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Terms and Definitions 

Term Definition 

Cost burdened: Households paying more than 30 percent of their incomes for housing. Both the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development and private lenders consider 30 
percent of household income an important dividing line at which housing 
becomes unaffordable. 

Disability: A long-lasting physical, mental, or emotional condition, as defined by the U.S. 
Census Bureau. This condition can make it difficult for a person to do activities 
such as walking, climbing stairs, dressing, bathing, learning, or remembering. 
This condition can also impede a person from being able to go outside the home 
alone or to work at a job or business. 

HUD: The Department of Housing and Urban Development. The federal agency that 
oversees most spending on housing and community development. 

Housing Unit: A house, an apartment, a mobile home or trailer, a group of rooms, or a single 
room occupied as separate living quarters, or if vacant, intended for occupancy as 
separate living quarters. Separate living quarters are those in which the occupants 
live separately from any other individuals in the building and which have direct 
access from outside the building or through a common hall. For vacant units, the 
criteria of separateness and direct access are applied to the intended occupants 
whenever possible. 

Mean: The mean refers to the average of all numbers in a dataset. For example, mean 
county income is the average of all incomes in the county. 

Median: The middle number in a dataset. The median county income is the household 
income that is larger than half of county incomes and smaller than the other half 
of county incomes. 

Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 
(MSA): 

A geographic entity defined by the federal Office of Management and Budget for 
use by federal statistical agencies, based on the concept of a core area with a 
large population nucleus, plus adjacent communities having a high degree of 
economic and social integration with that core. Qualification of an MSA requires 
the presence of a city with 50,000 or more inhabitants, or the presence of an 
Urbanized Area (UA) and a total population of at least 100,000 (75,000 in New 
England). The county or counties containing the largest city and surrounding 
densely settled territory are central counties of the MSA. Additional outlying 
counties qualify to be included in the MSA by meeting certain other criteria of 
metropolitan character, such as a specified minimum population density or 
percentage of the population that is urban. 

Percent of median 
income: 

HUD uses benchmarks such as 30, 50 and 80 percent of median income to 
designate important groups of households. These households have incomes that 
are within ranges defined by their relationship to the county median income. 
Eighty percent of median income is the cut-off for eligibility for many HUD 
programs. 

Poverty: Households in poverty earn less than the federally defined poverty line. The 
poverty line is the amount of money a household of a given size would need to 
buy a certain basket of needed goods in a particular area. These goods include 
food, housing, transportation and others. 
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Johnson County Housing Needs Study 
Executive Summary 

In fall of 2003, Johnson County Community Development commissioned this housing needs study 
to understand how the current housing market functions and whether there are populations who are 
underserved by the market. The study set out to answer a number of questions, including the 
following: 

 How is Johnson County growing and changing? What are trends in the county’s 
population, employment, housing profile or overall housing market? 

 Are there gaps in the current housing market? If so, who needs affordable housing now? 
How many households in the county are in need of affordable housing, where do they 
live and what do they look like? 

 What are likely trends in housing needs in the county? How will the needs change over 
the next 10 or 15 years? Where will the needs be located? 

 What are the factors impacting the current housing market? How do community 
policies impact housing? What are developers building and why?  

To answer these questions, a variety of research tasks were completed, including analysis of Census 
and local housing market data, reviews of previous studies, interviews with key persons who are 
knowledgeable about housing in the county and focus groups with a variety of county residents and 
stakeholders. 

This research plan revealed an interesting dichotomy between perceptions and data in regards to 
housing in Johnson County. This Executive Summary is organized into a series of perceptions and 
responses, followed by a brief summary of priority needs. In-depth descriptions of data and analysis 
are available in the full housing needs analysis report.  

Perception 1. You have to be rich to live in Johnson County. There are no poor households. 

Johnson County is unquestionably a fast growing affluent county, as seen by the following indicators. 

 It was identified by the Fannie Mae Foundation as a rapidly growing “Edge County” 
that has experienced double-digit growth in every decade since 1950. 

 It has been a growth leader in the Kansas City metropolitan area and in the State of 
Kansas during the 1990s, with growth continuing in recent years. This strong growth is 
evident in building permits, total property value, population, incomes and many other 
indicators. 

 Compared to metropolitan area, state or national averages, the county has low shares of 
its population in poverty or in female-headed households. 
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However, despite this strong growth, many households in Johnson County struggle. Over 6,000 
households in Johnson County live in poverty. Over 49,000 residents of Johnson County have some 
type of disability, including over 14,000 seniors. While unemployment in Johnson County remains 
low, it has increased in recent years. Homeless shelters report regularly being full, and service 
providers indicate that many individuals are “hidden homeless,” living with friends or relatives. 

Perception 2. There is no need for affordable housing in Johnson County 

As discussed above, many Johnson County households have done very well in recent years. The 
median income in the county grew by 44 percent during the 1990s, a 3.7 percent annual rate. As a 
result, only 3.6 percent of county households are living below the poverty line. However, housing 
markets tend to respond to local trends. As a result, strong income growth and a desirable location 
have driven housing prices up rapidly in the county. From 1990 through 2000, growth in housing 
prices in the county outpaced income growth by approximately 20 percentage points. This likely led 
to many households either deciding to stretch for housing that they cannot afford or to move out of 
the county. Many families that are above the poverty line but below 30, 50 or 80 percent of the 
county’s median income are unlikely to find an affordable quality dwelling unit in Johnson County.  

As seen in the accompanying table, between 39,000 and 42,000 low-to-moderate income Johnson 
County households faced significant housing problems in 2003.1 These ranged from paying more 
than 30 percent of their income for housing costs to living in substandard or overcrowded units. By 
2015, this figure is projected to grow to between 51,000 and 57,000 households. 

Exhibit ES-1. 
Households In Need of Affordable Housing in Johnson County from 2000 to 2015 

2000 2003 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burden 27,423 39,221 41,538 45,966 50,867 

Occupied Units Lacking Complete Plumbing 471 394 350 260 193 

Occupied Units Lacking Complete Kitchen 821 347 190 44 10 

Overcrowded Units 3,115 3,736 4,212 5,695 7,701 

Pre-1950 Units with Households in Poverty 656 

32,486 

656 

44,354 

656 

49,946 

656 

52,621 

656 

59,427 

(less) Double Counting 2,490 2,329 2,228 2,302 2,380 

Lower boundary of need 27,423 39,221 41,538 45,966 50,867 

Upper boundary of need 29,996 42,025 44,718 50,319 57,048 

Source: 2000 U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Households with the housing problems presented in the table are likely to face difficult decisions. 
These could include forgoing other necessary expenditures, making due with unsafe housing or 
moving and increasing their commuting time and costs. 

 Low- to moderate-income households earn less than 80 percent of area median household income, consistent with the 
definition used by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). Given the limitations of Census data 
general median household income figure is used rather than income by household size data used for HUD programs. 
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In addition to these resident households, residents of other counties hold over 100,000 jobs in 
Johnson County. While Johnson County residents commute outside of the county as well, the 
county is a net importer of approximately 30,000 jobs. This is a significant change from 1990, when 
the county was a net exporter of approximately 5,000 jobs. 

It is impossible to know exactly who is commuting into Johnson County, but overall employment 
data give some clues. The majority of Johnson County’s jobs are in services and retail trade. Services 
include a wide variety of positions, from high-paying professional services jobs to low-paying cleaning 
jobs. Retail trade is a narrower category, and aside from farm employment, it is the lowest paying 
occupation in the county. It is likely that many of the commuters are in these two employment 
categories and that they cannot find affordable housing in the county. 

Perception 3. Providing affordable housing will attract an “undesirable” population. 

In focus groups with representatives of county neighborhood associations, it was clear that many 
residents fear the worst about affordable housing. They believe that the development of affordable 
units may attract crime, result in declining property values and fail to contribute to the local tax base. 
Given these beliefs, they are understandably opposed to the development of affordable housing in 
their neighborhood. 

Some city officials hold similar perceptions. In response to a focus group question about whether 
cities have programs in place to support affordable housing, one representative commented that “it’s 
just the opposite.” Said another participant in response to this question, “we’ve done enough.” 

To assess this perception, it is helpful to understand who is in need of affordable housing in the 
county. A review of the county’s wage data indicates that many people working in the county would 
be unable to afford an average two-bedroom apartment. As would be expected, these include retail 
trade employees, but they also include janitors and customer service representatives. 

Exhibit ES-2. 
Could These Employees Afford a Two-Bedroom Apartment in Johnson County? 

Could these employees afford rent? 

Income 
Ave. 2 required Elementary Police Retail 
bdrm to afford Customer School Food Patrol Registered Sales 
rent rent Service Teacher Prep Janitor Officer Nurse Person 

Olathe $710 $28,400 No Yes No No Yes Yes No 
Northern Johnson County $735 $29,400 No Yes No No Yes Yes No 
Southern Johnson County $805 $32,200 No Yes No No Yes Yes No 

Johnson County Mean Annual Wage $26,832 $34,556 $17,659 $19,094 $43,950 $45,864 $22,381 

Source: Apartment Association of Kansas City’s March 2003 study, "Johnson County Wage & Salary Report - 2003 Edition" CERI, Inc. and 
BBC Research & Consulting. 

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, PAGE 3 



 
 

 

   
 
  

 
 

 

 

 
   

     

 

  

Owner housing is even less accessible than the two-bedroom apartment examined above. Of the 
occupations examined, only a registered nurse and a police and Sheriff’s patrol officer could afford 
the average single-family home in more than four of the 20 county municipalities, and none of the 
occupations could afford the average priced home countywide. 

Exhibit ES-3. 
Could These Employees Afford a Single Family Home in Johnson County? 

Could these employees afford to purchase a single family home? 

2002 Income 
Average Required Elementary Police Retail 

Sales to Afford Customer School Food Patrol Registered Sales 
Price Price Service Teacher Prep Janitor Officer Nurse Person 

Johnson County (Mean) $213,515 $55,826 No No No No No No No 

Countryside $185,000 $48,370 No No No No No No No 
De Soto $152,938 $39,987 No No No No Yes Yes No 
Edgerton $105,942 $27,700 No Yes No No Yes Yes No 
Fairway $215,885 $56,445 No No No No No No No 
Gardner $143,829 $37,606 No No No No Yes Yes No 
Lake Quivira (1999) $323,329 $84,538 No No No No No No No 
Leawood $362,818 $94,863 No No No No No No No 
Lenexa $224,029 $58,575 No No No No No No No 
Merriam $126,621 $33,106 No Yes No No Yes Yes No 
Mission $135,007 $35,299 No No No No Yes Yes No 
Mission Hills $784,501 $205,116 No No No No No No No 
Mission Woods $397,333 $103,887 No No No No No No No 
Olathe $178,817 $46,754 No No No No No No No 
Overland Park $224,277 $58,640 No No No No No No No 
Prairie Village $166,403 $43,508 No No No No Yes Yes No 
Roeland Park $127,316 $33,288 No Yes No No Yes Yes No 
Shawnee $189,186 $49,465 No No No No No No No 
Spring Hill $92,612 $24,214 Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No 
Westwood $150,108 $39,247 No No No No Yes Yes No 
Westwood Hills $217,600 $56,894 No No No No No No No 

Note: Income required to afford an average priced home assumes 5.5 percent interest rate over a 30-year term with 1.2 percent real estate taxes, 
closing costs, etc. 

Source: Johnson County's Appraiser's Office,  "Johnson County Wage & Salary Report - 2003 Edition" CERI, Inc. and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Perception 4. Cities have already done their part to provide affordable housing. 

This perception is fundamentally a policy question for city (and county) officials, and they may 
conclude that they have done their part and that there is enough affordable housing in the county. 
After all, there are over 8,500 subsidized housing units and housing vouchers in the county. 

However, there is substantial evidence to indicate that additional steps are needed in regards to 
affordable housing. As discussed above, between 39,000 and 42,000 low- to moderate-income county 
households currently face a significant housing problem. Of the 8,500 subsidized units and vouchers, 
only 2,600 are available to general low-income households. Households typically have to wait from 
two to five years for one of these units or vouchers. 
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Of the remaining units, 900 are limited to the elderly or disabled and over 5,000 are tax credit units. 
These tax credit units are only available to households earning less than a fixed amount (typically 60 
percent of area median income), who have good credit and who earn enough to pay the rent without 
being cost burdened. These restrictions limit availability to households in a narrow income band. 

Not having affordable housing has consequences for the county’s economy. It places burdens on the 
transportation system and requires many community service workers to live outside of the county. It 
keeps cities and the county from receiving sales and property taxes to pay for services consumed by 
employees, because they are living outside of the county. Each jurisdiction has to make its own 
decision about its affordable housing policy, but there is substantial evidence of a lack of affordable 
housing in the county. 

Perception 5. The private market should provide affordable housing. 

If housing is a good like any other, it makes sense that the private market would be the most efficient 
provider. However, there is ample evidence that the market is not providing affordable housing for 
low-income households. 

There are 14,000 county households earning less than 30 percent of the county median income, but 
only 3,600 units are affordable to those households. As discussed above, many county households are 
cost-burdened or living in overcrowded or poor condition units. Many other households have 
members who work in Johnson County but live outside of the county because of the lack of 
affordable units. 

The resale market is often identified as the mechanism to provide affordable housing, but limited 
affordable resale properties are available in Johnson County. As seen in the chart below, few units are 
available for less than $150,000 in the county’s five largest cities. Countywide, less than 25 percent of 
units sell for less than $150,000 and only 3 percent sell for less than $100,000. 

Exhibit ES-4. 
Home Sales by Price in Johnson County’s Five Largest Cities, 2001 through September 2003 

0 

2,000 

4,000 

6,000 

8,000 

10,000 

Leawood 

Lenexa 

Olathe 

Overland Park 

Shawnee 

Less Than $100,000 to $150,000 to $200,000 to $250,000 to $300,000 
$100,000 $149,999 $199,999 $249,999 $299,999 and Above 

Source: Johnson County Appraiser’s Office and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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While the private market is not currently providing affordable housing, a focus group with bankers 
and homebuilders indicated a desire to provide more affordable units. One developer said, “If I could 
build $125,000 houses, I’d do it all day…it’s more rewarding.” However, a number of barriers 
prevent new affordable housing from being built in the county. These include: 

 High land costs that require the development of high value units; 

 Large and growing excise taxes that increase the cost of development and, consequently, the 
price of homes; and 

 Lack of high density zoning or, when present, the overlay of intensive restrictions on 
high density zoning that eliminates the potential for affordability. 

Perception 6. A program is needed to upgrade rental housing in the county. 

Many focus group participants, including neighborhood association representatives and low-income 
residents, indicated that poor condition rental housing is a concern in the county. A review of Census 
data indicates that between 3,000 and 4,800 households live in overcrowded or substandard 
conditions in the county. Residents using Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers to pay for their units 
reported numerous problems, ranging from superficial to fundamental. 

While rental housing conditions are a concern, the exterior condition of most housing in the county 
is good. Many cities have active exterior code enforcement programs, and rising home values have 
allowed for on-going re-investment in units. However, city codes generally do not extend to the 
interior of homes and poor internal conditions are likely to exist in some units. 

The reality about rental housing conditions are complex. While few if any neighborhoods in the 
county could be described as blighted, there are undoubtedly units with condition problems. 
Addressing condition concerns about rental housing will require attention on a unit by unit basis. 

Priority Activities and Options 

At the close of every focus group, participants were asked to identify priority activities (if any) that 
were needed in Johnson County’s housing market. The identified activities dovetail nicely with the 
perceptions and analysis described above. They include the following: 

 Campaigns to raise awareness of the need for affordable housing and to identify the benefits 
of affordable housing in the county. Many municipalities do not see affordable housing as a 
priority and many residents oppose its development, but data indicate a shortage of affordable 
housing in the county. Numerous participants saw a change in community attitudes and 
perceptions as a key component in addressing affordable housing needs. To effect this change, 
many communities nationwide have established a standing affordable housing task force to 
coordinate activities and conduct public relations. Other steps have included single phone 
numbers with information, public relations campaigns and one-stop shops for affordable 
housing. 
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 Provision of additional rental housing for the many low-income households who cannot 
access Section 8 Vouchers, housing authority units or other subsidized housing.  In particular, 
gaps are seen for very low-income households and for households who earn too much to qualify 
for tax credit units but who cannot afford private market units. 

 Programs to allow low-income individuals to access homeownership, such as down payment 
assistance, homebuyer education, credit repair, introduction of a Section 8 homeownership 
program and others. 

 A rental rehabilitation program to address condition problems in older rental units in the 
county. This could be tied to a licensing program for rental units that require some type of 
periodic interior inspection. 

 Housing resources are needed for homeless or near-homeless households who often must seek 
housing in other communities because of the lack of appropriate facilities or housing 
opportunities in Johnson County. Specific gaps exist for single individuals, including such 
options as single room occupancy units, efficiency units or shelter. 

 Reduced or waived excise taxes for affordable housing, as well as zoning to allow private 
developers to build high density units without unusually extensive review. 

As the county evaluates its next steps, a number of options are available. To identify particularly 
promising strategies, the county convened a group of city and county staff, social service providers 
and affordable housing professionals. This group discussed the findings of this report and considered 
the particular context for implementation of particular strategies in Johnson County.  From this 
discussion, five strategies were identified that the county should look closely at the possibility of 
implementing (or continuing). 

" Single phone number or one-stop shop with centralized information about available housing 
resources; 

" Education and public relations regarding the need for and benefits of affordable housing; 

" Homeownership programs, such as homebuyer education and down payment assistance; 

" Acquisition or rehabilitation of existing rental housing to provide additional subsidized  
units; and 

" Continuing and increasing the county’s current rehabilitation program for low-income owner-
occupied units. 

These strategies take into account the needs identified in this study, the county’s particular context 
and the judgment of housing and service provision professionals in the county. It is recommended 
that they form the centerpiece of the county’s affordable housing agenda in future years. 
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SECTION I. 
Introduction 

This report on housing in Johnson County examines current demographics, recent trends and gaps in 
the local housing market. To enable the county to understand the need for affordable housing, it 
attempts to answer a range of questions, including the following: 

 How is Johnson County growing and changing? What are trends in the county’s 
population, employment, housing profile or overall housing market? 

 Are there gaps in the current housing market? If so, who needs affordable housing now? 
How many households in the county are in need of affordable housing, where do they 
live and what do they look like? 

 What are likely trends of housing needs in the county? How will the needs change over 
the next ten or fifteen years? Where will needs be located? 

 What are the factors impacting the current housing market? How do city policies 
impact housing? What are developers building and why? How well are special needs 
populations being served by the housing market? 

This report is divided into six sections and an Executive Summary that provide a variety of 
perspectives on these questions. This introduction describes the methodology used to perform this 
analysis and acknowledges important contributors. Section II summarizes key demographic and 
employment trends, illustrating changes in the county in the past decade. Section III presents data on 
the county’s housing profile, providing a picture of the existing housing stock and likely new 
construction. Section IV analyzes affordable housing needs for the population as a whole in each city 
of the county and for each of a number of selected occupations. Section V summarizes community 
perceptions about the housing market and housing needs. Section VI presents recommended 
strategies for addressing housing needs. Finally, the Executive Summary that precedes this 
introduction summarizes the key findings of this report. 

Methodology 

To perform this analysis, the following research tasks were completed: 

 Census data and commercial demographic forecasts were reviewed to understand 
population and employment trends in the county; 

 Recent reports as well as state and local data sources were reviewed to evaluate the 
context for the local housing market data; 

 Local housing data were analyzed to examine the most recent trends in home  
prices and locations; 
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 Housing market models were developed to quantify the need for affordable housing in 
each city in the county; and 

 Focus groups were conducted with bankers, city and county staff, homebuilders, low-
income individuals, neighborhood association representatives and service providers to 
develop a deeper understanding of housing needs in the county. 
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SECTION II. 
Community Profile 

Background 

Johnson County is a rapidly growing, relatively affluent county in the southwest portion of the 
Kansas City metropolitan area. It was recently identified as one of 54 fast growing “Edge Counties” 
that have been important centers of U.S. population growth in recent decades, and it has been a key 
growth engine for both the state of Kansas and the Kansas City metropolitan area.1 

The county led the metropolitan area in building permits in recent years and made up over 45 
percent of the growth in Kansas from 1990 through 2000.2 Despite having only 22 percent of the 
Kansas City metropolitan area’s population, it housed over half of the metropolitan area’s growth 
from 1990 to 2000.3 It “led the state in child population growth from 1990 through 2000,” with a 
28 percent growth rate that was twice the national average.4 It had an average home value exceeding 
$200,000 in 2003, and its residents had 43 percent of the metropolitan area’s advanced degrees.5 

Since 1994 Johnson County has shown an increase in the number of jobs available within the 
county, which is for the most part due to new retail areas and business relocations to the area.6 Rapid 
growth in the county shows no signs of abating, with residential Realtors on track to set a home sales 
record as of September 2003. 

Johnson County’s growth has consisted largely of family households that are white and have both 
high incomes and high levels of educational attainment. Over 90 percent of the population was white 
in 2002, and almost one-third of the Johnson County residents over 25 years old had received their 
bachelor’s degree (compared to 20 percent of the Kansas City Metropolitan Statistical Area’s (MSA’s) 
population). The average household size in 2002 was slightly higher than the rest of the metropolitan 
area, with 2.56 persons per household, compared to the MSA average of 2.51. The county’s median 
household income of $61,455 in 2000 was also substantially greater than the Kansas City MSA 
median of $46,193. One trend that runs counter to other Edge Counties nationwide is the strong 
growth of the Hispanic population in the county, which grew by 197 percent from 1990 to 2002. 

1
 Fannie Mae Foundation, Edge Counties, Metropolitan Growth Engines, June 2003, p. 4. Edge Counties are counties of 

between 200,000 and 800,000 people that are located in one of the 50 largest U.S. metropolitan areas and that experienced 
double digit growth rates in every census since 1950. 
2
 County Economic Research Institute (CERI) and Navigating the Future, A community Action Plan Focused on Human 

Services in Johnson County, United Community Services of Johnson County, July 2003, p. 12. 
3
 Fannie Mae Foundation, Edge Counties, Metropolitan Growth Engines, June 2003, p. 6. 

4 
Navigating the Future, p. 12. 

5
 CERI QuickStat, May 28, 2003 and June 4, 2003. 

6
 “2002 Trend Monitoring Report,” The Johnson County Office of Financial Management, May 23, 2003. 
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Hidden in this picture of economic health, however, many households in Johnson County struggle 
with housing and other basic needs. The county houses less than five percent of the affordable homes 
and less than 20 percent of affordable rental units in the Kansas City metropolitan area, creating a 
situation where “The JO” reverse buses 3,000 or more individuals each month to fill jobs in the 
county.7 Among county residents, recent reports found that “there is an acute shortage of more than 
5,000 units that are affordable for residents with very low incomes.”8 Unemployment rates in the 
county crept up to 3.8 percent in 2002 from 3.4 percent in 2001, although they remain much lower 
than state or national rates. 9 A 1999 homeless count identified 302 homeless households in Johnson 
County.10 A 2001 presentation cited Johnson County Developmental Supports as reporting there 
were 603 adults and 295 children with mental retardation and other disabilities countywide.11 

This section summarizes recent demographic trends in Johnson County. Using data from the 2000 
Census, as well as other data provided by state and local sources, it presents a picture of a county that 
has experienced strong growth for many years, but that nonetheless faces challenges in serving its 
residential and commercial population.  

