for a long time. That may change with a new generation.

•

Average earnings are generally in the $50,000 to $60,000 range for line staff, $30,000 to $40,000 for clerical
staff.

•

Companies are generally successful at attracting young employees, but younger staff are more likely to live
outside of town, gravitating toward larger cities. Others report recruiting difficulties.

•

Reportedly, younger staff has difficulty finding rentals in town. Potential buyers struggle to find a good house in
the $90 to $150,000 range.

•

City should tell its story better.

•

Management reams are aging, but companies have trouble replacing retirees. Professional staff is especially
hard to attract.

•

Big companies do rent a certain number of apartment units for new employees as a transition.

Nonprofit Organizations
•

Need for transitional housing to ease re-entry back into city life and conventional housing.

•

Sound apartments are very difficult to find at prices affordable to low-income people.

•

Understanding in the community about the need and importance of attainable housing to nonprofit human
service programs.

•

Some tax credit projects like Parkridge that have used up credits and are transitioning back to market rents.

•

Clients are overburdened by housing costs.

•

Lakeside Plaza as a community mission-driven project maintains its low/moderate-income occupancy.

•

Possible need for a housing authority – need for administration of vouchers/code enforcement. Not necessarily a
consensus view.

•

Housing Coalition is a CHDO, originally designed to build housing – now deals primarily with emergency situations.

•

Strong collaborative relationships exist among nonprofits - people talk to each other.

Business Community
•

Perceived lack of urban amenities – retail, entertainment, dining – induces commuters who work in McPherson
to live elsewhere.

•

Home prices in nearby communities (e.g. Hesston) generally appear to be lower than McPherson's. Possible
reasons include land cost, lower taxes. People account more for the taxes and the public amenities that they pay
for.

•

Lack of things to do that appeal to younger workers and families.

•

Rental conditions and choice are generally poor. Terra Nova development is a step in the right direction but is
McPherson Housing Study – Page 15

viewed as expensive.
•

Local lodging market is tight.

Homebuilders
•

Skepticism about tightness of housing. Lots in subdivisions are available.

•

Lot prices are high because special assessments are used for only 50% of improvement cost.

•

for public improvements. Typical cost for land and public improvements is in the range of $35,000.

•

Need for basic workforce owner-occupied housing – 3 bedroom, 2 bath, 2 car garage, full basement.

•

Current lot sizes in developments are relatively large – 80 to 100 foot width.

•

Land prices in McPherson comparable to Wichita's, three times those in Hutchinson.

•

Younger buyers are expecting a lot for what they're willing to spend.

•

Most builders do not have deep enough pockets to support front-end cost of subdivision development.

•

Suburban preferences – big lots, outside area.

Realtors/Property Owners
•

Tenant quality is poor - lack of resources even for a security deposit, little knowledge of how to live in an apartment or home.

•

Need for urban amenities and entertainment.

•

Great town for families with parks, activities for kids, YMCA.

•

Refinery generates seasonal, short-term housing needs. High demand for short-term leases.

•

Building costs in general have increased substantially.

•

Rental market is strong - but owners of existing properties perceive a rent range below comparable averages.

•

Furnished units are in demand from relatively short-term employees now staying in hotels.

•

College students may be increasing as a rental market, particularly with growth at McPherson College.

•

Major price differential in McPherson versus other "rural" communities – more of an urban level market.

•

Developers generally have difficulty taking the front-end risk of infrastructure development.

•

Slab on grade houses could help reduce costs – but expectations need to change.

•

Younger family market wants smaller, easier to maintain houses – more oriented to doing things with kids rather
than yard work. Changing preferences and priorities.

•

Perception that McPherson is an expensive place to live.

•

More jobs than people, more people than houses – when does the market respond?
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Financial Community
•

For some, street conditions in some neighborhoods are an issue. For others, infrastructure is very good.

•

Limited housing supply in mid-range, defined as $120,000 to $180,000.

•

Rental conditions in existing units are often poor and have a depressing impact on surroundings.

•

Scarcity of qualified buyers for available houses priced below $100,000. These houses are clustered in the same
areas and generally don't meet contemporary needs – small houses are too small for families with children who
demand their own rooms.

•

Lack of entertainment, restaurants, sports programs.

•

Private component of public improvements must be paid up-front rather than through letter of credit.

•

Overall development and land cost per lot pushes houses out of affordability "sweet spot."

•

Lack of economy of scale pushes prices up.

•

City has a land bank which has not been used, but the mechanism exists.

•

Importance of infrastructure financing. Terra Nova market rate apartments would not have happened without
the Rural Housing Incentive District (RHID) tool.

•

Difficulty in financing rehabilitation of existing units.

•

Financing of upgrades of existing mobile home parks has not received significant lender interest.

Public Sector
•

Affordable housing is a fundamental need.

•

Storm water management is a major cost issue for new development. McPherson has a storm water utility,
mostly funding corrective measures in non-compliant areas.

•

City standards require 32-foot street width, 6 inch pavement and 6 inch base, and one-sided sidewalks.

•

Perception of high price – $50,000 cost differential from comparable house outside the city.

•

Sweet spot for college-related home buyers is in the $90,000 to $170,000 range.

•

McPherson College leases units from owners of rental properties for student housing. Estimates a need for
rental housing for 200-300 students. Central Christian houses most students on-campus.

•

Inman and Moundridge, both bedroom communities for McPherson, have done RHID-funded subdivisions.
Galva now doing a significant subdivision project.

•

Public schools face similar problems to colleges in recruiting faculty and staff – lack of rental housing for new
staff, affordable ownership for those who settle.
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Chapter
Two
MCPHERSON TODAY
This chapter examines historic trends, population demographics, economy, and conditions of
the housing market. This information builds an understanding of current challenges, forecasts
future needs, and will help articulate a program to improve the local housing market. A
thorough understanding of demographics and housing conditions, along with the community
engagement in Chapter 1, provide the first steps in crafting the housing plan.
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Chapter Two:
McPherson Today

INTRODUCTION
As was evident from Chapter One, perceptions and opinions of housing issues are often couched in comparisons to
other communities in the region. This chapter, examining demographic and housing characteristics in the city, also
makes extensive comparisons to peer communities. These comparisons test current opinions, evaluate McPherson's
competitive position, and help point the way toward more successfully meeting identified housing needs. Each peer
community used for these comparisons has some characteristics in common with McPherson, but also has distinct
differences.

A DEMOGRAPHIC SNAPSHOT OF MCPHERSON
This section reviews population trends in McPherson and projections for future growth—an essential factor toward
an understanding of future housing needs.

Historical Population Trends
Historical population trends show overall growth in
McPherson since 1960, displayed in Figure 2.1. Notable
trends include:

•

The population experienced steady growth until
2000, when a slow decline started.

•

Between 1960 and 2017 McPherson grew at an
annual rate of 0.3%

30000
Population Change of Comparable Cities
25000
20000
15000
10000
5000
0

•

McPherson's population has consistently accounted for about 45% of McPherson County's
population.

•

McPherson's population change in this century
El Dorado
Great Bend
belies its substantial employment growth
Newton
Junction City
during the same period. Its moderate but still
significant population decline, as estimated by
the American Community Survey, resembles the
trajectory of Hutchinson more than regional cities more similar in size. In the immediate region, as McPherson experienced moderate population loss, regional towns like Galva, Inman, Lindsborg, Marquette, and
Moundridge displayed some population gains, underlining the observed dynamic of people settling in towns
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FIGURE 2.1

Historic Population Change, 1960-2010
1960

1970

1980

1990

2000

2010

2018

Difference
2000-2018

Difference
1960-2018

McPherson

9,996

10,851

11,753

12,422

13,770

13,155

13,041

-729

3,045

McPherson County

24,285

24,778

26,855

27,268

29,554

29,180

28,630

-924

4,345

% of County
Population

41.2%

43.8%

43.8%

45.6%

46.6%

45.1%

45.5%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Historic Population Change

15,000

13,770

14,000

13,155

Population

13,000

12,422
11,753

12,000
10,851

11,000

10,000

9,996

9,000
1960

1970

1980

1990

2000

2010

FIGURE 2.2

Regional Population Change, 2010-2017
2000

2010

2018 Estimate

Change
2000-2018

% Change
2000-2018

McPherson

13,770

13,155

13,041

-729

-5.3%

Haysville

8,502

10,826

11,298

2,796

32.9%

El Dorado

12,057

13021

12,988

946

7.7%

Great Bend

15,345

15995

15,544

341

1.3%

Newton

17,190

19,132

18,923

1,782

10.1%

Junction City

20,671

23,353

23,703

3,665

14.7%

Hutchinson

40,787

42,080

40,623

-164

-0.5%

Source: US Census; 2014-2018 American Community Survey
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16,000

Population by Age Cohort

Population Change in the Immediate Region

14,000

2010

12,000

2000

10,000
8,000
6,000

2000 Population

4,000

2010 Population

85+

2,000

75-84

0

65-74

perceived as less expensive while taking advantage of the features and resources of McPherson
and other larger cities.

Figures 2.3 and 2.4 helps analyze change in age cohorts
in McPherson since 2000. Changes in different population age groups have different implications for housing
demand and future needs. The chart to the right and
Figure 2.3 illustrate changes in McPherson’s age composition between the 2000 and 2010 Census. Figure 2.4
compares age cohort size predicted by typical cohort
survival rates with official counts. This helps show
in- and out-migration patterns and population retention
characteristics for individual age groups.
Comparisons between 2000 and 2010 show both a
surprising population decline and a significant rate of
out-migration. A zero migration scenario projected a
minor population gain from 13,770 to just over 14,000
during that period, or about 2%. Instead, population
declined by about 4.5% during that decade. The loss
of population was most pronounced in the 35 to 44
and the youngest age groups age groups. strongly suggesting an inability to retain younger households. Middle-aged groups also registered registered significant
population gains in the century's first decade. between
2000 and 2010. In terms of absolute population,
McPherson saw the greatest growth among older baby
boomers, between 55 and 64 years in 2010.
Because 2018 ACS data are based on a statistical sample, it is hard to draw definitive conclusions about cohort
migration from them. Net outmigration since 2010
seems negligible, especially among the younger groups
that seemed to be leaving the city earlier. The 75 to 84
age group population seems to be underperforming in
this decade. Generally, age cohorts can be categorized
into three stages of life related to the housing market:
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AGE COHORT

Age Characteristics

55-64

45-54

35-44

25-34

20-24

15-19

0-15
0

1,000

2,000

3,000

Emerging Cohort. People under 25 who may still
be in school or just entering the workforce and
are often renters, living with someone, or in group
college housing. McPherson, with two colleges, will
typically show significant populations in the 15-24
group. A policy goal is retention of this population
in the community after graduation and recruitment
into jobs created by local industries.
Establish(ed/ing) Cohort. Those between 25 and 54,
ranging from people entering the housing market
to mature households with older children who are
often well- established homeowners. Issues that
can affect retention of these cohorts include:

•

Quality of life amenities, including schools and
other family amenities.

•

Competitive job opportunities in other locations.

•

Limited affordable housing options for renters
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FIGURE 2.3

FIGURE 2.4

McPherson Population 2000-2010

2018 Prediction versus ACS Estimate

Age Group

2000

2010

Difference

Age Group

2018
Predicted

2018 Actual

Difference

%
Variance

0-14

2,830

2,699

-131

0-14

2,506

2,569

63

2.5%

15-19

1,237

804

-433

15-19

877

889

12

1.4%

20-24

1,049

869

-180

20-24

800

1,138

338

42.2%

25-34

1,548

1,686

138

25-34

1,741

1,731

-10

-0.6%

35-44

2,088

1,432

-656

35-44

1,542

1,528

-14

-0.9%

45-54

1,762

1,940

178

45-54

1,548

1,250

-298

-19.3%

55-64

1,099

1,549

450

55-64

1,843

1,834

-9

-0.5%

65-74

1,003

982

-21

65-74

1,063

1,046

-17

-1.6%

75-84

809

788

-21

75-84

684

546

-138

-20.2%

85+

345

406

61

85+

459

510

51

11.2%

Total

13,770

13,155

-615

Total

14,027

13,155

-872

-0.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 & 2010; 2013-2017 American
Community Survey

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 & 2010; RDG Planning &
Design

who wish to enter home ownership or homeowners that want to move-up.
Senior Cohort. Those over 55 are likely living along
or with a spouse, reaching retirement, or already in
retirement. The highest aged cohort, 80+, usually
have fixed incomes or need special assistance,
creating additional affordability and housing
variety considerations. McPherson experienced an
in-migration of seniors between ages 65 and 84
between 2000 and 2010. Quality projects like The
Cedars and presence of a variety of community
support services, especially health care and social
and faith-based institutions make the city attractive to these older adult cohorts. However, some
younger seniors appear to have left McPherson
during this decade, reflected in the opinion that the
city lacks housing opportunities for independent
older adults.

AN ECONOMIC SNAPSHOT
OF MCPHERSON
McPherson has a very large network of employers
in a variety of sectors that include manufacturing,
pharmaceuticals, energy, retailing, services, education
and healthcare. Employment estimates between 2010
and 2017 shows a growth of 204 new jobs. McPherson
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is fortunate to have a strong economy with several major employers such as Pfizer, CHS Oil Refinery, Viega, and
Johns-Manville. Reasonable current estimates, based on stakeholder group input, is about 16,000 total jobs, with
about 8,500 tied to manufacturing. Sources also suggest possible short-term growth of another 800 positions. In
addition, a number of workers are reaching retirement age and their replacement is a key concern for area industries.

