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The Lawrence/Douglas County CHAT Report 
Executive Summary 
 
Lawrence 
Population and Market Issues 
 
• Between 1990 and 2000, Lawrence has experienced an average annual growth rate of about 

2.25%. 
• Since 2000, the city has produced about 700 units annually, a slightly lower rate of 

production than that experienced during the 1990s.  This suggests a growth rate in the rage of 
1.8%.  

•  If the growth rate continues at levels experienced since 2000, the estimated 2015 population 
will be about 104,700. 

• The projected 1.8% growth rate will generate a demand for an additional 7,236 (724 units 
annually) housing units.  This assumes that the number of people per household will remain 
stable and a vacancy rate of 4.6%.  

• Based on the assumption that Lawrence’s population in ten years will resemble the relative 
income distribution of its current population, about 42% (about 169 units annually) of the 
city’s owner‐occupied housing demand is for houses priced at or below $130,000.  Lawrence 
also has a need for about 2,348 affordable rental units (monthly rents below $700) by 2015.  
These calculations suggest a large need for affordable housing. 

 
Projected Ten‐Year Housing Program for Lawrence 
   2005‐2010  2010‐2015  Total 

Total Need  3,471                   3,765                 7,236 

Total Owner Occupied               1,909                   2,070                  3,979 

Affordable Low:  60‐100,000                     468                         508                        976 

Affordable Moderate: 100‐130,000                     343                         371                        714 

Moderate Market: 130‐200,000                     771                         836                    1,607 

High Market: Over $200,000                     327                         355                        682 

Total Renter Occupied               1,562                   1,694                  3,256 

Low: Less than 450                  873                         947                    1,820 

Affordable: 450‐700                     253                         275                        528 

Market: Over $700                     436                         473                    909
 
 
 
Eudora 
Population and Market Issues 
 
• Since 1960 Eudora’s population has nearly tripled.   
• The strong growth of the 1990s (3.7% annually) has gained momentum over the past 5 years 

with an estimated 5.1% annual rate of growth from 2000 to 2005.  
• Based on a 4.8% growth rate the city will grow to nearly 9,000 by 2015. 
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• To support this growth the city will need to add 1,348 units to its housing stock or 134 units 
annually.  This is based on a stable number of people per household and a 4.2% vacancy rate.  

• About 400 owner‐occupied units, or 40 units annually, should be priced below $130,000.  The 
majority of multi‐family demand is for “assisted” or “affordable” units with rents below $700 
a month.  This demand is for about 280 units over the next ten years, or about 28 units 
annually. 

 
Projected Ten‐Year Housing Program for Eudora 
   2005‐2010  2010‐2015  Total 

Total Need                    597                       751                  1,348 

Total Owner Occupied                     388                       488                       876 

Affordable Low:  60‐100,000                        93                           118                        211

Affordable Moderate: 100‐130,000                        103                           130                        233 

Moderate Market: 130‐200,000                     158                          129                        287 

High Market: Over $200,000                        18                           23                           41

Total Renter Occupied                     209                       263                      472 

Low: Less than 450                      85                          107                        192

Affordable: 450‐700                         38                          48                           86

Market: Over $700                      86                           108                       194
 
 
 
Baldwin City 
Population and Market Issues 
 
• Between 1960 and 2000 Baldwin City experienced steady growth.  However, since 2000 the 

city has experienced a more rapid growth pattern with an estimated 340 additional housing 
units.   

• From 1990 to 2000 Baldwin City grew by 3.28% annually but since 2000 has experienced a 6% 
annual growth rate.  At a mid‐point growth rate of 4.6% annually the city’s 2015 population 
will reach 7,135. 

• At the 4.6% growth rate the city will generate a need for 866 new housing units or 87 units 
annually, a comparable rate to what has actually occurred over the past 5 years.  

• Assuming that the city’s population in ten years will have a similar income distribution there 
will be a need for 295 owner‐occupied units, or about 30 units annually, priced below 
$130,000.   The demand for multi‐family housing in Baldwin City is for “assisted” or 
“affordable” units with rents below $700 a month.  This translates into a need for 170 units 
over 10 years or 17 units annually. 
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Projected Ten‐Year Housing Program for Baldwin City 
   2005‐2010  2010‐2015  Total 

Total Need  387 479  866

Total Owner Occupied  271 335  606

Affordable Low:  60‐100,000  70 87  157

Affordable Moderate: 100‐130,000  62 76  138

Moderate Market: 130‐200,000  121 150  271

High Market: Over $200,000  18 22  41

Total Renter Occupied  117 143  260

Low: Less than 450  62 76  138

Affordable: 450‐700  16 19  35

Market: Over $700  39 48  87
 
 
Lecompton 
Population and Market Issues 
 
• During the 1990s, Lecompton’s population changed by the natural balance of births and 

deaths, and migration was a negligible factor.  A continuation of this trend forecasts a 2015 
population of 654.   

• Based on a stable number of people per household, a vacancy rate of 5% and the loss of 1 unit 
per year from the housing stock, Lecompton will need an additional 33 housing units (3 per 
year) over the next ten years.  