Data in this and the following sections is often presented by city. In considering these data, it should 
be noted that two cities, Lake Quivira and Spring Hill, have portions outside of Johnson County. 
Approximately five percent of the population in Lake Quivira and 16 percent of the population in 
Spring Hill live outside of the county. To provide useful data for city residents and staff, all 
households in these cities have been included in this analysis, regardless of the county of residence. In 
addition to these cities, the city of Bonner Springs reportedly has one housing unit in Johnson 
County. Since its presence in the county is minimal, Bonner Springs has not been included in this 
analysis. Finally, the city of Countryside consolidated with the city of Mission in January 2003. To 
allow easy comparisons to the 2000 Census, Countryside is presented independently in this report, 
but its population will be part of Mission in the future. 

7 
Navigating the Future, p. 37 and Housing: A Substantial Part of Our Infrastructure, presentation to the Infrastructure 

Advisory Committee, August 13, 2001. A representative of the JO also estimated 150 to 175 people per day. 
8 

Navigating the Future, p. 37. 
9
 “2002 Trend Monitoring Report,” The Johnson County Office of Financial Management, May 23, 2003. 

10
 “Housing, A Substantial Part of Our Infrastructure: Presentation to the Infrastructure Advisory Committee,” Johnson 

County, August 13, 2001. 
11

 “Housing, A Substantial Part of Our Infrastructure,” slide 7. 
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Population and Household Growth 

The U.S. Census Bureau’s 2002 American Community Survey reported a Johnson County 
population of 471,558, up from 451,086 in 2000. During the decade from 1990 through 2000 the 
county’s population grew 27 percent, more than twice the rate of growth nationwide. As shown in 
the Exhibit II-1, the largest city in Johnson County is Overland Park with 149,080 persons, and the 
county’s population is heavily concentrated in four cities (Lenexa, Olathe, Overland Park and 
Shawnee). While De Soto and Gardner had the highest rates of population growth in the county, this 
was largely due to a small 1990 population. More notable were the above average growth rates in 
Olathe, Overland Park and the moderately sized city of Leawood, indicating an increasing 
concentration of population. 

Exhibit II-1. 
Population Trends in Johnson County, 1990 and 2000 

1990 2000 
% Change 

1990 to 2000 

Johnson County 355,054 451,086 27% 
Countryside 312 295 -5% 
De Soto 2,291 4,561 99% 
Edgerton 1,244 1,440 16% 
Fairway 4,173 3,952 -5% 
Gardner 3,191 9,396 194% 
Lake Quivira 983 932 -5% 
Leawood 19,693 27,656 40% 
Lenexa 34,034 40,238 18% 
Merriam 11,821 11,008 -7% 
Mission 9,504 9,727 2% 
Mission Hills 3,446 3,593 4% 
Mission Woods 182 165 -9% 
Olathe 63,352 92,962 47% 
Overland Park 111,790 149,080 33% 
Prairie Village 23,186 22,072 -5% 
Roeland Park 7,706 6,817 -12% 
Shawnee 37,993 47,996 26% 
Spring Hill 2,191 2,727 24% 
Westwood 1,772 1,533 -13% 
Westwood Hills 383 378 -1% 
Balance of County 15,807 14,558 -8% 

Source: 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census. 
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A combination of commercial and local government forecasts estimate the population of Johnson 
County to grow to 629,166 in 2015, a 39 percent increase from 2000. This represents a faster growth 
rate than was experienced in the past decade. Much of the countywide population increase is due to 
very rapid projected growth in De Soto, Gardner and Olathe. Olathe is reported to be the fastest 
growing city in Kansas and the eighth fastest growing city with a population over 100,000 in the 
nation. 

Exhibit II-2. 
Population Estimates and Projections in Johnson County, 2005, 2010, and 2015 

2005 2010 2015 
% Change 

2000 to 2015 

Johnson County 511,781 573,850 629,166 39% 

Countryside 387 410 434 47% 

De Soto 7,131 9,188 12,384 172% 

Edgerton 1,569 1,671 1,780 24% 

Fairway 4,611 4,706 4,803 22% 

Gardner 14,691 18,928 25,512 172% 

Lake Quivira 1,142 1,192 1,244 33% 

Leawood 30,572 34,298 38,478 39% 

Lenexa 46,838 52,660 56,361 40% 

Merriam 11,009 11,009 11,177 2% 

Mission 9,728 9,728 9,877 2% 

Mission Hills 3,799 3,876 3,955 10% 

Mission Woods 204 209 214 30% 

Olathe 118,000 145,000 165,000 77% 

Overland Park 156,662 171,566 187,888 26% 

Prairie Village 26,214 26,980 27,768 26% 

Roeland Park 8,486 8,655 8,827 29% 

Shawnee 50,324 54,439 58,890 23% 

Spring Hill 2,886 3,109 3,349 23% 

Westwood 1,942 1,976 2,011 31% 

Westwood Hills 410 414 418 11% 

Balance of County 15,176 13,836 8,796 -40% 

Note: Due to anomalies in commercial forecasts, De Soto and Gardner projections use the Mid-America Regional Council’s (MARC’s) population rate of 
growth for Western Johnson County. Merriam and Mission projections use MARC’s population rate of growth for Northern Shawnee Mission. All 
percent changes from 2000 to 2015 are based on the population counts provided by the 2000 U.S. Census. 

Source: 2000 U.S. Census, PCensus, Lenexa Planning and Development Department - Projections are from the 1998 Comprehensive Plan update, Land 
Demand Analysis report from Clarion Associates, City of Olathe Department of Planning, and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Household population trends reveal similar patterns, as would be expected. According to the 
American Community Survey, Johnson County had 184,882 households in 2002. The number of 
households grew from 136,433 in 1990 to 174,570 in 2000, an increase of 28 percent. Olathe 
experienced the third highest rate of household growth – 51 percent – of the 20 cities in Johnson 
County, as shown in Exhibit II-3. 

Exhibit II-3. 
Household Trends in Johnson County, 1990 and 2000 

1990 2000 
% Change 

1990 to 2000 

Johnson County 136,433 174,570 28% 
Countryside 128 129 1% 
De Soto 814 1,642 102% 
Edgerton 400 474 19% 
Fairway 1,807 1,781 -1% 
Gardner 1,176 3,307 181% 
Lake Quivira 370 381 3% 
Leawood 6,888 9,841 43% 
Lenexa 12,713 15,574 23% 
Merriam 5,080 4,839 -5% 
Mission 4,831 5,119 6% 
Mission Hills 1,293 1,284 -1% 
Mission Woods 78 77 -1% 
Olathe 21,445 32,314 51% 
Overland Park 44,936 59,703 33% 
Prairie Village 9,734 9,833 1% 
Roeland Park 3,210 3,007 -6% 
Shawnee 14,567 18,522 27% 
Spring Hill 734 973 33% 
Westwood 775 711 -8% 
Westwood Hills 165 170 3% 
Balance of County 5,289 4,889 -8% 

Source: 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census. 
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Race and Ethnicity 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, 91 percent of the population in Johnson County was White, 
2.8 percent were Asian and 2.6 percent were African American in 2000. Four percent of the county’s 
population identified themselves as of Hispanic descent in 2000.12 De Soto reported the highest 
percentage – 6.9 percent – of their population identifying themselves as of Hispanic descent and 
Roeland Park reported 6.6 percent of its population as Hispanic. 

The Hispanic population in the county grew by a very rapid 156 percent from 1990 to 2000. The 
most rapid growth in the Hispanic population was found in De Soto, Edgerton, Gardner, Lenexa, 
Olathe and Overland Park. Exhibit II-4 shows the percent change of population by race and ethnicity 
in Johnson County from 1990 through 2000. 

Exhibit II-4. 
1990 and 2000 Percent Change of Population by Race and Ethnicity in Johnson County 

Race Ethnicity 

American Indian Asian or Black or 
Total and Alaska Pacific African Other Hispanic 

Population Native Islander American Race* White or Latino 

Johnson County 27% 19% 121% 70% 510% 21% 156% 

Countryside -5% 0% -100% 0% 0% -4% 0% 
De Soto 99% 105% 900% 125% 5400% 91% 1639% 
Edgerton 16% -5% 200% 400% 1350% 13% 220% 
Fairway -5% 133% 44% -36% 112% -7% 14% 
Gardner 194% 130% 1150% 245% 1522% 184% 301% 
Lake Quivira -5% -100% -55% 0% 180% -6% -37% 
Leawood 40% 23% 40% 112% 1663% 38% 103% 
Lenexa 18% 6% 112% 60% 605% 12% 176% 
Merriam -7% -12% 17% 2% 149% -10% 73% 
Mission 2% 33% 216% 116% 182% -5% 64% 
Mission Hills 4% -80% 0% 200% 2800% 4% 39% 
Mission Woods -9% -100% 0% 0% 0% -12% 0% 
Olathe 47% 44% 143% 80% 1036% 38% 342% 
Overland Park 33% 18% 168% 85% 559% 27% 156% 
Prairie Village -5% -18% -3% 12% 252% -6% 39% 
Roeland Park -12% 3% 16% -30% 40% -13% 18% 
Shawnee 26% 12% 96% 74% 406% 20% 108% 
Spring Hill 24% 64% -55% 38% 229% 23% 95% 
Westwood -13% 300% 63% -44% 38% -15% 3% 
Westwood Hills -1% 0% 140% 50% 0% -5% 33% 
Balance of County -8% -48% 26% 8% 462% -9% -193% 

Note: Other Race includes "other race" and "two or more races" categories. 

Source: 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census. 

 The Census Bureau reports race and ethnic origins separately. Individuals first identify themselves as of a certain race (or 
of more than one race). Separately, they report their ethnic origin, including Hispanic. Because Hispanic is not viewed as a 
race category, the Hispanic population cannot be compared directly to other minority populations. 
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Age Distribution 

The median population ages in Kansas, the Kansas City MSA and Johnson County were an identical 
35.2 in 2000. Mission Woods and Lake Quivira had median ages that were above 50 years, while 
Edgerton and Olathe had the lowest median ages in the county at 28.3 and 29.2 years, respectively.13 

In 2000, approximately 33 percent of the population in Johnson County was between the ages of 35 
and 54 years and over half was under the age of 35. This age distribution is not surprising for county 
that has been a desirable location for families in recent decades.  

Exhibit II-5. 
Age Distribution of Population 
in Johnson County, 2000 

Source: 

2000 U.S. Census. 

Population in Johnson County 

Number Percent 

Age 17 and under 

Age 18 to 34 

Age 35 to 54 

Age 55 to 64 

Age 65 + 

122,168 27.1% 

101,868 22.6% 

147,076 32.6% 

34,905 7.7% 

45,069 10.0% 

Seniors have a particular set of housing needs and are important to examine in any housing needs 
analysis. Overland Park had by far the largest number of person’s aged 65 and over living in Johnson 
County in 2000, with nearly 40 percent of the senior population. Two thirds of the senior 
population in the county lived in Olathe, Overland Park, Prairie Village and Shawnee. Not 
surprisingly, these include some of the older, more established communities in the county. 

Exhibit II-6. 
Distribution of Population 65 Years and Over Across Johnson County, 2000 

Age 65 + Age 65 + 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Johnson County 45,069 100.0% Mission Hills 602 1.3% 

Countryside 43 0.1% Mission Woods 44 0.1% 

De Soto 369 0.8% Olathe 4,818 10.7% 

Edgerton 53 0.1% Overland Park 17,034 37.8% 

Fairway 612 1.4% Prairie Village 4,318 9.6% 

Gardner 604 1.3% Roeland Park 938 2.1% 

Lake Quivira 188 0.4% Shawnee 4,084 9.1% 

Leawood 3,496 7.8% Spring Hill 230 0.5% 

Lenexa 3,449 7.7% Westwood 265 0.6% 

Merriam 1,347 3.0% Westwood Hills 39 0.1% 

Mission 1,449 3.2% Balance of County 1,087 2.4% 

Source: 2000 U.S. Census.

 Approximately 5 percent of Lake Quivira’s population lives outside of Johnson County. 
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Household Characteristics 

Household size. The average household size in Johnson County was 2.56 in 2000. This is slightly 
higher than the Kansas City MSA average of 2.51 and below the national average of 2.59 persons per 
household. Edgerton had the highest average household size in the county with 3.03 persons per 
household, and Mission had the lowest at 1.88. The following exhibit shows the average household 
size for Johnson County, the cities within the county, the Kansas City MSA and the United States.  

Exhibit II-7. 
Average Household Size 
in Johnson County, 
United States and Kansas 
City MSA, 2000 

Source: 

2000 U.S. Census. 

Average Household Size 

United States 2.59 

Kansas City MSA 2.51 

Johnson County 2.56 

Countryside 2.29 

De Soto 2.78 

Edgerton 3.03 

Fairway 2.21 

Gardner 2.80 

Lake Quivira 2.45 

Leawood 2.81 

Lenexa 2.54 

Merriam 2.23 

Mission 1.88 

Mission Hills 2.80 

Mission Woods 2.14 

Olathe 2.83 

Overland Park 2.47 

Prairie Village 2.23 

Roeland Park 2.27 

Shawnee 2.58 

Spring Hill 2.76 

Westwood 2.16 

Westwood Hills 2.22 
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Female headed households. Female-headed households nationwide are more likely than other 
households to live in poverty or to need affordable housing. The national percentage of single female-
headed households with their own children under 18 years of age was 7.2 percent in 2000. The 
Kansas City MSA was slightly higher at 7.3 percent. In Johnson County, only 4.9 percent of the 
households were female-headed, with over 50 percent of female-headed households housed in Olathe 
and Overland Park. Spring Hill had the highest percentage – 10.4 percent – of its households being 
female-headed with children.14 Exhibit II-8 shows the distribution of female-headed households with 
own children under 18 years of age across Johnson County. 

Exhibit II-8. 
Distribution of Female-Headed Households with Own Children Under 18 years of Age 
Across Johnson County, 2000 

Female-
Headed 

Households 

Percentage of 
Female Households 

in Each City 

Distribution of 
Female Headed 

Households Throughout 
Johnson County 

Johnson County 
Countryside 
De Soto 
Edgerton 
Fairway 
Gardner 
Lake Quivira 
Leawood 
Lenexa 
Merriam 
Mission 
Mission Hills 
Mission Woods 
Olathe 
Overland Park 
Prairie Village 
Roeland Park 
Shawnee 
Spring Hill 
Westwood 
Westwood Hills 
Balance of County 

8,548 
2 

95 
30 
67 

264 
6 

320 
755 
287 
233 

29 
1 

2,007 
2,676 

430 
171 
915 
101 

28 
3 

128 

4.9% 
1.6% 
5.8% 
6.3% 
3.8% 
8.0% 
1.6% 
3.3% 
4.8% 
5.9% 
4.6% 
2.3% 
1.3% 
6.2% 
4.5% 
4.4% 
5.7% 
4.9% 

10.4% 
3.9% 
1.8% 
2.6% 

100.0% 
0.0% 
1.1% 
0.4% 
0.8% 
3.1% 
0.1% 
3.7% 
8.8% 
3.4% 
2.7% 
0.3% 
0.0% 

23.5% 
31.3% 

5.0% 
2.0% 

10.7% 
1.2% 
0.3% 
0.0% 
1.5% 

Source: 2000 U.S. Census.

 Approximately 16 percent of Spring Hill’s population lives outside of Johnson County. 
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Persons with disabilities. According to the 2000 Census approximately one in ten persons over 
the age of five have a disability in Johnson County. The U.S. Census defines disability as a long-
lasting physical, mental, or emotional condition which can make it difficult for a person to do 
activities such as walking, climbing stairs, dressing, bathing, learning, or remembering. This 
condition can also impede a person from being able to go outside the home alone or to work at a job 
or business. Approximately one third of persons with a disability in Johnson County resided in 
Overland Park, as shown in Exhibit II-9. 

Exhibit II-9. 
Persons 5 Years and Over with a Disability, Across Johnson County, 2000 

Persons with 
Disabilities 

Percentage of 
Population 

with Disability 

Distribution of Disabled 
Persons Throughout 

Johnson County 

Johnson County 
Countryside 
De Soto 
Edgerton 
Fairway 
Gardner 
Lake Quivira 
Leawood 
Lenexa 
Merriam 
Mission 
Mission Hills 
Mission Woods 
Olathe 
Overland Park 
Prairie Village 
Roeland Park 
Shawnee 
Spring Hill 
Westwood 
Westwood Hills 
Balance of County 

48,627 
26 

529 
175 
411 

1,020 
63 

2,224 
3,587 
1,726 
1,194 

242 
20 

10,422 
16,252 

2,810 
812 

5,193 
283 
223 

45 
1,370 

10.8% 
8.8% 

11.6% 
12.2% 
10.4% 
10.9% 

6.8% 
8.0% 
8.9% 

15.7% 
12.3% 

6.7% 
12.1% 
11.2% 
10.9% 
12.7% 
11.9% 
10.8% 
10.4% 
14.5% 
11.9% 
9.4% 

100.0% 
0.1% 
1.1% 
0.4% 
0.8% 
2.1% 
0.1% 
4.6% 
7.4% 
3.5% 
2.5% 
0.5% 
0.0% 

21.4% 
33.4% 

5.8% 
1.7% 

10.7% 
0.6% 
0.5% 
0.1% 
2.8% 

Source: 2000 U.S. Census. 

Nearly 30 percent of the population with a disability in Johnson County is made up of seniors. The 
14,017 seniors who reported a disability in 2000 constitute over 30 percent of the population over 
the age of 65 in the county. Given the high rate of disabilities among seniors, this population benefits 
greatly from accessible units and from the use of universal design techniques in construction. 
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Household Income 

The 2000 Census reported a median household income of $61,455 for Johnson County, a gain of 46 
percent from the 1990 figure of $42,741. This is substantially higher than the Kansas City MSA 
2000 median of $46,193. The City of Mission Hills had the highest median income in Johnson 
County of $188,821 and Mission had the lowest median income with $42,298, as shown in Exhibit 
II-10. 

Exhibit II-10. 
Median Household Income Change for Kansas, Kansas City MSA and Johnson 
County, 1990 and 2000 

1990 2000 
Percent Change 

1990 to 2000 

Kansas $27,291 $40,624 49% 
Kansas City MSA $31,613 $46,193 46% 

Johnson County $42,741 $61,455 44% 
Countryside $40,179 $73,958 84% 
De Soto $33,702 $46,426 38% 
Edgerton $30,132 $50,179 67% 
Fairway $46,481 $68,125 47% 
Gardner $31,355 $50,807 62% 
Lake Quivira $83,733 $111,670 33% 
Leawood $74,980 $102,496 37% 
Lenexa $46,935 $61,990 32% 
Merriam $34,013 $48,455 42% 
Mission $32,898 $42,298 29% 
Mission Hills $122,821 $188,821 54% 
Mission Woods $59,512 $106,885 80% 
Olathe $39,742 $61,111 54% 
Overland Park $44,246 $62,116 40% 
Prairie Village $43,750 $58,685 34% 
Roeland Park $34,675 $51,455 48% 
Shawnee $39,206 $59,626 52% 
Spring Hill $31,117 $45,052 45% 
Westwood $39,776 $49,185 24% 
Westwood Hills $78,859 $81,812 4% 

Source: 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census. 
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Households earning less than 80 percent of median income. Households earning less than 
80 percent of area median income are targeted by the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development in its block grant programs. Thirty-eight percent of Johnson County’s households 
earned 80 percent or less than the county median in 2000. Five cities (Mission, Spring Hill, De Soto, 
Merriam and Westwood) in Johnson County had over half of their households earning 80 percent or 
less of the Johnson County median.15 Over two-thirds of the households earning less than 80 percent 
of median income are concentrated in four cities: Lenexa, Olathe, Overland Park and Shawnee. 
Exhibit II-11 shows the number and percent of households earning 80 percent ($49,164) or less than 
the Johnson County median. 

Exhibit II-11. 
Households Who Earn 80 percent or Less  
of Johnson County Median Household Income, 2000 

Households Who Earn 
80% ($49,164) or Less of 

County Median 
Household Income 

% of Total 
Households by 

Place 

Johnson County 
Countryside 
De Soto 
Edgerton 
Fairway 
Gardner 
Lake Quivira 
Leawood 
Lenexa 
Merriam 
Mission 
Mission Hills 
Mission Woods 
Olathe 
Overland Park 
Prairie Village 
Roeland Park 
Shawnee 
Spring Hill 
Westwood 
Westwood Hills 
Balance of County 

65,836 
21 

881 
221 
574 

1,546 
72 

1,994 
6,024 
2,442 
2,875 

152 
22 

11,967 
22,376 

3,832 
1,397 
7,299 

544 
372 

40 
1,184 

38% 
21% 
53% 
48% 
31% 
47% 
19% 
20% 
39% 
51% 
57% 
12% 
28% 
37% 
37% 
39% 
47% 
39% 
55% 
50% 
23% 
24% 

Source: 2000 U.S. Census.

 Approximately 16 percent of Spring Hill’s population lives outside of Johnson County. 
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Households in poverty. According the U.S. Census, Johnson County had 3.6 percent of its 
households earning less than the poverty level in 2000. This was substantially less than the 8.4 
percent of Kansas City MSA households below the poverty level or the 10.1 percent figure for the 
state as a whole. According to the American Community Survey, in 2002 the share of family 
households in poverty had risen to 4.0 percent. As is the case with other indicators, households below 
the poverty level are concentrated in four cities: Lenexa, Olathe, Overland Park and Shawnee. Exhibit 
II-12 presents data on county households in poverty. 

Exhibit II-12. 
Household Income in 
1999 Below Poverty Level 
in Kansas, Kansas City 
MSA and Johnson County 

Households 
in Poverty 

% of Total 
Households by 

Place 

Source: 
2000 U.S. Census. 

Kansas 
Kansas City MSA 

104,417 
58,234 

10.1% 
8.4% 

Johnson County 6,257 3.6% 
Countryside 2 2.0% 
De Soto 117 7.1% 
Edgerton 14 3.0% 
Fairway 42 2.3% 
Gardner 198 6.1% 
Lake Quivira 5 1.3% 
Leawood 182 1.8% 
Lenexa 546 3.5% 
Merriam 243 5.1% 
Mission 377 7.5% 
Mission Hills 22 1.8% 
Mission Woods 0 0.0% 
Olathe 1,291 4.0% 
Overland Park 1,972 3.3% 
Prairie Village 257 2.6% 
Roeland Park 111 3.7% 
Shawnee 702 3.8% 
Spring Hill 53 5.3% 
Westwood 24 3.2% 
Westwood Hills 7 4.1% 
Balance of County 92 1.9% 
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According to the 2000 Census, 19 percent of Johnson County households in poverty were 65 years 
and over. The City of Fairway had over three quarters of its households in poverty aged 65 years or 
older and Leawood had almost one half of its household in poverty who were 65 years and over. 
Exhibit II-13 shows the county data on households aged 65 years and over in poverty. 

Exhibit II-13. 
Households 65 Years and 
Over With Household 
Income in 1999 Below 
Poverty Level in Kansas, 
Kansas City MSA and 
Johnson County 

Note: 

There are no households with income below 
poverty level in Mission Woods. 

Source: 

2000 U.S. Census Bureau. 

Households % of 
in Poverty Households in 

Ages 65 years Poverty by 
and over Place 

Kansas 21,362 20.5% 
Kansas City MSA 11,320 19.4% 

Johnson County 1,159 18.5% 

Countryside 0 0.0% 
De Soto 46 39.3% 
Edgerton 0 0.0% 
Fairway 32 76.2% 
Gardner 28 14.1% 
Lake Quivira 0 0.0% 
Leawood 87 47.8% 
Lenexa 71 13.0% 
Merriam 67 27.6% 
Mission 23 6.1% 
Mission Hills 0 0.0% 
Mission Woods 0 N/A 
Olathe 128 9.9% 
Overland Park 421 21.3% 
Prairie Village 78 30.4% 
Roeland Park 28 25.2% 
Shawnee 122 17.4% 
Spring Hill 12 22.6% 
Westwood 9 37.5% 
Westwood Hills 0 0.0% 
Balance of County 7  7.6%  

In considering housing needs, the 66,000 households earning less than 80 percent of area median 
income represent a greater challenge in developing appropriate housing options, but the 6,000 plus 
households in poverty should not be ignored. While households in poverty are very likely to have 
difficulty finding affordable housing, these difficulties will also extend to households earning 
substantially more than a poverty income. This is due to the local nature of housing markets and the 
fact that a relatively high income may not be sufficient to afford a quality housing unit in some areas. 
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Employment 

The information presented previously describes trends and demographics of current Johnson County 
residents. However, as a key commercial center for the region, Johnson County’s employment trends 
also will substantially impact its housing market. The following examines available employment data 
for the county. 