Industry Mix
Figure 2.5 shows the industry mix within the limits of McPherson. A number of major employers are immediately
adjacent to the city, but outside the municipal limits. The employment base includes a strong manufacturing focus
comprising 24% of the labor force, however almost 29% is employed within the education services, health care and
social assistance industry. The most growth between 2010 and 2017 occurred in the manufacturing sector with 117
new jobs, while retailing experienced a total loss of 104 jobs.

Employment Trends
McPherson has a high rate of labor force participation (71%) and extremely low unemployment rate. The McPherson area (including the city and immediate surroundings) is clearly a regional center with a consistently low unemployment rate, as shown in Figure 2.6.
FIGURE 2.5

Employment By Industry within McPherson
2010
Employment

2017
Employment

Change

6,881

7,085

204

Agriculture

110

189

79

2.7%

Construction

305

434

129

6.1%

Manufacturing

1,606

1,723

117

24.3%

Wholesale Trade

204

190

(14)

2.7%

Retail

668

564

(104)

8.0%

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities

305

238

(67)

3.4%

Information

111

42

(69)

0.6%

Finance and insurance, real estate and leasing

326

388

62

5.5%

Professional, scientific, management, administrative,
waste management

407

323

(84)

4.6%

Educational services, health care and social assistance

1,982

2,039

57

28.8%

Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and
accommodation/food service

375

413

38

5.8%

Other services, except public administration

270

313

43

4.4%

Public Administration

212

229

17

3.2%

Industries (ALL)

Employee Distribution

% of Total
Employees 2017

Source: 2013-2017 American Community Survey

McPherson does not operate in a vacuum. Employees come and go, with an increasing trend by which younger
prospects seek jobs based on where they want to live rather than where they can find work. Therefore, communities
must look beyond a strong employer base to attract and retain people. Availability of quality, affordable housing
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is one component, along with other amenities such as
parks, trails, a vibrant downtown, community events,
family activities, and overall appearance.

FIGURE 2.6

March Unemployment Rate Trends by County

An analysis on commuting trends was done on McPherson and its immediate vicinity to capture employers
just outside the city limits. Based on data from the
2015 Census Bureau's On The Map, McPherson has a
smaller share of employees both living and working in
the community (4,433). A larger share of McPherson's
workforce commutes into the community (5,998). The
2017 estimated commute time was only 10.8 minutes,
reinforcing the perception that many McPherson workers live near but not in the city.

2016

2017

2018

2019

McPherson*

3.0

2.6

2.7

2.6

Saline

3.8

3.3

3.3

3.6

Ellsworth

3.9

3.2

2.8

3.5

Rice

4.0

3.1

3.0

3.3

Marion

3.5

3.3

3.1

3.4

Dickinson

4.6

4.0

4.1

4.6

Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics
*McPherson's data encompasses all of McPherson County

A HOUSING SNAPSHOT OF
MCPHERSON
A strong economy can lead to community growth if
adequate housing is available to retain employees in the
community. By examining the characteristics of housing
in McPherson, it is possible to understand the options
that current and future residents have in the market.

5,998

4,440
Live and Work
in the City

In Commuters: Employed
in the City, Live Outside

2,272
Out Commuters:
Employed Outside the
City, Live Inside

FIGURE 2.7

Employment Trends, 2017
Labor Force

Labor Force
Participation

Unemployment Rate
(2010)

Unemployment Rate
(2017)

McPherson

7,273

70.9%

2.5%

2.6%

Haysville

5,397

66%

7.9%

4.3%

El Dorado

6,798

63%

6.3%

6.5%

Great Bend

8,030

58%

5.9%

4.4%

Newton

9,414

64%

4.2%

2.7%

Junction City

9,835

72%

6.2%

7.9%

McPherson County

15,622

61%

2.4%

2.5%

Source: U.S. Census; 2013-2017 American Community Survey
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These characteristics include occupancy, construction rates, housing quality, and affordability.

Housing Occupancy
A mix of rental and owner-occupied units creates balance and affordability in the market and accommodates a
variety of preferences. Figure 2.8 shows the split of owner and renter occupied housing over time, while Map 2.1
shows the location of owner and renter units today. McPherson has maintained a stable share of owner-occupied
units since 2000 with a breakdown of roughly 65% owner-occupied and 35% renter occupied housing. The location
of renter-occupied units is fairly evenly distributed throughout the city, but newer subdivisions in the northern part
of the city or the south tend to be mostly owner-occupied.
Overall net growth in the McPherson housing supply has underperformed since 2000. The estimated net gain of
511 units, including 124 owner-occupied and 318 rental units equals an annual average of about 25 units. The city's
vacancy rate has fluctuated over the years. In 2000 it was very low at only 4.9%, however after the 2008 recession
rose to 7.2% in 2010. Vacancy has decreased significantly since 2010 according to ACS estimates, and it is importFIGURE 2.8

Housing Occupancy, McPherson
2000

Percent of
Occupied
Units

2010

Percent of
Occupied Units

2018
(ACS)*

Percent of Occupied
Units

Change
2000-2018

Owner-Occupied

3,626

67.4%

3,656

66.2%

3,750

64.4%

124

Renter-Occupied

1,752

32.6%

1,865

33.8%

2,070

36.7%

318

Total Vacant

280

431

349

Vacancy Rate

4.9%

7.2%

5.7%

Total

5,658

5,952

6,169

69

511

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2010; 2014-2018 American Community Survey, RDG Planning & Design
*ACS 2018 estimates indicate a loss of 79 owner-occupied units since 2010, which is inconsistent with construction activity since that year.
The adjustment shown here uses ACS estimate as a base, adjusted by adding new construction activity since 2010. This indicates an occupancy
distribution that seems more consistent with reality

ant to note that effective vacancy, discounting uninhabitable structures and mobile homes, is probably substantially
lower. A reasonable vacancy rate, typically between 5 and 7% provides home buyers and renters with a level of
choice and enough competition to remove and replace the low quality housing from the market. When looking at the
breakdown between owner and rental housing, there is a lower vacancy rate for owner-occupied structures (2.5%)
as illustrated in Figure 2.9. However, the city's vacancy rate of rental units available for occupancy is also a relatively
low 5.3%. McPherson has similar vacancy rates to McPherson County; however, rates vary widely for comparable
communities as shown in Figure 2.9.
Map 2.1 displays the geography of owner and rental occupancy in the city. Residential areas north of Hulse Street
and east and west of Maxwell Street between 1st Street and Avenue A are solidly owner-occupied, while the central
part of the city displays a mix of the two. Major new development areas in the southeast part of the city also display
a significant mix of owner and rental housing that includes the market-rate Terra Nova project and substantial
development of attached units.

Construction Trends
In recent years, new construction has substantially exceeded the under-performance of the 2000 to 2010 decade.
McPherson’s housing construction picture improved as the economy recovered from the financial crisis of 2008
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Map 2.1: Occupancy Type

Source: McPherson County Assessor, RDG Planning and Design, 2019
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FIGURE 2.9

Regional Vacancy
2010

2017 Estimate

Homeowner Vacancy
Rate

Rental Vacancy Rate

Homeowner Vacancy
Rate

Rental Vacancy Rate

McPherson

1.4%

10.6%

2.5%

6.0%

Haysville

0.7%

2.5%

0.9%

14.2%

El Dorado

3.7%

4.6%

4.9%

11.3%

Great Bend

0.4%

8.4%

4%

4%

Newton

2.0%

7.7%

5.1%

5.1%

Junction City

7.5%

12.6%

3.8%

13.7%

McPherson County

1.3%

9.4%

2.0%

4.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; 2013-2017 American Community Survey

and the immediately following years. Of particular note is the balance of housing forms developed since 2010. The
city has averaged about 41 new units per year since 2010, of which 42% were single-family detached, 26% duplex
and tri-plex units, and 32% multi-family units. During the second half of the decade, production accelerated to over
50 units per year, two-thirds of which were in attached or multi-family configurations. This represents a significant
growth in all sectors, but a marked shift in emphasis toward more affordable and workforce housing.
Single-family development grew significantly during the last decade, peaking between 2012 and 2015 with average
annual construction of 24 units. In addition, a number of improved lots ready for new home construction have
been added to the inventory in subdivisions in the north and southeast parts of the city. Single-family construction
tapered off somewhat after 2015, possibly the cost of new construction making single-family development less
affordable to a sector of the market.

Reinforcing this possibility is growth in attached and multi-family housing from 2015 to 2019. The peak housing
production years of 2025 and 2018, which included addition of 187 units, were fueled largely by attached and
multi-family development. Attached housing construction appears to follow three year cycles, with spurts of activity
followed by a two year draw down period as units are absorbed. Most of the new duplex construction is located in
southeast subdivisions, although the city has also incorporated duplex units within older single-family neighborhoods.
Most multifamily construction has been in larger projects, with most units developed in 2015 and 2018. The largest
single multifamily initiative has been the 64-unit Terra Nova project on Genesis Drive in the southeast development
area. The remainder of recent multi-family permits are in smaller, 4 unit buildings, including Prairie Pointe, At a
pace of about 50 units annually, post-2015 residential development has been consistent withan annual population
growth rate of about 0.8%, significantly above the population growth suggested by the ACS.
FIGURE 2.10

McPherson Building Permits*
2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

Total

Single Family

13

10

24

21

22

28

17

16

9

13

173

Duplex and tri-plex

4

4

18

6

4

18

4

0

36

12

106

Multifamily

20

0

0

5

4

64

6

0

32

0

131

Total

37

14

42

32

30

110

27

16

77

25

412

Source: City of McPherson
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Housing Conditions
While housing planning often focuses on new development and housing production, the condition of existing hous-

New multi-family development. From left, Terra Nova apartments and Prairie Pointe townhomes.

Map 2.2 Median Year Built (2012-2018 ACS)
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ing is also critical. Existing housing is the primary reservoir of "affordable" housing because new construction
is very difficult to produce at prices that are within the
means of much of the target market. This is especially
true in a city like McPherson, where unremarkable development activity after 1990 has created a substantial
dependence on existing housing stock. Housing condition is often and logically correlated to age of structures.
Map 2.2 displays the median age of residential buildings
in McPherson, displaying the eras of community construction. The original town core was built between two
railroad corridors from Hickory to Oak, between 1st and
Avenue A with an eastward extension between the US
56 corridor and the current BNSF (then Santa Fe) tracks.
The second period of development focused largely on
the area south to the Hutchinson rail link from Baer
Street to the north-south line, while the third era, from
the 1960s to 1980s, extended northward to Northview.

FIGURE 2.11

Housing Condition Ratings: All Structures
Structures

Percent

Excellent

1,371

28.7

Good

1,982

41.4

Fair

1,054

22.0

Poor

280

5.9

Deteriorated

98

2.0

4,785

100.0

Total

Source: RDG Planning and Design 2019 Field Survey

Map 2.3: Housing Condition

Page 30 – McPherson Housing Study

Assessing Housing Conditions in the Field
The windshield survey of existing residential structures used the following guidelines for its ratings:

•

Excellent: new construction or recent full rehabilitation. No noticeable deficiencies.

•

Good: a few noticeable cosmetic deficiencies, but otherwise in good condition - a desirable home for many
households in the community.

•

Fair: more prominent cosmetic deficiencies, and one or more minor structural deficiencies. A habitable home
that needs investment to prevent further deterioration.

•

Poor: many cosmetic deficiencies, and one or more minor/major structural deficiencies. The home may be
habitable, but needs significant investment to be brought to code and become a quality living space.

•

Dilapidated: beyond repair and rehabilitation. Action needed for demolition and removal of the property.

Typical Minor versus Major Deficiencies

Shingles
Roofs
Siding

Gutters

Walls

Typical Minor Structural Deficiencies
Typical Major Structural Deficiencies

Foundations
Porches
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Finally, the contemporary phase after the 1980s extends
north of Northview and southeast toward I-135 and K-61.
This planning process included a windshield survey and
rating of each residential structure in the city by RDG
staff. Overall, the city's existing housing is in relatively
good condition. As shown in Figure 2.11, about 70% of
the 4,785 structures surveyed are rated in excellent
or good condition, needing at most minor repairs and
maintenance. Another 22% are in fair condition, requiring minor building envelope rehabilitation, and about
8% are in poor or deteriorated condition, showing signs
of serious distress or requiring demolition. Map 2.3
displays the distribution of these conditions, aggregated
by block to show trends but avoid displaying individual
structures. Blocks of conventional housing with condition problems generally cluster in the southwest sector
of the city, southwest of 1st and Main. Older mobile

FIGURE 2.12

Housing Condition Ratings: Rental
Structures
Structures

Percent

Excellent

214

13.6

Good

547

34.7

Fair

537

34.1

Poor

189

12.0

Deteriorated

88

5.6

1,575

100.0

Total

Source: RDG Planning and Design 2019 Field Survey

Map 2.4: Housing Condition-Renter Units
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home parks also are in generally poor condition.
Community comments presented in Chapter One
identified the condition of existing rental housing as a
significant issue. Information presented in Figure 2.12 and
Map 2.4 with rental units reinforces these opinions. Less
than half of existing structures were rated in excellent or
good condition, and almost 18% were categorized as poor
or deteriorated. The fact that these data were assembled
from an exterior inspection only suggests that interior
conditions could be similar or worse. Blocks with poorest
rental conditions generally cluster in older mobile home
parks and close to railroad tracks in the south, central, and
west sectors of the city. However, it is important to note
that outside of mobile home parks, blocks with the most

FIGURE 2.13

Housing Condition Ratings: Owner-Occupied
Structures
Structures

Percent

Excellent

1,157

36.0

Good

1,435

44.7

Fair

517

16.1

Poor

91

2.8

Deteriorated

10

0.3

3,210

99.9

Total

Source: RDG Planning and Design 2019 Field Survey

Map 2.5: Housing Condition-Owner Units
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serious rental condition issues are relatively scattered and that blocks in "fair" condition, needing moderate rehabilitation, are more prevalent. This suggests that a rental rehabilitation initiative could have significant neighborhood
benefits.
On the other hand, the city's owner-occupied housing inventory is generally in good condition, as displayed in Figure
2.13 and Map 2.5. Over 80% of structures are rated in excellent or good condition and only about 3% are seriously
distressed. The geography of conditions suggests a rehabilitation and home maintenance strategy that focuses on
the triangle defined by Kansas Avenue, the Union Pacific Hutchinson line, and Hickory Street. The central corridor
between 1st and Kansas also would benefit from a similar policy approach. Preservation of this inventory and
adaptation to contemporary needs is very important to McPherson's ability to offer attainable housing for younger
families and potential new residents.