•  Assuming that the community’s income and owner versus renter occupied unit distribution 
remains constant, the majority of Lecompton’s new units will need to be affordable units.  
Sixteen (48%) of the 33  units will need to be owner‐occupied units priced below $130,000 and 
another 42% should have rents below $700 a month.  

 
Projected Ten‐Year Housing Program for Lecompton 
   2005‐2010  2010‐2015  Total 

Total Need           17            17             33 

Total Owner Occupied           12            12             23 

Affordable Low:  60‐100,000            5              4              9 

Affordable Moderate: 100‐130,000            4              4              7 

Moderate Market: 130‐200,000            3              3              7 

High Market: Over $200,000            0               0              1 

Total Renter Occupied            5              5             10 

Low: Less than 450            2              2              4 

Affordable: 450‐700            1              1              2 

Market: Over $700            2               2              5 
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Perception Survey Highlights 
Of the residents who completed the perception survey 74% were from Lawrence, 17% from 
Baldwin City, 6% from Eudora, and 3% from Lecompton.  
 
• Fifty‐five percent of respondents felt that supply either equaled or exceeded demand for 

single‐family housing, while 45% indicated that a shortage exists.  Sixty‐six percent of 
respondents felt that rental supply either somewhat or greatly exceeded demand. 

• Nearly 90% of the respondents perceived an undersupply of housing priced below $100,000.  
A strong majority (83%) of respondents also identified an undersupply of rental housing 
priced below $400 

• The majority of respondents (92%) felt that home prices have been moderately to 
substantially increasing.  

• While 62% felt that elderly housing needs were being met, few respondents felt that choices 
were more than adequate.   

• Eighty‐five percent felt that housing choices for students are adequate or more than 
adequate.   The participants also felt that student demand negatively affect the market and 
limit housing choices for others (55%). 

• Low to moderate income households were seen as the most important target market.  Larger 
and mature families were not seen as an important market.  

• Desired new housing products included affordable 2 and 3 bedroom houses, mid‐size 3 
bedroom houses, low and moderately priced apartments, independent living senior 
apartments, and mixed‐density planned communities. 

• The majority (63%) saw a trend toward rehabilitation of existing homes and a need for public 
sector involvement in the housing market (74%). 

• Sixty‐seven percent reported an undersupply of buildable lots.  
• Development of infrastructure, rehab loans, and historic preservation were considered the 

most appropriate housing strategies. 
 
Lawrence 
Housing Resources and Assets 
 
• The Desirability of Lawrence 
• Location, Location, Location 
• The K‐10 Corridor 
• KU and the Creative Class 
• Appreciating Housing Market 
• Older Neighborhoods with Momentum 
• High Community Development Standards 
• Local Development Community 
• Passion about Lawrence 
• Integrated Housing Supply 
• Effective Community Development Programming 
• Lawrence Housing Authority 
 
Housing Issues and Challenges 
• Housing Affordability and Market Choice 
• Affordability – Whose Interest? 
• Conflicted Advocates 
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• Competitive Spirit 
• Process Paralysis and Inclusiveness 
• Land Supply and Growth Issues 
• Inevitable Cost and Value Appreciation 
 
Baldwin City 
Resources 
• Baker University 
• Rapidly expanding and diverse development activity 
• High quality traditional town 
• Productive downtown district, with a developing streetscape program 
• Strong sense of self 
• Resolution to be the “best possible bedroom community.” 
 
Issues 
• Managing rapid development that has quadrupled the annual growth rate of the town 
• Geographic challenge: a “north” versus “south” possibility of a new town and old town 

separated by a highway 
• Role of Highway 56: a bridge or a wall 
• Vision‐based planning 
 
Eudora 
Assets 
• Rapid residential growth as a “suburb” of Lawrence 
• High quality school system 
• Rapid sales of lower‐priced homes – attraction as an entry into the region 
• Location on K‐10, with possibility for substantial business park development leveraged by 

transportation environment 
 
Issues 
• Infrastructure: sewer system is at capacity 
• Taking the leap to finance public services 
• Rural quality of the traditional town 
• A “glass ceiling” on house values, limiting move‐up opportunities 
• Retention of upwardly mobile residents 
• Community growth vision and directions 
• Connectedness: to move beyond a traditional town with subdivisions 
• Balanced development 
 
Lecompton 
Assets 
• Rich community history with museums 
• “Word of mouth” sales market 
• Relatively affordable housing 
• Rural life style 
• Resident satisfaction with the community 
• City park and community building 
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Issues 
• Future community growth and retention of young 
• Infrastructure 
• Balancing expectations for community quality with a regulation‐free environment 
 
Lawrence/Douglas County Housing Objectives 

1. Wherever possible, remove obstacles to the private development of quality, moderately‐
priced housing while preserving important community standards. 

2. Consider economic or regulatory incentives for desirable project types. 

3. Maintain and expand the capacity, including the production capacity, of major community 
partnerships and initiatives, including the Department of Neighborhood Resources, Tenants 
to Homeowners, Habitat, and the Community Land Trust.    

4. Expand innovative production and land development projects addressing new development, 
affordable senior housing, and existing housing preservation and reuse. 

5. Develop procedures and processes that recognize the impact (both positive and negative) of 
various requirements on the cost and value of housing.   

6. In Lawrence, establish a clear and predictable growth vision for the city that inter‐relates 
major factors, including environmental resources, community form, transportation, 
infrastructure, and parks and open space.   