Type of employment. There were 364,000 full and part time jobs in Johnson County in 2001, 
with average earnings by industry ranging from $14,000 for farm employment to $72,000 for 
transportation and public utilities. One-third of Johnson County’s jobs are in the service industry 
and another 19 percent are in the retail trade industry (see Exhibit II-14). Service industry employees 
likely include the 55,000 workers reported in management, business and related occupations, as well 
as other service, office and administrative positions.16 The 19 percent of Johnson County jobs in 
retail trade far exceeds the 20-county17 average of 11.5 percent. 

Johnson County’s two leading industries – services and retail trades – have average annual earnings of 
$34,000 and $20,000, respectively. An annual income of over $28,000 is needed to afford the 
average rent for a two-bedroom apartment in Johnson County, meaning that a single earner 
household working in retail trade would not be able to afford an average apartment. Exhibit II-14 
presents data on employment by industry in the county. 

Exhibit II-14. 
Employment and Earnings by Industry in Johnson County, 2001 

By Industry Employees Earnings 
Average Annual 

Earnings 

Farm employment 
Ag. serv., forestry, fishing, and other 3/ 
Mining 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Transportation and public utilities 
Wholesale trade 
Retail trade 
Finance, insurance, and real estate 
Services 
Government and government enterprises 

Total full- and part-time employment 

674 0.2% 
4,320 1.2% 
1,105 0.3% 

20,298 5.6% 
23,820 6.5% 
34,007 9.3% 
23,865 6.6% 
68,348 18.8% 
38,663 10.6% 

120,398 33.1% 
28,426 7.8% 

363,924 100.0% 

$9,565,000 
$98,859,000 
$26,364,000 

$935,560,000 
$1,070,831,000 
$2,439,907,000 
$1,415,028,000 
$1,373,256,000 
$1,555,137,000 
$4,083,186,000 
$1,076,755,000 

$14,084,448,000 

$14,191 
$22,884 
$23,859 
$46,091 
$44,955 
$71,747 
$59,293 
$20,092 
$40,223 
$33,914 
$37,879 

$38,702 

Note: Some employees hold more than one job, meaning that there are fewer than 364,000 people working in Johnson County. 

Source: Regional Economic Information System, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Table CA25; US Department of Commerce; Bureau of Economic Analysis; 
Regional Economic Measurement Division; Regional Economic Information System; and BBC Research & Consulting. 

16
 CERI, Johnson County Laborshed 2003 Report, p. 12. 

17
 The 20 counties include: Bates, Cass, Clay, Jackson, Johnson, Lafayette, Platte and Ray in Missouri; and Anderson, 

Atchison, Douglas, Franklin, Jefferson, Johnson, Leavenworth, Linn, Miami, Osage, Shawnee and Wyandotte in Kansas. 
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Commuting patterns. According to the County Economic Research Institute, Inc. (CERI) 2003 
Johnson County Laborshed report, Johnson County had a labor force of 273,373 in 2002.18 This 
accounted for 22.3 percent of labor in the 20 county laborshed. Approximately 12,000 residents were 
unemployed and looking for work, an unemployment rate of 4.3 percent in Johnson County. 

Over the past decade, the nature of commuting in Johnson County has changed radically. In 1990, 
Johnson County was a net exporter of just over 5,000 workers. In 2002, Johnson County was 
estimated to import over 30,000 workers.19 Over 100,000 workers commute into Johnson County 
for work, only slightly offset by the more than 70,000 residents who commute outside of the county.  

The reasons for commuting vary from household to household. Individuals may choose to commute 
because they appreciate certain community amenities, they were living in an area when they secured a 
particular job, they are looking for housing in certain price ranges or other reasons. However, data 
suggests that some commuters live outside of Johnson County because of housing costs. For example, 
16 percent of Johnson County employees are from Jackson County, Missouri, where the 2000 
median rent was $536 compared to $702 in Johnson County. At least some of these employees are 
likely to live outside of Johnson County due to the affordability of housing. Exhibit II-15 shows the 
commuting patterns to and from Johnson County in 2002. 

Exhibit II-15. 
Labor Commuting 
Patterns To and 
From Johnson 
County in the Kansas 
City Metropolitan 
Area, 2002 

Note: 

The number of workers refers to 
persons employed. 

Percentages may not add due to 
rounding. 

Source: 

CERI’s Johnson County Laborshed 
2003 report. 

To Johnson County, KS From: From Johnson County, KS To: 

Number % of Johnson Number % of Johnson 
of workers County Jobs of Workers County Jobs 

Total Labor Force 289,407 100% 259,108 100% 

Missouri: 65,833 22.7% 56,802 21.9% 
Bates 427 0.1% 41 0.0% 
Cass 7,868 2.7% 652 0.3% 
Clay 6,970 2.4% 3,841 1.5% 
Jackson 45,688 15.8% 49,952 19.3% 
Johnson 486 0.2% 66 0.0% 
Lafayette 357 0.1% 35 0.0% 
Platte 3,857 1.3% 2,201 0.8% 
Ray 180 0.1% 14 0.0% 

Kansas: 223,574 77.3% 202,306 78.1% 
Anderson  250  0.1%  35  0.0%  
Atchison  121  0.0%  62  0.0%  
Douglas 5,709 2.0% 1,567 0.6% 
Franklin 2,649 0.9% 346 0.1% 
Jefferson  331  0.1%  27  0.0%  
Johnson 183,211 63.3% 183,211 70.7% 
Leavenworth 3,037 1.1% 941 0.4% 
Linn  619  0.2%  16  0.0%  
Miami 6,047 2.1% 626 0.3% 
Osage 170 0.1% 11 0.0% 
Shawnee 640 0.2% 602 0.2% 
Wyandotte 20,790 7.2% 14,862 5.8% 

18
 Individuals who reside in Johnson County, are unemployed but are actively searching for employment are included in the 

labor force. 
19

 CERI, Johnson County Laborshed 2003 Report, p. 2. 
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Retail trade is an industry where commuting patterns are particularly evident. According to the 
Regional Economic Information System (REIS), there were 68,000 retail sales jobs in the county in 
2001. However, CERI’s data indicates that only 39,000 Johnson County residents worked in retail 
trade. Even accounting for individuals holding more than one job and differences in methodology 
between the data sources, a large part of the 29,000 job difference between the two figures is likely 
made up by individuals commuting into Johnson County from other locations.  

Specific data on commuting by employees in each sector is not available. However, available 
employment data leads to two firm conclusions and one likely corollary. 

 Johnson County’s employment consists largely of individuals in service and retail trade 
jobs, including high paying management positions and lower paying office and general 
service jobs. Retail trade jobs are the lowest paying of any industry in the county, likely 
making it difficult for some individuals in those industries to afford Johnson County’s 
housing prices. 

 Johnson County has transitioned from being a net exporter of employees to being a net 
importer since 1990. Over 100,000 individuals now drive into Johnson County from 
surrounding areas to work. 

Given these two conclusions, one other finding is likely, although not certain. Much of the 
commuting into Johnson County probably consists of lower wage employees who cannot afford to 
live in the county. Johnson County’s high income and high housing prices (see Section III) bolster 
this suspicion, as does an examination of retail trade data that indicates that nearly 30,000 employees 
in that low-paying sector may commute into the county. 

Conclusions 

This section has provided a demographic and employment profile of Johnson County. A review of 
available data leads to a number of conclusions. 

 Johnson County is a rapidly growing, affluent county. Its population increases have 
been a key component of growth in both the state of Kansas and the Kansas City 
metropolitan area, and its average income and educational attainment exceed those 
found in nearby communities. 

 While growth has occurred throughout the county, it has been focused in the largest 
cities, including Olathe, Overland Park and, to a lesser extent, Leawood. These growth 
trends have exacerbated existing population concentrations in those areas. 

 The county continues to be largely white, although the Hispanic population has grown 
rapidly in recent years. In addition to the primary population centers, Hispanic growth 
has occurred in outlying areas like De Soto and Edgerton.  
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 Johnson County has a very high median income and low levels of households in 
poverty and female-headed households. These are consistent with the county’s image as 
an affluent location. However, over 66,000 households earn less than 80 percent of the 
county median income, potentially making it difficult for these households to compete 
in the local housing market. 

 Almost 49,000 individuals, or 11 percent of the county’s population, reported some 
disability. Nearly 30 percent of these individuals were over the age of 65. 

 Johnson County has shifted from being a net exporter to a net importer of 
employment, with more than half of the county’s jobs categorized as services or retail 
trade. Over 100,000 employees commute into Johnson County, many of whom likely 
work in those service or retail trade occupations. 

 An employee paid an average retail trade salary could not afford an average two-
bedroom apartment in the county. Up to 30,000 retail trade employees may commute 
into the county, with some of this commuting likely occurring as a result of high 
housing prices. 
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SECTION III. 
Housing Profile 

Introduction 

Much like the Johnson County economy as a whole, the county’s housing market has been a driving 
force behind the state’s real estate economy in recent years. According to the Johnson County 
Appraiser’s Office, the county’s property values in 2002 were 30 percent of all property valuation 
statewide. The figures are even more concentrated when considering housing values. Johnson County 
had 35 percent of the state’s residential real estate value in 2002 and 50 percent of the value of new 
construction. This concentration of property value takes place in a county that had only 17 percent 
of the state’s population in 2002. 

The health of Johnson County’s real estate economy has remained steady in recent years. According 
to Johnson County’s Office of Financial Management, the county economy is continuing to grow. 
New construction and appreciation in property values have combined to increase the county’s total 
valuation substantially.1 The assessed value of real property has continued to increase each year, with 
real property growing from 73 percent of all property in the county in 1995 to 78 percent in 2002.  

New construction value for residential and commercial real estate rose steadily from 1995 to 2001 
and then declined slightly in 2002 to approximately $1.2 billion, a 76 percent increase from 1995. 
The increase in commercial real estate value in 1997 and 1998 was attributed to new office 
developments including the Sprint Campus, Corporate Woods, Southcreek Office Park, Honeywell, 
and Highlands Corporate Campus. Construction has continued on many of these commercial sites as 
well as multiple retail centers through 2003.2 

While there has been a slight decrease in both residential and commercial building permits in 2001 
and 2002, the county still had a disproportionate share of all growth in the state. There was an 
increase in residential permits from 1998 through 2000, which is reflective of the low mortgage 
interest rates and the strong local economy.3 HUD placed the Kansas City metro area in the top 50 
most active metropolitan areas issuing building permits from 2002 to 2003. The metro area had a 9.4 
percent increase, which is steady in comparison to other metropolitan areas. 

While there is no question that the housing market has been a growing, healthy segment of the 
county’s economy, there are questions about who is being served by that market. In focus groups 
with people ranging from bankers to social service providers, participants consistently identified the 
difficulty finding affordable housing in the county. Sections III through V of this report document 
the functioning of the housing market in depth. The remainder of Section III describes current  

1
 Johnson County Office of Financial Management, “2002 Trend Monitoring Report,” May 23, 2003, p. 60. 

2
 Ibid, p. 64. 

3
 Ibid. p. 70. 
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housing supply trends in the county, including an assessment of housing stock and housing 
condition. Section IV presents a detailed affordable housing analysis, examining how many 
households at various income levels are in need of affordable housing. Section IV also presents data 
on the ability of people in various occupations to find housing in the county. Finally, Section V 
presents data gathered from focus groups on the perceptions of housing needs in the county. 

Housing Supply and Tenure 

Total units. According to the 2000 Census, there were nearly 182,000 housing units in Johnson 
County. This represents 26 percent growth from 1990, a remarkable figure that is nearly twice the 
national rate of housing growth over the decade. Of these 182,000 units, over half are located in the 
cities of Olathe and Overland Park. Another quarter of these units can be found in the cities of 
Leawood, Lenexa and Shawnee, with the remainder spread relatively evenly throughout the county. 

While the county has grown very rapidly over the decade, both Olathe and Leawood have outpaced 
that growth. Olathe experienced 48 percent growth from 1990 to 2000, while Leawood grew at a 40 
percent clip. The cities of De Soto and Gardner also experienced very rapid growth (100 percent and 
182 percent, respectively), but this growth was on a base that was relatively small. The vast majority 
of growth in the county took place in the five largest cities. Exhibit III-1 presents the 1990 and 2000 
distributions of units in the county by city. 

Exhibit III-1. 
Distribution of Johnson County Units, 1990 and 2000 

Distribution of Distribution of 
1990 Units in County 2000 Units in County 

Johnson County 144,155 100% 181,612 100% 
Countryside 133 0% 131 0% 
De Soto 866 1% 1,730 1% 
Edgerton 416 0% 500 0% 
Fairway 1,863 1% 1,842 1% 
Gardner 1,251 1% 3,533 2% 
Lake Quivira 382 0% 388 0% 
Leawood 7,210 5% 10,129 6% 
Lenexa 13,496 9% 16,378 9% 
Merriam 5,366 4% 5,042 3% 
Mission 5,239 4% 5,329 3% 
Mission Hills 1,333 1% 1,318 1% 
Mission Woods 78 0% 78 0% 
Olathe 22,497 16% 33,343 18% 
Overland Park 48,043 33% 62,586 34% 
Prairie Village 10,031 7% 10,126 6% 
Roeland Park 3,317 2% 3,115 2% 
Shawnee 15,217 11% 19,086 11% 
Spring Hill 792 1% 1,014 1% 
Westwood 803 1% 731 0% 
Westwood Hills 173 0% 173 0% 
Balance of County 5,649 4% 5,040 3% 

Note: Due to rounding, total percentages may exceed 100 percent. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census. 
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Tenure. Of the units that were reported as being occupied in the 2000 Census, 72 percent were 
owner occupied. Nationwide, the Census found that 66 percent of all occupied units were owner 
occupied. The larger communities in the county had lower rates of owner occupancy and the smaller 
communities had rates that were higher, although there were exceptions to this rule. The lowest rate 
of owner occupancy was found in Mission, at 45 percent. At the other extreme, the cities of 
Countryside, Fairway, Lake Quivira, Leawood, Mission Hills, Mission Woods and Westwood Hills 
all had over 90 percent owner occupancy.4 Exhibit III-2 presents these data. 

Exhibit III-2. 
Distribution by Tenure of Johnson County Units, 2000 

Share of All 
Rental Share of All Owner Occupied 
Units Occupied Units Occupied Units Units 

Johnson County 48,380 28% 126,190 72% 
Countryside 6 5% 123 95% 
De Soto 564 34% 1,078 66% 
Edgerton 78 16% 396 84% 
Fairway 172 10% 1,609 90% 
Gardner 918 28% 2,389 72% 
Lake Quivira 6 2% 375 98% 
Leawood 712 7% 9,129 93% 
Lenexa 5,808 37% 9,766 63% 
Merriam 1,759 36% 3,080 64% 
Mission 2,600 51% 2,519 49% 
Mission Hills 11 1% 1,273 99% 
Mission Woods 2 3% 75 97% 
Olathe 9,200 28% 23,114 72% 
Overland Park 18,954 32% 40,749 68% 
Prairie Village 1,591 16% 8,242 84% 
Roeland Park 507 17% 2,500 83% 
Shawnee 4,747 26% 13,775 74% 
Spring Hill 298 31% 675 69% 
Westwood 88 12% 623 88% 
Westwood Hills 11 6% 159 94% 
Balance of County 348 7% 4,541 4% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census. 

Building permits. Both single and multifamily permits peaked in Johnson County in 1999, the 
same year they reached their apex throughout the metro area. While the county has not reached the 
4,400 single family and 2,700 multifamily units that were permitted that year, it has continued to see 
strong growth. 

 Approximately 5 percent of Lake Quivira’s population lives outside of Johnson County. 
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From 1985 through 2002, Johnson County had 38 percent of the single family permits and 41 
percent of the multifamily permits pulled in the Kansas City metropolitan area. In 2002, those 
figures dropped to 33 percent for single family and 18 percent for multifamily. It is yet to be seen 
whether those changes represent a new trend, but the first eight months of 2003 present conflicting 
evidence. Over that period, multifamily permits rebounded to 37 percent of the county total, but 
single family permits remained steady at 33 percent. Exhibit III-3a and III-3b present building 
permit trends in the metropolitan area. 

Exhibit III-3a. 
Single Family Residential Building Permits in Kansas City Metro and Johnson County, 
1985 to 2002 

12,000 

10,000 

8,000 

6,000 

4,000 

2,000 

Source: Home Builders Association of Greater Kansas City; F. W. Dodge Local Construction Potentials. 

Exhibit III-3b. 
Multifamily Residential Building Permits in Kansas City Metro and Johnson County, 
1985 to 2002 

Metro Single Family Johnson County Single Family 

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

12,000 

10,000 

8,000 

6,000 

4,000 

2,000 

Source: Home Builders Association of Greater Kansas City; F. W. Dodge Local Construction Potentials. 

Metro Multifamily Johnson County Multifamily 

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
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Housing Price and Rental Amounts 

Home prices and rents in Johnson County have increased rapidly in recent years. While not unusual 
in a rapidly growing area, such increases have the potential to make housing difficult for low-income 
households to access. The following discussion of home prices and rents is followed in Section IV by 
a comparison of these figures to household incomes in the county. 

Owner-Occupied Units. The Johnson County Appraiser’s Office reported a mean sales price of 
$200,034 for a single family home in 2003 and a median price of $172,000. From 1992 through 
2000, the median home price in Johnson County increased by 59 percent and the average home price 
grew by 61 percent. To put this in context, the median household income in the county grew 44 
percent over the entire decade. Even with two fewer years of appreciation (due to data constraints), 
home prices in the county outstripped income by 15 percentage points. Exhibit III-4 presents mean 
and median sales prices in the county from 1992 through September 2003. 

Exhibit III-4. 
Historic Mean and Median Sales Prices in Johnson County 

2003 

2002 

2001 

2000 

1999 

1998 

1997 

1996 

1995 

1994 

1993 

1992 

$0 $25,000 $50,000 $75,000 $100,000 $125,000 $150,000 $175,000 $200,000 $225,000 $250,000 

$104,500 
$124,961 

$110,897 
$130,133 

$120,000 
$141,833 

$127,000 
$148,635 

$135,500 
$158,684 

$142,675 
$167,504 

$146,910 
$173,869 

$157,000 
$187,200 

$166,229 
$200,943 

$168,000 
$200,909 

$190,500 
$215,421 

$172,000 
$200,034 

Median Mean 

Note: 1992 through 2001 data from Johnson County Appraiser’s web site. 2002 and 2003 data are from sales records provided by the Appraiser’s Office. 
2003 data are through September. 

Source: Johnson County Appraiser’s Office. 
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The average price of a unit in Johnson County varied substantially depending on location from 2001 
through September of 2003. Over this period, an average home could be found for as little as 
$107,000 in Edgerton or as much as $730,000 in Mission Hills. Exhibit III-5 presents average home 
prices for each of the cities in Johnson County. 

Exhibit III-5. 
Average Sales Price for Owner-Occupied Units in Johnson County, 
2001 through September 2003 

Average Average 
City or County Sales Price City or County Sales Price 

Johnson County $217,747 Mission Hills $730,164 
Countryside $167,609 Mission Woods $438,538 
De Soto $177,280 Olathe $185,886 
Edgerton $107,296 Overland Park $236,055 
Fairway $226,628 Prairie Village $173,838 
Gardner $146,667 Roeland Park $129,573 
Lake Quivira $374,240 Shawnee $200,259 
Leawood $380,554 Spring Hill $109,762 
Lenexa $231,759 Westwood $158,683 
Merriam $134,465 Westwood Hills $279,871 
Mission $139,817 

Note: 2003 data are through September. 

Source: Johnson County Appraiser’s Office and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Eighty percent of home sales in the county over the most recent three years occurred in five cities: 
Leawood, Lenexa, Olathe, Overland Park and Shawnee. Given this fact, the trend of population 
concentrating in those five cities appears to be ongoing. A closer examination of data from the five 
largest cities indicates that a substantial majority of units sold for more than $150,000 in recent years. 
Countywide, over 70 percent of units sold for more than this amount, but the figure rose to 75 
percent in Shawnee, 78 percent in Overland Park, 84 percent in Lenexa and 99 percent in Leawood. 
Only Olathe among the five largest cities was more affordable than the county as a whole.  

Exhibit III-6. 
Home Sales by Price in Johnson County’s Five Largest Cities, 2001 to September 2003 
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Less Than $100,000 to $150,000 to $200,000 to $250,000 to $300,000 
$100,000 $149,999 $199,999 $249,999 $299,999 and Above 

Note: 2003 data are through September. 

Source: Johnson County Appraiser’s Office and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Rental Units. Similar to home prices, rents in the county grew steadily through the 1990s. 
However, while home price growth far outpaced income from 1990 to 2000, the same could not be 
said for rents. Median rents in the county increased 36 percent over the decade, from $515 in 1990 
to $702 in 2000. Greater appreciation was seen in some areas, but this was outpaced by slow growth 
or declines in other cities. Rapid growth or steep declines were most likely in areas with few rental 
units, where the introduction of a small number of new units could dramatically impact the median. 
Exhibit III-7 presents median rents in each city in the county in 1990 and 2000. 

Exhibit III-7. 
Median Rents, 1990 and 2000 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census. 

1990 2000 
Percent 
Change 

Johnson County $515 $702 36% 
Countryside $575 $1,313 128% 
De Soto $348 $529 52% 
Edgerton $422 $568 35% 
Fairway $655 $820 25% 
Gardner $392 $646 65% 
Lake Quivira $0 $1,075 
Leawood $922 $786 -15% 
Lenexa $500 $763 53% 
Merriam $506 $664 31% 
Mission $511 $652 28% 
Mission Hills $1,001 $2,001 100% 
Mission Woods $0 $0 
Olathe $470 $612 30% 
Overland Park $549 $766 40% 
Prairie Village $623 $852 37% 
Roeland Park $457 $686 50% 
Shawnee $462 $626 35% 
Spring Hill $454 $577 27% 
Westwood $622 $832 34% 
Westwood Hills $0 $1,063 
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While Census data presents a snapshot of the rental market in 2000, more recent data indicates 
continuing growth in rents. This growth is occurring despite the comments of numerous real estate 
professionals that vacancy rates have risen in recent years. An average two-bedroom apartment in 
2003 can range from $710 in Olathe to $805 in parts of the county south of Interstate 435. Exhibit 
III-8 presents 2003 rental rates and the income needed for those rents in various parts of the county. 

Exhibit III-8. 
Average Rental Rates and Income Required to Afford Average Rent in Johnson County, 
March 2003 

Olathe 
Johnson County 
(North of I-435) 

Johnson County 
(South of I-435) 

1 bedroom: 
Average rent 
Income required to afford average rent 

2 bedroom: 
Average rent 
Income required to afford average rent 

3 bedroom: 
Average rent 
Income required to afford average rent 

$525 
$21,000 

$710 
$28,400 

$920 
$36,800 

$575 
$23,000 

$735 
$29,400 

$990 
$39,600 

$595 
$23,800 

$805 
$32,200 

$1,320 
$52,800 

Source: Apartment Association of Kansas City and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Housing Condition 

Assessment of housing conditions in an area as large as Johnson County requires the consideration of 
numerous indicators. No single factor can separate good condition from poor condition units. To 
evaluate the condition of housing in the county, BBC conducted focus groups with individuals 
familiar with the local housing market and considered a variety of secondary indicators. 