Affordability
Many factors contribute to the overall affordability of a housing market. These include the balance of supply and demand, interest rates, local construction and development costs, the capabilities and focuses of builders, availability
of financing, absorption rates, condition and availability of existing housing units, and community preferences and
standards.
These forces can be very complex. For example, if 50 additional rental units were constructed at a much-needed
price-point, it may take several years for these units to be absorbed by the market despite documentation of
immediate demand. As these units are occupied, some older or lower quality units might be, eventually forcing the
lowest quality units to be removed from the market, be upgraded, or rents adjusted to be in line with their quality
and condition. However, development costs may force the required rents in the new unit to be above the rest of the
market, increasing the overall cost burden on potential occupants and potentially slowing the absorption of the new
units and the virtuous cycle of gradual housing upgrades.
The following section explores dimensions of housing affordability in McPherson relative to the region. The section
concludes with an analysis that pairs households with affordable price-points to understand gaps in the housing. It
tests the assumption that McPherson is a significantly more "expensive" place to live than surrounding communities, and is consequently losing potential residents employed in the city to more affordable competition.

HOME VALUES AND VALUE TO INCOME RATIO
A typical standard of affordability used by both federal programs and mortgage underwriters is a 30% rule -- that
fixed monthly housing costs should not exceed 30% of a household's adjusted gross income. For equity housing, this
is a dynamic standard when it relates to housing prices. Radical reductions in interest rates after the 2008 financial
crisis allowed potential buyers to purchase more expensive houses without raising monthly payments – if they could
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FIGURE 2.14

Community Housing Costs and Affordability
2017
Population

Median Household
Income

Median House
Value

Value/Income Ratio

Median Rent

McPherson

13,089

$53,503

$133,100

2.49

$594

Haysville

11,489

$52,353

$100,400

1.92

$913

El Dorado

13,003

$42,661

$89,900

2.11

$708

Great Bend

15,686

$42,130

$87,500

2.08

$623

Newton

18,972

$49,874

$98,900

1.98

$724

Junction City

24,336

$47,217

$136,100

2.88

$968

Hutchinson

40,722

$43,732

$100,563

2.30

$695

Andover

13,111

$85,010

$185,662

2.18

$1,097

Hesston

3,782

$61,402

$150,041

2.44

$534

McPherson County

28,792

$56,946

$140,300

2.46

$706

City

Source: 2013-2017 American Community Survey

qualify for financing. At the same time, practices that made housing seem more attainable on the surface, such
as zero or very low downpayments, balloon mortgages, adjustable rate mortgages, and relaxation of underwriting
standards also were curtailed.
Thus, a valuable measure that helps evaluate the affordability of a community's equity housing is the ratio of median
value to median income. This metric can also be adapted to compare affordability of housing markets in different
cities. An affordable, self-sustaining housing market for a city's residents, with adequate value and revenues to
support market-rate new construction, typically exhibits a value to income ratio between 2.5 and 3.0. Ratios above
3.0 present significant affordability issues while ratios below 2.0 are significantly undervalued relative to income.
Interestingly, on a national basis, the years leading up to the real estate equity crash of 2008 saw the overall value
to income ratio averages gradually increasing and approaching 4.0 – clearly indicating that homeowners were overly
leveraged.
Figure 2.14 compares McPherson’s value to income ratio relative to a sample of comparable communities.

•

McPherson has a median household income of $53,503, one of the highest among this sample but just below
the county median.

•

The median home value in McPherson are in the mid-range of this group of cities. Junction City, a market highly influenced by the presence of Fort Riley, is the only city with a higher median home value by approximately
$3,000. Median value in Hesston, cited as a competitor for commuters employed in McPherson, is about 10%
higher, and Andover, in the Wichita sphere of influence is about $50,000 higher than McPherson. The county
average of $140,300 is about $7,000 more than McPherson. This tends to contradict the assumption that
overall housing in McPherson is more expensive than that elsewhere in McPherson County.

•

The value to income ratio in McPherson is considered healthy at 2.49 – affordable to people living in McPherson. To stay below the 3.0 level for McPherson's typical unit would require a median household income of
about $44,000. But this V/I ratio is higher, if only marginally, than all other communities in this sample with
the exception of Junction City's relatively atypical market.

•

Median gross rent in McPherson is lower than any city in this sample with the exception of Hesston. This
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Map 2.6: Median Home Value (2018 estimate by ESRI)

lower rate (based on 2017 data that does not include Terra Nova) reflects the scarcity of relatively new,
market-rate rental development and a dependence on lower rent, existing units for its rental supply. An environment of low rents can in fact discourage the production of market-rate units.

•

Housing value does not always indicate housing condition. McPherson’s older housing stock faces challenges
to maintain and rehabilitate existing housing, a key component of maintaining a health supply of housing at
costs of $175,000 and below.

LOCAL HOUSING AFFORDABILITY
Map 2. 6 displays median housing values for block groups in McPherson, while Figure 2.7 compares these values
to McPherson's estimated median household income. This tests affordability of different residential areas to the
theoretical average household. compares McPherson’s value to income ratio relative to a sample of comparable
communities. The city's highest housing costs are found in relatively newer development areas in the north and
southeast parts of the city. Of these, costs are more moderate in the more diverse southeast, which includes
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Map 2.7 Value to Income Ratio 2012-2016 ACS

conventional single-family homes but also attached modular homes and townhomes. Central city neighborhoods
around Wall Park and northeast of Downtown have median values comparable to but slightly below those of
newer developing areas.
Map 2.7 indicates that only the developing north area is above the 3.0 V/I affordability ratio for the median
earner, but it is far above that ratio at 4.57. Figure 2.7 displays those parts of the city that are relatively affordable
to the median household, but not to every household – 50% of the city's households fall below the $53,000 level.
Map 2.8, displaying the percentage of ownership households whose housing costs exceed the 30% guideline,
graphically emphasizes this point. The largest percentage of housing cost-burdened households are located in
the areas north of Northview, the neighborhood immediately east of Downtown between Kansas and the BNSF,
and the westside. Of these, the former has the highest median housing value while the latter two have relative
low median values between $100,000 and $110,000.
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Map 2.8 Percent of Cost Burdened Homeowners

Map 2.9 extends this housing burden analysis to rental households. Despite the city's comparatively low median
rent (based on 2017 ACS average), a substantial percentage of households pay more than 30% of their income
for rent. These high rent burdens appear most prevalent in the west and east/southeast sectors of the city. Both of
these areas are include substantial mobile home occupancy. The north-central part of the city, north of 1st Street to
Northview from Maxwell to Walnut also displays a fairly high burden in rental units. These data generally reflect the
fact that lower-income households are largely dependent on rental occupancy and even the modest rents in these
buildings pose a significant burden to them.

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS
By comparing the distribution of household incomes with housing costs, a picture of supply and demand emerges
across all of McPherson's housing market. Figure 2.15 examines supply and demand through the lens of what is
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Map 2.9 Percent of Cost Burdened Renters

"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 2.15 illustrates five major components in pursuit of the above story:
•

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

•

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

•

Affordability Ranges. An affordable ownership home is calculated at twice the household income and an affordMcPherson Housing Study – Page 39
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able rental corrseponds 30 percent of household income.
•

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

•

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 housing shortage especially affects the lowest income households because of their limited choices. When supply
is low, middle- or high-income households have options elsewhere, stay in their existing unit, or compete more
successfully when houses become available. When higher income households choose to live in homes below their
price point, fewer options are available for lower income households, forcing them to live in potentially substandard
units or to spend a burdensome amount of their income on housing. The analysis presented in Figures 2.15 and 2.16

How to Use the Affordability Analysis
2. Number of Households in
the Income Range (1)

1. Household Income Range
· Lower Household Income Ranges

5. Gap or Surplus: The
difference between
supply and demand
· Higher Household Income Ranges
3. Affordable Range for Housing
(Owner and Renter Options)

4. Number of Housing Options in the
Affordability Range (3)

FIGURE 2.15

McPherson Affordability Analysis
Number of
Households

Affordable Range
for Owner Units

# Units

Affordable
Rental Range

# of
Units

Total
Affordable
Units

Balance

$0-25,000

1,099

$0-50,000

240

$0-400

282

522

-577

$25,000-49,999

1,444

$50,000-99,999

653

$400-800

1,441

2,094

650

$50,000-74,999

1,181

$100,000-149,999

1,103

$800-1250

273

1,376

195

$74,000-99,999

662

$150,000-199,999

602

$1,250-1,500

0

602

-60

$100-149,999

713

$200,000$300,000

664

$1,500-2,000

17

681

-32

$150,000+

548

$300,000+

315

$2,000+

57

372

-176

2,070

5,647

Income Range

Total

5,647

3,577

Source: 2014-2018 American Community Survey
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Figure 2.15: Housing Affordability and Supply Analysis

HOUSEHOLDS AND
AFFORDABILITY RANGE

FINDINGS AND
OBSERVATIONS

SUPPLY AND
DEMAND

Gap. More households than affordable options. These
households must resort to more expensive housing
options. This very common condition reflects a significant
population in poor housing or in units that they have
difficulty affording.
Surplus. Fewer households than housing
units paired to their affordability range.
Suggests some higher-income households in
lower cost unit and represents some moveup potential. This imbalance often indicates
seniors in older, smaller houses.
Small Gap. Based on anecdotal evidence Realtors and
other stakeholders, many of the homes in this range see
competition from this income bracket and higher income
households.
Small Gap. Based on anecdotal evidence Realtors and other
stakeholders, many of the homes in this range see competition
from this income bracket and higher income households.
Gap. More households than affordable options. If more units were
available in this range in quality neighborhoods, households in this
income range but living in lower cost housing to 'move-up' in the
market.
Gap. Slightly more households than affordable options in this
range. The development community continues to serve this
market but many households in this range continue to occupy
lower cost housing. It is necessary to differentiate the quality
of this housing from lower cost units to entice households to
'move-up.'

suggest several conclusions about the affordability and future strategies for the McPherson housing market.

•

A shortage of homes exists for all households except those with incomes between $25,000 and $49,999. This
category reveals a surplus of almost 600 housing units for incomes between $25,000 and $49,999, indicating
that a substantial number of lower-cost units are occupied by people who can theoretically afford higher cost
units

» There median year built of 1968 for housing units supports the idea that a surplus exists for housing
priced between $50,000 and $99,999 which tends to be the older, outdated housing stock.

» Statewide and nationally, home owners are less mobile, living in their homes longer, and thus not
bringing housing to the market in these price points.

» New units at these low costs cannot be produced by the unassisted private sector.
•

With a limited supply of housing for the income brackets above $74,000, it appears that upper income households are out-competing lower incomes households for the same housing products. Homes in this price range
often fall under the realm of new construction. The shortage of housing units above $200,000 and slowing
building activity over the past few years supports the notion that higher income households are choosing
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options below their affordable price point.

•

It is important to note that while Figure 2.15 shows many rental units priced below $800, vacancy rates in
these units are low. It should also be noted this is not an indication of age or quality of the unit. Some residents may be choosing other markets and not establishing roots because local housing is not meeting their
quality and amenity expectations.

Importantly, this analysis deals with existing residents and housing units in McPherson and does not address the
potential needs of current commuters who work in McPherson but live outside because of the perceived cost or
availability of housing in the city or new staff being brought to town because of workforce expansion or replacement
of retirees. Based on industry input, these specific target ranges are likely to fall with the $120,000 to $180,000
range for owner-occupancy and moderate market-rates from $750 to $1,200 for rental housing.

Existing Incentive Programs
McPherson has recognized the potential benefits of attracting workers commuting to the city as residents and providing housing for people relocating to the city. To these ends, the City of McPherson has established two innovative
incentive programs: Relocation Cash Assistance Payments (RCAP), providing cash at closing for non-residents
buying a home in the city; and the New Construction Homebuyer Incentive Program (NCHIP), providing a cash
payment or tax rebate to buyers of new owner-occupied homes in both single- or multi-unit configurations.

•

The RCAP provides a cash payment at closing of $4,000 for a new home and $2,000 for an existing home to
current non-residents relocating and buying a home within the city limits of McPherson. Eligible homes cannot
be participating in another incentive program including RHID's (Rural Housing Incentive Districts) or NCHIP.

•

The NCHIP provides a $2,000 cash payment at closing to the buyer of a new home in McPherson and a rebate
on the city's share of property taxes for a four year period. At current tax rates, this provides a total incentive of
about $4,353 on a $200,000 house. The NCHIP in current form sunsets at the end of 2020.