7. In smaller growth environments, provide clear blueprints for community connectedness, 
growth, commercial development where desired, and infrastructure finance.   

 
Recommendations  
 
Lawrence 

• Lawrence should undertake a “regulatory audit,” involving City staff, the 
development community, neighborhood associations, and other constituencies.                      

• Lawrence should implement processes that reduce the perception of inconsistency, 
and present developers with a seamless, smooth set of procedures.   

• Lawrence should maintain and expand its existing community development 
partnerships, including Tenants to Homeowners, the Lawrence Housing Authority, 
Habitat for Humanity,  the nascent Community Land Trust, and the private sector, 
including builders and lenders.  This group may be formalized as a Lawrence Housing 
Partnership, designed to marshal resources to accomplish specific types of projects. 

• Ongoing programs, like the HOOT and Habitat programs, should continue.  Other 
project focuses that we would recommend for this partnership to consider include: 

o Subdivision development, continuing the precedent of the HAND subdivision.  
o Acquisition/rehab/resale programs where feasible. 
o “Ownership Transition” affordable senior housing. 

• Lawrence should develop a highly specific, clear, and practical growth vision for the 
city.   

• Lawrence should consider possible incentives to encourage the development of 
moderately priced housing.   
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Baldwin City 

• Developing and implementing a parks and trails master plan.   
• Implementing a plan for the commercial corridor along Highway 56.   
• Carrying out the planned Downtown streetscape and revitalization program.   

 
Eudora 

• If not already done, the city must develop and implement a financing program to fund 
needed wastewater system improvements.   

• Consider Old Eudora as a “community development strategy area,” using the same 
techniques that Lawrence has used effectively.   

• Eudora should also appropriate capital funds for street rehabilitation.   
 
Lecompton 

• Lecompton should develop a 23‐lot platted subdivision to accommodate its own young 
people, and to provide a setting for some new residents.   
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Population Change
Lawrence, 1960-2015

•Since 1960 Lawrence has experienced a 
steady growth pattern with a 2.25% 
annual growth rate over the 40 year 
period.  

•During the 1990s, the city experienced a 
2.02% annual growth rate and a 22% 
increase in population.

•If the city maintains its 1990s growth 
rate, its estimated 2015 population 
would be about 107,000 (assuming that 
KU’s enrollment holds steady at about 
26,000). 

•If the growth rate continues at levels 
experienced since 2000, the estimated 
2015 population will be about 104,700.

Source: US Census, RDG Planning & Design
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Population Change, Lawrence
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Population Change, Lawrence

25.324.8Median

930.9%729 0.9%614 85 and Over

4382.7%2,135 2.2%1,427 75-84

1833.6%2,891 3.9%2,544 65-74
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Housing Production
1990-2004

•On average, Lawrence added 759 new housing units annually between 1990 and 2004, 342 of which were single-
family.
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Population Forecast •In determining the 10 year 
population growth for Lawrence 
we use alternatives of recent and 
historic growth rates. 

•Between 1960 and 2000, 
Lawrence has recorded an average 
annual growth rate of about 
2.25%. 

•Between 1990 and 2000, 
Lawrence’s annual growth rate has 
been at almost exactly 2%. 

• Since 2000, the city has produced 
about 700 units annually, a slightly 
lower rate of production than that 
experienced during the 1990s.  This 
suggests an annual growth rate in 
the range of 1.8%.
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Housing Production, Lawrence
1990-2004

741 11,109 675 3,376 773 7,733 Net Increase

(19)(279)(26)(129)(15)(150)Demolitions

759 11,388 701 3,505 788 7,883 Total

417 6,252 418 2,088 416 4,164 Multi-Family

342 5,136 283 1,417 372 3,719 1-Family
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Average

TotalAnnual 
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Occupancy Changes, Lawrence

6,86832,76125,893Total

4.2%5.3%Vacancy rate

-713731380Vacant

3,82151.9%16,99950.7%13,178Renter-Occupied

1,03937.8%12,37443.6%11,335Owner-Occupied
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The Process
•Use population forecast,  recent construction activity and 
assumptions about people per household generate ten-year 
overall housing demand.

•Consider the distribution of household income in Lawrence.

•Match income ranges with affordability price points, based on 
housing costs equal to 30% of adjusted gross income.

•Define price breakouts for new housing demand, based on the 
assumption that new construction should ideally be affordable 
to the existing household income distribution.



Ten-Year Development Projection, Lawrence

•Housing demand calculation is based 
on a stable number of people per 
household and a 4.6% vacancy rate.
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Income Distributions and Housing Affordability Ranges

Source: RDG Planning & Design

•Lawrence has a significant shortage of housing affordable to households earning less than $25,000 annually. 
However, students account for many of these households.
•Despite that, the city has somewhat more upper cost units (priced over $200,000) than it has households who can 
easily afford them.  
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Ten-Year Housing Development Program, Lawrence

•About 1,600 owner-occupied units, or about 160 units annually, should ideally be priced below $130,000. 
•The majority of multi-family demand is for low-cost units.  However, some of this market represents individual 
students, who can afford rental housing at $450 or less per individual.  About half of the demand for renter occupied 
housing is for units priced at less than $400 per month.
•If we assume that about 15,000 of KU’s students live off-campus, and an average of 2.5 students share a rental unit, 
students may occupy about 35% of the city’s rental supply.  This would indicate a local (non-student) demand for 
about 1,100 low-cost rental units during the next ten years.
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Population Change
Eudora, 1960-2015

Source: US Census, RDG Planning & Design

•Since 1960 Eudora’s population has 
nearly tripled.