Focus group and secondary research findings. Overall, participants in focus groups reported 
generally good exterior housing conditions, with some concerns about particular properties and about 
interior conditions in some areas. A participant in the homebuilder and banker focus group identified 
steadily increasing home values as a key factor in maintaining the condition of homes, with 
homeowners having incentives to maintain or sell their homes and having access to home equity 
capital to make necessary improvements. Participants in the city and county staff focus group echoed 
these comments, adding that proactive city code enforcement programs and county home 
rehabilitation programs have also helped maintain the quality of housing. While the exterior 
condition of homes was generally thought to be sound, interior conditions were admittedly unknown 
and potentially poor. 

Low-income individuals who are using Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers or living in public 
housing units had a less sanguine view of housing conditions. While many lived in units that were in 
good condition, others reported concerns. These included rotting floorboards, missing doorknobs, 
poor quality windows and others. Approximately half of the focus group participants indicated 
difficulties in securing maintenance from landlords, saying, “when you’re on Section 8 you’re scared” 
and will not complain about landlords. 
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Preserving Our Future, a recent county infrastructure report, reached similar conclusions about 
housing conditions. It found proactive local programs to maintain external housing conditions, but 
91 percent of respondents to a survey reported standards for rental property as a top concern.5 In 
response to condition needs, the infrastructure report recommended the development of codes that 
set interior occupancy standards.6 

No plumbing or kitchen facilities. In addition to the comments of focus group participants, the 
U.S. Census includes data that can provide insight into housing conditions in the county. The 
absence of plumbing or kitchen facilities in units identified as occupied is one clear indicator of poor 
condition housing. Exhibit III-9 presents a summary of units without plumbing or kitchen facilities 
in the county. 

Exhibit III-9. 
Units Without Plumbing or Kitchen Facilities in Johnson County, 2000 

No Kitchen Percent of No Plumbing Percent of 
Facilities All Units Facilities All Units 

Johnson County 676 0.39% 471 0.27% 
Countryside 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
De Soto 13 0.80% 12 0.73% 
Edgerton 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Fairway 2 0.11% 0 0.00% 
Gardner 8 0.25% 8 0.25% 
Lake Quivira 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Leawood 13 0.13% 18 0.18% 
Lenexa 15 0.10% 13 0.08% 
Merriam 7 0.14% 54 1.11% 
Mission 6 0.12% 15 0.30% 
Mission Hills 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Mission Woods 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Olathe 127 0.39% 112 0.35% 
Overland Park 347 0.58% 149 0.25% 
Prairie Village 49 0.50% 19 0.19% 
Roeland Park 7 0.23% 0 0.00% 
Shawnee 69 0.37% 59 0.32% 
Spring Hill 4 0.40% 0 0.00% 
Westwood 1 0.14% 2 0.28% 
Westwood Hills 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Balance of county 8 0.16% 10 0.43% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census. 

The total number of units without either plumbing or kitchen facilities is impossible to ascertain 
because of uncertainty about overlap between the two categories. However, a minimum of 676 units 
(and a maximum of 1,147) lack these facilities, with the majority found in Olathe and Overland 
Park. It should be emphasized that these are only occupied housing units; all seasonal vacation or 
temporary units have been removed from these figures. 

5 
Preserving Our Future: Community Infrastructure Summit Report, Johnson County, KS, p. 8. 

6
 Ibid, p. 7. 
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Housing units by age. A second indicator of housing conditions can be the age of the housing 
unit. While some old units can be in excellent condition, older units are more likely to fall into 
disrepair than newer units. Exhibit III-10 presents the age of housing units in the county. As seen in 
the Exhibit, only 8 percent of units in Johnson County were built before 1950 and 20 percent were 
built before 1960. On the other hand, 47 percent of the county’s housing stock has been built since 
1980 and two-thirds was built in 1970 or later. 

Exhibit III-10. 1939 or earlier 

Age of Johnson County (3%) 1940 to 1949 
(5%) 

Housing Stock 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census. 

1980 to 1989 
(23%) 

Units built before 1950, 1960. Although relatively few units countywide were built before 1950 or 
1960, they tend to be concentrated in a few areas. Exhibit III-11 presents the share of the county’s 
older units in each city in the county. As seen in the Exhibit, by far the largest shares of such units 
can be found in Overland Park, Prairie Village and Olathe. It is noteworthy that Prairie Village’s 
share of pre-1960 units significantly exceeds their share of all units. 

Exhibit III-11. 
Share of All County Units Built Before 1950 and 1960 

1950 to 1959 

1960 to 1969 

1970 to 1979 

1990 to 2000 

(12%) 

(14%) 

(19%) 

(25%) 

0.0% 

5.0% 

10.0% 

15.0% 

20.0% 

25.0% 
Built Before 1950 Built Before 1960 

Country- De Edgerton Fair- Gardner Lake Lea- Lenexa Mer-riam Mission Mission Mission Olathe OverlandP Prairie RoelandP Sha- Spring West- Westwood 
side Soto way Quivira wood Hills Woods ark Village ark wnee Hill wood Hills 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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While age is a helpful indicator of housing conditions, it is unfortunately imprecise. Many old units 
may be very valuable, and neighborhoods with mature trees and traditional architecture can be the 
most expensive in a community. However, the combination of old units with households in poverty 
often leads to condition problems.  

Exhibit III-12 presents the number of pre-1950 units in each community occupied by households in 
poverty. These households may be living in units that need substantial repairs, but due to their 
poverty status are unlikely to be able to afford the repairs. If they are renters, they may have landlords 
who will provide adequate maintenance. However, the comments of focus group participants 
indicated consistent problems with poor maintenance in units occupied by low-income households. 

Exhibit III-12 indicates that 656 housing units in the county match this description. The largest 
numbers are found in De Soto, Mission, Olathe, Overland Park, Prairie Village and Shawnee, with 
smaller numbers in many other communities. 

Exhibit III-12. 
Household Living in Units Built Before 1950 with Income Below Poverty Level, 2000 

Percent Percent 
Owner of Owners Renter of Renters 

Johnson County 322 0.3% 334 0.7% 

Countryside 2 1.6% 0 0.0% 
De Soto 10 0.9% 58 10.1% 
Edgerton 2 0.5% 3 4.7% 
Fairway 29 1.8% 0 0.0% 
Gardner 9  0.4%  26  2.8%  
Lake Quivira 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Leawood 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Lenexa  0  0.0%  10  0.2%  
Merriam 18 0.6% 21 1.2% 
Mission 40 1.6% 22 0.8% 
Mission Hills 11 0.9% 0 0.0% 
Mission Woods 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Olathe 29 0.1% 78 0.8% 
Overland Park 50 0.1% 42 0.2% 
Prairie Village  32  0.4%  26  1.7%  
Roeland Park 32 1.3% 5 1.0% 
Shawnee  33  0.2%  16  0.3%  
Spring Hill 4 0.6% 0 0.0% 
Westwood 7 1.1% 7 7.4% 
Westwood Hills 8 5.1% 0 0.0% 
Balance of County 6  0.1%  20  6.2%  

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census. 
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Overcrowding. A final indicator of poor housing conditions is overcrowded units. These are units 
that have more than one person per room, as defined by HUD. There are nearly 3,000 households in 
the county living in overcrowded conditions, the vast majority of which are renter households. Well 
over half of these households live in Olathe and Overland Park, with over two thirds in these two 
communities and Shawnee. Exhibit III-13 presents these data. 

Exhibit III-13. 
Households Living in 
Overcrowded Conditions 

Source: 

 U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census. 

Owner 

Number Percent 

Renter 

Number Percent 

Johnson County 691 0.5% 2,279 4.7% 
Countryside 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
De Soto 19 1.8% 58 10.1% 
Edgerton 12 2.9% 8 12.5% 
Fairway 12 0.7% 0 0.0% 
Gardner 60 2.6% 64 6.9% 
Lake Quivira 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Leawood 31 0.3% 0 0.0% 
Lenexa 38 0.4% 271 4.7% 
Merriam 24 0.8% 39 2.2% 
Mission 4 0.2% 28 1.1% 
Mission Hills 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Mission Woods 0 0.0% N/A N/A 
Olathe 235 1.0% 623 6.8% 
Overland Park 112 0.3% 840 4.4% 
Prairie Village  11  0.1%  19  1.2%  
Roeland Park 23 0.9% 22 4.4% 
Shawnee 55 0.4% 286 6.0% 
Spring Hill 5 0.7% 11 3.6% 
Westwood 1 0.2% 0 0.0% 
Westwood Hills 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Balance of County 49 1.1% 10 3.1% 
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Summary of condition. The potential overlap among households in various condition categories 
makes it impossible to precisely estimate total poor condition units. For example, a household in 
poverty occupying a pre-1950 house could also be in an overcrowded condition and in a unit that 
lacks plumbing. Conversely, there could be no overlap between the categories. It is likely that the 
reality is somewhere in the middle, with some overlap between categories, but far from complete 
overlap. Exhibit III-14 presents upper and lower bound estimates of poor condition and overcrowded 
units in the county. 

Exhibit III-14. 
Summary of Poor Condition and Overcrowded Units 

Lacking 
Indicator of Need 

Lacking Hholds in Lower Upper 
complete complete Poverty in   Pre- Overcrowded boundary boundary 
plumbing kitchen 1950 Units units of need of need 

Johnson County 471 676 656 2,970 2,970 4,773 

Countryside 0 0 2 0 0 2 
De Soto 12 13 68 77 77 170 
Edgerton 0 0 5 20 20 25 
Fairway 0 2 29 12 12 43 
Gardner 8 8 35 124 124 175 
Lake Quivira 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Leawood 18 13 0 31 31 62 
Lenexa 13 15 10 309 309 347 
Merriam 54 7 39 63 63 163 
Mission 15 6 62 32 32 115 
Mission Hills 0 0 11 0 0 11 
Mission Woods 2 0 0 0 0 2 
Olathe 112 127 107 858 858 1,204 
Overland Park 149 347 92 952 952 1,540 
Prairie Village 19 49 58 30 30 156 
Roeland Park 0 7 37 45 45 89 
Shawnee 59 69 49 341 341 518 
Spring Hill 0 4 4 16 16 24 
Westwood 2 1 14 1 1 18 
Westwood Hills 0 0 8 0 0 8 
Balance of County 8 8 26 59 59 101 

Notes: Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories. There are no rental units in 
Mission Woods. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Subsidized and Special Needs Housing 

Most of the data presented in this section summarizes the housing provided by the private market. 
However, Section IV’s analysis of affordable housing requires consideration of subsidized units and 
units that are designated for special needs populations. 
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Subsidized units. There are a number of sources of subsidized units for low-income or special 
needs individuals in Johnson County. These can include Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers, public 
housing, Section 8 project based assistance, HUD Section 811 and Section 202 projects providing 
subsidized housing to the elderly or people with disabilities, housing built with Rural Development 
subsidies as well as tax credit and private activity bond properties.  

There are over 8,500 subsidized units in Johnson County in 2003. As would be expected, a large 
share of units are located in Olathe and Overland Park. Another important block of subsidies are 
available in the form of Housing Choice Vouchers from the Johnson County Housing Authority and 
can be used throughout the county. It should be noted that approximately 5,000 of the units are at 
least partially tax credit funded and an additional 900 are limited to elderly and disabled populations. 
This leaves only 2,600 units available to general low-income households in the county. 

Exhibit III-15. 
Johnson County Subsidized Units, 2003 

Section 8 
Housing Private Public Rural Section 8 Housing Multiple 

Total Tax Activity Housing Develop- Project Choice Funding 
Units CHDO Credits Bonds Authority ment Based Voucher Sources 

Johnson County 8,532 21 2,162 232 129 47 1,272 1,689 2,980 

Countryside 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
De Soto 66 0 66 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Edgerton 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fairway 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Gardner 374 0 92 169 0 0 73 0 40 
Lake Quivira 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Leawood 254 0 254 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lenexa 739 0 289 0 0 0 20 0 430 
Merriam 201 0 12 0 0 0 119 0 70 
Mission 108 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 108 
Mission Hills 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mission Woods 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Olathe 2,655 13 1,218 0 129 0 416 322 557 
Overland Park 1,376 5 178 63 0 0 591 0 539 
Prairie Village 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Roeland Park 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Shawnee 1,227 3 45 0 0 0 53 0 1,126 
Spring Hill 165 0 8 0 0 47 0 0 110 
Westwood 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Westwood Hills 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Countywide 1,367 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,367 0 

Note: Included in the Multiple Funding Source category are; 50 units funded by Housing Tax Credits and CHDO, 100 units funded by Housing Tax 
Credits and Rural Development, 70 units funded by Housing Tax Credits and Section 8 Project Based assistance, and 2,760 units funded by Private 
Activity Bonds and Housing Tax Credits. 

Source: Kansas Housing Resources Corporation. 

Interviews with representatives of the county’s two housing authorities (Johnson County Housing 
Authority and Olathe Housing Authority) and the Johnson County Housing Coalition revealed 
strong demand for these units and vouchers. The Johnson County Housing Authority’s waiting list 
has been closed for almost two years and still holds over 450 families. The Olathe Housing 
Authority’s waiting list is open but has over 700 families who are likely to wait three to four years 
before securing a unit or a voucher. Focus group participants reported waiting from two to five years 
for a Housing Choice Voucher in the county. 
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Tax credit units. It should be noted that tax credit and private activity bond (PAB) projects operate 
using a different mechanism than the other programs. All other units (or vouchers) provide subsidies 
ensuring that households pay no more than 30 percent of their incomes in rent. Tax credit and PAB 
properties, on the other hand, receive debt or equity financing up front in exchange for a guarantee 
that a specified number of units will serve households below a particular income level – usually 60 
percent of median income. This has two impacts on low-income households: 

 It limits the households who can find affordably priced units in these properties to a 
narrow income band. Households have to earn less than 60 percent of median income 
to qualify, but must earn sufficient income to pay the property’s rent. This typically 
limits units to households earning more than 45 or 50 percent of median income. 

 It also limits availability to households with good credit. Tax credit projects often have 
the same credit requirements as private market properties. However, poor credit is a 
widespread obstacle to obtaining housing nationwide, and this limitation further 
impacts the effectiveness of tax credit projects at serving low-income populations. 

The following exhibit shows the affordability of typical one, two, and three-bedroom tax credit units 
for common occupations in Johnson County. An Elementary School Teacher, Police Patrol Officer 
and Registered Nurse in the county would be able to afford rents for one to three-bedroom tax credit 
units, while a Janitor and Food Preparation Cook could not afford even a one-bedroom tax credit 
unit. 

Exhibit III-16. 
Affordability of Tax Credit Units by Occupation in Johnson County 

Could these employees afford rent for tax credit units? 

Typical Income Elementary Police Regis- Retail 
Average required to Customer School Food Patrol tered Sales 

Rent afford rent Service Teacher Prep Janitor Officer Nurse Person 

1 bedroom $514 $20,552 Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes 
2 bedroom $583 $23,317 Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No 
3 bedroom $710 $28,400 No Yes No No Yes Yes No 

Johnson County Mean Annual Wage $26,832 $34,556 $17,659 $19,094 $43,950 $45,864 $22,381 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey 2002, "Johnson County Wage & Salary Report - 2003 Edition" CERI, Inc., Johnson County 
Appraiser, Tax Credit apartments in Johnson County, and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Special needs housing. In addition to general housing for low-income households, a number of 
service providers in the county serve individuals with particular special needs. At a focus group for 
service providers, the following resources were identified. 

Persons with developmental disabilities. There are a variety of housing providers who offer housing 
for persons with development disabilities in partnership with Johnson County Developmental 
Supports (JCDS), which provides needed services. The most notable of these is Friends of JCDS with 
nine properties, but there are reportedly 250 to 300 such units in the county. 
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Persons with physical disabilities. Focus group participants and interviewees consistently cited a 
need for accessible housing in Johnson County. The Johnson County Housing Authority sets aside 
25 units for persons with severe disabilities as part of Operation Mainstream, but additional units are 
needed. According to Census data, there are nearly 49,000 individuals with some type of disability in 
Johnson County, or nearly 11 percent of the population. Many of these disabilities may not require 
accessible living arrangements, but a substantial share will require units that are. 

Persons with severe and persistent mental illnesses. Housing with associated services is available at 
the Restart House and Breakthrough House. Most individuals with mental illnesses are able to 
receive services that can be delivered at their homes. The difficulty faced by these individuals is a 
shortage of affordable housing. According to one service provider, the county has “a complete service 
delivery system, but they need housing.” 

Persons at risk of homelessness. According to the county’s most recent Continuum of Care, there 
are 43 emergency shelter beds for single individuals and 58 emergency shelter beds for families with 
children in the county. Service delivery staff report that 80 percent of homeless individuals in the 
county are in families with children. All of the beds for single individuals in the county are targeted 
to specific populations: 12 for victims of domestic violence, 28 for youth and 3 for persons with 
mental illnesses. In addition, there are 16 transitional housing beds for individuals and 74 for families 
with children in the county. Focus group participants reported that shelters are full 95 percent of the 
time. 

In addition to families with children, a number of high-risk sub-groups have particular needs. These 
include victims of domestic violence, who are directed to a shelter that has been full for 11 months, 
and youth who have outgrown the foster system without a clear place to go. The county’s service 
providers report needs that outstrip resources for both of these groups. The resources to respond to 
seniors or adults with disabilities who are victims of abuse from a spouse, adult, child or caregiver 
need to be strengthened. In addition, homeless single individuals (without families) have nowhere to 
go in the county and are usually sent to Kansas City or other jurisdictions. The county does not have 
affordable single room occupancy units, efficiency units or shelter beds for single individuals. 

According to 2002 U.S. Census data, Johnson County had 764 one-room units in 2002. Of these 
one-room units 72 were subsidized with Section 8 project based assistance, but all are targeted to 
elderly. Exhibit III-17 shows the six apartment buildings that provide the 72 zero bedroom units. It is 
important to note that no subsidized one-room (zero bedroom) units for the non-elderly were 
identified by this study. 

Exhibit III-17. 
Subsidized Zero Bedroom Units in Johnson County 

City Project Name Program Type 

Zero 
Bedroom 

Units 
Target 

Population 

Gardner 
Gardner 
Merriam 
Olathe 
Olathe 
Overland Park 

Faith Village 
Faith Village IV 
Teaching Fam Environment 
College Way Village 
Lakemary Center Homes 
Creative Living Options 

Section 8 Project Based 
Section 8 Project Based 
Section 8 Project Based 
Section 8 Project Based 
Section 8 Project Based 
Section 8 Project Based 

20 
8 

12 
6 

14 
12 

Elderly 
Elderly 
Elderly 
Elderly 
Elderly 
Elderly 

Source: Kansas Housing Resource Corporation. 
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Elderly. There are many sub-groups of elderly, and they are served by a variety of sectors of the 
housing market. Some are living in the houses they have occupied for years, others have moved to 
smaller units (apartments and townhomes) and still others need some sort of assisted living. Elderly 
in Johnson County face the same shortage of affordable housing that creates difficulties for many 
groups in the county. Additionally, they often need accessibility modifications that can be made more 
easily through universal design. If homes are built with universal design, the elderly are more likely to 
age in place. However, few existing homes are accessible or are built with universal design.  

Overlapping needs. There is a large degree of overlap between these groups, and while the overlap is 
common, it does not change the primary finding. The county has a well developed human service 
delivery for most special needs groups, but appropriate and affordable housing is a challenge that 
creates barriers to household well being for all groups. In addition, accessible housing is a problem for 
many of these households. 

Conclusions 

This section has provided a broad overview of the housing profile for the county. A number of key 
findings emerge from this analysis, including the following: 

 Units are concentrated in a few communities in the county, and rapid growth in those 
communities indicates the likelihood of continuing concentration; 

 The county has grown rapidly in recent years and has been an engine for real property 
growth in the state and the metropolitan area; 

 Home prices in the county generally exceed $150,000, with over 70 percent of units 
sold in the past two years exceeding that amount. Of the five largest cities in the 
county, over three-quarters of recent sales exceeded $150,000 in all but Olathe; 

 The picture of housing conditions in the county is mixed. While external condition 
factors are generally seen as good, there are concerns about the condition of rental units, 
particularly the interior of structures; 

 There are more than 8,500 subsidized units or vouchers in the county. However, more 
than 5,000 of these are tax credit units that are only available to households in a certain 
income range and another 900 are limited to elderly or individuals with disabilities; and 

 Among special needs populations, there are some specific concerns (such as the lack of 
single room occupancy units, efficiency units or shelter for homeless individuals), 
although in general, service providers paint a picture of sufficient services but 
insufficient affordable housing. The provision of general affordable housing is needed 
for these populations as well as for low-income individuals without any special needs. 

Together, housing market data, focus group comments and subsidized housing waiting lists all lead to 
the suspicion that the housing market in the county is failing to serve substantial shares of its 
population and employees. This issue is examined in more depth in Section IV. 
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SECTION IV. 
Affordable Housing Analysis 

Introduction 

The community profile in Section II and the housing profile in Section III of this report lead to a 
suspicion that the Johnson County housing market may be out of the reach of many Johnson County 
residents and employees.  

While the county has experienced strong economic and population growth in the past decade, 
incomes have not kept pace with the rise in single family home prices. On the rental side, although 
incomes have kept pace with rent increases, recent research raises concerns about the affordability of 
rents in the county. Every year, the National Low Income Housing Coalition publishes the “Out of 
Reach” report, which provides a side-by-side comparison of wages and rents. In 2003, it reported that 
the fair market rent ($713 per month) for a two-bedroom unit in Johnson County requires an 
average hourly wage of $13.71.1 In order to afford this unit the minimum wage worker must work 
106 hours a week. While many Johnson County employees earn far more than the $28,000 annually 
implied by this average wage, there are likely to be significant numbers of service, retail trade and 
other employees whose wages do not equal these amounts. 

This section examines the affordability of the local housing market in more detail. It is organized into 
the following sub-sections: 

 An overview of the available owner and renter housing stock in the county and its 
affordability to households at various income levels; 

 A quantification of the Johnson County households currently in need of affordable 
workforce housing and the projected need in the near future; and 

 A characterization of the Johnson County employees who need affordable workforce 
housing. 

Overview of Housing Affordability 

In recent years, the median home in Johnson County sold for $180,000 and the average home sold 
for more than $218,000. The median rent in the county in 2002 was $730. The income required to 
afford the average priced home in Johnson County in 2002 was $56,932, and the income required to 
afford the median rent was $28,080. 

 Fair Market rents are developed by HUD, updated yearly based on Consumer Price Index data or HUD regional rent 
change factors developed from Random Digit Dialing surveys. FMRs for Johnson County have FMRs calculated at the 
50th percentile. 
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Exhibit IV-1 shows median home value and rent along with the associated income for Johnson 
County and its cities. De Soto had the most affordable rental stock and Edgerton had the most 
affordable single family housing stock in the county. Other affordable cities included Spring Hill and 
Roeland Park.2 Generally, these cities are located either close to the core cities of Kansas City, Kansas 
and Kansas City, Missouri or on the edge of the more populated metropolitan area. 