McPherson also has several active projects within Rural Housing Incentive Districts, including the Terra Nova apartment project. RHIDs are tax increment instruments, capturing the added taxes created by a housing development
project for 15 years and using this increment primarily for site preparation and infrastructure development.

Conclusions
Out-migration was occurring between 2000 and 2010, however 2018 ACS estimates show a slowing and
possibly slight reversal of out-migration.
The city's population and household growth has lagged well behind employment growth, and its overall
population trajectory has run counter to that of other cities in the region. The city's unemployment rate is very
low.
The city has maintained a steady housing occupancy split of 2/3 owner, 1/3 renter. In general, the owneroccupied inventory is in good condition, although about 1/3 of it needs minor or moderate rehabilitation.
Renter-occupied units are generally in poorer condition, with about 18% of structures experiencing at least a
significant degree of distress. A large number of rental units need some level of rehabilitation.
McPherson's net housing gain since 2000 has been extremely low, putting stress on the housing market.
However, new starts since 2012 indicate a moderate rejuvenation, and have averaged nearly 50 units annually.
Apartment and attached housing construction make up a major share of this recent development.
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Despite some issues, McPherson's reputation as being "too expensive" is somewhat unwarranted, at least in
the existing housing supply. Median housing value and median income are in relative balance and median rents
are low compared to surrounding communities. However, housing cost burdens are high in rental housing and
in lower-income parts of the community. Cost disparities may be present in new construction.
The number of low-value homes ($50-100,000) substantially exceeds the number of people whose incomes
require housing in that price range. Many of these homes in their present configuration will not meet the needs
and expectations of contemporary buyers. Gaps in supply exist across price ranges, and are most pronounced
at the lower and higher ends of the scale.
Local incentive programs are highly useful, but fall more into offering bonuses to homebuyers rather than
addressing more systemic issues relating to housing and development costs and financing.
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Chapter
Three
MCPHERSON TOMORROW
This chapter projects future housing development needs based on attainable population
projections, housing trends, probable employment expansion, and perceptions of consumer
needs. It forms a basis for policies, partnerships, and strategies to meet these needs and
help McPherson achieve its basic goals of meeting the needs of existing residents and more
successfully attracting new families to the city.
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Chapter Three:
McPherson Tomorrow

Housing Demand Model: 2030
Population Projection
As discussed earlier, most observers, including major employers, businesses, Realtors, service providers, and public
officials believe that a limited amount of available, affordable housing limits the ability of the community to house
its industrial workforce. Quantifying future need depends on establishing an attainable population for the target
year, which for the purpose of this study is 2030, or ten years in the future. During McPherson's postwar period of
growth, it grew at a moderate but steady annual rate of about 0.8%. The population reverses after the turn of this
century reduced that long-term annual growth rate to about 0.6%. While ACS estimates essentially show a level to
slightly declining population since 2010, construction levels since 2012 suggest a return to something approaching
the 0.6% to 0.8% historical rates. However, this still reflects under-performance because of the very large employment base in the immediate vicinity.
In a city like McPherson, with strong existing employment, prospects for expansion, and evidence of both significant
housing need and regional demand, a population goal can be a self-fulfilling prophecy. If housing is built and other
conditions are met, the city will attain a reasonable goal; if not, people will find other places to live in the region (as
they have in the past), and the goal will not be met. McPherson's basic growth rate should approximate 1%, typically viewed as a standard for an economically healthy, non-suburban city. This goal forecasts a population of 14,897
by 2030. This represents a base population goal that McPherson should achieve with adequate housing availability.
Further employment growth projections identified in stakeholder groups generate additional demand. A conservative projection for job growth would add 600 positions to local industries during the next ten years. If 50% of these
jobs involve households new to the area, and 50% of those households choose to live in McPherson because of
community features and available housing, employment expansion alone accounts for about 400 new residents and
FIGURE 3.1

Population Projection
2018

2020

2025

2030

.6% Annual Growth Rate

13,041

13,119

13,517

13,928

.8% Annual Growth Rate

13,041

13,145

13,679

14,235

1% Annual Growth Rate

13,041

13,171

13,843

14,549

Source: RDG Planning & Design
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a demand for about 15 units of new housing demand annually.

Housing Demand Projection
The overall housing demand from the base year of 2017 to 2030 is calculated in Figure 3.2 based on the following:

•

•

A projected base population growing at an annual rate of 1% (Figure 3.1)

•

Household population percentage based on that shown in the 2010 Census. Household counts (which exclude
group quarters) are the generator of housing demand. This model assumes a stable population per household.
For a number of years, as the baby boom cohort aged and their children moved away from home, the average
size of a household declined. Now, as these millennial households are including children, that decline is
reversing.

•

Household demand, generated by two factors, separated out in the table: 1) change in household demand
generated by increases in the base annual growth rate and 2) additional growth accounted for by new jobs
that do not exist in the area today, based on the conservative assumption above.

•

A constant vacancy rate. McPherson's vacancy rate, while nominally 6.9%, appears significantly lower when
uninhabitable units are taken out of the inventory. A safe assumption is simply to keep the current statistical
rate constant.

Replacement of units that are likely to leave the market for various reasons, typically structural deterioration or
obsolescence. The 2019 windshield survey completed as part of this plan identified about 380 structures in poor
or deteriorated condition. If half these units leave the inventory over the next 20 years through market forces or
demolition.

This model and its assumptions indicates a potential demand for up to 973 units through the end of 2030, an eleven
year period, or an average annual production of 88 units.
FIGURE 3.2

McPherson Housing Demand, 1.0% Annual Growth Rate
2019 Est
Base

2020-2025

2026-2030

Population at End of Period

13,129

13,843

14,549

Household Population

12,966

13,671

14,369

Average Household Size

2.23

2.23

2.23

Household Demand (Base)

5,815

6,131

6,443

Projected Vacancy Rate

5.70%

5.70%

5.70%

Unit Need at End of Period (Base)

6,166

6,501

6,833

Incremental Demand from Base
Growth

345

332

677

Demand from Employment
Expansion

90

75

165

Replacement Need

86

45

131

Cumulative Need During Period

521

452

973

Average Annual Construction

86

90

88

Total

Source: RDG Planning & Design
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Senior Housing Projection
The aging population of McPherson is similar to communities across the country. In 2010, 28% of McPherson's
population was over the age of 55. The estimated population over 55 years old in 2017 was 31%. The entire baby
boom population has now reached 55, but the so-called "older adult" population may grow for a while. However,
as this large population cohort ages, its members will become increasingly likely to seek independent senior living
environments. This in turn will free up at least some of the city's existing housing stock as some seniors move out
of their previous homes and into settings that meet their specific needs. McPherson has seen a relatively stable
senior population, as illustrated in Figure 3.3. While a loss due to outmigration is occurring in the 55 to 64 year old
group, in-migration is occurring in 65 year olds and up. Based on this movement, Figure 3.4 projects potential senior
housing needs over a 5 to 10 year period based on the following methodology:
•

Applying current migration patterns, a target older adult population of about 4,500 people by 2025.

•

For the purpose of projecting household demand, a decreasing household size as cohorts age.

•

Increasing capture rate with older cohorts.
The community survey revealed a relatively even
split in preference between an owner-occupied
home with shared maintenance and an apartment
with additional services available, such as one meal
per day. Assisted living units fell to the bottom of
the preferable senior living options. This method
suggests a potential need for about 100 units of
independent senior housing during this decade.
This would be incorporated within the overall
housing development projections presented in
Figure 3.2.

FIGURE 3.3

McPherson Senior Population Predicted Versus Actual
Age Group

2010 Predicted

2010 Actual

Difference

55 to 64

1,653

1,549

-104

65-74

934

982

48

75+

1,123

1,194

71

3,709

3,725

16

Total 55+

Source: US Census Bureau, 2000 & 2010; RDG Planning & Design

FIGURE 3.4

McPherson Senior Housing Need
2025
Projection

2010-2015
Migration
Factor

Population
corrected for
migration

Household
Size

Household
Demand

Capture
Rate

Unit Demand

Natural Change

55-64

1,331

-6.3%

1,169

2.00

584

1.0%

6

65-74

1,582

5.2%

1,751

1.75

1,000

3%

30

75 and Over

1,421

6.3%

1,607

1.25

1,285

5%

70

Total 55 and Over

4,334

4,526

2,870

106
Source: RDG Planning & Design
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Housing Development Program
Figure 3.5 assigns total demand to specific housing price points, using McPherson's current relative occupancy
(65% owner, 35% renter) and income distribution as a basis. The number of units in each price point is based
on the portion of households in today's market that fall within those affordability ranges as estimated by current
household incomes. Because housing markets are variable in preferences and sometimes volatile in demand, actual
performance should be regularly monitored.
Meeting the targets of the housing development program requires more than simply building the total number of
owner and renter units in Figure 3.5. Housing needs must address affordability for all income ranges and a variety of
types for all age ranges. Some basic principles should be recognized in housing production.
Low Income Housing Demand. The lowest income households should be served primarily by the rental market. Government programs exist to support the development of low income rental opportunities. Housing developers should
be encouraged to enter this market and the city should coordinate with the developer on location and site design for
the best outcome.
Low Income Ownership Demand. Often the best source of affordable housing is the existing housing stock in older
neighborhoods. Often, higher income households compete for the same housing stock as lower income households.
The low income ownership market demand can be met, in part, by providing opportunities for moderate income
households to move-up in the market.
Moderate Income Demand. The private market should be able to achieve sufficient profits to support development in
this market. However, little activity in this market is largely because developer interest and limited lot supply. These
FIGURE 3.5

Housing Development Program
2020-2025

2026-2030

Totals

Total Need

521

452

973

Total Owner-Occupied

339

294

632

Affordable Low: Under 100,000

50

43

93

Affordable Moderate: 100-160,000

68

59

126

Moderate Market: 160,000-220,000

97

84

182

Market: Over 220,000

124

108

232

Total Renter Occupied

182

158

341

Low: Less than 500

55

48

102

Affordable: 500-1,000

47

41

89

Market: Over 1,000

80

69

150

Source: US Census Bureau, 2000 & 2010; RDG Planning & Design
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types of projects may require financial and logistical support from the city and its partners to purchase and prepare
the lots for development.
Market and High Market. The private market has been producing market rate housing, but usually on a custom home
basis. The development community should be encouraged to continue its work in market rate housing development,
but work with the city and its partners to find new opportunities for development within the city. These developments should be encouraged to employ innovative practices to create high-quality neighborhoods.

Distribution by Housing Type
As housing development prices have steadily increased, the conventional single-family detached house that has
traditionally been associated with homeownership in America has increasingly become unaffordable to a large share
of potential buyers, including many of the people who work in the nation's industries and, as we are increasingly appreciating during the COVID pandemic of 2020, keeping America running. This has increased the demand for rental
housing, particularly among younger households, and the last five years of development in McPherson has been
consistent with that trend. But homeownership has significant virtues in terms of building equity both financially and
in a community. Some mechanisms to address the financing and affordability side of the equation are considered
in the following chapter. But the type and efficiency of construction can also have a significant influence on cost.
Smaller lot and attached housing types can can reduce housing development cost per unit because of more efficient
construction (common walls, reduced exterior exposure, simpler construction) or by reducing the per unit cost of
infrastructure like streets and sewers. In any case, it is increasingly clear that the standard large-lot single-family
house at a price affordable to "workforce" households is very difficult to produce.
The following analysis allocates the demand for various ownership and rental price points to corresponding housing
types using the following density categories for new development:
Low: Conventional single-family detached housing, with gross density at or below 4 units per acre, corresponding to
a typical lot size of at least 8,000.
Moderate: Small lot single-family detached, cottages, single-family attached, duplexes, and small townhouse
buildings, with a gross density of about 6 units per acre. For single-family homes, this suggests a lot size range of
between 4,000 to 6,000 square feet. This category may also include single-family homes with accessory dwelling
units. The Veranda falls into this category.
Medium: Small lot single-family detached units with auxiliary dwelling units, small lot duplexes, townhomes in
various configurations, including rowhouses, and stacked duplexes with a gross density of between 8 to 10 units per
acre. Prairie Pointe is an example of a project at this density.
High: Multifamily development at moderate densities, typically with a gross density of 12 units per acre and above.
Terra Nova falls into this category.
It is important to note that higher density housing forms can produce lower unit costs, but these settings do not
necessarily produce lower costs. Frequently, townhome or villa developments with very high level materials and fishes, and other luxury features produce hosing products that can be relatively expensive, and maintenance services
provided in these luxury projects also increase the monthly cost of housing.
Figure 3.6 estimates the percent of housing demand for each of the price points shown in Figure 3.5 to these different housing types. These projections are based on general construction and infrastructure costs that can produce
housing within these various ranges. Table 3.7 then allocates the number of units for each price points allocated to
each of density category.
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FIGURE 3.6

Housing Price Points Allocated to Building Type Categories
Density/Building Type Category