•Between 1960 and 2000, the city 
experienced an annual growth rate of 
2.63%. 

•During the 1990s, the city experienced a 
record growth rate of 3.7% annually.

•If the city maintains the 1990-2005 
growth rate its estimated 2015 
population would be 8,975. 
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Population Change, Eudora

2.63%182.2%2,7811960-2000

3.7%43.3%1,3011990-2000

0.2%2.5%721980-1990

3.5%41.7%8631970-1980

3.1%35.7%5451960-1970

Annual Growth Rate% Growth During 
Decade 

Change in Population



Housing Production
1998-2004

•On average, Eudora added 76 new housing units annually between 1990 and 2004, 68 of which were single-family.
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Population Change, Eudora

31.031.2Median

2.2%93 2.8%85 85 and Over

3.7%158 3.6%109 75-84

4.7%201 5.7%172 65-74

6.5%278 6.7%201 55-64

9.4%407 9.0%271 45-54

17.0%731 14.3%431 35-44

17.2%739 19.6%590 25-34

6.2%265 6.3%189 20-24

7.5%324 7.6%227 15-19

25.8%1,111 24.3%731 Under 15

20001990



Population Forecast

5,616

5,616

5,616

2005
Estimate

7,7786,6094,3073.31% Annual 
Growth Rate

(1960-2005rate)

9,2797,2184,3075.15%annual 
growth (2000-
2005 rate)

8,9757,0994,3074.8% annual 
growth (1990-
2005 rate)

Forecast

20152010 
Forecast

2000

•In determining the 10 year 
population growth for Eudora, we 
use alternatives of recent and 
historic growth rates. 

•Between 1960 and 2000, Eudora 
has recorded an average annual 
growth rate of about 2.63%. 

•Between 1990 and 2000, the city’s 
annual growth rate has been at 
about 3.7%. 

•Since 2000, housing production in 
Eudora places the city’s growth 
rate at about 5.1%, generating a 
current population estimate of 
5,616.



Occupancy Changes, Eudora

5281,6641,136Total

3.4%4.7%Vacancy rate

45753Vacant

26539.0%62733.4%362Renter-Occupied

25961.0%98066.6%721Owner-Occupied

% of Occupied 
Units

Number% of Occupied 
Units

Number

Net Change20001990



Ten-Year Development Projection, Eudora

•Housing demand calculation is based on a stable number of people per household and a 
4.2% vacancy rate.

1,308731577Need Generated by Growth

2,187

4.2%

2,096

2.63

5,511

5,616

2005

134 150 119Average Annual Construction

1,348751 597Cumulative Need

402020 Replacement Need

--3,4952,764Unit Needs at End of Period

--4.2%4.2%Projected Vacancy Rate

--3,349 2,648 
Household demand at End of 
Period

--2.632.63Average People/Household

--8,8086,966
Household Population at End of 
Period

--8,975 7,099 Population at the End of Period

Total2010-20152005-2010



Income Distributions and Housing Affordability Ranges

Source: RDG Planning & Design

•Eudora has a shortage of housing affordable to households earning less than $25,000 annually and a small shortage 
of high-priced units.

$41,713
Median 
Income:

-1,607 627 -980 -1,607100.00%--

-4866Over $1,0000$250,000+543.3%241%+$100,000+

-16131101$800-99930
$200,000-

249,0001479.1%181-240%
$75,000-
99,999

-37383240$600-799143
$125,000-

199,99942026.1%121-180%
$50,000-
74,999

394979182$400-599797
$50,000-
124,99958536.4%61-120%

$25,000-
49,999

-29410798$0-4009$0-50,00040125.0%0-60%$0-25,000

Balance

Total 
Affordable 

Units

# of 
Renter 
Units

Affordable 
Range of 

Renter 
Units

# of Owner 
Units

Affordable 
Range for 

Owner 
Units

Household
s in Range

% of 
Households

% of City 
Median

Income 
Range



Ten-Year Housing Development Program, Eudora

19410886Market: Over $700

8648 38Affordable: 450-700

192107 85Assisted: Less than 450

472 263 209 Total Renter Occupied

4123 18 High Market: Over $200,000

287 129158 Moderate Market: 130-200,000

233 130 103 Affordable Moderate: 100-130,000

211118 93 Affordable Low:  60-100,000

876 488 388Total Owner Occupied

1,348 751 597 Total Need

Total2010-20152005-2010

•About 400 owner-occupied units, or about 40 units annually, should ideally be priced below $130,000. 

•The majority of multi-family demand is for “assisted” or “affordable” units with rents below $700 monthly.  This 
demand is about 280 units over ten years, or about 28 units annually.  



Population Change
Baldwin City, 1960-2015

Source: US Census, RDG Planning & Design
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•Since 1960 Baldwin City’s population 
has nearly doubled.