Exhibit IV-1. 
Median Home Value and Rent and Income Required for Affordability in Johnson County  

Average 
Sale Price(1) 

Income Required to 
Afford Median Home 

Median 
Rent 

Income Required to 
Afford Median Rent 

Johnson County 

Countryside 
De Soto 
Edgerton 
Fairway 
Gardner 
Lake Quivira 
Leawood 
Lenexa 
Merriam 
Mission 
Mission Hills 
Mission Woods 
Olathe 
Overland Park 
Prairie Village 
Roeland Park 
Shawnee 
Spring Hill 
Westwood 
Westwood Hills y 

$217,747 

$167,609 
$177,280 
$107,296 
$226,628 
$146,667 
$374,240 
$380,554 
$231,759 
$134,465 
$139,817 
$730,164 
$438,538 
$185,886 
$236,055 
$173,838 
$129,573 
$200,259 
$109,762 
$158,683 
$279,871 

$56,932 

$43,823 
$46,352 
$28,054 
$59,254 
$38,348 
$97,849 
$99,500 
$60,596 
$35,157 
$36,557 

$190,909 
$114,660 

$48,602 
$61,719 
$45,452 
$33,878 
$52,360 
$28,699 
$41,489 
$73,175 

$702 

$1,313 
$529 
$568 
$820 
$646 

$1,075 
$786 
$763 
$664 
$652 

$2,001 
N/A 

$612 
$766 
$852 
$686 
$626 
$577 
$832 

$1,063 

$28,080 

$52,520 
$21,160 
$22,720 
$32,800 
$25,840 
$43,000 
$31,440 
$30,520 
$26,560 
$26,080 
$80,040 

N/A 
$24,480 
$30,640 
$34,080 
$27,440 
$25,040 
$23,080 
$33,280 
$42,520 

Note: Mission Woods had no rental units. Income required to afford median rent is based on HUD’s 30 percent AMI. Income required to afford a median 
priced home assumes 5.5 percent interest over a 30-year term with 1.2 percent real estate taxes, closing costs, etc. 

(1) Average sales prices are from the Johnson County Appraiser's Office from 2001 though 2003. 

Source: 2000 U.S. Census, Johnson County Appraiser’s Office and BBC Research & Consulting. 

 Approximately 16 percent of Spring Hill’s population lives outside of Johnson County. 
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Affordability of workforce housing. Affordability can be measured by examining the percentage 
of households that can afford workforce housing in each of the cities. Exhibit IV-2 indicates that in 
2000, 55 percent of Johnson County households were able to afford the median home price and 84 
percent were able to afford median rent. As shown in the following exhibit, Countryside, Edgerton, 
and Roeland Park have the highest percentage of their households able to afford their city’s median 
purchase price. In Leawood, Olathe and Edgerton, over 88 percent of households were able to afford 
their city’s median rent. 

Exhibit IV-2. 
Number of Households That Can Afford Median Purchase Price and Rent in Each City of 
Johnson County 

Households that can afford Households that can afford 
average sale price(1) median rent 

Number of Percent of Number of Percent of 
households households households households 

Johnson County(2) 126,870 73% 146,836 84% 

Countryside 86 85% 77 76% 
De Soto 1,166 71% 1,400 85% 
Edgerton 413 89% 410 88% 
Fairway 1,151 62% 1,492 81% 
Gardner 2,475 76% 2,656 82% 
Lake Quivira 251 66% 310 82% 
Leawood 6,653 68% 9,029 92% 
Lenexa 10,933 70% 12,703 82% 
Merriam 3,633 76% 3,870 81% 
Mission 3,640 72% 3,830 76% 
Mission Hills 765 61% 975 78% 
Mission Woods 60 77% N/A 0% 
Olathe 24,475 76% 28,329 88% 
Overland Park 41,518 69% 48,970 82% 
Prairie Village 7,389 76% 7,639 78% 
Roeland Park 2,451 82% 2,461 82% 
Shawnee 13,738 74% 15,946 86% 
Spring Hill 778 78% 826 83% 
Westwood 537 72% 543 73% 
Westwood Hills 114 67% 132 78% 

Note: Income required to afford median rent is based on HUD’s 30 percent Area Median Income. Income required to afford a median priced home 
assumes 5.5 percent interest over a 30-year term with 1.2 percent real estate taxes, closing costs, etc. The median household income for each place 
was used to determine affordability. 

(1) Average sales prices are from the Johnson County Appraiser's Office from 2001 to 2003. 

(2) The Balance of Johnson County was not included because median household income is not known for this population. 

Source: 2000 U.S. Census Bureau and BBC Research & Consulting. 

As seen in Exhibit IV-2, between 80 and 90 percent of households in most Johnson County 
communities can afford the median rent. However, closer examination of the 10 to 20 percent of 
households who cannot afford the median rent is merited. 
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Affordability by income category. To analyze the affordability of units for low and moderate-
income households, BBC evaluated the share of units in each city that are affordable to households 
earning various shares of the county median income. 

The map in Exhibit IV-3 presents the units available to households earning 80 percent or less of the 
county’s median income. There are 66,000 such households in the county, with 103,000 units 
affordable to them. Approximately 5,000 of these are tax credit units only available to households 
earning less than 60 percent of median income. Not all of the remaining units may be available to 
households in this income category because some higher income households will choose to occupy a 
house that is less than they can afford. Over 90 percent of the units affordable to households in this 
income category are located in Lenexa, Olathe, Overland Park and Shawnee. 

Exhibit IV-3. 
Affordable Units for Households Earning 80 Percent of Median Income or Less 
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Source: 2000 U.S. Census, "Johnson County Wage & Salary Report - 2003 Edition" CERI, Inc., Johnson County Appraiser's Office and 
BBC Research & Consulting. 
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A second group of low-income households are earning less than 50 percent of area median income. 
As shown in Exhibit IV-4, these households will be eligible for tax credit units (unlike households 
earning between 60 and 80 percent), although households at the lower end of this income range will 
not qualify for tax credit units. There are 32,000 of these households and they have 35,000 units to 
choose from. These households would be unlikely to find units in Lake Quivira, Leawood, Mission, 
Mission Hills, Westwood and Westwood Hills, but would likely be able to find units elsewhere in the 
county.3 

Exhibit IV-4. 
Affordable Workforce Units for Households Earning 50 Percent of Median Income or Less 
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Source: 2000 U.S. Census, "Johnson County Wage & Salary Report - 2003 Edition" CERI, Inc., Johnson County Appraiser's Office and 
BBC Research & Consulting. 

Approximately 5 percent of Lake Quivira’s population lives outside of Johnson County. 
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A final group of households earn less than 30 percent of the county’s median income. There are 
14,000 of these households and they can choose from 3,600 units. These households will need to 
look for units in Olathe, Overland Park in addition to the northeast or southwest corners of the 
county. Many of these households will be unlikely to find affordable workforce units and will pay 
more than 30 percent of their income for housing or will live in poor condition units. 

Exhibit IV-5. 
Affordable Workforce Units for Households Earning 30 Percent of Median Income or Less 
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Source: 2000 U.S. Census, "Johnson County Wage & Salary Report - 2003 Edition" CERI, Inc., Johnson County Appraiser's Office and 
BBC Research & Consulting. 

Quantification of Households in Need of Affordable Workforce Housing 

The maps in Exhibits IV-3 through IV-5 depict the units affordable to households at various income 
ranges in the county. However, an assessment of the need for affordable workforce housing involves 
more than simply subtracting existing units from households in certain income categories. Some 
higher income households choose to “buy down,” purchasing, renting or remaining in units that are 
less than they can afford. As this happens, low- and moderate-income households see the supply of 
affordable workforce units diminish. While some low- and moderate-income households will find 
affordable workforce housing, others will be forced to spend disproportionate amounts of their 
incomes on housing or to live in overcrowded or poor condition units. 

Cost burdened households. Housing affordability is typically evaluated by determining the share 
of household income spent on housing costs. These costs include mortgages, real estate, insurance, 
utilities, fuels, and where appropriate, costs such as condominium fees or monthly home leases. 
Households paying more than 30 percent of their income for housing are categorized by HUD and 
private lenders as “cost burdened,” while households paying over 50 percent are “severely cost 
burdened.” 
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According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, Johnson County’s households 
that are cost burdened are expected to total approximately 42,000 in 2003, a 26 percent increase 
from the 33,000 in 2000. Renter cost burdened households grew by 28 percent from 2000 to 2003 
and owner occupied households grew by 25 percent. 

In 2000, 18,863 Johnson County homeowners, or 15 percent of all county homeowners, spent 30 
percent or more of their household income on housing. This is the same as the national rate and 
more than the Kansas City MSA rate of 12 percent. Approximately 5 percent of Johnson County 
homeowners (5,432 households) were reported to be severely cost burdened in 2000.  

Exhibit IV-6 places the cost burdened households into income categories according to the Johnson 
County median household income for the year 2000. In Johnson County, 17 percent of cost 
burdened households earned 30 percent or less than the median household income. As would be 
expected, most cost burdened households are low-income, with over 13,000 earning 80 percent or 
less than the median household income.  

While most cost burdened households are low- or moderate-income, relatively high numbers of 
moderate- to upper-income households are reported as cost burdened in Lake Quivira, Leawood, 
Mission Woods and the balance of the county.4 These households are likely “voluntarily” cost 
burdened, choosing to spend more than 30 percent of their income on housing. 

Exhibit IV-6. 
Cost Burdened 
Owner Households 
by Income 
Categories Using 
Johnson County 
Median Household 
Income, 2000 

Note: 

The median household income for 
Johnson County was used to 
distribute households into the 
income categories for Johnson 
County and the cities within the 
county. 

Source: 

2000 U.S. Census Bureau and BBC 
Research & Consulting. 

Total Cost 0 to 30% 31 to 51 to 81 to 115%+ 
Burdened of 50% of 80% of 115% of of 

Households median median median median median 

Johnson County Median 
Household Income, $61,455 $18,437 $30,728 $49,164 $70,673 $70,673 + 

Johnson County 18,863 17% 21% 31% 18% 13% 

Countryside 14 24% 15% 51% 9% 1% 
De Soto 185 20% 18% 42% 17% 3% 
Edgerton 58 28% 26% 35% 9% 1% 
Fairway 226 22% 23% 29% 9% 18% 
Gardner 322 6% 21% 45% 21% 7% 
Lake Quivira 63 11% 13% 21% 9% 46% 
Leawood 1,624 12% 14% 23% 19% 33% 
Lenexa 1,290 11% 19% 37% 20% 13% 
Merriam 472 26% 28% 36% 8% 3% 
Mission 371 25% 38% 30% 6% 1% 
Mission Hills 187 30% 11% 25% 12% 21% 
Mission Woods 8 0% 18% 31% 1% 50% 
Olathe 3,426 11% 19% 35% 22% 12% 
Overland Park 5,976 18% 21% 30% 18% 14% 
Prairie Village 1,275 23% 30% 29% 11% 7% 
Roeland Park 371 34% 27% 28% 9% 2% 
Shawnee 2,175 18% 22% 31% 19% 11% 
Spring Hill 125 31% 24% 29% 14% 3% 
Westwood 99 20% 30% 36% 12% 2% 
Westwood Hills 20 27% 25% 18% 25% 5% 
Balance of county 576 13% 16% 23% 24% 22% 

Similar to the case of owner-occupied homes, rent burden can be evaluated by comparing rent costs 
to household incomes. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, 30 percent of Johnson County renter 
households spent 30 percent or more of their income on gross rent, with almost half of these (12 
percent of renters) paying more than 50 percent of their incomes for gross rent.  

 Approximately 5 percent of Lake Quivira’s population lives outside of Johnson County. 
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Exhibit IV-7 shows the percent of cost burdened renter households in income categories according to 
the Johnson County median household income. Approximately 46 percent of cost burdened renter 
households earn 30 percent or less than the median household income and 97 percent earn 80 
percent or less. In total, over 14,000 households earning less than 80 percent of the county median 
income were cost burdened in 2000. 

Exhibit IV-7. 
Cost Burdened Renter Households by Income Categories Using Johnson County Median 
Household Income, 2000 

Total Cost 0 to 31 to 51 to 81 to 115%+ 
Burdened 30% of 50% of 80% of 115% of of 

Households median median median median median 

Johnson County Median 
Household Income, $61,455 $18,437 $30,728 $49,164 $70,673 $70,673 + 

Johnson County 14,504 46% 33% 18% 2% 1% 

Countryside 1 0% 0% 94% 6% 0% 
De Soto 162 58% 31% 11% 0% 0% 
Edgerton 10 64% 28% 9% 0% 0% 
Fairway 50 28% 50% 22% 0% 0% 
Gardner 253 57% 30% 13% 0% 0% 
Lake Quivira 2 84% 16% 0% 0% 0% 
Leawood 189 48% 32% 19% 0% 0% 
Lenexa 1,993 38% 38% 20% 2% 1% 
Merriam 565 49% 36% 14% 1% 0% 
Mission 698 62% 28% 10% 0% 0% 
Mission Hills 0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Mission Woods No Renters N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Olathe 2,496 53% 31% 15% 1% 1% 
Overland Park 5,944 42% 33% 21% 3% 1% 
Prairie Village 523 33% 39% 24% 3% 1% 
Roeland Park 130 45% 31% 20% 4% 1% 
Shawnee 1,342 58% 30% 12% 0% 0% 
Spring Hill 100 45% 41% 14% 0% 0% 
Westwood 30 31% 34% 34% 1% 0% 
Westwood Hills 4 42% 44% 14% 0% 0% 
Balance of county 12 108% -3% -5% 0% 0% 

Note: There are no renter occupied units in Mission Woods. The median household income for Johnson County was used to distribute households into the 
income categories for Johnson County and its cities. The Balance of County’s negative percents and greater than 100 percent may be caused by 
some places having part of their population located in a different county. 

Source: 2000 U.S. Census and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Evaluation of total affordable workforce housing needs. Cost burden is an important 
indicator of the need for affordable workforce housing in the county, but it is not the only such 
indicator. Households who are not cost burdened may be living in overcrowded or poor condition 
units and still be in need of quality affordable housing. To further evaluate the need for affordable 
workforce housing, recent demographic data were analyzed together with databases of subsidized 
units countywide. 
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It is impossible to precisely identify the number of households in cost burdened, poor condition or 
overcrowded housing because of potential overlap between the figures. For example, it is possible 
(although unlikely) that every household in an overcrowded unit is also cost burdened and in a poor 
condition unit. However, it is possible (although also unlikely) that there is not overlap between the 
categories. The American Community Survey (ACS) provides some guidance on overcrowding by 
detailing the number of units with multiple housing problems. Exhibit IV-8 presents upper and 
lower bound estimates of households in need of affordable housing, with the lower bound assuming a 
complete overlap between categories (accounting for ACS estimates of double counting) and the 
upper bound assuming no overlap. 

In examining Exhibit IV-8, it is important to note the dramatic growth in cost burdened households 
identified by the Census Bureau over the past three years. Approximately 28,000 low-income 
households in the county were cost burdened in 2000, a figure that the Census estimates to have 
grown to 39,000 in 2003. This rapid growth is likely due to a combination of factors, including 
continuing growth in housing prices combined with rising unemployment and a softening labor 
market. 

Exhibit IV-8. 
Households in Need of 
Affordable Workforce 
Housing in Johnson 
County, 2003 

Note: 

The lower bound estimate is cost burdened 
households and the upper bound is the 
total of the listed housing conditions less 
the double counting number from the 2002 
American Community Survey. 

Source: 

2000 U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Census 
Bureau’s American Community Survey and 
BBC Research & Consulting. 

Households 

(less) 

Cost Burdened 
Occupied Units Lacking Complete Plumbing 
Occupied Units Lacking a Complete Kitchen 
Overcrowded Units 
Pre-1950 units with households in poverty 

Double counting 

39,221 
394 
347 

3,736 
656 

44,354 

2,329 

Lower boundary of need 

Upper boundary of need 

39,221 

42,025 

As seen in Exhibit IV-8, between 39,000 and 42,000 households in the county are in need of 
affordable workforce housing in 2003. These include low-income households paying more than 30 
percent of their incomes in rent, as well as households living in overcrowded or substandard 
conditions. 
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Projections. In addition to examining need in 2000, it is important to consider the likely changes 
through 2015 in order to devise a valuable affordable workforce housing plan. A commercial 
demographic forecasting database (PCensus) projects an increase of almost 50,000 households 
countywide from 2003 through 2015. The median income is expected to grow to $81,425 in 2015, a 
24 percent increase over 2003. Exhibit IV-9 presents projections of households and household 
incomes through 2015. As seen in the Exhibit, significant increases are projected in the middle-
income categories, with moderate growth or declines forecast in the very low-income categories. 

Exhibit IV-9. 
Projected Median Household Incomes and Low-Income Households in Johnson County, 
2003, 2005, 2010 and 2015 

Household Income 2003 2005 2010 2015 

Median Household Income 

0 to 30% of median Extremely low-income 
31 to 50% of median Very low-income 
51 to 80% of median Low-income 
81 to 115% of median Moderate/Middle-income 
116%+ of median Upper-income 

Total Households 
Total Low-Income Households (<80% of median) 

0 to 30% of median Extremely low-income 
31 to 50% of median Very low-income 
51 to 80% of median Low-income 
81 to 115% of median Moderate/Middle-income 
116%+ of median Upper-income 

$65,541 

$19,662 
$32,771 
$52,433 
$75,372 
$75,372 + 

187,920 
71,474 

16,574 
19,800 
35,100 
22,898 
93,548 

$69,686 

$20,906 
$34,843 
$55,749 
$80,139 
$80,139 

193,997 
68,425 

11,163 
17,656 
39,606 
48,303 
77,269 

$75,425 $81,425 

$22,628 $24,428 
$37,713 $40,713 
$60,340 $65,140 
$86,739 $93,639 

+ $86,739 + $93,639 + 

214,680 237,567 
73,023 93,368 

11,978 15,839 
17,892 23,569 
43,153 53,960 
56,513 65,488 
85,144 78,711 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey 2002, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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As household growth continues in Johnson County, the number of households in need of affordable 
housing is also likely to grow. Exhibit IV-10 shows the change of households in need of affordable 
workforce housing through 2015. Cost burdened households are anticipated to increase by 30 
percent from 2003 to 2015. 

Exhibit IV-10. 
Households In Need of Affordable Workforce Housing in Johnson County, 2000 to 2015 

2000 2003 2005 2010 2015 

Cost Burdened 27,423 39,221 41,538 45,966 50,867 
Occupied Units Lacking Complete Plumbing 471 394 350 260 193 
Occupied Units Lacking a Complete Kitchen 821 347 190 44 10 
Overcrowded Units 3,115 3,736 4,212 5,695 7,701 
Pre-1950 units with households in poverty 656 

32,486 
656 

44,354 
656 

46,946 
656 

52,621 
656 

59,427 

(less) Double counting 2,490 2,329 2,228 2,302 2,380 

Lower boundary of need 27,423 39,221 41,538 45,966 50,867 

Upper boundary of need 29,996 42,025 44,718 50,318 57,047 

Note: The lower boundary of need is cost burdened households and the upper boundary of need is the total of the listed housing conditions less the 
double counting number. Double counting is calculated from the 2000 U.S. Census table QT-H14.  Pre-1950 units with households in poverty were 
taken from the 2000 U.S. Census. 

Source: 2000 U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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City models. Appendix A presents detailed models of housing needs for each city in the county. A 
summary of the findings from Appendix A is presented in Exhibit IV-11. As would be expected, the 
greatest needs for affordable workforce housing are found in the largest communities. However, 
pockets of need also emerge in Leawood, Lenexa, Merriam, Mission, Prairie Village and Shawnee. 
For the city models, 2000 data are used because 2003 American Community Survey estimates are not 
available at the city level. Given the rapid growth in cost burden households countywide from 2000 
through 2003, these city models provide conservative estimates of the need for affordable workforce 
housing throughout the county. 

Exhibit IV-11. 
Lower and Upper Boundary of Housing Needs in Johnson County, 2000 to 2015 

2000 2005 2010 2015 

Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Need Need Need Need Need Need Need Need 

Johnson County 27,423 29,996 41,538 44,717 45,964 50,318 50,868 57,047 

Countryside 15 17 15 17 14 16 14 16 
De Soto 245 394 271 419 303 480 339 564 
Edgerton  47  64  51  75  53  87  56  103  
Fairway 219 262 218 263 214 265 211 269 
Gardner 356 477 437 594 521 734 618 909 
Lake Quivira  49  49  53  53  62  62  73  73  
Leawood 1,338 1,384 1,575 1,618 1,784 1,835 2,022 2,090 
Lenexa 2,826 3,006 3,099 3,356 3,332 3,728 3,599 4,191 
Merriam 844 1,020 843 991 832 991 827 1,018 
Mission 968 1,043 1,006 1,084 1,031 1,120 1,062 1,170 
Mission Hills 0 11 0 11 0 11 0 11 
Mission Woods  4  6  4  5  4  5  4  5  
Olathe 4,770 5,520 5,570 6,505 6,319 7,642 7,170 9,059 
Overland Park 9,945 10,533 11,138 11,738 12,218 13,192 13,439 15,013 
Prairie Villa ge 1,562 1,635 1,565 1,609 1,540 1,591 1,523 1,594 
Roeland Park 375 451 365 449 350 454 338 470 
Shawnee 2,910 3,172 3,220 3,525 3,489 3,939 3,791 4,464 
Spring Hill 179 195 188 206 199 224 212 247 
Westwood 83 101 81 98 77 94 74 91 
Westwood Hills  24  32  24  32  23  31  23  31  
Balance of county 664 624 11,815 12,068 13,597 13,816 15,474 15,659 

Note: Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more 
selected conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. Selected 
conditions are calculated from the 2000 U.S. Census table QT-H14.  Pre-1950 units with households in poverty were taken from the 2000 U.S. 
Census. 

Source: 2000 U.S. Census, American Community Survey, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Housing Needs Case Studies 

The above discussions examined the location of affordable workforce units in the county and the 
numbers of Johnson County households in need of affordable workforce housing. However, two 
questions remain unanswered. Who are the households in need of affordable workforce housing, and 
what housing solutions are available to employees in the county? A close comparison of wages for 
certain occupations and available workforce housing units sheds light on these questions. 
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Johnson County consists of a diverse economy, but has higher concentrations of service and retail 
trade employment than do the United States, Kansas and the Kansas City MSA.5 Typically these 
employees have lower wages compared to other types of employment, which may mean that they are 
paying more of their income to live in Johnson County or that they are commuting from outside of 
the county. It is important to many communities to have housing available for all income levels. 
Elementary school teachers, police officers and service workers are important occupations for any 
community. While these employees can be imported from other communities, many communities 
find value in housing markets that allow them to live within the community. 

The following includes a comparison of seven common jobs in Johnson County with their mean 
annual wages and the housing they can afford. All annual mean wages were taken from CERI’s 
"Johnson County Wage & Salary Report: 2003 Edition, Presenting 2002 Survey Data." The wage 
data is a part of the National Occupational Employment Statistics program of the U.S. Department 
of Labor and was gathered over a three year survey cycle and is updated to the 4th quarter 2002 using 
the Employment Cost Index. The wages given in the report are comparable to actual wages found in 
Johnson County. For example, CERI’s annual average wage $34,556 for an elementary school 
teacher is comparable to a Step 6 teacher with a Bachelor’s degree in the Shawnee Mission School 
District who’s annual salary is $34,037.6 

Affordability of average price units. Exhibit IV-12 presents a summary of seven common jobs 
found in Johnson County with their mean annual wages and the housing that they can afford. 
Registered nurses earned the highest mean annual wage of the occupations listed and are able to 
afford 43 percent of the owner-occupied units and 85 percent of the renter occupied units in Johnson 
County in 2002. According to the Johnson County Wage and Salary Report, food preparation and 
serving related occupations made up 8 percent of total employment in Johnson County in 2002. 
Their mean annual wage was approximately $17,500 and they were able to afford just 0.4 percent of 
owner-occupied units and 8 percent of renter occupied units in Johnson County.  