Low

Moderate

Medium

High

<4 du/A

6 du/A

8-10 du/A

>12 du/A

0

30%

70%

0%

Affordable Moderate: 100,000-160,000

20%

50%

30%

0%

Moderate Market: 160,000-220,000

65%

20%

15%

0%

Market: Over 220,000

60%

20%

10%

10%

Low: Less than 500

0%

10%

20%

70%

Affordable: 500-1,000

0%

20%

30%

50%

Market: Over 1,000

0%

25%

50%

25%

Owner-Occupied
Affordable Low: Under 100,000

Total Renter Occupied

FIGURE 3.7

Housing Development Program by Density and Building Type
Total
Typical Density

Low

Moderate

Medium

High

<4 du/A

6 du/A

8-10 du/A

>12 du/A

Affordable Low: Under 100,000

93

0

28

65

0

Affordable Moderate: 100,000160,000

126

25

63

38

0

Moderate Market: 160,000-220,000

182

118

36

27

0

Market: Over 220,000

232

139

46

23

23

283

174

153

23

Total Owner Occupied
Low: Less than 500

102

0

10

20

71

Affordable: 500-1,000

89

0

18

18

53

Market: Over 1,000

150

0

38

75

38

Total Renter Occupied

341

0

66

113

162

Source: RDG Planning & Design
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Conclusion: Using the Development Program
Ideally, the supply of housing generally meets the demand and adjusts naturally over time to reach a balance. Higher
demand often triggers the market to supply more housing as builders and developers recognize profits to be made.
However, this is not the case in McPherson and cities across the Midwest. Challenges, barriers, and inefficiencies
in the local market lead to an unbalanced market. To overcome these challenges and stimulate development that
builds on existing opportunities, several principles were developed to lay the ground work for the strategic plan in
Chapter 4:

Housing policy should address both needs that exist today, including serving
the city's current population, conserving existing housing, and encouraging new
construction, while taking advantage of opportunities for the next 10 to 15 years.
Lower income markets will require initiatives from public, private, and not-for-profit
sectors to supply adequate housing.
Production should create availability and movement in the housing market that
addresses all periods of residents' life cycles – entering McPherson's housing market,
moving up to appropriate options as they settle and grow, and downsizing when
desired.
A multi-disciplinary team of diverse stakeholders such as banks, employers, and
the City is needed to craft appropriate policy and incentive programs to assist the
housing market.
The existing housing stock is the greatest asset and provides housing affordable to
first time home buyers. Property maintenance standards should be utilized to keep
the housing stock in good repair. Targeted rehabilitation and revitalization efforts
should be directed at key areas.
Public education should seek to align the perceptions of homeowners and
perspective buyers with reality including the actual cost of new construction.
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High priority site for potential redevelopment along Oak Street in central McPherson
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Chapter
Four
OBSTACLES AND OPPORTUNITIES
The previous chapter established the outcomes from the market analysis and the public
engagement process highlighting issues specific to McPherson. The purpose of this chapter
is to explore the primary obstacles and opportunities gathered from the previous chapters to
create a strategic housing program to build policy and incentives that create solutions.
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Chapter Four:
Obstacles and Opportunities

Community Observations
A fundamental element of neighborhood development is creating residential areas that build upon existing assets. In
the context of neighborhoods, the physical assets are the framework elements that form the fabric of the community
including parks, trails, natural features, and character districts such as the downtown or schools. These framework
elements provide an anchor and identity for the surrounding neighborhoods which supports property values, reinvestment, and property maintenance.

Assets and Opportunities Map
McPherson has a rich history dating back to its founding in 1872. From its downtown core ringed by residential
neighborhoods, the city expanded outward to contemporary developments. Its residential diversity and community
quality create distinct needs and opportunities based on existing conditions. The following section details high-level
policy opportunities based on existing neighborhood conditions, while the following chapter includes a series of
more tactical interventions for developing catalyst projects.
Map 4.1 identifies existing conditions and targeted housing opportunity areas in McPherson. The map is based on
discussions with the community to identify potential areas for reinvestment, redevelopment and development, and a
physical survey of the community. The opportunity categories include:

•

New Development. Areas adjacent to or within city limits that are potential sites for lot development. Assessment of site conditions and access to water and sewer services would need to be evaluated further to confirm
the suitability of these sites.

•

Infill and Stabilization. These areas have more serious housing deficiencies and vacant lots. Sites are large
enough and clustered enough that a targeted program to remove deteriorated structures and develop vacant
lots will have a major impact.

•

Neighborhood Conservation. These areas have a cluster of housing in fair condition. Policies for this area
should focus on conserving the existing housing stock through a coordinated rehabilitation strategy. These
areas often include entry corridors, where the first impressions of a community are made.

•

Redevelopment Opportunity. These areas have the most deteriorated structures or require land use redirection.
The infrastructure improvements and removal of deteriorated structures should create safe, affordable housing and stronger neighborhoods.
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•

Gateway Preservation and Enhancement. The identified gateways are the primary entrance points into
McPherson that provide the first impression of the community and have the deficiencies in appearance.

Not every neighborhood in the city has a category applied. Housing programs are most effective when targeted at
specific areas. The map provides a foundation for the policies and programs identified in Chapter 5.

STRATEGIC NEW DEVELOPMENT
New neighborhoods are an expansion of the existing framework of roads, community features and character. As
such, the location and character of new development are part of the city's responsibility to its residents including
current and future generations.

Principles for New Development

•

Use municipal services efficiently

•

Promote infill development

•

Preserve open and natural resource areas

•

Promote and incorporate diverse housing options

•

Plan for community amenities such as parks and schools

•

Provide a multi-modal and connected transportation network

•

Enhance public safety and minimize hazard risk

•

Use public investments to promote the maximum amount of private market action

•

Make decisions in a transparent and collaborative manner
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Policy Recommendations

•

Plan transportation routes to enable future development in appropriate areas, reserving right-of-way in
advance and building as development occurs.

•

Require a minimum amount of street connectivity to enable efficient service by fire and police. Limit the
number of cul-de-sac dead-ends.

•

Growth should be contiguous to existing development to reduce the amount of infrastructure required. Priority
development parcels would fill in gaps between existing developments and the configuration should seek to
unify the neighboring developments.

•

New developments should be consistent with the Future Land Use Map which guides residential development
to the northeast and southeast.

INFILL AND STABILIZATION
Characterized by an aging housing stock, these neighborhoods differ from the conservation areas in condition and
the level of blight. While much of the housing in these areas may be in good condition, a great number of homes remain in poor-to-average condition. In the same way that conservation areas represent an affordable housing opportunity, the infill and stabilization areas present this same opportunity but require greater attention and investment.

Principles for infill and stabilization

•

Engage the neighborhood in the process

•

Rehabilitate units to preserve the housing stock

•

Enhance neighborhoods through investment in public amenities such as streetscape improvements including
new or upgraded sidewalks, street lighting, or landscaping.

•

Remove slum and blight conditions through neighborhood clean-ups, rehabilitation, and if necessary, demolition

•

Focus investment on a geographically confined area to create the most visible positive impact, demonstrating
neighborhood commitment and to build private market confidence.

Policy Recommendations

•

Reinforce public features and amenities to encourage private market action. Appropriate enhancements in
infill and stabilization areas may include new parks, new park features, bicycle infrastructure, pedestrian
improvements, community gardens, and gathering spaces.

•

Ensure compatibility between land uses within a neighborhood. Neighborhood deterioration often occurs
when adjacent land uses are incompatible and can be resolved through relocation of the use or an improved
buffer between the land uses. These conditions are most prevalent west of the downtown where residential
and industrial uses abut one another.

•

Targeted land assembly, often the greatest challenge to infill redevelopment, could be led by the city or a
not-for-profit entity. Property could be held until enough land is assembled to solicit redevelopment proposals.
As a condition of the time and resources involved in the land assembly, the development agreement should
specify the price-points for new homes.

•

Target rehabilitation programs to blighted areas with the highest priority given to those homes with structural
issues and a lower priority given to homes with aesthetic issues only. Appropriate actions would include the
following:
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Map 4.1 Opportunities Map
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» Owner-occupied rehabilitation program
» Rental rehabilitation program
» First-time home-buyer rehabilitation and down payment program
» Exterior paint program
•

Target property maintenance initiatives on properties with moderate infractions. Appropriate actions would
include clean-up days, neighborhood trash collection, Adopt a Neighborhood programs throughout the city,
and if desired, targeted code enforcement.

•

For any structures that cannot be rehabilitated the parcels should be targeted for demolition and acquired
for infill redevelopment. It is important to recognize these units often represent the greatest blight factor on
the neighborhood and demolition can be an appropriate intervention if the property cannot be rehabilitated,
property poses a risk to public health and safety, and the land can be acquired and held for redevelopment or
appropriate reuse.

•

Several vacant lots are scattered throughout McPherson. These vacant lots should be activated for productive
use. The eventual goal for vacant lots in urban neighborhoods should be infill redevelopment for several
reasons:

» Urban neighborhoods already have urban services;
» Vacant lots and reduced density produce a lower tax yield that the city needs to continue to provide
high quality services; and

» Historic neighborhoods with greater density are perceived more positively and are more walkable.
NEIGHBORHOOD CONSERVATION
These neighborhoods are in relatively good condition with limited numbers of blighted properties that require attention. Some areas are, or could be, historic neighborhoods. As an opportunity, conservation areas represent a large
stock of ready and relatively affordable housing in neighborhoods that require only a limited amount of attention.
However, some conservation areas are the next wave of housing stock to reach 50 to 60 years old. Neglecting them
could lead to a need for future stabilization measures.

Policy Recommendations

•

Develop a rehabilitation program to promote the stabilization of housing stock in need of significant rehabilitation.

•

Reinforce public features and amenities to encourage private market action. Enhancements include park
improvements and pedestrian and bicyclist improvements.

•

Target property maintenance initiatives on properties with moderate infractions. Appropriate actions would
include clean-up days, neighborhood trash collection, not-for-profit clean-ups and potentially targeted code
enforcement.

•

Reinstate the Adopt a Neighborhood program and expand participation to include all areas in the community.

•

Buildings beyond repair should be targeted for infill development that respects the character of the surrounding neighborhood in terms of style , use, and density.
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REDEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY
Redevelopment opportunities are localized examples of blight or vacant land that could be transformed through redevelopment into an attractive and productive residential use. Some sites, like the South Oak corridor, developed in
industrial use along a now abandoned railroad, but are now more appropriate for residential use. The redevelopment
of these strategic sites should be designed to: eliminate blight conditions, support private market reinvestment in
surrounding areas, and create new taxable value and uses.

Principles for Redevelopment Opportunities

•

Be sensitive of any displacement that may occur as a result of the redevelopment. In McPherson, some of
the targeted redevelopment opportunities contain existing residential populations and therefore any plans to
relocate residents impacted by the redevelopment should occur first, through outreach and public awareness
of alternative housing opportunities. If state and federal funds are used for the redevelopment, follow all
appropriate laws and requirements pertaining to the relocation of residents.

Policy Recommendations

•

Target areas with high concentrations of vacant or underutilized land for acquisition, redevelopment, and/or
rehabilitation. Acquisition can be accomplished through tax delinquency, bank foreclosures and their Community Reinvestment Act abilities, and through estate gifts to the city or not-for-profit agencies. Maintenance
and management should accompany any acquisition in the interim period before rehab or redevelopment
occurs.

•

Solicit competitive proposals from the development community to generate the best reuse/redevelopment
plan for strategic redevelopment opportunities. A municipal or not-for-profit role in the acquisition and assembly of land creates a public interest in the reuse of the property and therefore, a development agreement
can place conditions on the redevelopment including use, bulk, density, and the price points for units created.

•

Consider an expedited review process for infill and redevelopment projects led by the private market.

•

Explore creative financing and program applications to create a positive and concentrated impact on a neighborhood.

GATEWAY PRESERVATION AND ENHANCEMENT
The majority of how people, residents and visitors alike, perceive a place is based on how it looks through their
windshield. The gateway corridors create this impression and communicates the level of pride residents have in their
community. Targeted attention and policies to improve the appearance of the west gateway corridor is recommended.
By showing a commitment to the community, the city will give developers the confidence they need to start construction on new housing projects in the area.

Policy Recommendations

•

Installation of wayfinding to guide visitors to community features.

•

Install gateway signage announcing the entrance into the city.

•

Create design guidelines for new construction or major remodels of commercial and industrial buildings
within the gateways.

•

Reduce the amount of surface parking adjacent to the streets and the number of curb cuts opening onto West
Kansas Avenue.
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OPPORTUNITIES TO LEVERAGE
The success of housing development hinges on understanding existing assets and how these opportunities can
jump-start the housing program. For future housing development, the opportunities to leverage in McPherson
include the following:

STABLE JOB MARKET
McPherson has a strong economy that is anchored by several large employers. The city's base economic foundation
is strong, conditions in the housing market including low vacancy (low availability) and low unemployment function
as limiting factors to economic growth. McPherson's strong economy provides a large share of buyers and renters
with wages to enter the housing market and create demand for virtually any housing products available. Further,
McPherson's strong economy offers an engine for growth that will support development in all aspects of the community if limiting factors can be addressed.

STRONG BUILDING ACTIVITY
Over the past two decades many mid-size cities in the larger region have experienced little to no new multi-family
development. This has not been the case for McPherson which had 76 new multi-family units and 80 duplex units
built since 2013, with additional construction underway in 2019. Ultimately new units decrease the demand for
the lowest quality rental units and force older, lower quality units to adjust rent levels to match amenities. The new
construction has been at price points that range across income levels, helping to provide new housing to a variety of
households.

PUBLIC INVESTMENT
When a community shows a commitment to seeing their city improve through public improvement projects, investors are more likely to develop new housing in the area. McPherson has completed or is beginning several projects
that show a willingness to invest in the community including library enhancements, a new community building, and
maintaining a welcoming downtown environment. As a result there have been new hotels constructed, development
on Avenue A and to the north, and a renovation project approved for the Opera House.

LOCALS ARE INVESTING
Much of the new construction and rehabilitation work is being done by locals. The community is a strong advocate
for using local supplies and resources to address the housing shortage. This helps boost the local economy while
also filling gaps in the housing market.