•Residential construction has increased 
substantially since 2000.  From 2000 to 
2004, the city recorded 513 building 
permits.  Assuming that 2/3 of these are 
for residential construction, Baldwin City 
has added about 342 units.  

•This rate of construction indicates a 
current city population of 4,551.  This 
represents a 6% annual growth rate 
since 2000.  This level of activity 
produces a 3.28% annual growth rate 
since 1990 and a 2.01% annual growth 
rate since 1960.



Population Change, Baldwin City

1.5%81.1%1,5231960-2000

1.4%14.8%4391990-2000

0.5%4.7%1321980-1990

1.2%12.3%3091970-1980

3.0%34.3%6431960-1970

Annual Growth 
Rate

% Growth During 
Decade 

Change in 
Population



Population Change, Baldwin City

27.824.9Median

172.9%100 2.8%83 85 and Over

-143.9%131 4.9%145 75-84

-304.4%151 6.1%181 65-74

706.5%221 5.1%151 55-64

15910.9%372 7.2%213 45-54

7513.1%444 12.5%369 35-44

5611.1%379 10.9%323 25-34

-6013.9%474 18.0%534 20-24

-1612.2%416 14.6%432 15-19

18220.9%712 17.9%530 Under 15

Change20001990



Population Forecast

4,551

4,551

4,551

2005
Estimate

7,1355,6983,4004.6% Annual 
Growth Rate 
(Midpoint)

8,1506,0913,4006% 
Annual Growth 
Rate (2000-
2005 rate)

6,2845,3473,4003.28% Annual 
Growth Rate
(1990-2005 
rate)

Forecast

20152010 
Forecast

2000

•In determining the 10 year 
population growth for Baldwin 
City, we use alternatives of recent 
and historic growth rates. 

•Between 1960 and 2000, Baldwin 
City has recorded an average 
annual growth rate of about 1.5%. 
Taken through 2005, that rate 
increases to 2.0%. 

•Between 1990 and 2000, the city’s 
annual growth rate has been at 
about 3.3%. 



Occupancy Changes, Baldwin City

2041,165961Total

7.6%6.1%Vacancy rate

298859Vacant

7132.4%34930.8%278Renter-Occupied

10467.6%72869.2%624Owner-Occupied

% of Occupied 
Units

Number% of Occupied 
Units

Number

Net Change20001990



Ten-Year Development Projection, Baldwin City

•Housing demand 
calculation is based on a 
stable number of people 
per household and a 5% 
vacancy rate.

846469377Demand Generated by Growth

1,535

6.0%

1,443

2.59

3,737

4,551

2005 Base

87 95 77 Average Annual Construction

866 479387 Cumulative Need

2010 10 Replacement Need

--2,3811,912Unit Needs at End of Period

--5.0%5.5%Projected Vacancy Rate

--2,2621,807
Household demand at End of 
Period

--2.592.59Average People/Household

--5,859 4,679 
Household Population at End of 
Period

--7,135 5,698 Population at the End of Period

Total2010-20152005-2010



Income Distributions and Housing Affordability Ranges

Source: RDG Planning & Design

$43,269
Median 
Income:

-1,077 349 -728 -1,077100.00%--

-31368Over $1,00027$200,000+676.2%232%+$100,000+

1013679$700-99957
$150,000-

200,00012611.7%174-231%
$75,000-
99,999

137404114$500-699291
$100,000-

149,99926724.8%117-173%
$50,000-
74,999

5840888$300-499320
$50,000-

99,99935132.6%59-116%
$25,000-
49,999

-1749360$0-30033$0-50,00026624.7%0-58%$0-25,000

Balance

Total 
Affordable 

Units

# of 
Renter 
Units

Affordable 
Range of 

Renter 
Units

# of 
Owner 
Units

Affordable 
Range for 

Owner 
Units

Households 
in Range

% of 
Households

% of City 
Median

Income 
Range

•Baldwin City has a shortage of housing affordable to households earning less than $25,000 annually and a small 
shortage of high-priced units.



Ten-Year Housing Development Program, Baldwin City

874839Market: Over $700

351916Affordable: 450-700

1387662Assisted: Less than 450

260143117Total Renter Occupied

412218High Market: Over $200,000

271150121Moderate Market: 130-200,000

1387662Affordable Moderate: 100-130,000

1578770Affordable Low:  60-100,000

606335271Total Owner Occupied

866479387Total Need

Total2010-20152005-2010

•About 295 owner-occupied units, or about 30 units annually, should ideally be priced below $130,000. 

•The majority of multi-family demand is for “assisted” or “affordable” units with rents below $700 monthly.  This 
demand is about 170 units over ten years, or about 17 units annually.  



Population Change
Lecompton, 1960-2015

•Since 1960 Lecompton’s population 
doubled.

•During the 1990s, the city experienced a 
0% migration rate, and a minimal 
growth rate.

•If the city maintains its 1990s migration 
rate its estimated 2015 population 
would be 654. 