Exhibit IV-12. 
Workforce Housing Affordability by Occupation in Johnson County 

Johnson 
County Employ- % of # of % of % of 
Mean ment Total Maximum units owner Maximum # of renter 

Annual Estimate Employ- affordable below occupied affordable units below occupied 
Wage in County ment house price this price units Rent this price units 

Food Preparation and
   Serving Related Occupation $17,659 23,220 8.1% $65,314 545 0.4% $441 3,748 8% 
Janitors and Cleaners $19,094 4,010 1.4% $70,622 752 0.5% $477 2,826 6% 
Retail Sales Persons $22,381 10,270 3.6% $82,777 1,629 1.2% $560 9,284 20% 
Customer Service Representatives $26,832 7,210 2.5% $99,240 4,577 3.3% $671 18,087 39% 
Elementary School Teachers,
   Except Special Education $34,556 2,450 0.9% $127,807 18,787 13.6% $864 31,154 66% 
Police and Sheriff Patrol Officers $43,950 780 0.3% $162,553 52,377 38.0% $1,099 51,944 111% 
Registered Nurses $45,864 2,730 1.0% $169,631 59,241 43.0% $1,147 40,697 85% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey 2002, "Johnson County Wage & Salary Report - 2003 Edition" CERI, Inc., Johnson County 
Appraiser and BBC Research & Consulting. 

5
 CERI, Inc., “Johnson County, An Economic Primer, 2003.” 

6
 Shawnee Mission School District 2003-2004 Teacher Salary Schedule. 
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According to the Apartment Association of Greater Kansas City, the average rent for a two-bedroom 
apartment in Johnson County ranged from $710 to $805 as of March 2003, an unaffordable level for 
a janitor, retail sales person, food preparation employee, and customer service representative. 

Exhibit IV-13. 
Could These Employees Afford a Two-Bedroom Apartment in Johnson County? 

Could these employees afford rent? 

Ave. 2 
bdrm 
rent 

Income 
required 
to afford 

rent 
Customer 

Service 

Elementary 
School 

Teacher 
Food 
Prep Janitor 

Police 
Patrol 
Officer 

Registered 
Nurse 

Retail 
Sales 

Person 

Olathe 
Northern Johnson County 
Southern Johnson County 

$710 
$735 
$805 

$28,400 
$29,400 
$32,200 

No 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

No 
No 
No 

No 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

No 
No 
No 

Source: Apartment Association of Kansas City, "Johnson County Wage & Salary Report - 2003 Edition" CERI, Inc. and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Average annual wages were also compared to the 2002 average sales prices of homes in Johnson 
County and its cities to see if homes were affordable. As shown in Exhibit IV-14, none of the seven 
occupations would be able to purchase an average home in Johnson County in 2002. While 
registered nurses and police and sheriff’s patrol officers could afford the average home price in nine of 
the county’s cities, teachers could only afford an average home in four communities and customer 
service workers could afford a home in one community. No other selected occupation could afford 
the average home in any community in the county. 

Exhibit IV-14. 
Could These Employees Afford a Single Family Home in Johnson County? 

Could these employees afford to purchase a single family home? 

2002 
Average Income Elementary Police Retail 

Sales Required to Customer School Food Patrol Registered Sales 
Price Afford Price Service Teacher Prep Janitor Officer Nurse Person 

Johnson County (Mean) $213,515 $55,826 No No No No No No No 

Countryside $185,000 $48,370 No No No No No No No 
De Soto $152,938 $39,987 No No No No Yes Yes No 
Edgerton $105,942 $27,700 No Yes No No Yes Yes No 
Fairway $215,885 $56,445 No No No No No No No 
Gardner $143,829 $37,606 No No No No Yes Yes No 
Lake Quivira (1999) $323,329 $84,538 No No No No No No No 
Leawood $362,818 $94,863 No No No No No No No 
Lenexa $224,029 $58,575 No No No No No No No 
Merriam $126,621 $33,106 No Yes No No Yes Yes No 
Mission $135,007 $35,299 No No No No Yes Yes No 
Mission Hills $784,501 $205,116 No No No No No No No 
Mission Woods $397,333 $103,887 No No No No No No No 
Olathe $178,817 $46,754 No No No No No No No 
Overland Park $224,277 $58,640 No No No No No No No 
Prairie Village $166,403 $43,508 No No No No Yes Yes No 
Roeland Park $127,316 $33,288 No Yes No No Yes Yes No 
Shawnee $189,186 $49,465 No No No No No No No 
Spring Hill $92,612 $24,214 Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No 
Westwood $150,108 $39,247 No No No No Yes Yes No 
Westwood Hills $217,600 $56,894 No No No No No No No 

Note: Income required to afford an average priced home assumes 5.5 percent interest rate over a 30-year term with 1.2 percent real estate taxes, closing costs, etc. 

Source: Johnson County's Appraiser's Office,  "Johnson County Wage & Salary Report - 2003 Edition" CERI, Inc. and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Share of units affordable to various occupations. Exhibit IV-15 shows the percentage of 
owner-occupied homes sold from 2001 to 2003 that were affordable to elementary school teachers 
throughout Johnson County. Spring Hill had the highest percentage – 80 percent – of the units sold 
from 2001 through 2003 that were affordable for elementary school teachers, while Edgerton, 
Roeland Park and Mission also had substantial shares of affordable workforce units.7 As seen in other 
cases, the cities with the highest shares of affordable workforce units are located on the edge of 
populated area and in older communities in the northeast of the county. 

Exhibit IV-15. 
Percent of Owner-Occupied Units Sold That were Affordable for an Elementary School 
Teacher by City in Johnson County, 2001 to 2003 
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Legend 
0% - 24% 
25% - 49% 
50% - 74% 
75% - 100% 

Note: The Annual Mean Wage for an Elementary School Teacher in Johnson County was $34,556 in 2002 was used to calculate affordability. 

Source: "Johnson County Wage & Salary Report - 2003 Edition" CERI, Inc., Johnson County Appraiser's Office and BBC Research & Consulting. 

 Approximately 16 percent of Spring Hill’s population lives outside of Johnson County. 
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For police and sheriff’s patrol officers, the picture is more promising than for teachers. In 15 of the 
20 cities in Johnson County, a police officer earning an average annual wage of $43,950 could afford 
more than 25 percent of owner occupied units. Edgerton had all of its units sold from 2001 through 
2003 affordable to police and sheriff’s patrol officers. Exhibit IV-16 presents these data. 

Exhibit IV-16. 
Percent of Owner-Occupied Units Sold That were Affordable for a Police Patrol Office by 
City in Johnson County, 2001 to 2003 
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Legend 
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75% - 100% 

Note: The Annual Mean Wage for a Police and Sheriff’s Patrol Officer in Johnson County was $43,950 in 2002 was used to calculate affordability. 

Source: "Johnson County Wage & Salary Report - 2003 Edition" CERI, Inc., Johnson County Appraiser's Office and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Mission Hills

Countryside

Finally, the same analysis was performed for retail sales or service employees, such as janitors. 
Individuals performing these jobs would be highly unlikely to find an affordable owner occupied unit 
in the county. In no city could these individuals afford more than 25 percent of the owner occupied 
stock. These data are presented in Exhibit IV-17. 

Exhibit IV-17. 
Percent of Owner-Occupied Units Sold That were Affordable for a Retail Sales/Service 
Employee by City in Johnson County, 2001 to 2003 
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Note: The Annual Mean Wage for a Retail Sales person in Johnson County was $22,381 in 2002 was used to calculate affordability. 

Source: "Johnson County Wage & Salary Report - 2003 Edition" CERI, Inc., Johnson County Appraiser's Office and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Conclusions 

Johnson County’s real estate market has grown rapidly in the past decade. While this has been a boon 
to many households, it has left others unable to afford workforce housing in the county. A close 
analysis of workforce housing affordability in the county leads to a number of conclusions: 

 An income of $57,000 is needed to afford the average home in Johnson County and 
$28,000 is needed for the average rent, incomes that are earned by 55 and 84 percent of 
county households, respectively; 

 While 14,000 county households earn less than 30 percent of the county median 
income, only 3,600 units are affordable to those households. Many households in this 
income category are likely cost burdened or are living in substandard or overcrowded 
units; 

 There are sufficient affordable workforce units for households earning between 30 and 
80 percent of the county median income in Johnson County. However, upper income 
households are apparently occupying many of these units. As a result, more than 
27,000 low-to-moderate-income households in the county were cost burdened or living 
in substandard or overcrowded housing in 2000, a figure that grew to 39,000 in 2003; 

 Continued growth in the need for affordable workforce housing is projected in the near 
future, with over 50,000 households likely to need an affordable unit by 2015; and 

 Many who are employed in the county cannot afford to live in the county. Few units 
are affordable for teachers, retail employees or service workers. Those that can live in 
the county have very limited options for locations where they can find affordable 
workforce units. As a result, it is likely that many of these key community members are 
choosing to live outside of Johnson County. 
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SECTION V. 
Community Perceptions 

In addition to quantitatively reviewing the factors influencing the local housing market, such as 
demographic trends, housing supply and the need for affordable housing, BBC conducted six focus 
groups throughout Johnson County. These focus groups were intended to explore perceptions of the 
current housing market, the potential need (or lack of a need) for affordable housing, the impacts of 
city policies on housing development and priority housing needs in the county. Focus groups provide 
a qualitative perspective on the data examined in Sections I through IV. 

Focus groups were held in a variety of locations throughout the county on October 28 and 29, 2003. 
An array of groups were targeted for participation, including bankers, homebuilders and developers, 
city and county staff, service providers, neighborhood association representatives and low-income 
individuals. Participation in the groups was strong and participant comments led to a deeper 
understanding of the county’s housing needs. A summary of common themes from the focus groups 
is provided in this section. 

General Housing Market Trends 

From homebuilders to service providers to city staff, participants had a common understanding of 
what is being built in Johnson County. In one developer’s words, “it’s a four-bedroom, three and half 
bath, three car garage, single family home. It can range from 2,000 to 3,000 square feet and can cost 
between $225,000 and $300,000.” Other comments indicated a continuing number of multifamily 
units coming on line, despite high vacancy rates and growth trends to the south. 

Despite the consistency of responses, variation between cities also emerged as a theme. 
Representatives from Gardner reported starter homes being built in the $150,000 range, and a few 
new town homes selling for under $130,000. However, representatives from neighborhood 
associations saw a dearth of units in the $170,000 to $200,000 range, and even some scarcity 
between $200,000 and $300,000. 

The cost of homes was primarily seen as being driven by land costs, with single family sites typically 
selling for $50,000 to $75,000. Using a standard rule of thumb that land should make up 20 percent 
of a final home cost, new units are likely to range from $250,000 to $375,000. In addition to land, 
many developers identified city excise taxes as key components driving up home costs. 
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City Policies 

Homebuilder comments about city excise taxes were only one of a series of comments by bankers, 
homebuilders and city staff in regards to city policies. Overall, these comments depicted cities as 
uninterested in affordable housing, but very interested in preserving and improving the character of 
the built environment in their communities. Primary themes from the focus groups included the 
following: 

 Excise taxes, as noted above, were viewed as too high by homebuilders. Moreover, there 
is a perception that excise tax amounts are unrelated to the impacts that new 
development has on communities. However, when pressed on this issue, homebuilders 
indicated that the sheer size of excise taxes is their primary concern, not the relationship 
between cost and benefit. City staff, when asked about excise taxes, agreed that 
jurisdictions use them as a key revenue source, noting that “if one jurisdiction raises its 
excise tax, others will follow.” Similarly, homebuilders noted that water and sewer fees 
have been increased by striking amounts in recent years, growing from a few hundred 
dollars to $2,500 or more in some communities. 

 Despite the recommendation of the Preserving Our Future infrastructure report to 
“develop and implement alternative zoning that encourages a broader range of types 
and prices in housing units, including affordable housing,” city staff indicated that most 
communities do not have this zoning. A few communities will allow 6,000 to 10,000 
square foot lots, but smaller lots are not available. Moreover, developers indicated that 
in cases where moderately small lot zoning is available, cities required greater control 
over aesthetics, including materials and, in some cases, colors. These increased 
requirements reportedly enlarged costs to the degree that they eliminate the potential 
for affordability offered by larger density. 

 City staff noted that the location of sewer infrastructure drives the potential location of 
development in the county. They indicated a concern about a tendency not to relate 
land planning to sewer planning, despite the fact that sewer infrastructure is a key factor 
guiding new development.  

 Both homebuilders and city staff commented that multifamily development gets a very 
close review by the cities. While one homebuilder acknowledged the rationale behind 
this close review (“you’re more likely to make a mistake on multifamily”), he also 
emphasized that increased scrutiny increases developer costs of doing business and, 
consequently, home costs. 
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Affordable Housing 

The presence or absence of affordable housing, and the city and community attitudes around 
affordable housing, were a notable discussion item in focus groups.  

Presence of affordable housing. Focus group discussions with low-income individuals, most of 
whom live in some type of subsidized unit, explored the availability of affordable housing in the 
county. When asked about the local housing market, the first (and most often repeated) comment 
was “if you’re low-income, it’s hard to find housing in Johnson County.” Private market rents are 
high and waiting lists are long for subsidized units. 

In addition to rents, condition concerns were also voiced, particularly in regards to subsidized 
housing. Many tenants using Section 8 reported condition problems and difficulties getting 
management to perform basic maintenance. A number of participants commented that they are 
hesitant to put too much pressure on landlords, because “you’re scared when you’re on Section 8.” 
Even a homebuilder commented on potential condition problems, saying that if you want to pay less 
than $750 a month in rent for a two-bedroom apartment, “you’ll be down by the railroad tracks” in 
an older, poor condition unit. 

Municipal support for affordable housing. Each focus group agreed that affordable housing 
falls into a low priority category for the area municipalities. According to developers, “there is no 
support for affordable housing” among the county’s cities. When city staff were asked what policies 
their jurisdiction has in place to support affordable housing, a representative comment was that “it’s 
just the opposite. Policymakers would rather have policies in place to lure newer, higher end 
development.” A number of staff said that “we’ve done our part” in regards to affordable housing, 
and now it’s time for others to do their share. 

Despite these comments, a few policies were identified that support affordable housing. These 
include a rehabilitation abatement policy on the increased value of homes in Shawnee, a 
neighborhood revitalization program to support investment in the historic district in De Soto and a 
CDBG funded Housing Rehabilitation Program in Olathe. The county also provides CDBG funds 
for a Home Repair Program, a Home Revitalization Program and HOME Investment Partnerships 
funds for an owner-occupied home rehabilitation program. These county programs are run by the 
Housing Services office of the Human Services and Aging Department. However, no programs were 
identified with the explicit goal of expanding the supply of affordable housing in the county. 

Community perceptions about affordable housing. A focus group with neighborhood 
association representatives revealed strong opposition to many types of affordable housing in the 
county. While participants would support construction of $170,000 to $200,000 homes available to 
moderate-income individuals, housing for low-income households would not be supported.  

When asked the words that come to mind when thinking about affordable housing, representative 
responses included “slum,” “cheaply built,” “poorly maintained” and others. Neighborhood 
representatives were asked to describe the neighborhood response if a hypothetical developer 
proposed 20 units of duplexes in their neighborhood affordable to people earning between $20,000 
and $30,000 a year. Responses indicated strong opposition to such a project.  When probed about 
how the response would change if the units were owner occupied and/or architecturally consistent 
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with the surrounding neighborhood, participants indicated no change. They would still be opposed 
because of negative perceptions about the residents of such units. 

City staff and service providers reported similar community responses in their interactions with 
county residents. They believe the community perception is “there are no homeless or poor in 
Johnson County” and that housing should not be built to attract them. A provider of affordable 
housing reported numerous reportedly unfounded complaints about his tenants due to their income 
and race. In general, affordable housing is not seen as an asset to the community, but as a source of 
problems. 

Barriers to Affordable Housing 

In addition to municipal priorities and community attitudes, a number of other barriers to affordable 
housing were identified. These included: 

 Land costs, excise taxes and other development costs discussed above that impede 
development of new affordable units; 

 Deposit requirements and application fees that make it difficult for low-income 
individuals to get into rentals, regardless of whether their income will support the rent; 

 Credit checks that are required for numerous rental properties, making them 
inaccessible for the many low-income households who have poor credit; 

 Lack of rentals with more than two bedrooms in the county; and 

 Reported fair housing violations (such as unwillingness to rent to persons of certain 
races or persons with disabilities), combined with lack of knowledge about where to 
report fair housing violations. One focus group for low-income individuals was held 
blocks from a local fair housing center, but no participant identified that center when 
asked where to report fair housing violations.  

Priority Activities 

At the close of each group, participants were asked what, if anything, is needed in the housing market 
in Johnson County. There were a number of common responses to the question, including the 
following: 

 Campaigns to raise awareness of the need for affordable housing and to identify the 
benefits of affordable housing in the county. Many municipalities do not see affordable 
housing as a priority and many residents oppose its development, but data indicate a 
shortage of affordable housing in the county. Numerous participants saw a change in 
community attitudes and perceptions as a key component in addressing affordable 
housing needs. To effect this change, many communities nationwide have established a 
standing affordable housing task force to coordinate activities and conduct public 
relations; 
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 Provision of additional rental housing for the many low-income households who 
cannot access Section 8 Vouchers, public housing units or other subsidized housing. In 
particular, gaps are seen for very low-income households and for households who earn 
too much to qualify for tax credit units but who cannot afford private market units; 

 Programs to allow low-income individuals to access homeownership, such as down 
payment assistance, homebuyer education, credit repair, introduction of a Section 8 
homeownership program and others; 

 A rental rehabilitation program to address condition problems in older rental units in 
the county; and 

 Housing resources for single homeless individuals who currently are sent to other 
communities because of the lack of facilities in Johnson County. These could include 
single room occupancy units, efficiency units or shelters. 

Conclusions 

Focus groups with individuals from throughout the county resulted in findings that reveal much 
about the current housing market and about barriers to the development of affordable housing. 

 Developers, homebuilders, bankers and other participants acknowledge the fact that 
housing is not affordable to many households in the county. Many of these real estate 
development professionals are willing or even eager to develop affordable housing, but 
cannot do so profitably in the current market. At the close of the focus group, one 
homebuilder said “if I could build $125,000 houses, I’d do it all day … it’s more 
rewarding.” 

 Rapidly increasing land costs are the primary factor driving up housing prices in the 
county, with city excise taxes and minimal small lot zoning also having an impact. Even 
in cases where moderately small lots are available, developers report increased city 
requirements that eliminate potential cost savings. 

 Service providers and low-income individuals identified a significant shortage of 
subsidized units in the county, with waiting lists that can extend for years, and concerns 
about barriers to obtaining affordable housing such as credit checks, payment for credit 
reports, application fees and deposits. 

 While housing prices have increased rapidly in the county, affordable housing is not a 
priority of local municipalities. 

 If comments of neighborhood association representatives are indicative of the 
community as a whole, there is active community opposition to new affordable housing 
development in the county. While these comments may not be entirely representative, 
they were consistently held by some participants in the neighborhood association focus 
group. 

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING  SECTION V, PAGE 5 



SECTION VI. 
Priority Strategies 



 

 

SECTION VI. 
Priority Strategies 

At the conclusion of the research process, a group of interested city, county and community 
representatives met to identify the priority strategies that could be pursued to address housing needs 
in Johnson County. These individuals represented city and county government, social service 
agencies and affordable housing developers. In considering priority strategies, they were asked to 
identify both outstanding housing and service delivery needs as well as approaches to addressing those 
needs. 

Need Identification. 

In considering potential strategies, participants were first asked to identify the outstanding needs in 
regards to affordable housing. This discussion focused on the findings of the research process, as well 
as participants’ local knowledge of housing resources. Key identified needs included the following: 

" Affordable rental and owner units; 

" Rental rehabilitation program; 

" Public transportation; 

" Single room occupancy units or other strategies to serve homeless individuals; 

" Shelters or other emergency housing for singles or families; and  

" Education about housing needs, resources and activities. 

Recommended Strategies. 

While the identification of needs was an important first step, it did not translate directly to strategies. 
To examine strategies, the group was asked to place needs in perspective. They were asked to evaluate 
a variety of potential approaches to addressing the outstanding needs according to two questions:  

" What level of benefit will be realized by implementing this strategy?; and  

" How costly will this strategy be in terms of dollars, political capital, public relations or 
other measures? 

According to the answers of these questions, each strategy was placed into one of four categories: 

" High cost, low benefit activities were deemed “dead on arrival” and were not considered further; 

" Low cost, low benefit activities were identified as relatively “easy wins” that could be part of an 
agenda but that would not result in significant change on their own; 
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" High cost, high benefit activities were categorized as “shoot for the moon” strategies, which 
might be worth pursuing but will require significant investment; and 

" Low cost, high benefit activities were labeled “no brainers” that should be pursued if 
at all possible. 

Exhibit VI-1 below presents the results of the group’s deliberations. As seen in the Exhibit, numerous 
strategies were identified in each of the four quadrants. 

Exhibit VI-1. 
Assessment of Potential Strategies for Addressing Housing Needs 
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Five strategies were placed into the “no brainer” category. Since the pursuit of even five strategies will 
be ambitious with limited resources, it makes sense at this point to not look beyond these “no 
brainer” strategies. As the county (and cities within the county) consider their affordable housing 
agendas, they should look closely at the possibility of implementing (or continuing) each of these 
strategies. 

" Single phone number or one-stop shop with centralized information about available housing 
resources; 

" Education and public relations regarding the need for and benefits of affordable housing; 
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" Homeownership programs, such as homebuyer education and down payment assistance; 

" Acquisition or rehabilitation of existing rental housing to provided additional subsidized  
units; and 

" Rehabilitation of low-income owner-occupied units. 

These strategies take into account the needs identified in this study, the county’s particular context 
and the judgment of housing and service provision professionals in the county. It is recommended 
that they form the centerpiece of the county’s affordable housing agenda in the immediate future. 