CHALLENGES TO OVERCOME
LIMITED STARTER HOME SUPPLY
One of the greatest shortages in housing supply not only in McPherson, but across the Midwest is for starter homes.
Public engagement revealed a need for housing at $130,000 and below, a price point that is not supplied by new
construction. In order to open up the supply for these homes, new construction is needed to create movement in
the market. Additionally, programs to support continued maintenance and repair to ensure these homes stay in the
housing market long term are necessary.

POOR RENTAL CONDITION
Many stakeholders expressed interest and a desire for greater rental unit standards and enforcement. Deteriorated
housing can lead to poor neighborhood image and perceived safety. Typically, more rental unit construction places
pressure on landlords of existing units to upgrade and maintain their housing to a higher standard, however this has
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not necessarily been the case in McPherson.

RETAINING YOUNG PROFESSIONALS AND AGING POPULATION
McPherson has experienced an out-migration in nearly all age cohorts except for the student population between 20
and 24 years old. The decline in 24 to 34 year olds demonstrates a challenge in retaining students after graduation.
The ability to attract and retain a new generation of families is crucial to maintain population level amidst an aging
population. Communities that reinvest in their streets, parks, trails, infrastructure, and public spaces not only create
a desirable place to live for regional employees, but also can spur residents to take pride and reinvest int heir properties.

INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS
The ability to generate movement int he housing market and better match higher income households with similarly
priced housing is limited by the number of affordable lots available to build on. One of the main reasons new lot
development is slow is infrastructure costs (roads, utilities, sidewalks, etc.). The total cost for developers to prepare
lots for construction outweighs the price they can then charge a potential buyer.

OVERPRICED MARKET
The overall perception of McPherson's housing market is that homes are overpriced compared to nearby communities. This has led to many new employees to choose housing in other communities and commute in for work. The
high cost of housing is a result in part by the high cost of new construction and the limited number of available units
to create market competition.

BIG IDEAS AND STRATEGIC DIRECTION FORWARD
McPherson has the framework in place to make it a growing and regionally competitive place to live. McPherson
boasts characteristics similar to many Midwestern communities including a sizable university, a historic downtown
core, and a good distribution of community amenities. How McPherson chooses to leverage these strengths and
differentiate itself from peer communities is a key component to future growth. Key components will include:

SHARING DEVELOPMENT RISKS
Today, demand for housing is greatest in those areas with the smallest profit margins and potentially the highest
risk. The community as a whole will need to find ways to share the risk on these projects and more innovative or
unique products. This strategic direction also ties closely to several housing strategies. Investing in the existing
housing stock, adding new affordable lots, and expanding the rental options will not occur without some risk-sharing
by all players in the local housing market. This includes the cities, financial institutions, economic development
agencies, and even employers to find new ways to address gaps in the private market. All of these players may have
different roles, but all need to be at the table.

EXPANDING HOUSING VARIETY
Issues of affordability and availability are tied directly to the limited mobility and variety within the housing market
- i.e. there is a shortage of dwellings for new entrants to the market and a shortage of units for existing residents to
move-up or downsize. A variety of housing products at a variety of price points, would drive additional mobility that
would normalize prices and allow for greater access to the housing market. This variety may include higher density
forms that make good starter homes, including townhomes, attached single-family and even accessory units.
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INCREASING SUPPLY OF IMPROVED LOTS
McPherson has produced a good number of market-rate apartments in recent years, mostly on existing lots and
redevelopment sites. The higher density allows the developer to garner a higher rate of return and cover costs of site
preparation on redevelopment lots. This is often harder to do with lower density models. Rural and even larger cities
have found that private developers cannot afford to pay for the upfront costs of infrastructure for lot development,
especially affordable lots. Today cities are having to find new ways to bring lots to the market, often working closely
with the private market and economic development interests. McPherson does have a substantial inventory of
platted but unimproved lots, mostly in the southeast development area.

ENCOURAGE INVESTMENT IN EXISTING HOUSING STOCK
McPherson's housing stock is generally in good condition but faces some challenges. Many structures need maintenance or rehabilitation while others do not meet contemporary needs. These units can be a city's best source of
affordable housing; therefore, maintenance of these units is essential. Rehabilitation programs and workforce development within the trades who can do the work is essential to providing quality entry level housing in any community.
Continual maintenance and rehabilitation creates a more secure market for everyone in a neighborhood.

CONTINUED INVESTMENT FOR SUCCESS
Over the past decade the city has been significant investments in image and quality of life amenities. It is important
that this momentum continue and that the next generation of initiatives are identified that make the city stand
out. Strategic investments in terms of the design and maintenance of parks, civic gateways, and public spaces and
buildings will elevate the overall image of the city in the minds of both residents and visitors. Strong neighborhoods
provide amenities such as sidewalks, landscaping, buffers from adjacent land uses, and proximity to community
features. Additionally, investments in code enforcement and nuisance abatement can add value to a community and
make it much more appealing to potential residents. It also supports the investments made by private homeowners.
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McPherson
Housing
Study

Chapter
Five
DIRECTIONS FORWARD
An effective housing study provides leaders and stakeholders with a strategy to begin
addressing housing issues and leveraging assets and potential incentives to meet the needs
of current and future residents. This chapter identifies strategic policies and programs to
support the future of McPherson's housing market.
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Chapter Five:
Directions Forward

Introduction
This chapter establishes a path forward through a housing program built around the concepts identified in the
previous chapter to address housing shortages by:

•

Providing incentives for investment in the existing housing stock

•

Increasing the supply of affordable lots

•

Increasing mobility through additional housing variety

•

Investing for success and creating strong neighborhoods

•

Sharing risk to meet needs the private market cannot meet alone

What is Right for McPherson
As the study explores housing interventions and partnerships that can be used to generate energy in the housing
market, it is important to note there is no single solution to all aspects of the housing market. For example, the
surrounding county will attract households simply because some prefer a more rural environment or some will leave
for a more urban living experience in larger cities. Further, there are aspects of the housing market, including higher-cost products that do not require interventions. The strategies in this chapter are included as a buffet of options
to help address the variety of issues facing McPherson's housing market.

Strategic Direction
Through an approach that brings together partners, funding mechanisms, policies, and programs it is possible to
deploy the most effective and complete strategy to improve the housing market.

Structure
The housing program is built around a structure that includes the following:

•
•

Local housing partnerships
Non-profit housing developers, including partnerships with current builders and developers
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•

Financing mechanisms

Program Focus
The above partners and financing tools can pursue the following program focuses:

•
•

Find ways to share risk

•
•

Increase lot development at affordable price points

Increase housing variety

» Increase rental quality and supply
» Increase the supply of entry level housing
Invest in the existing housing stock

Program Structure
Local Housing Partnerships
The housing market touches many community partners both directly and indirectly. When the housing market operates effectively, many organizations benefit, but when the market experiences availability and affordability issues,
these organizations are limited by the housing market. Because each partner is affected by the housing market, it is
in the collective interest that each partner takes on a responsibility in a housing partnership to pursue the strategic
housing goals. McPherson is not a stranger to community-based housing partnerships. Perhaps its most venerable
and durable apartment complex for people with moderate incomes, Lakeside Plaza, was built and continues to
operate through one.
McPherson should develop a partnership with the flexibility to address the specific and diverse needs across the
community. An effective community housing partnership should be able to coordinate and execute project devel-
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opment and financing while also providing expertise in
marketing and management.
Any partnership should begin by seeking to establish
a common purpose between each stakeholder. The
following are a list of potential organizations that could
participate in a McPherson housing partnership:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The City
Major Employers
Lending Community
Realtors and Builders
Landlords
Chamber of Commerce
Non-profit housing developers

CITY OF MCPHERSON
It is the City's responsibility to promote the health,
safety, and welfare of its residents including future
generations through is policies and investments. Many
communities across the Midwest use tools at their
disposal to support development that would not otherwise occur without their involvement. Tax increment
financing is one tool where the "but for" test is applicable. For example, the use of the RHID, essentially a tax
increment program, was critical to the development of
Terra Nova. However it can be applied more broadly to
the role of City accelerations of the private market. The
role of the City may vary based on the type of project
but could include any of the following as needed:
Review of land development regulations and guidelines to
eliminate barriers to infill and affordable housing development, as consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. One
way to ensure housing development is supported is to
review current setback and lot coverage regulations to
ensure they do not limit variety in the housing market.
Assist with the acquisition and site preparation of infill
redevelopment sites, including acquisition of abandoned
properties. By preparing the development sites, the City
can request certain features within the redevelopment,
including standards that could encourage more affordable homes. Standards that would encourage affordable
price-points include maximum lot size, maximum of two
garage stalls, maximum setback, and narrow lot widths.
This support can also be delegated to the not-for-profit
housing developer discussed later.
Providing financial assistance through Community Development Block Grants, RHIDs and other tax increment
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forms, and other programs. These funding programs can
be applied in concert with efforts of the not-for-profit
housing developer. McPherson began using a version of
this solution in October 2018 with the Relocation Cash
Assistance Payment (RCAP) program. This incentive
program provides cash at closing for non-residents
purchasing a home in McPherson. The homeowners
employer must make a matching payment and the funds
cannot be combined with other programs such as the
Rural Housing Incentive District of New Construction
Homebuyer Incentive program.
Technical assistance and expedited land development
processes for innovative proposals. The City can create
a fast track approval process for projects that meet the
housing goals of the City, which in turn will reduce the
costs to the developer and assist in lowering development costs overall.

Campus Town Redevelopment Incentive
Program (CTRIP)
The CTRIP program was created by the City of
Maryville, MO in 2013 as a way to encourage infill
development and remove blighted and dangerous
properties.

•

Purpose: incentivize property owners within
the Campus Town Overlay to enhance the
area through infill and development

•

Program: demolition debris fees eliminated,
building permit fees, water and sewer tap
fees eliminated

•

Success: supported development of approximately 12 projects in the neighborhood
ranging from duplex to a 16 unit building.
Approximately 45 dangerous structures
removed within 3 years

•

Opportunities: expand past the Campus
Town area to include the entire city

https://www.Maryville.org/docview.aspx?docid=32939
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Assistance with subdivision development through
infrastructure and technical assistance. It is well-established that cities can support housing development of
a certain type through the provision of infrastructure.
This can also be delegated to the not-for-profit housing
developer. The City is already taking a proactive role in
lot development with the creation of two Rural Housing
Incentive Districts.
Code enforcement of property maintenance standards
and conditions. The best way to encourage reinvestment
in a community is to make a focused effort to improve
the existing housing stock. Tools like property maintenance standards can be effective in getting property
owners to keep their homes in good condition, which
often encourages neighboring property owners to do the
same without enforcement.
McPherson has only used some of these tools in the
past, but could benefit greatly from a targeted approach
that layers multiple programs in an organization that
specifically focuses on filing gaps in the market. There
has been a focus on generating new owner-occupied
housing, but a greater emphasis on renter housing
programs is needed as well. The Opportunity Map in
Chapter 4 identifies strategic areas for targeted infill
and stabilization policies and programs. As part of
the housing partnership, a coordinated and targeted
strategy becomes easier to implement and generates
additional action from the private market and partner
organizations.

Pride of Maryville
The City of Maryville, MO initiated the Pride
of Maryville project to recruit community
members to help keep the city "cleaner, safer,
and more beautiful place to live." There are four
programs that provide an opportunity to participate, three of which directly impact housing:

•
•
•

While many elements of recruitment and retention
fall within the walls of the company including wages,
workplace culture, and opportunities for advancement,
many employers have begun to recognize that housing
(quality, affordability, and availability) plays a major role
in their ability to recruit and retain talent. Employers can
play multiple roles in the housing partnership:

•

Direct construction of new ownership or rental
units or support of a not-for-profit housing
developer.

Beautification awards
Neighbors helping neighbors

When active, the neighborhoods in the adopt
a neighborhood were supported by volunteers
helping to keep the city litter, debris, and weed
free. The beautification awards program honors
homes and businesses for the beautification
and improvements made to their property.
Neighbors helping neighbors pairs volunteers
with residents in need which could include
maintaining their property by cleaning leaves,
pulling weeds, or painting shutters.

•

Rent subsidies and down payment assistance for
employees residing within McPherson. Certain
employers operate a housing plan, much like
a 401(K) plan, in which the employer provides
a matching contribution to be used for a down
payment on a home within the community or a
special part of the community. It should be noted
that this does not always address the gap in
housing quantity or quality.

•

Marketing local housing opportunities including
rental and ownership options, rehabilitation or
first time home-buyer programs.

•

Helping to integrate new employees into the community through driving-tours of the city, welcome
liaisons, and social connections to local organizations such as young professional organizations.

•

Funding of housing trust funds or other initiatives
that specifically raise capital for the construction
of new or rehabilitation of existing housing.

MAJOR EMPLOYERS
One reason for a housing study is the awareness that
the housing market impacts major employers and their
ability to recruit and retain employees. Companies
invest a significant amount of time, energy, and money
training employees and, therefore, it is in their interest
to support all aspects of retention including housing.