Source: US Census, RDG Planning & Design
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Population Change, Lecompton

2.5%100.0%3041960-2000

-0.2%-1.8%-111990-2000

0.7%7.5%431980-1990

2.9%32.7%1421970-1980

3.6%42.8%1301960-1970

Annual Growth 
Rate

% Growth During 
Decade 

Change in 
Population



Population Change, Lecompton

33.229.1Median

931.8%11 1.1%7 85 and Over

4382.5%15 3.7%23 75-84

1836.6%40 4.7%29 65-74

5936.1%37 6.6%41 55-64

1,18411.7%71 9.4%58 45-54

1,52318.1%110 11.8%73 35-44

2813.5%82 21.5%133 25-34

-1194.9%30 5.8%36 20-24

5938.6%52 7.4%46 15-19

1,25726.3%160 27.9%173 Under 15

Change20001990



Population Forecast •In determining the 10 year population 
growth for Lecompton we evaluate the 
forecasts projected by natural population 
change against two potential low growth rate 
scenarios.

• During the 1990s, Lecompton’s population 
changed by the natural balance of births and 
deaths, and migration was a negligible factor.  
A continuation of this trend forecasts a 2015 
population of 654.

•Projection of the town’s small growth rate 
after 1980 produces a population projection of 
631.  Development that would spark a 
restoration to a 1% annual growth rate 
generates a population of just over 700.

631623615608.25% Annual 
Growth (1980-
2000 average)

639

622

2005 
Estimate

7066726081% Growth 
Rate

654635608Natural 
Population 
Change

Forecast

20152010 
Forecast

2000



Occupancy Changes, Lecompton

12233221Total

2.1%4.1%Vacancy rate

-459Vacant

1720.6%4714.2%30Renter-Occupied

-179.4%18185.8%182Owner-Occupied

% of Occupied 
Units

Number% of Occupied 
Units

Number

Net Change20001990



Ten-Year Development Projection, Lecompton

•Housing demand calculation is based 
on a stable number of people per 
household and a 5% vacancy rate.

3 3 3 Average Annual Construction

33 17 17 Cumulative Need

11 5 6 Replacement Need

--259248Unit Needs at End of Period

--5.0%3.6%Projected Vacancy Rate

--246 239 
Household demand at End of 
Period

--2.672.67Average People/Household

--654 635 
Household Population at End of 
Period

--654 635 Population at the End of Period

Total2010-20152005-2010



Income Distributions and Housing Affordability Ranges

Source: RDG Planning & Design

•Lecompton has a shortage of housing affordable to households earning less than $25,000 annually and a small 
shortage of high-priced units.

$38,281
Median 
Income:

-228 47 -181 -228100.00%--

-500Over $1,0000$200,000+52.3%261%+$100,000+

-996$700-9993
$150,000-

200,000187.8%197-261%
$75,000-
99,999

85115$500-69936
$100,000-

149,9994318.9%132-196%
$50,000-
74,999

2413116$300-499115
$50,000-

99,99910747.0%66-131%
$25,000-
49,999

-183610$0-30026$0-50,0005524.0%0-65%$0-25,000

Balance

Total 
Affordable 

Units
# of Renter 

Units

Affordable 
Range of 

Renter 
Units

# of Owner 
Units

Affordable 
Range for 

Owner 
Units

Households 
in Range

% of 
Households

% of City 
Median

Income 
Range



Ten-Year Housing Development Program, Lecompton

5 2 2 Market: Over $700

2 1 1 Affordable: 450-700

4 2 2 Assisted: Less than 450

10 5 5 Total Renter Occupied

1 0 0 High Market: Over $200,000

7 3 3 Moderate Market: 130-200,000

7 4 4 Affordable Moderate: 100-130,000

9 4 5 Affordable Low:  60-100,000

23 12 12 Total Owner Occupied

33 17 17 Total Need

Total2010-20152005-2010
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Median sale price in Lawrence increased from $94,750 in 1995 to $157,900 in 2005; sales prices 
in other communities are slightly lower.



CHAT Participants Perception Survey

Community of residence



CHAT Participants Perception Survey

The effect of the economy on 
housing demand

• 43% of respondents felt that the 
local economy was having a 
moderately positive effect on 
housing demand.



CHAT Participants Perception Survey

Market for single-family housing.

•55% of respondents felt that  supply 
either equaled or exceeded demand for 
single-family housing, while 45% 
indicated that a shortage exists. 



CHAT Participants Perception Survey

Undersupplies in Owner-Occupied 
Housing

•Nearly 90% of the respondents 
perceived an undersupply of housing 
priced below $100,000.

•Majorities reported a balanced market 
for homes priced over $150,000.

N=65
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CHAT Participants Perception Survey

Current market for rental 
housing.

•66% of respondents felt that rental 
supply either somewhat or greatly 
exceeded demand.



CHAT Participants Perception Survey

Undersupplies in Rental Housing

•A strong majority (83%) of respondents had 
identified an undersupply of rental housing 
priced below $400

N=65
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CHAT Participants Perception Survey

Trends in single-family home prices

•The majority of respondents (92%) felt 
that home prices have been moderately 
to substantially increasing. 



CHAT Participants Perception Survey

Current housing supply meets needs 
of potential homebuyers

•The majority of respondents felt that 
elderly housing and housing for families 
with children was not being met

N=65
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CHAT Participants Perception Survey

How well are the housing needs of 
the elderly being met?

•While 62% felt that elderly housing 
needs were being met, few 
respondents felt that choices were 
more than adequate.