The other strategies, though more difficult to achieve, should not be discarded outright.  As progress 
continues on the “no brainers,” efforts should also be made to initiate implementation of the 
relatively “easy wins” and “shoot for the moon” strategies, time and resources permitting. 
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APPENDIX A. 
City Housing Need Models 



 Countryside                                                        

0

Countryside

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 0 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

131 

98% 
2% 

1% 
0% 

$156,300 
$1,313 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

125 
0 
2 
2 

129 

97% 
0% 
2% 
2% 

100% 

Number Percent 

3 2% 

Number Percent 

58 
2 
0 
0 
0 

44% 
2% 
0%  
0% 
0% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

14 12% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

1 33% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 15 18 20 21 
Lacking complete plumbing 0 0 0 0 
Lacking complete kitchen 0 0 0 0 
Overcrowded units 0 0 0 0 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 2 2 2 2 

Total 17 20 22 23 

Units with two or more selected conditions 0 0 0 0 

Lower boundary of need 15 18 20 21 
Upper boundary of need 17 20 22 23 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 De Soto                                                        

66

De Soto

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 66 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

1,730 

95% 
5% 

1% 
7% 

$123,900 
$529 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

1,584 
0 

33 
18 

1,635 

97% 
0% 
2% 
1% 

100% 

Number Percent 

60 4% 

Number Percent 

420 
68 
28 
29 
82 

24% 
4% 
2% 
2% 
5% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

83 9% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

162 29% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 245 194 224 258 
Lacking complete plumbing 28 21 15 11 
Lacking complete kitchen 29 7 2 0 
Overcrowded units 82 111 150 203 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 68 68 68 68 

Total 452 401 459 541 

Units with two or more selected conditions 58 58 58 58 

Lower boundary of need 245 194 224 258 
Upper boundary of need 394 343 401 483 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Edgerton                                                        

0

Edgerton

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 0 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

500 

95% 
5% 

2% 
5% 

$85,100 
$568 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

462 
0 

14 
0 

476 

97% 
0% 
3% 
0% 

100% 

Number Percent 

5 1% 

Number Percent 

75 
5 
0 
0 

20 

15% 
1% 
0%  
0% 
4% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

37 10% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

10 16% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 47 53 58 63 
Lacking complete plumbing 0 0 0 0 
Lacking complete kitchen 0 0 0 0 
Overcrowded units 20 27 37 49 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 5 5 5 5 

Total 72 85 100 118 

Units with two or more selected conditions 8 8 8 8 

Lower boundary of need 47 53 58 63 
Upper boundary of need 64 77 92 110 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Fairway                                                        

0

Fairway

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 0 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

1,842 

97% 
3% 

1% 
7% 

$195,000 
$820 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

1,786 
7 

21 
7 

1,821 

98% 
0% 
1% 
0% 

100% 

Number Percent 

50 3% 

Number Percent 

919 
29 

0 
2 

12 

49% 
2% 
0%  
0% 
1% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

169 11% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

50 25% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 219 261 272 284 
Lacking complete plumbing 0 0 0 0 
Lacking complete kitchen 2 0 0 0 
Overcrowded units 12 16 22 30 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 29 29 29 29 

Total 262 307 323 342 

Units with two or more selected conditions 0 0 0 0 

Lower boundary of need 219 261 272 284 
Upper boundary of need 262 307 323 342 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Gardner                                                        

374

Gardner

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 374 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

3,533 

94% 
6% 

3% 
9% 

$117,100 
$646 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

3,092 
22 
76 
65 

3,255 

95% 
1% 
2% 
2% 

100% 

Number Percent 

88 3% 

Number Percent 

330 
35 

8 
8 

124 

9% 
1% 
0%  
0% 
4% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

110 6% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

246 27% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 356 218 252 292 
Lacking complete plumbing 8 6 4 3 
Lacking complete kitchen 8 2 0 0 
Overcrowded units 124 168 227 307 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 35 35 35 35 

Total 531 428 519 637 

Units with two or more selected conditions 54 54 54 54 

Lower boundary of need 356 218 252 292 
Upper boundary of need 477 374 465 583 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Lake Quivira                                                        

0

Lake Quivira

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 0 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

388 

98% 
2% 

0% 
0% 

$306,100 
$1,075 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

366 
0 
5 
9 

380 

96% 
0% 
1% 
2% 

100% 

Number Percent 

12 3% 

Number Percent 

85 
0 
0 
0 
0 

22% 
0% 
0%  
0% 
0% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

47 14% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

2 22% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 49 56 59 63 
Lacking complete plumbing 0 0 0 0 
Lacking complete kitchen 0 0 0 0 
Overcrowded units 0 0 0 0 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 0 0 0 0 

Total 49 56 59 63 

Units with two or more selected conditions 0 0 0 0 

Lower boundary of need 49 56 59 63 
Upper boundary of need 49 56 59 63 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Leawood                                                        

254

Leawood

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 254 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

10,129 

97% 
3% 

1% 
7% 

$274,900 
$786 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

9,441 96% 
150 2% 
240 2% 

47 0% 

9,878 100% 

Number Percent 

69 1% 

Number Percent 

394 4% 
0 0% 

18 0% 
13 0% 
31 0% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

1,149 13% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

189 27% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 1,338 1,476 1,672 1,895 
Lacking complete plumbing 18 13 10 7 
Lacking complete kitchen 13 3 1 0 
Overcrowded units 31 42 57 77 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 0 0 0 0 

Total 1,400 1,534 1,740 1,979 

Units with two or more selected conditions 16 16 16 16 

Lower boundary of need 1,338 1,476 1,672 1,895 
Upper boundary of need 1,384 1,518 1,724 1,963 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Lenexa                                                        

739

Lenexa

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 739 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

16,378 

95% 
5% 

1% 
8% 

$156,800 
$763 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

14,250 92% 
487 3% 
639 4% 
135 1% 

15,511 100% 

Number Percent 

455 3% 

Number Percent 

305 2% 
10 0% 
13 0% 
36 0% 

309 2% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

891 10% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

1,935 34% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 2,826 3,111 3,405 3,726 
Lacking complete plumbing 13 10 7 5 
Lacking complete kitchen 36 8 2 0 
Overcrowded units 309 418 565 764 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 10 10 10 10 

Total 3,194 3,557 3,989 4,506 

Units with two or more selected conditions 188 188 188 188 

Lower boundary of need 2,826 3,111 3,405 3,726 
Upper boundary of need 3,006 3,369 3,801 4,318 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Merriam                                                        

201

Merriam

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 201 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

5,042 

96% 
4% 

1% 
6% 

$112,900 
$664 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

4,479 92% 
159 3% 
124 3% 

93 2% 

4,855 100% 

Number Percent 

229 5% 

Number Percent 

816 16% 
39 1% 
81 2% 
42 1% 
71 1% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

301 10% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

543 31% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 844 1,076 1,138 1,202 
Lacking complete plumbing 81 60 45 33 
Lacking complete kitchen 42 10 2 1 
Overcrowded units 71 96 130 176 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 39 39 39 39 

Total 1,077 1,281 1,353 1,450 

Units with two or more selected conditions 57 57 57 57 

Lower boundary of need 844 1,076 1,138 1,202 
Upper boundary of need 1,020 1,224 1,296 1,393 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Mission                                                        

108

Mission

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 108 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

5,329 

96% 
4% 

1% 
5% 

$110,800 
$652 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

4,552 90% 
189 4% 
191 4% 
150 3% 

5,082 100% 

Number Percent 

68 1% 

Number Percent 

696 13% 
62 1% 
15 0% 

6 0% 
32 1% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

285 12% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

683 26% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 968 1,057 1,108 1,161 
Lacking complete plumbing 15 11 8 6 
Lacking complete kitchen 6 1 0 0 
Overcrowded units 32 43 59 79 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 62 62 62 62 

Total 1,083 1,175 1,237 1,308 

Units with two or more selected conditions 40 40 40 40 

Lower boundary of need 968 1,057 1,108 1,161 
Upper boundary of need 1,043 1,135 1,197 1,268 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Mission Hills                                                        

0

Mission Hills

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 0 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

1,318 

97% 
3% 

0% 
0% 

$571,400 
$2,001 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

1,271 
0 
6 

14 

1,291 

98% 
0% 
0% 
1% 

100% 

Number Percent 

6 0% 

Number Percent 

554 
11 

0 
0 
0 

42% 
1% 
0%  
0% 
0% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

0 0% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

0 0% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 0 0 0 0 
Lacking complete plumbing 0 0 0 0 
Lacking complete kitchen 0 0 0 0 
Overcrowded units 0 0 0 0 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 11 11 11 11 

Total 11 11 11 11 

Units with two or more selected conditions 0 0 0 0 

Lower boundary of need 0 0 0 0 
Upper boundary of need 11 11 11 11 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Mission Woods                                                        

0

Mission Woods

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 0 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

78 

99% 
1% 

0% 
0% 

$297,900 
$0 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

74 
0 
2 
0 

76 

97% 
0% 
3% 
0% 

100% 

Number Percent 

0 0% 

Number Percent 

44 
0 
2 
0 
0 

58% 
0% 
3%  
0% 
0% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

4 5% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

N/A N/A 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 4 5 5 5 
Lacking complete plumbing 2 1 1 1 
Lacking complete kitchen 0 0 0 0 
Overcrowded units 0 0 0 0 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 0 0 0 0 

Total 6 6 6 6 

Units with two or more selected conditions 0 0 0 0 

Lower boundary of need 4 5 5 5 
Upper boundary of need 6 6 6 6 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

There are no rental units in Mission Woods. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Olathe                                                        

2526

Olathe

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 2526 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

33,343 

97% 
3% 

2% 
3% 

$139,500 
$612 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

29,253 91% 
1252 4% 
1443 4% 

359 1% 

32,307 100% 

Number Percent 

1,153 4% 

Number Percent 

1,648 5% 
107 0% 
118 0% 
140 0% 
915 3% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

2,311 11% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

2,459 27% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 4,770 4,995 5,676 6,450 
Lacking complete plumbing 118 88 65 48 
Lacking complete kitchen 140 32 7 2 
Overcrowded units 915 1,237 1,673 2,262 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 107 107 107 107 

Total 6,050 6,460 7,529 8,869 

Units with two or more selected conditions 530 530 530 530 

Lower boundary of need 4,770 4,995 5,676 6,450 
Upper boundary of need 5,520 5,930 6,999 8,339 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Overland Park                                                        

1502

Overland Park

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 1502 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

62,586 

95% 
5% 

1% 
8% 

$162,800 
$766 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

54,973 92% 
1454 2% 
2638 4% 

679 1% 

59,744 100% 

Number Percent 

1,475 2% 

Number Percent 

2,426 4% 
92 0% 

157 0% 
385 1% 
991 2% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

4,192 11% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

5,753 30% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 9,945 10,980 12,228 13,619 
Lacking complete plumbing 157 117 87 64 
Lacking complete kitchen 385 89 21 5 
Overcrowded units 991 1,340 1,812 2,450 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 92 92 92 92 

Total 11,570 12,617 14,240 16,230 

Units with two or more selected conditions 1,037 1,037 1,037 1,037 

Lower boundary of need 9,945 10,980 12,228 13,619 
Upper boundary of need 10,533 11,580 13,203 15,193 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Prairie Village                                                        

0

Pririe Village

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 0 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

10,126 

97% 
3% 

1% 
4% 

$140,000 
$852 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

9,543 
54 

114 
75 

9,786 

98% 
1% 
1% 
1% 

100% 

Number Percent 

125 1% 

Number Percent 

1,671 
58 
19 
49 
39 

17% 
1% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

1,055 13% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

507 33% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 1,562 1,831 1,917 2,007 
Lacking complete plumbing 19 14 10 8 
Lacking complete kitchen 49 11 3 1 
Overcrowded units 39 53 71 96 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 58 58 58 58 

Total 1,727 1,967 2,059 2,169 

Units with two or more selected conditions 92 92 92 92 

Lower boundary of need 1,562 1,831 1,917 2,007 
Upper boundary of need 1,635 1,875 1,967 2,077 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Roeland Park                                                        

0

Roeland Park

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 0 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

3,115 

97% 
3% 

1% 
7% 

$107,000 
$686 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

2,852 
20 
93 
18 

2,983 

96% 
1% 
3% 
1% 

100% 

Number Percent 

71 2% 

Number Percent 

1,308 
37 

0 
10 
45 

42% 
1% 
0%  
0% 
1% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

265 11% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

110 22% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 375 457 473 490 
Lacking complete plumbing 0 0 0 0 
Lacking complete kitchen 10 2 1 0 
Overcrowded units 45 61 82 111 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 37 37 37 37 

Total 467 557 593 638 

Units with two or more selected conditions 16 16 16 16 

Lower boundary of need 375 457 473 490 
Upper boundary of need 451 541 577 622 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Shawnee                                                        

1227

Shawnee

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 1227 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

19,086 

97% 
3% 

1% 
5% 

$141,700 
$626 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

16,955 91% 
490 3% 
823 4% 
316 2% 

18,584 100% 

Number Percent 

674 4% 

Number Percent 

1,086 6% 
49 0% 
75 0% 
88 0% 

368 2% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

1,568 12% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

1,342 28% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 2,910 3,199 3,530 3,896 
Lacking complete plumbing 75 56 41 31 
Lacking complete kitchen 88 20 5 1 
Overcrowded units 368 498 673 910 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 49 49 49 49 

Total 3,490 3,822 4,298 4,886 

Units with two or more selected conditions 318 318 318 318 

Lower boundary of need 2,910 3,199 3,530 3,896 
Upper boundary of need 3,172 3,504 3,980 4,568 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Spring Hill                                                        

165

Spring Hill

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 165 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

1,014 

96% 
4% 

1% 
7% 

$100,100 
$577 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

969 
4 
8 
8 

989 

98% 
0% 
1% 
1% 

100% 

Number Percent 

7 1% 

Number Percent 

195 
4 
0 
4 

16 

19% 
0% 
0%  
0% 
2% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

79 12% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

100 33% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 179 187 205 226 
Lacking complete plumbing 0 0 0 0 
Lacking complete kitchen 4 1 0 0 
Overcrowded units 16 22 29 40 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 4 4 4 4 

Total 203 213 239 269 

Units with two or more selected conditions 8 8 8 8 

Lower boundary of need 179 187 205 226 
Upper boundary of need 195 205 231 261 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Westwood                                                        

0

Westwood

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 0 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

731 

97% 
3% 

1% 
2% 

$129,300 
$832 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

690 
0 

15 
8 

713 

97% 
0% 
2% 
1% 

100% 

Number Percent 

32 4% 

Number Percent 

471 
14 

2 
1 
1 

64% 
2% 
0%  
0% 
0% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

60 10% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

23 24% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 83 107 112 116 
Lacking complete plumbing 2 1 1 1 
Lacking complete kitchen 1 0 0 0 
Overcrowded units 1 1 2 2 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 14 14 14 14 

Total 101 124 129 133 

Units with two or more selected conditions 0 0 0 0 

Lower boundary of need 83 107 112 116 
Upper boundary of need 101 124 129 133 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 



 Westwood Hills                                                        

0

Westwood Hills

 housing market data 

Number of Housing Units, 2000: 

Percent Occupied 
Percent Vacant 

Owner-Occupied Vacancy Rate 
Rental Vacancy Rate 

Median Home Value, 2000 
Median Gross Rent, 2000 

Number of Subsidized Units: 0 

Households by race, 2000: 

White 
Black or African-American 
Some Other Race 
Householder of two or more races 

Total 

Tenure by Ethnicity, 2000: 

Hispanic/Latino 

Housing Condition, 2000: 

Housing stock built 1949 and before 
Households in Poverty in Pre-1950 units 
Housing lacking complete plumbing 
Housing lacking complete kitchens 
Overcrowded units (More than one person per room) 

Low-Income Cost Burdened Households, 2000: 

Cost burdened households (30% or more of income) 

173 

98% 
2% 

1% 
0% 

$222,200 
$1,063 

Occupied Units 
Number Percent 

159 
0 
7 
2 

168 

95% 
0% 
4% 
1% 

100% 

Number Percent 

0 0% 

Number Percent 

148 
8 
0 
0 
0 

88% 
5% 
0%  
0% 
0% 

Owner-Occupied 
Number Percent 

20 13% 

Renter-Occupied 
Number Percent 

4 36% 

Indicator of Need: 2000 2005 2010 2015 

Cost burdened 24 27 28 29 
Lacking complete plumbing 0 0 0 0 
Lacking complete kitchen 0 0 0 0 
Overcrowded units 0 0 0 0 
Pre-1950 units in poverty 8 8 8 8 

Total 32 35 36 37 

Units with two or more selected conditions 0 0 0 0 

Lower boundary of need 24 27 28 29 
Upper boundary of need 32 35 36 37 

Note: 

Lower boundary is simply the highest number among the categories, while the upper boundary is the sum of categories less units with two or more selected 
conditions. Cost burdened household projections are calculated using the household rate of change projected by PCensus. 

Source: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, PCensus and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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APPENDIX B 
Focus Group Attendees and Summaries 

To the best of our availability, names of attendees are listed with each group. Due to difficulties 
reading some sign in sheets and failure of some participants to sign in, some names may be missing or 
incomplete. 

Bankers and Homebuilders Focus Group Summary, 10/28/2003 

Name Organization 

Darryl Chambers Metcalf Bank 

Jeff Tyson First National Bank of Kansas 

Ed Herman Bank of Blue Valley 

Sam Crawford Crawford & Kinder, Inc. 

Ernie Straub, III Straub Construction Company 

Paul Robben Robben Development Company 

Doug Clements Bleakley Development Company 

Jim Gardner Gibraltar Homes, LLC 

Participants 

What’s being built? The most common product is a four-bedroom, three and a half bath, three 
car garage single family home. It can range from 2,000 to 3,000 square feet and can cost between 
$225,000 and $300,000. 

There is also a lot of multifamily units being developed, with sale prices ranging from $150,000 to 
$275,000. You can find a lot of apartments at $100 per square foot, but there is not much for less 
than that amount. There are some duplexes available in Shawnee for $200,000. 

There are a huge number of multifamily units coming on line because you have to get density to 
support land costs. The Class A apartment and duplex market is overbuilt, with vacancies at high 
levels in many properties. 

Common product is a multifamily 6-plex with some maintenance provided. These will start at 
$150,000 with a split entry. These will likely have maintenance fees of $150 to $205 a month, which 
can be hard for low-income buyers. 

For a good quality two-bedroom apartment in Johnson County, you will have to pay $750 to $1,000 
per month. Below $750, you will be “down by the railroad tracks” in older, poor condition 
properties. 
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Resale market. In Northeast Johnson County, there are older homes with a lot of rehabilitation 
and resale activity. Values keep rising in Johnson County, encouraging reinvestment in units.  

There are some more affordable areas – in Gardner some homes will sell for $145,000 and a few for 
even less – but they are in specific areas. The last really affordable housing was in Olathe where prices 
go for $85,000 to $125,000 with some condition problems.  

What drives housing costs? Land costs are the primary force driving home prices. There is high 
demand for a 1,500 square foot split level, but the land costs are too high to make that type of unit 
profitable. There are a few places in Gardner where you can find units at this price point, but not 
many. You would need a $30,000 lot to make this work. 

Lots average $60,000, with costs ranging from $50,000 to $75,000. Land prices are going up very 
fast, 2 to 3 times inflation, and it’s not because developers are making more money. 

Higher ground and entitlement costs if the zoning is multifamily. 

The other cost driver is the expectation of the Johnson County buyer. Even with multifamily for sale, 
the expectation is the same as with luxury units. 

City excise taxes are also increasing home costs. 

Demand. There are a lot of service level jobs moving into Johnson County. To afford a home in 
Johnson County, a teacher or police officer will likely need two incomes.  

City policies. Cities have competent staff that provides clear direction. The tone at the top, 
however, is that the council will decide the cost of doing business and it is easy to tax people who do 
not vote. They send a message of “take it or leave it,” and they do not encourage low-income 
properties. 

In outlying areas, it is easier to work with planning staff, but they go through an evolution as they 
begin to panic about building. Requirements can be unreasonably high in larger, more sophisticated 
jurisdictions. In Leawood, one developer was required to build a model of a proposed office building 
at a very early stage in development, even though they had 3-D computer representations.  

The cities do not know, and do not want to know, how their requirements are influencing lot costs. 
It is almost as if they are intentionally turning a blind eye. 

Excise taxes are seen as too high and not directly tied to benefits received by the developer or final 
homeowner. They do not feel like the cost of the tax is proportional to the benefits received. 
Overland Park has a low mill levy, but passes burden on in fees. While the cost-benefit relationship is 
an issue, the dollars themselves are what really concerns developers. 
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Zoning requirements have been modified to allow more density, but cities do this with density 
bonuses. Instead of an R1 zoning, you will have an R1(p) that allows city to comment on exteriors, 
materials and even dictate colors from time to time. Governments feel like they have free rein. 

Water and sewer fee increases have been orders of magnitude different from existing levels. Sewer fees 
rose from $100 to $2,600 in one community. 

Affordable housing. The interactions involved in development are too inefficient to produce 
affordably priced units. You need to be able to mass-produce to get affordable housing, because land 
and labor are too expensive. This might lead to more production building. There are many builders 
in the Kansas City metro area, but each only builds an average of eight homes per year. The large 
national builders are largely absent from the area. 

You have to get density and be able to produce units efficiently in order to produce affordable 
housing. Cities often allow high density, but will either dramatically restrict options (apartments over 
retail in new town centers) or will place so many requirements on development that they wipe out the 
savings gained from density. Even in municipalities that are philosophically open to density, they 
don’t know how to do the zoning. 

There is no support for affordable housing. Homeowners do not want their values to go down and 
cities are afraid that affordable units will cost them money. They are beginning to see national 
pressure to have affordable components of every project, but not in Johnson County. One developer 
recently tried to do six units per acre in Overland Park. The first reaction was that it is too dense. The 
second was that the developer would have to do extras (50 percent masonry, extra sidewalks, trail 
system, etc.). Dictates are placed on development that are not market driven – such as requiring rear 
alley loaded units to have 22 foot alleys that could support fire trucks. The required changes drove 
the prices to $175,000-$180,000, or out of the range of the most recent market study. 

There is an underlying assumption by municipalities that the private sector is making huge amounts 
of money, and that they can take changes out of their margins. 

In addition to city opposition, there is a substantial “not in my backyard” attitude. This is 
exacerbated by requirements that developers do extensive neighborhood meetings and allow 
neighbors to approve or deny projects, abdicating the responsibilities of local officials. 

Johnson County has 27,000 families with under $1,500 in income per month. These households 
cannot afford the units being built in the county.  

To address the need, there has to be recognition of the need. There is a lack of housing options in the 
county. “Affordable housing is an oxymoron” in Johnson County. Solutions will require bringing 
together a wide range of professionals, including builders, developers, city officials and others. It will 
require overcoming perceptions about past affordable housing having failed. Johnson County used to 
be affordable, but price increases have been dramatic. 

“If I could build $125,000 houses, I’d do it all day…it’s more rewarding.” 
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City and County Staff Focus Group Summary, 10/28/2003 

Name Organization
Participants 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 
 

 

  

 

 

 

   

   

  
 

 
 

 

  

Kim Gordanier City of De Soto 

Fred Sherman City of Gardner 

Rita Moore City of Edgerton 

Doug Luther City of Prairie Village 

Dean Palos Johnson County 

Diane Wicklund Johnson County 

Dave Peterson City of Spring Hill 

Paul Chafee City of Shawnee 

Kathy Rankin City of Olathe 

Mike Peterman City of Shawnee 

Type of housing being built in community. Substantial variation based on the particular 
community. In the fringe areas, single family has been king. Closer in, multifamily runs in cycles and 
is currently in a down cycle. 

 Gardner and Spring Hill attract starter homes. Some are being built for as little as 
$135,000 ($120,000 for duplexes), but most in the $150,000 range. 

 Prairie Village is a northeastern suburb. Most of their activity is rehabilitation and 
redevelopment. Their units average $175,000 for a three-bedroom, one and a half bath 
Cape Cod model. The average new home is in the $500,000 range. 

 Olathe is fast growing, adding a few thousand people every year. Their housing starts in 
the $175,000 range. They also tend to be the primary multifamily community in the 
county. 

 Shawnee is also fast growing with 400 to 600 starts per year. They see new starter 
homes in the $180,000 range, with most of their homes between $230,000 and 
$300,000. 

 De Soto is seeing new subdivisions, but their starter home market has declined and they 
see a need. There are virtually no multifamily units. They just raised their excise tax 
from 14 cents to 19 cents per square foot. 

 “The leadership in many communities is saying, ‘how do we become like Overland 
Park?’” 

 Over the past five years, the unincorporated area of the county has seen an average of 
approximately 100 building permits issued annually and the average home is over 3,500 
square feet in size.  
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Commuting. There is a lot of intra-county commuting and some commuting from the northeast 
into Kansas City, Kansas and Kansas City, Missouri. There is also some commuting to Lawrence 
from the western edge of the county. However, there is not a substantial amount of out-commuting. 

In terms of in-commuting, Spring Hill has some manufacturing jobs that attract workers from 
outside of the county, but do not pay sufficient wages to allow them to live in the county. 