Adopt a neighborhood (currently inactive)

LENDERS
The lending community is intimately involved in all
aspects of the housing market. While many aspects of
their business and practice are tightly regulated, other
aspects do permit innovation and proactive participation
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REALTORS/BUILDERS

Sioux Center, Iowa Land Development
SCLD began as a private, for-profit community
development group in the northwestern Iowa city
of 7,500 with a large industrial base. Capitalized
by shareholders who included the town's major
employers, the organization successfully completed industrial and commercial development
projects and development of a golf course and adjacent high-end subdivision. But the shareholders
soon realized the importance of workforce housing
to area industries and began development of
Country View Estates, which now has completed
95 affordable single-family homes. In addition to
the subdivision improvements, SCLD built houses
in groups to be certain that a continuing inventory
was available and that some economy of scale
was achieved. After each block of houses sold, the
capital was cycled into the next increment. In the
words of its annual newsletter, "SCLD seeks to fill
gaps in what the private sector offers and works
to empower private developers to create housing
options."
in the housing market. The role of the lending community
in a housing partnership may include:

•

The creation of a lending consortium that would
allow the community to share investment risk
across multiple lenders. This concept is discussed
further in the Financing Mechanism section of this
chapter.

•

The application of Community Reinvestment Act
(CRA) funding to support housing initiatives led by
the not-for-profit housing development corporation.

•

Participate in the First Time Homebuyer program

Lenders should continue to promote products including
the VA, FHA, and USDA rural development loans. Additional assistance programs in the form of reduced down
payments or products for buyers with low credit scores,
should be considered.
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The role of realtors, builders, and developers in the partnership will be as the contractors, marketers, and when
appropriate as financial partners. Realtors in particular
play an important role in a housing partnership that
involves informing builders, cities, and the Chamber
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 new recruits with housing that fits employees'
needs.

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 the designated
neighborhoods new campus

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.
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MCPHERSON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
The McPherson Chamber of Commerce is an
organization of businesses, professionals, and civic
minded individuals seeking to create a positive business
environment in the community. The Chamber, as the
sponsor of Lakeside Plaza, already has significant
housing experience. As discussed previously, housing
in McPherson represents a significant economic factor
both in the business of actual housing construction but
also for its impact on providing a place for business
leaders and employers to live. The role of the Chamber
in a housing partnership may include the following:

•

Marketing housing development opportunities
and shovel ready sites for development and
redevelopment.

•

Educating the public and its membership on the
importance of housing to the overall economy
and inviting members to expand their role in the
partnership.

•

Promoting housing incentive programs to employers and their employees.

•

The Chamber could be the home of the not-forprofit housing development corporation. This
would reinforce the role of housing as a contributing factor to the business community.

NON-PROFIT HOUSING DEVELOPERS
As a player in the local housing partnership, the study
proposes the creation of a not-for-profit housing development corporation to pursue many of the program
goals listed in this chapter. The McPherson Housing
Coalition is certified as a Community Housing Development Corporation, but its role has changed from housing
development to a provider of necessary emergency
services. The Coalition could assume a development
mission with dedicated staff or a new entity could be
formed. This corporation can reside within an existing
organization such as a Chamber or economic development corporation, but with the expressed mission
of implementing housing programs where the private
market cannot find success. Its board of directors and
stakeholders should be comprised of partners whose
mission is impacted by the housing market. The notfor-profit can accept an assortment of funding sources,
can implement a variety of housing programs, and can
work on behalf of its partner organizations to strengthen
McPherson's housing market for the mutual benefit of
all. The benefits of the organization include:

Wayne Community Housing
Development Corporation
Wayne, Nebraska is a thriving community of
5,500 in Northeast Nebraska with a mixed
economy based on a small state college, strong
industries and regional agriculture. Over 20
years ago, the leaders of Wayne saw the need to
provide housing for their workforce and formed
the Wayne Community Housing Development
Corporation (WCHDC).
Growing out of the local economic development
organization, WCHDC is proactive nonprofit
with the mission to improve the region through
affordable housing development. Offering a
purchase/rehab/resale program, home buyer
education, and assistance on local projects, like
new rent-to-own housing, WCHDC works to
expand housing options for the local workforce.

Omaha 100 Incorporated Omaha,
Nebraska (Lending Consortium)
Omaha 100 was incorporated to provide
homeownership opportunities enabling low and
moderate income borrowers to own their own
home. The group provides affordable mortgage
loans, grant underwriting, and down payment
assistance services.
Omaha 100, Inc. works with a consortium of
lenders to provide lower interest rates on home
loan products, down payment assistance, and
city second mortgages to make homeownership
affordable. Clients must complete a home-buyer
education course.
More information can be found at:
www.omaha100.org
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•

•

•

An entity dedicated solely to housing issues and
representative of partner organizations including
employers, institutions, the development community, and resident groups.
The not-for-profit status allows the corporation
to operate in markets where private developers
cannot (low revenue price points or untested
products).
Executing and coordinating an assortment of
housing programs and policies using an assortment of funding mechanisms including tax increment financing, charitable gifts and donations,
and federal and state dollars.

Financing Mechanisms
Lending Consortium
Many of the housing strategies must have a source of
financing. Such a financing program should be designed
for maximum leverage (in the language of community
development, "leverage" is the ability of program dollars
to generate private investment in response to the initial
investment), shared risk, and quick turnover rather than
long-term financing.
The development of a housing partnership should
include a "lenders consortium" - a cooperative venture
among lending institutions active in the McPherson
regional housing market to spread their individual risk. If
existing relationships have been developed for previous
programs, it may be just a matter of growing those
existing relationships already established. In addition,
these cooperative ventures can attract the support of
other agencies such as the Federal Home Loan Bank.
A lending consortium is an ideal instrument to provide
short term financing or "patient financing" for builders
and contractors in the community and to provide
interim financing for projects developed by the housing
partnership and city.

Housing Trust Fund
A housing trust fund provides a source of seed capital,
unconstrained by program regulations, for a developer
or development corporation to use for developing
needed housing types. The popularity of trust funds can
be attributed to their inherent flexibility. For the City
of McPherson, these dollars could be used to support
construction of new entry level housing, rehabilitation
of existing housing, or lot development. Support may
include gap financing or even direct incentives to develPage 72 – McPherson Housing Study

Homeward Housing Trust Fund
Homeward, Inc is an organization of eight rural
Iowa electric cooperatives that provides a
variety of housing assistance programs.
The Homeward Housing Trust Fund provides a
pool of funding in the form of grants and loans
to households making a certain percentage less
than the area median income. These include
minor home repairs for households under 30%
area median income and home improvement
grants for households under 80% of the area
median income. Improvements include structural repairs, utility repairs, energy-efficiency,
and similar improvements with a grant amount
up to $3,500 and loan amount up to $3,500.
Since being created in 1996 the program has
assisted over 1,800 rural households with over
$6 million for down payment and improvement
loans. Funding for the program comes primarily
from a Housing Trust Fund grant.
http://www.homewardiowa.com/content/
trust-fund-grants-loans

opers for the development of target market programs.
Trust funds can be funded in several ways, including
dedication of a specific share of local option sales tax,
fees, local revenue bond issues, or grants and charitable
contributions. Through charitable contributions to a
trust fund, the city's employers could play a vital role in
housing quality and choice.
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Tax Increment Financing
McPherson's two RHIDs are tax increment districts,
allocating the added taxes created by new housing
development to finance project-related infrastructure
and site preparation. But TIF can also be used to help
develop mixed use projects with both residential
and commercial components and other types of
development. In redevelopment areas, TIF can be a
significant tool for land acquisition and development
financing. TIF uses the added tax revenue created by the
redevelopment to finance project-related costs like land
acquisition and public improvements. Ideally, this technique would be used in redevelopment areas like older
commercial corridors, where residential would be mixed
with commercial uses to leverage the added sales tax.
This approach also helps create a true neighborhood
rather than a residential enclave.

Tax Abatement
Tax abatements are now used in the NCHIP program
but could also be used in more robust ways. A tax
abatement program in McPherson could be designed to
reduce the cost of infrastructure as part of a mixed-use
development. Tax abatement can come in a variety of
forms, but simply provides an offset in property taxes
paid by the owner. Lower taxes reduce the construction
costs in the short-term and increases the number of
housing units for the city in the long-term. McPherson
should consider offering tax abatement in conjunction
with other financing mechanisms and housing programs
suggested in this study to realize the maximum benefit.

Grand Island, NE Micro Blight
Redevelopment
The City of Grand Island used tax increment financing (TIF) to support small scale infill development
in existing neighborhoods. Through the use of "micro-tax increment financing," the city targets small
concentrations of blight (vacant lots or dilapidated
structures that require demolition). By calculating
the additional value that would be created with
a new duplex or four-plex, the CRA then issues a
grant or loan that is given or sold to a developer that
can be used to secure financing from a bank.
Allowable expenses include

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Property acquisition
Demolition
Site preparation
Utility extensions and connections
Sidewalks and landscaping
TIF fees and contracts
City development fees
Engineering and architecture costs
Interest and financing costs

The City of Grand Island used micro-TIF to support
the demolition of a dilapidated single-family home
valued at $48,000 and the development of two
duplexes with an estimated value of $320,000.
The redevelopment removed a blighted structure,
created four additional affordable housing units,
and brought additional tax base to the city without
requiring additional infrastructure.

State and Federal Programs
Several State and Federal programs already exist and
are available for communities to use. However some
programs require extensive application or qualification
processes. A housing partnership can help navigate
through and market these programs and help builders,
developers, and residents realize their benefits. The
Kansas Housing Resources Corporation is a great
resource for identifying the various programs and the
best fit for each project.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT
(CDBG)
The Community Development Block Grant is a flexible
program that provides communities with resources to
address a wide range of unique community development needs including housing improvements. These
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funds are awarded through a competitive grant process.
In terms of housing, CDBG funds are most often used
for owner occupied housing rehabilitation activities, traditionally subject to affordability requirements. Grants
generally create the greatest positive impact when
they are geographically focused rather than distributed
across the city.

FEDERAL HOME PROGRAM
The HOME program is another federally funded program that provides resources to increase the supply of
affordable housing for low and very low income persons.
One of the eligible activities is acquisition and rehabilitation or new construction of rental housing that meets
these income requirements. Both for and non-profit
developers are eligible to apply for financing.

LOW INCOME HOUSING TAX CREDIT (LIHTC)
The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) is a
federal tax credit given to investors in affordable
housing. Projects can be either rehabilitation or new
construction and are in the program for 10 years. The
Kansas Housing Resource Corporation administers the
program on behalf of the State of Kansas and allocates
credits based on selection criteria and the application
ranking procedures. The KHRC has authority to allocate
approximately $60 million of ten year credits annually.
These credits are highly competitive and in recent years
have be threated at the federal level with de-funding.
Therefore, while they are a great way to help finance
projects for the lowest income households in McPherson, they should not be solely relied upon.

MODERATE INCOME HOUSING (MIH)
PROGRAM
The KHRC created the MIH program in 2012 with
funding from the State Housing Trust Fund, established
in 1991. The fund is maintained through infrequent and
diminishing revenue streams. Despite the unsteady
funding source, the MIH program provides funding
for families that fall in the mid-income ranges, unable
to qualify for low income housing, but cannot afford
market-rate units. The MIH can be used for multifamily
rental units, single-family homes, and water, sewer,
and street extensions. In addition, the awards can
help finance construction costs, rehabilitate unsafe or
dilapidated vacant housing, and offer down-payment
and closing-cost assistance to homebuyers. The City of
Moundridge in McPherson County utilized this program
to build 6 new duplexes in 2017.
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Municipal Resources
State and federal programs are not always guaranteed
and municipal resources can be used to reduce risks
from funding reductions at the State and Federal level.
These resources include bonds or special sales taxes,
the technical expertise that staff can apply to projects,
the time and money saved through an expedited review
process, and any funds the city may allocate to support
the not-for-profit housing development corporation.

Program Focuses
The partnership structure and financing tools listed
above can be used in McPherson's housing strategy
through a variety of program options. The strategy
focuses on programs that provide:

•
•
•
•

Ways to share risk
Increased housing variety
» Increase rental quality and supply
» Increase the supply of entry level
housing
Increased lot development at affordable price
points
Invest in the existing housing stock

Each program focus targets different housing goals.
No single focus can be tailored to address all housing
needs. Specific programs need to be targeted for low
income households, market rate owner housing and
rentals, housing variety, and housing reinvestment.
However, programs complement each other as well. For
example, the movement of households into new market
rate housing units opens up existing, more affordable
options for lower income households.

Find Ways to Share Risk
Sharing risk for housing development is an overarching
goal in the strategic program for McPherson. The
success of many other goals depend on the ability for
multiple entities to collaborate and reduce the risk for
developers to undertake housing projects.
Housing supply and housing rehabilitation will not occur
at a significant scale without the ability for the developer or contractor to make a profit. It is not the fault of the
developer, as any business seeks this goal. The risk associated with housing development at lower price points
for young professionals and retirees in McPherson more
often shows a loss and therefore is not being built. Some
risk factors include rising material and labor costs, soft
costs such as fees, regulatory time lines, insurance
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and contracting services, and uncertainty in approval
procedures. Pre-development planning and set-up is the
riskiest part of development and where financing can be
the most difficult.
Strategies for sharing risk includes a variety of partners
depending on the objective. Entities can include cities,
financial institutions, economic development agencies,
and even employers to find new ways to address gaps in
the private market.

Webster City, IA Subdivision Development
Webster City took the initiative to develop home
sites when faced with a lack of interested or capable developers. The highly successful Brewer Creek
Estates subdivision is almost fully built out and the
City is looking to expand the development.

Funding pools. Financing tools are necessary elements in
all strategic directions. Creative approaches to financing
should be continually explored. Tools explained previously in this chapter include lending consortium, TIF,
state/federal programs, and housing trust funds.
Partnerships. Partnership can provide project development, financing, and marketing capabilities using the
tools and methods identified in this chapter. Partnerships can include any stakeholder interested in housing,
and must extend beyond traditional partnerships. For
example, employers should be involved to understand
what their employees need and desire.
Incentives. Incentives are methods to stimulate an
action by developers or homeowners. Several examples
are described in this chapter. Incentives also need to
consider that population stability will stem from regional
employment growth. An example is an employer providing incentives for employees to live in the community
such as signing bonuses, rent assistance, or down-payment assistance. Participation in the RCAP program is
an excellent example.