•39% felt that senior housing choices 
were much less than adequate.



CHAT Participants Perception Survey

How well are the housing needs of 
KU students being met?

•85% felt that housing choices for 
students are adequate or more than 
adequate.



CHAT Participants Perception Survey

How does student demand affect 
the overall rental housing market?

•55% felt that student demands 
negatively affect the market and limit 
housing choices for others.



CHAT Participants Perception Survey

Housing Needs

•Low to moderate income 
households were seen as the most 
important target market.

•Larger and mature families were 
not see as an important market. 



CHAT Participants Perception Survey

Target Groups for Renter-
Occupied Housing

•College students, singles, and 
low/moderate income households 
are mentioned most often as a 
major target for rental housing.

•Mature and large families were 
seen as the least likely to be 
targeted for rental housing.



CHAT Participants Perception Survey

Desirable new housing 
products

•Affordable 2 and 3BR houses, 
mid-size 3BR houses, low and 
moderately priced apartments, 
independent living senior 
apartments, and mixed-density 
planned communities were 
viewed as the most successful.

•Large houses, luxury houses, and 
high-end apartments would be 
unsuccessful.



CHAT Participants Perception Survey

Trend toward rehabilitation of existing homes.

63%Yes

37%No

Public Sector involvement in the housing market. 

74%Yes

26%No

N=65



CHAT Participants Perception Survey

Lot supply

•67% reported an undersupply of 
buildable lots.

•Undersupply was more 
pronounced in Lawrence than in 
Baldwin City and Eudora.



CHAT Participants Perception Survey

Ratings of Various Actions
5 to 1  scale (5 being very appropriate and 1 not appropriate)

N=65

2.75Construction Financing

3.13Grants 

3.20Land acquisition 

3.27Mortgage Assistance 

3.34Section 8

3.39Downpayment assistance 

3.61Historic Preservation

3.66Rehab Loans

4.03Development of infrastructure



Housing Resources and AssetsHousing Resources and Assets

•The Desirability of Lawrence
•Location, Location, Location
•The K-10 Corridor
•KU and the Creative Class
•Appreciating Housing Market
•Older Neighborhoods with Momentum
•High Community Development Standards
•Local Development Community
•Passion about Lawrence
•Integrated Housing Supply
•Effective Community Development Programming
•Lawrence Housing Authority

Lawrence



The Desirability of LawrenceThe Desirability of Lawrence
•The Desirability of Lawrence
•Location, Location, Location
•The K-10 Corridor
•KU and the Creative Class
•Appreciating Housing Market
•Older Neighborhoods with Momentum
•High Community Development 
Standards
•Local Development Community
•Passion about Lawrence
•Integrated Housing Supply
•Effective Community Development 
Programming
•Lawrence Housing Authority

LL awrence’s combination of physical 
attributes, high community quality, 
cultural assets, reputation, and 
intellectual resources make the city a 
uniquely desirable place to live.  As a 
highly desirable university city with 
extensive services and high quality, 
Lawrence is in a peer group that 
includes Berkeley, Ann Arbor, Boulder, 
Austin (in the 1970s), and Madison.



Location, Location, LocationLocation, Location, Location

LL awrence’s location midway between 
Kansas City and Topeka puts it in a 
particularly strategic position.  I-70 and 
K-10 provide quick access to various 
parts of the Kansas City metro area, and 
the city is also only about 20 minutes 
from the state capital.  In addition to its 
other attributes, Lawrence becomes an 
ideal commuting community, especially 
for two worker households.

•The Desirability of Lawrence
•Location, Location, Location
•The K-10 Corridor
•KU and the Creative Class
•Appreciating Housing Market
•Older Neighborhoods with Momentum
•High Community Development 
Standards
•Local Development Community
•Passion about Lawrence
•Integrated Housing Supply
•Effective Community Development 
Programming
•Lawrence Housing Authority



The K-10 CorridorThe K-10 Corridor

WWhile Lawrence is at the halfway point between 
Kansas City and Topeka along the Kansas 
Turnpike, it is the western anchor of K-10 and 
has helped define the rapid industrial, research, 
and residential growth of this corridor.  In some 
ways, K-10 has become Lawrence’s linear 
business park and, to some degree, redefines 
and regionalizes the normal geography of 
industrial location.  Lawrence is a regional city 
and the endpoint of a metropolitan corridor –
indeed, it is the attraction that anchors that 
corridor.  

•The Desirability of Lawrence
•Location, Location, Location
•The K-10 Corridor
•KU and the Creative Class
•Appreciating Housing Market
•Older Neighborhoods with Momentum
•High Community Development 
Standards
•Local Development Community
•Passion about Lawrence
•Integrated Housing Supply
•Effective Community Development 
Programming
•Lawrence Housing Authority



KU and the “Creative Class”KU and the “Creative Class”

TThe University of Kansas and Lawrence’s 
reputation for diversity and quality make it 
appealing for the group that Richard Florida 
call’s the “creative class.” This influence is 
evident throughout the community – in 
commercial preferences, community 
appearance, the arts environment, and other 
aspects.  It is notable, interestingly, that cities 
that attract the “creative class” also exhibit 
relatively high housing costs.