Condition. Varies substantially from community to community. There are some condition issues in 
each of the communities, but they are in pockets. Edgerton has some poor areas with older units that 
manifest structural or cosmetic problems. The northeast has older units but have generally been 
maintained. In the past 10 years, people have started scraping some of the older units. Northern 
Overland Park has low standards (no curb and gutter). However in general, condition is a property 
by property question, with some concern about absentee landlords, and there are no areas of general 
blight. 

Many communities have very active property maintenance code programs, but these only address the 
outside of properties. Leawood, Shawnee and Prairie Village have registration programs for rental 
units to try and keep the condition up to a certain standard. The Home Builders Association keeps 
standards high between communities. 

City policies. Multifamily gets a close review, and developers are likely to be concerned about that. 

In terms of fees, there is a lot of consistency because everyone watches everyone else. “If one 
jurisdiction raises its excise tax, others will follow.” Fees have not slowed growth.  

The development community also gets concerned about governing bodies getting more involved than 
they should in aesthetic demands. 

Overall, “developers want a predictable process.” 

Sewer infrastructure is the driving force for a lot of development in the county. De Soto is raising fees 
with an implicit understanding that it will slow development until they can build a new sewer plant. 
There is a tendency to not relate land planning to sewer planning, but the infrastructure controls the 
location of new development. 

Most communities have not implemented very small lots or high-density zoning. De Soto has a new 
7,000 to 10,000 square foot zoning district and Shawnee has some 6,000 square foot lots. 
Policymakers assume that small lots equal cheap homes, and that all attached housing will be rentals. 
Rezoning for multifamily always turns into a discussion about “those people.” Shawnee is looking at 
zoning for some cottage homes. It’s hard to get developers to build new, innovative projects. 

Affordable housing policies. Shawnee has a rebate policy for rehabilitation of older homes that 
does not assess the local mill levy (including schools) on 90 percent of the increased value. There are 
the HUD and state programs. Shawnee has accepted those projects in the past and now it’s time for 
other communities to make similar efforts. There also are the county rehabilitation programs 
(HOME funds).  
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De Soto has a neighborhood revitalization program that provides incentives for major improvements, 
and buildings in the historic district are exempt from excise tax increases. 

“It’s just the opposite. Policymakers would rather have policies in place to lure newer, higher end 
development.” They are willing to rehabilitate to protect the home values, but they are not as willing 
to create new to attract low-income residents. 

There are other counties that serve the affordable housing needs as well as people who are being 
served by the move up market. 

Olathe and Shawnee feel that they have enough tax credit development. 

Priorities. Something directed toward rental rehabilitation. There is plenty of money towards owner 
rehabilitation. 

Some kind of homeownership incentives that allow low-income individuals to access ownership. 

Convincing people that there is a need for affordable housing. There is a perception that it is not a 
high priority issue. The focus has shifted from attracting residents to fill jobs to improving the transit 
system to allow people to be imported. The inner ring suburbs are very concerned about being seen 
as declining areas, so they are resistant to affordable housing. The cities have a “keeping up with the 
Joneses mentality about new construction.” 

Target move up market (1970s units) for inexpensive rehabilitation. 

Education about maximum housing occupancies, cultural issue with Hispanic population. 
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Workforce Housing Resident Focus Group Summary, 10/28/2003 

Name Name
Participants 
 

   

   

 

  
 

 

   

  

   

   

 

 

   

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

Name 

James A. McCarson Sandra Lucas Susie DeWitt 

Ronald A. DeWitt Shirley A. Winters Amber Duncan 

Nancy Mott Shannon M. Lattner Ray Berry-Trueman 

Ana L. Mock-Walker Cynthia and Michael Jackie L. Anderson 
Crawford 

Virgean Bosworth Michelle Gilreath Tiffany Euberly 

Anthony Jackson Melissa Smith Tara Worler 

Angela Rothweiler Milton Robinson Vickie Bruce 

Sharon Austen Alice Frank Mary Hunt 

Liz Reeder Jana Banksten Kim Laughery 

Duane Taylor Angela Taylor Kelly Roman 

Melba Hibler Laura Todd Raymond Burnett 

Janeice Griffin Angela Stratton Roxanne Beford-Curbow 

If you are low-income, it is hard to find housing in Johnson County. Private market rents are too 
expensive and there is insufficient subsidized housing. Deposit requirements were seen as unreachable 
by many individuals, with approximately one quarter of the group having lost at least one apartment 
due to the deposit requirement. Waiting lists are long for Section 8 and for Housing Authority units 
(as verified by independent interviews). There are many low-income families in Johnson County, and 
rents exceed available income. 

Many people reported condition problems with their Section 8 units. These included willingness of 
management to perform maintenance, structural issues, missing doorknobs, poor quality windows, 
shoddy repair work and others.  

While many condition problems were reported, a number of individuals were very satisfied with their 
Section 8 units. They described the units as in good condition and management as willing to make 
repairs. The best explanation seems to be that many landlords refuse to take Section 8, and of those 
who do, some manage properties in poor condition. However, it is possible to find better condition 
units with effort. The reputation of Section 8 makes it hard to find units. Landlords assume that 
Section 8 tenants will be difficult, so they are reluctant to accept Section 8. A number of people 
reported “talking themselves into” good housing situations. 

Similar to condition, accessibility concerns were mentioned by a number of individuals. Many people 
have had difficulty finding accessible units or convincing landlords to make accessibility 
modifications. Accessible units may be filled by people without disabilities, and then are unavailable 
for individuals with disabilities when they are needed. 
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Two fair housing issues were mentioned. One participant said that her landlord will only rent to 
Hispanics, and another said that he had been the victim of discrimination based on race. When asked 
where they would report violations, most people said to friends or family who are lawyers, to HUD, 
to the Housing Authority or to other “organizations.” There was not a clear understanding of how to 
file a fair housing complaint. 

When asked about jobs and housing, most responses had to do with people on fixed incomes 
(primarily SSI) and the difficulty of affording housing in Johnson County. 

The reputation of Johnson County as a high-income area reflects on the perception of need. People 
think that everyone in Johnson County is rich, so affordable or attainable housing is not needed. 

The emergency housing system seems to work well. Everyone who reported facing homelessness went 
to the Salvation Army facility, although they always have a waiting list. From there, some people 
moved in with friends and family, while others were able to secure Section 8 certificates. 

The lack of rental units with more than two or three bedrooms makes it difficult for large families to 
find housing. 

The transportation system in Johnson County is insufficient to allow people to live without a car. 
According to SRS, a car is a luxury. However, public transportation does not run frequently enough 
to enable people to navigate work, much less work and childcare, without a car.  

When asked if people had ever looked into purchasing a home, the response was laughter. A few 
reported preliminary attempts that were short-circuited by the paperwork required, down payment 
requirements and the inability to make mortgage payments. 

A fear emerged in a number of comments about potentially losing good rental situations at the 
landlord’s discretion, but owning a home is seen as out of reach. 

Priority needs include: 

 More subsidized housing in general, including Habitat for Humanity type programs 
that allow people to own units; 

 Assistance with deposits, application fees, credit fees; 

 Assistance with credit repair to allow people to rent units; and 

 Permanent affordable housing for both singles and families. It was seen as very difficult 
to find any assistance for non-family households. 
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Service Provider Focus Group Summary, 10/29/2003 

Name Organization
Participants 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 

  

 

 

  

Stevie Morris Johnson County Mental Health Center 

P.J. Jaime TLC for Children and Families 

Jim Swain Johnson County Human  
Services and Aging 

Linda Wright Johnson County Area Agency on Aging 

Julie Ball SafeHome 

Michelle Ufford SafeHome 

Shirley Kelso Catholic Community Services 

Carol Smith United Community Services 

Katie Quigley Johnson County Housing Coalition 

Tom Sullivan Johnson County 
Developmental Supports 

Amy Maker Olathe Housing Authority 

Mary Scott Johnson County Housing Authority 

General market. Everything is growing to the south and west. There are large houses being built 
without a lot of yard. Rapid appreciation of home values, with prices 30 percent higher in Johnson 
County than in other parts of the metro area. A number of people bought in Missouri because they 
could get more house for the money. One participant is living in a house that is one-third the size of 
her former unit and paying three times more to live in Johnson County. 

The school district is bringing families here, as well as low crime.  

Johnson County has been a relatively homogenous place, but it is getting more diverse. 

There is a decreasing commitment on the parts of developers or government to acknowledge the need 
for decent, accessible low cost housing. Johnson County will acknowledge some needs, but the cities 
are saying “we’ve done our part.” There have been a number of tax credit units developed, but these 
are taken out of the affordable market after the 15 year window. 

Multifamily vacancy rates are higher, but rents have been slow to come down. There is a lot of high 
amenity multifamily development in Johnson County (pools, fitness centers, etc.), but few 
developments without those amenities as well as a sense of community, access to retail, etc. 

Johnson County is becoming more and more a service economy. There are fewer well paying jobs, 
and people who have been unemployed are moving down the job ladder and taking jobs from less 
well trained individuals. 

Who’s not served by the housing market? People with a disability living on SSI or people who 
are “squeaking through” in poorly paid jobs. The City of Olathe’s Section 8 program has a waiting 
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list that is years long and Johnson County has closed its waiting list. Only four of the scattered site 
Section 8 properties will accept people with disabilities. 

There is a gap for households who earn too much to live in tax credit units, too much to receive 
Section 8 units, but too little to afford private market units. There are numerous tax credit vacancies 
in Johnson County, but these families have incomes that are too high to live in those units. Income 
mixing in tax credit properties would reduce the amount of credits but could serve these people. Even 
with vacancies in existing properties, there are three or four new tax credit properties being built in 
the county. 

Service providers see people paying 40 percent to 60 percent of their incomes in housing, putting 
them on the edge for severe problems (e.g., they lose their jobs or their homes). Their clients are 
people working in service industries: CNAs, school district, temporary services, day labor, 
construction, etc. 

Transportation. The lack of public transportation underlies a lot of housing issues. Public 
transportation is inadequate to meet housing needs of individuals in scattered sites, although 
improvements have been made and Olathe is working hard. The JO Flex is helpful, but there can be 
problems with scheduling rides, scheduling return rides, trying to coordinate multiple stops, etc. 

Housing resources. 

General low-income. Site based Section 8, some apartments including income limited apartments, 
tax credits, financial assistance from Catholic Charities, Tenant Based Rental Assistance (TBRA), 
transitional assistance from the state. There are barriers to all of these resources. Only four of the 
project based Section 8 will accept anyone right now, tax credits can be difficult to work with and 
impossible to get into for people with bad credit, TBRA is only transitional and a very small number 
of households are able to transition from TBRA to full Section 8. 

Housing authorities have recently been required to conduct criminal background checks and don’t 
serve individuals who do not pass. This places an additional obstacle to people trying to find 
affordable housing. 

Developmental disabilities. They often try to get people access to Section 8. Many individuals are 
receiving services in properties owned by providers. Friends of JCDS has 9 properties, and there are 
between 250 and 300 units in the county. There are waiting lists for individuals who need more 
accessible properties. 

Johnson County Housing Authority has Operation Mainstream, which sets aside 25 housing choice 
vouchers for people with severe disabilities. Although these individuals may need intensive case 
management, many don’t need accessible units. 

Section 811 (assisted housing for people with disabilities) housing is much needed in Johnson 
County. There is a shortage of units to accommodate people with disabilities as the disability is 
presented. The problem with Section 811 housing is that they do not allow for changes in treatment 
philosophy or service needs over the 40-year period of the HUD mortgage. 
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Severe and persistent mental illness. There are four non-subsidized units in Monroe Circle with 
complete services. Aside from these, most individuals rent units and then have 24 hour case 
management and services in place. People are living in the Restart House and in the Breakthrough 
House (30 day transitional housing). 

While some individuals need intensive services, most need services that can be delivered at their 
homes. A complete supportive services delivery system is in place, but the gap faced is in finding 
affordable housing They are moving people out of the community into other counties to find 
affordable housing. In addition to income, obstacles to attaining housing include bad credit and lack 
of funds for a deposit. 

Homelessness. Send people to Kansas City. There is nothing for them here. 

Homeless youth often age out of the foster system at 18 but do not have anywhere to go. Currently 
they can ask to remain in foster homes for some period of time, but a current proposal would 
eliminate that alternative. “These kids have lived in the system. They haven’t learned independent 
living.” The 30 bed youth shelter has been full for 11 months, with some beds contracted to the state 
and county. Kids can stay for 90 days and then need somewhere to go. Those under the age of 18 are 
in some part of the child welfare system. Those over 18 are often sent to the Missouri side because 
there are more resources. 

For people who are homeless and not in a particular category, they are typically referred to the 
homeless hotline. If they are single and homeless, there is literally nothing for them in Johnson 
County. If they are a family, they can go to the Salvation Army but it is often full. There also are 
units available in tax credit properties for homeless families, but these are full and once taken can be 
occupied for two years. Moreover, you need to meet the standard credit requirements for these 
properties, which is something few homeless families can do. 

Victims of domestic violence. There is one 29-bed shelter, but it is full 95 percent of the year. 
SafeHome offers a ten-week transitional living program, but the program has strict transportation 
requirements so you need a car to participate. Of their clients, 80 to 90 percent have severe credit 
problems and every current client has one or two. They refer many clients to Homeshare as well as 
shelters on the Missouri side. 

Elderly. The elderly have a wide variety of populations. Universal design (construction that is easily 
adaptable to people with different abilities and disabilities) is needed in all units because it allows 
people to age in place and can serve many of the varied elderly populations. It costs a little more, but 
it allows people to live in homes and apartments as they age. 

Many elderly that live in the older sections of Johnson County need infrastructure maintenance. 
They also need assistance with maintenance of old homes. Affordability can become an issue, 
particularly with maintenance, as they are living on fixed or declining incomes and are paying for an 
average of four medications. Finally, these individuals who are aging in place need ramps and grab 
bars, which are expensive. 
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Another group of elderly move into apartments often after being widowed. These individuals need 
affordable, accessible, often subsidized units. Others will move in with children and find themselves 
isolated in new communities. 

Elder abuse is also an issue, either by spouses, children or care givers. There is no place for frail, 
elderly victims to go except to a nursing home. 

Priority needs.  More affordable rental housing, such as site based Section 8, which is affordable to 
people with disabilities. 

Another shelter that includes something for singles. 

Assistance for low to moderate income homebuyers. 

Buy-in from municipalities and communities regarding affordable housing. Municipalities don’t 
support affordable housing and knowledgeable, committed people are needed in each city to help 
promote it. The issue needs to be kept in front of people, and you have to engage the entire 
community. That includes engaging the many service providers, most of whom are faith based, who 
were not at the focus group. 
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Neighborhood Association Focus Group Summary, 10/29/2003 

Name Neighborhood Organization 
Participants 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

Reba Williams North Overland Park, 
Cunningham Heights 

Karen Kiloh Prairie Fields 

Pat Haguerwood Strangline 

David Morris Trailsprings/Shawnee 

Leonard Rosen The Cedars Home Association of Lenexa 

Arthur Smith Olathe Central Core 

Peggy Squibbles Historic Overland Park 

Primary issues. Blighted houses, barking dogs, code issues (outbuildings, fences, etc.), 
infrastructure issues, unreasonable assessments driving up taxes.  

Overall there is an issue with there being a lot of new and a lot of old housing in the county and not 
much in between. This creates some problems with trying to maintain infrastructure in existing areas 
while building it in new areas. 

Existing housing. In North Overland Park, homes average $170,000. There are some units 
needing paint and minor repairs and the quality of housing is deteriorating. In Prairie Village, homes 
are concrete blocks and often have grading issues, creating $5,000 to $20,000 in repair needs. The 
cities need to foster cooperation for the improvement and upkeep of housing. 

Shawnee has some old areas and a population that is largely 60 and over. There are some starter 
families who are looking for large lots (1 acre and more). They could stand some infill. Many lots 
have been purchased as yards and they need density near their downtown. They have lost population, 
which has caused them to lose schools, a severe problem for the housing market. Schools are the 
driving factor to keep neighborhoods vibrant. 

In historic Overland Park they have homes that are all at least 25 years old. They have problems with 
rentals, including exterior maintenance, lawns, weeds, parking on grass, etc.  

Across the county, there is a need for rehabilitation in older areas. There is a lot of functional 
obsolescence. Homes newer than 30 years old stay in pretty good condition and cities are good about 
enforcing exterior maintenance, but it’s hard to get people to maintain older homes. The Northeast 
part of the county in particular is at a turning point where the cities need to step up and make owners 
maintain their property. They would like to see licensing of landlords that requires maintenance of 
property in order to operate. 

New housing. They are concerned about “new urbanism” being introduced into the county, as it 
makes people park on streets, causes rodent problems since trash won’t fit in small garages and 
hampers snow plowing. 
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There is a need to build affordable housing in Johnson County. In southern Overland Park, new 
homes cost $400,000 to $500,000 per year. You cannot find anything new for $170,000 to 
$200,000. 

In Prairie Village, some new homes are being built with nice sized yards. 

In Shawnee, there is some new infill at the $185,000 to $200,000. Some match the existing 
architecture and others do not. 

In Olathe, new no frills small units (1,000 square feet) are being built that do not fit into the 
community. Two story homes are changing to 4-plex and 6-plexes that allow Section 8 tenants – 
“they totally trash the neighborhood.” There is no incentive for young people to move into the 
neighborhood and make improvements. They would like to see a ten-year tax abatement program on 
property improvements to encourage reinvestment. They have had no long-term success in 
improving the area and feel that the city and developers are “creating slums.” 

In downtown Lenexa, homes sell for $180,000 to $235,000.  

Affordable housing. When asked what words come to mind when affordable housing is 
mentioned, participants mentioned “slum, low-income, Section 8, move up homes, cheaply built, 
poorly maintained, income based placement,” the usual stereotypes associated with affordable 
housing. Participants would strongly oppose low-income, Section 8 housing in their neighborhoods. 

If a developer were to build units for people in the $20,000 to $30,000 income bracket, “we would 
say no, even if architecturally consistent.”  “When you have subsidized housing, if it’s concentrated, 
that’s when you have problems.” Even if duplexes are owner occupied, they will become rental units, 
and renters do not take as much responsibility as homeowners to keep units up. 

There was agreement that instead of housing for people at below median income, middle market 
housing is needed. “Why are you trying to attract those people when we have aging people in split 
levels who need moderately priced homes?” $200,000 to $300,000 is a no-man’s land in Johnson 
County, and there is little below $200,000. They would like to see “affordable housing” in the 
$150,000 to $180,000 range. 

Other issues. There is middle market housing in other counties, but little in Johnson County. In 
terms of condition, the county has a number of programs to help homeowners make repairs. Taxes 
vary widely within Johnson County, with Shawnee and Mission less expensive. 
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Workforce Housing Resident Focus Group Summary, 10/29/2003 

Participants. Sherry, Mark, Tangela  

How did you find your current housing? One person was trapped in her old location. She 
looked for a very long time to find something better. Finding anything in her price range was difficult 
– everything was $300 to $600 out of her price range. The place that she moved to dropped their 
price. She moved from a mixed income tax credit to a purely private place. Her current place is nice, 
but she could not have afforded it without the price drop. “It’s new, and it’s clear that the owners 
aren’t going to fix anything.” 

A second woman lives in a Johnson County Housing Coalition (JCHC) house. She looked for a long 
time and ended up going to the SafeHome shelter because she was escaping an abusive situation. “I 
was stressed. You can’t find anything, and if you do, you’re going to be in a bad neighborhood.” 
Catholic Charities sent her to Johnson County Housing Coalition and she had a house later that day, 
although she had to take it sight unseen. She had a grant from JCHC until Section 8 kicked in. She 
has been there two and a half years. JCHC keeps the house up well, you cannot find anything under 
Section 8 with three bedrooms, and she has three kids. The only problem is that all of her neighbors 
know that she is a renter and they call the police for every little thing. They call the police if her kids 
are out in front wrestling, if she has a minor problem with her house (unpainted board next to one 
window), or any other excuse. 

The third person used to be on Section 8, and he went through JCHC. “Section 8 has been great.” 
The house is ok. It’s small old military housing, and it shifts when it rains or is really dry, but it’s 
been fine. The neighbors have been fine as well. He was unemployed for a time and had his utilities 
shut off. His girlfriend paid the rent. If it had not been for her, he would have been in a shelter or 
back with his mom. 

Rent amounts aren’t the only problems with finding housing in Johnson County. You also need good 
credit to rent, and Section 8 won’t help with deposits. 

Prior living arrangements.  One person lived in a very poor quality three-bedroom for $725 a 
month. Military housing for a three-bedroom is $750 to $950 a month. Some Section 8 landlords 
require a 30-day report for maintenance, and there are “some landlords who don’t care.” “You’d 
think Section 8 would pay more attention to the maintenance clauses of leases. In one property in 
Overland Park that accepts Section 8, any repair of less than $100 is the tenant’s responsibility.” 

“People are scared when they’re on Section 8” so they will not cause problems for landlords. 

In Johnson County, “safety is not an issue, but affordability is always an issue.” 

Owning a house. One person looked into an FHA program to buy a house, but credit is still a 
problem. There is a community college program that will improve credit in two years. “My credit is 
shot.” One person felt that if you could buy a house in the county, you could pay significantly less in 
mortgage than you did in rent.  
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Other perceptions were that housing in Johnson County is so expensive that there is no way to save 
money to buy a house and they cannot afford Johnson County home prices. As their situations 
improve, Section 8 assistance decreases so you still cannot get ahead. 

Section 8. On Section 8, if your utilities are shut off, you have 24 hours to get them turned back on 
or you are kicked out of the program. The rules do not make sense – if you could not afford to pay 
before they were shut off, how could you pay after. “The rules of Section 8 are very difficult.” 

Employment. One person is a temporary worker with an insurance company. Another is a Certified 
Nurse’s Assistant (CNA) at an assisted living facility. A third works in marketing with a furniture 
company in Wyandotte County, while another is disabled from an abusive husband and cannot 
work. You have to have a car to work in Johnson County, and even more so if you are trying to 
balance work and childcare. The furniture employee said that people with warehouse jobs live in 
Wyandotte County and professional jobs live in Johnson County. The eastern half of Wyandotte 
County is a high crime area. 

What’s missing. School busing for children is on a fee basis in Johnson County now. It can range 
from $75 per child per semester to $40 per child per month. This places an additional burden on 
low-income households. 

“We need more federal help.” There is not enough help for people and the help is getting cut. 
Unemployment is insufficient, because six months is not enough time for people to get on their feet. 

There needs to be some support in getting ahead. Section 8 is cut off as soon as income rises, which 
makes it difficult to save money. “Let me stay at the same amount for a little while to help me move 
up.” Otherwise, people continue to struggle or they have to take a step back and move to Wyandotte 
County. 

The Section 8 and SSI formulas don’t work. Section 8 does not consider childcare, which can 
consume a large amount of income. If income goes down, Section 8 is supposed to reflect that, but 
government employees are lazy. The programs need to work together. You cannot go to school while 
on Section 8 and SSI because there is no day care amount. The programs also are not realistic about 
what it costs to live in Johnson County. If someone who is disabled goes back to work, they can lose 
Section 8, but what if it does not work? Will they have to wait five years for another voucher? 

On the other hand, some people abuse the system. There are people who aren’t working and who are 
single who are better off than people who are working. You have to get abuse out of the programs 
and reward people who are working or have worked when they were able. 

The waiting lists are too long. It took one person five years to get on Section 8. 
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“It shouldn’t be a way of life. It should be emergency only, but in Johnson County the emergencies 
are getting longer.” 

“Work history should be a criteria.” “Children should be a criteria.” 

The forms for programs are unrealistic. “These people are not living real life.” 

“I just want to buy a house… you you’re going to try harder if it’s yours.” 
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