Increase Housing Variety
A variety of housing types directly addresses housing
demand by a diverse demographic. The type of housing
a household looks for is directly correlated to their stage
of life. Diversifying the housing stock also addresses
housing demand indirectly by encouraging movement in
the housing market, freeing up homes like those lived in
by seniors who want to downsize out of a 3-4 bedroom
single-family home.
Housing variety should bring more entry level housing
for young professionals and families, with first time
home buyers prioritized. This also means quality and
cost should match. Strategies should target:

•

Upgrading the quality and quantity of the rental
housing supply

•

Freeing up housing stock in a community through
additional retiree housing

» A community should allow a resident

to transition through several homes in
accordance with their life cycle – from an
affordable rental, to a family home, and
eventually to a downsize option for their
empty-nester years.

Strategies may involve:
Establishing a not-for-profit developer. A not-for-profit
can leverage funding and take greater risk on new
housing products because they only need to cover their
costs and operations. This entity does not have to be a
new organization but could be a subset of an existing
organization, as discussed in the previous section.
Establishing a demonstration project in one neighborhood. A demonstration project should only be pursued
or incentivized if the community is confident in longterm success. Success includes an appropriate scale,
location, and quality design. A low quality project does
not add long-term value to the community and may
actually deter future investment if the project deteriorates or obtains a bad reputation. The community must
consider the long term consequences to a community's
infrastructure.
Introducing new types of projects. We recommend several different new project types that can have significant
applications in McPherson. These include:
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•

Rent to Own or Shared Equity Units. This concept,
often best developed through a nonprofit development corporation, builds new units that are
rented to future homebuyers. A portion of the rent
payment is then placed in an escrow, allowing a
family to build a downpayment fund that can then
be used to secure financing to purchase the unit.
Shared equity units can sometimes be developed
through the low-income tax credit, but then must
remain in low-income occupancy or with the
original resident for 15 years.

•

Affordable independent senior living. A CHDO
can use the LIHTC program to build affordable
senior housing in a village format. A well-designed
project can provide a superior product that meets
the needs of older adults for both convenience
and community. The development corporation
could purchase the resident's previous unit for
owner occupancy, and rehab and resell the unit.
A portion of the purchase price could be directed
as a credit on the rent in the new senior development.

•

Acquisition/rehab/resale. Acquiring relatively
low-cost structures and rehabilitating them as
turnkeys for new owners can be an important way
to both provide affordable housing and preserve
housing stock.

•

High-density single-family. Single-family attached
or semi-detached units provide a significant
savings in construction cost, reduce per unit
infrastructure expense, and in many cases,
respond to the preferences of a new generation
of homebuyers who want to minimize time spent
on traditional homeowner pursuits such as yard
maintenance.

Holy Name Housing Corporation
Omaha, NE
Holy Name Housing Corporation was started in
1982 by two parish priests who were dedicated to
saving their church's deteriorating neighborhood.
The corporation's first projects involved acquiring
deteriorated houses and organizing a construction
group, often staffed by neighborhood residents,
to rehabilitate and resell these units to new owner
occupants. This highly successful venture branched
out into major development projects, including
infill new construction and affordable subdivisions.
Major recent projects have included shared equity
single-family development, new ownership construction, and an affordable village environment for
independent seniors.

Shared equity homes

Increase Lot Development At
Affordable Price Points
The policies and strategies for lot development are
directly impacted by a community's lot absorption rate.
McPherson is below the needed construction level to
meet housing demand. There are a number of existing
lots for development, however there may be a shortage
of affordable lots for development. Incentives and
assistance should be provided to stimulate new and
infill lot development that is affordable for households in
McPherson.
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If the current market evolves without public intervention, it will be through the driving force of the development community. If the development community drives
new lot supply, the stock of affordable lots can become
an issue. The final sale price of the home, the cost of lot
development (including streets, sewers, and stormwater
infrastructure) must be factored into the final price of a
home.
Thus, to ensure an affordable lot supply as the housing
program is implemented, incentives need to focus
on bringing down the cost of lot development—most
directly through infrastructure assistance programs.
Assistance can be tied to development agreements
that require a variety of housing options that fill gaps
in the market such as smaller footprint homes and
shared maintenance options such as condominiums and
townhomes. Potential programs or financing approaches
for new lot development include:

•

•

Infrastructure investments for a share of costs.
The public share might be from 3% to 50% of
construction costs. For McPherson, the city and
its partners should require that units on these lots
include variety in housing types, consistent with
the Comprehensive Plan. Repayment may not occur or occurs through the added sales tax revenue
that new residents bring to the community.
Special assessment. In many communities, special
assessments are used to finance infrastructure.
While assessments reduce the initial purchase
price of the house, they are repaid through
monthly payments, and therefore add to the
monthly and overall cost of the house.

•

Subordinate payments. Here, the city front-ends
a portion of public improvements, repaid over a
longer period through a second mortgage on the
property. This reduces payments over special
assessments by extending the loan term and
reducing the principal.

•

Deferred payment. This option involves the city
financing the infrastructure as a deferred loan.
The infrastructure loan is paid back upon sale of
the house. The repayment represents the same
percentage of the sale proceeds that the initial
infrastructure loan made up of the original price.

•

Grants. Grants from the Federal Home Loan Bank,
USDA, or state-administered Federal programs
such as CDBG or HOME can also help with infrastructure financing. It should be noted these funds

are often highly competitive.

•

Infill Development. Infill lot opportunities are
abundant in McPherson. Not all future housing
needs can, or should, be supplied through new
lots/subdivision. Infill development has several
benefits over new subdivision development.
First, placing housing on vacant lots sustains
the character of established neighborhoods
rather than giving the perception of disinvestment. Second, roads and infrastructure are
already in place which reduces the upfront
cost of development. On the other hand, infill
development generally does not cater to large
scale projects, but rather new construction on a
lot by lot basis.

It should be emphasized that whichever approach
is taken to stimulate lot development, cities should
avoid the development of large lots. Large lots generate less tax revenue and thus take much longer for
cities to recoup their investment.
Additionally, the lower tax revenues mean less
funding for infrastructure maintenance, street improvements, and public safety. Larger lots may also be
more difficult to sell in the current market conditions
as they will raise the price point. Ultimately, cities
should be striving to use infrastructure in the most
efficient way possible.

Invest in the Existing Housing
Stock
The existing housing stock is a community's single
greatest asset. Each existing home will forever be an
affordable housing unit that cannot be regenerated
by new construction. Qualitatively, existing homes
give character to each community that residents
know well and can attract new residents who seek the
character of well-established neighborhoods.
Overall McPherson has a housing stock in good
condition, but there are many areas with deteriorated
conditions. The rehabilitation of homes is essential to
providing quality entry level housing in any community and continual maintenance and rehabilitation is
a high priority. Strategies to maintain a good existing
housing stock include:
Property maintenance codes and enforcement. While
property maintenance codes did not receive overwhelming support in the community survey, the creMcPherson Housing Study – Page 77
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ation of a rental property code with routine inspections
did. Property maintenance codes are important because
poor property maintenance leads to dilapidated homes
and a decrease in surrounding property values.
Training of Next Generation Contractors. There is a nationwide deficit in skilled trades people. The long-term
solution is to develop innovative workforce development
approaches to train new workers. An opportunity may
exist to work with the local colleges to create a program
for construction management or other trade focused
careers.
Energy programs and emergency repair programs. The
two main challenges with older, existing homes includes
energy efficiency and regular repair needs. Inefficient
homes can easily become unaffordable if the homeowner faces high utility bills. Additionally, older homes are
subject to more sudden repairs when systems reach the
end of their life cycle. Programs that provide assistance,
in funding and labor, can reduce homeowner burden,
maintain affordability, and retain an existing housing
unit in the long term.
Rehab programs for both owner and renter. Homes and
rentals beyond emergency repair will require significant
funds to prevent dilapidation. Rehabilitation programs
can bridge the gap for owners by providing financial
assistance for certain major repairs for low-income
households. Any program should be paired with a
structural assessment to prevent repairs that are merely
cosmetic and will not fix underlying problems such as
foundation crumbling, rotting wood, or moisture leaks.

Phase 2 Program, Sioux City, IA
The Sioux City Phase 2 program is designed
to preserve and improve properties currently
tagged as uninhabitable. The program does so
by providing funds to new owners to bring the
property into compliance with applicable building
codes and standards. Applicants are required to
be a new owner of the property or developer who
intents to repair and sell the home.
Currently the program provides up to $40,000
per home, as a forgivable loan over ten years.
Owners must address the building code deficiencies first, then can use the remainder of the funds
for additional exterior and interior improvements.
A primary reason for the program adoption was
to repair rather than demolish units. Funding
for Phase 2 comes from City general funds,
money that was previously budgeted for annual
demolition of tagged homes not brought into
compliance.
https://www.sioux-city.org/home/showdocument?Id=3644

A Post-Pandemic World
Most of this document was written in a "normal" world,
with a more normal economy. It addresses issues like
housing affordability, production, infrastructure development, financing, and housing condition, among other
things. These are all challenging problems for cities of
all sizes. But they are familiar problems and policies
and ideas that address if not definitively solve them are
within our range of experience.
What we have not experienced before in our lifetimes is
an event like the COVID-19 pandemic. Some of us of a
certain age have experienced similar health crises. Some
of us remember grandparents who experienced the 1918
flu pandemic. Others remember the polio epidemic of
the mid 1950s and its attack on the children of America,
along with the invention of the Salk and Sabin vaccines,
which were efficiently distributed throughout the
Page 78 – McPherson Housing Study

Credit: City of Sioux City

nation. population. But we have never seen the sudden
shutdown of so much of the American economy. And
we have no idea how the restarting of that economy
will unfold. But it is unlikely to be as simple or clear as
flipping a switch or waking up from a nightmare.
It is very hard to predict the impact of this health crisis
on the housing and development sectors. But we can
be sure that there will be issues that we will wrestle
with for two or three years after the infection curves
normalize and we begin to get back on track. We do
have some thoughts to consider as we think about the
re-entry from this catastrophe.
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1. Short-term private and public sector policy must
avoid putting people out of their current homes. A
rigid adherence to regular mortgage payments or
even rent payrments when a large number of people
have lost their incomes would produce untold misery
and, in our opinion, a possible depression. Rather, we
suggest that parts of the housing economy should
go into the equivalent of an induced coma. Mortgage
payments for people who have lost their jobs or major
parts of their income should be deferred, with the
arrears months added on to the end of the mortgage
term. Similar debt service deferral should be offered
to rental projects, allowing rents to be reduced to the
level needed to operate the building. This can take an
enormous burden off the backs of owners and renters
alike, and shares the pain throughout the population
without ultimately losing value of assets. This is
beyond the capacity of McPherson to implement, but
the city should urge both state and federal governments to support such a "Jubilee" policy.
2. COVID may well have an effect on the housing
preferences of housing consumers. In other
parts of this study, we suggest that higher density
development can reduce housing cost and increase
the efficiency of using land and providing services.
However, one of the chief and to date most effective
way of combatting the COVID-19 plague is social distancing – keeping people apart. The nation's biggest
urban crisis has been in the city with highest density
– New York City. Yet, we believe that new housing
forms can maintain separation while still retaining the
advantages of manageable densities. Semi-attached
housing, joined at garages, for example, can provide
both distance and separation. Smaller multi-family
structures, not unlike those that were commonly
developed during the 1950s, provide independent
entries and avoid narrow, double-loaded corridors.
Careful site planning can provide outdoor space with
outdoor common areas that still allow people to
keep some distance. Our housing forms will need to
respond to these concerns, while maintaining both
efficiency and separation
3. Providing attainable housing will be seen as a
moral and ethical responsibility of communities with
the means to make it happen. The nation expressed
its gratitude and commitment to veterans returning
from World War II with a variety of gifts, not the least
of which were VA insured mortgages. (To our national
shame, we did not provide similar benefits returning
from the Vietnam War). In the current "war" against
a microscopic enemy, the soldiers to whom we owe
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a great debt are the health care providers, truck drivers,
cleaning crews, utility operation and m,aintenance
workers, grocery store managers and workers, caregivers, food producers, public safety officers, firefighters,
manufacturing workers, and many others who are
keeping our society together under this current state
of extreme duress. These people who are keeping our
communities together must have the opportunity to live
in the communities they serve.
4. Housing production must be part of the recovery.
We do not know how or if the housing construction
industry will be affected by the pandemic. But the
impact is unlikely to be beneficial. The housing industry
is a large sector of the American economy, and the need
for additional affordable housing has been a major issue
across the country before the crisis ramped up in March,
2020. Stimulus initiatives that are likely to follow the
pandemic on a state and federal level should include a
significant component for direct production of attainable housing. If intelligently structured, these kinds of
initiatives should be structured as interim financing,
paid back either upon sale or through affordable financing arrangements. The recovery may finally provide the
opportunity to address these issues head-on, and to
replace housing that has outlived its reasonable service
life.
The nation's attention is rightly focused on deferating
this plague and providing people with the bridge resources necessary to keep them functioning in place and
remaining in contact with their temporarily interrupted
jobs or businesses. Many small businesses will not be
able to endure. But now is the time to think about what
comes next, and we hope that this document will prove
to be a useful tool to guide policy when the sun comes
out again.
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