•The Desirability of Lawrence
•Location, Location, Location
•The K-10 Corridor
•KU and the Creative Class
•Appreciating Housing Market
•Older Neighborhoods with Momentum
•High Community Development 
Standards
•Local Development Community
•Passion about Lawrence
•Integrated Housing Supply
•Effective Community Development 
Programming
•Lawrence Housing Authority



Appreciating Housing MarketAppreciating Housing Market

LL awrence’s strong housing market has 
generated a substantial (but not explosive) 
overall increase in value.  This appreciation 
produces confidence in the local market and 
assures homeowners that equity in Lawrence is 
a sound investment.  Appreciation is a double-
edged sword, to be sure – as values rise, people 
pay more for entry-level and “workforce” 
housing.  But the alternative to market 
appreciation is far worse, and something that 
no one really wants.  Ultimately, a good housing 
market benefits most people who can enter it at 
some level.
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•The Desirability of Lawrence
•Location, Location, Location
•The K-10 Corridor
•KU and the Creative Class
•Appreciating Housing Market
•Older Neighborhoods with Momentum
•High Community Development 
Standards
•Local Development Community
•Passion about Lawrence
•Integrated Housing Supply
•Effective Community Development 
Programming
•Lawrence Housing Authority



Older Neighborhoods with 
Momentum
Older Neighborhoods with 
Momentum

LL awrence’s strong Downtown, the influence of the 
KU campus, overall market strength, and 
neighborhood character have fueled major 
reinvestment in the city’s historic neighborhoods.  
Old West, once a community development target 
area, is now a high-value, self-sustaining 
neighborhood.  Pinckney and Oread have 
experienced major reinvestment, and infill 
housing is prevalent in North Lawrence.  Again, 
neighborhood revitalization on one level reduces 
the inventory of “low cost” housing – often in 
these cases housing with depressed values – but 
established neighborhoods that retain value like 
new areas is a very desirable outcome for the city.
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LL awrence has high expectations for the quality of 
development, resulting in design standards that 
are enforced either through regulations or the 
project review and approval process.  These 
standards and procedures rankle some builders 
and developers – but many of their results are 
clear in the visual quality of the built 
environment.  This in turn adds value – and 
demand – to the community. 
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MM any of Lawrence’s builders and developers are 
local small businesses who care passionately 
about their city, even when they oppose a 
specific public policy.  This is typical of 
homebuilders throughout the Kansas City 
sphere of influence, who are typically small 
builders with a commitment to quality. 
Lawrence’s local development community is a 
distinct asset.
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Passion about LawrencePassion about Lawrence

PPeople in Lawrence may disagree about 
development regulations, processes, issues, and 
politics.  But they all have one thing in common –
a tremendous commitment to the city.  This 
passion for Lawrence, and desire to do the right 
thing for it, is evident among stakeholders who 
often find themselves in conflict with one 
another.  It is a significant source of community 
strength, but also can imbue otherwise routine 
issues with tremendous perceptual importance. 
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AA casual look at a street map of Lawrence 
suggests a strong physical division east and 
west of Iowa Street.  While population and 
housing are clearly more diverse in the eastern 
part of the city, the newer western areas do 
appear to have a variety of housing types.  
Multi-family development has occurred with 
some frequency to the west, and, according to 
the Lawrence Housing Authority, Section 8 
vouchers are also relatively well scattered 
around the city.  The Housing Authority’s 
scattered site practice also reduces the 
identification of Authority-owned units.
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LL awrence, as a CDBG entitlement community, has developed 
a diverse and sophisticated program that uses about $1.6 
million in CDBG and HOME funds annually.  Notable 
programs include the HOOT program, completed in 
partnership with Tenants to Homeowners, the city’s CHDO.  
HOOT provides mortgage support for LMI buyers of both 
existing and new housing.  The Office of Neighborhood 
Resources also developed the successful HANDS 
subdivision in the Brook Creek neighborhood and the 
Atherton Court development.  The partnership between 
Neighborhood Resources, TTH, and Habitat for Humanity 
provides a strong basis for future affordable housing 
development.  In addition, Lawrence is in the process of 
creating a Community Land Trust, designed to keep 
housing affordable by maintaining ownership of the land 
underlying affordable housing developments.  The premise 
of the Land Trust is to decouple appreciating land value 
from the price of housing.
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TT he Lawrence Housing Authority is an extremely 
strong and effective agency.  Its programs, 
primarily Section 8 vouchers and public housing 
development and management, affect about 
1,100 units, or 5 to 6% of Lawrence’s total rental 
housing market.  The Authority owns 369 public 
housing units, including an innovative family 
cottage development in North Lawrence.  The 
Authority is financially sound, fully self-
supporting, and has reserves available for 
development within its legislative mandate.

•The Desirability of Lawrence
•Location, Location, Location
•The K-10 Corridor
•KU and the Creative Class
•Appreciating Housing Market
•Older Neighborhoods with Momentum
•High Community Development 
Standards
•Local Development Community
•Passion about Lawrence
•Integrated Housing Supply
•Effective Community Development 
Programming
•Lawrence Housing Authority



Housing Issues and ChallengesHousing Issues and Challenges

•Housing Affordability and Market Choice
•Affordability – Whose Interest?
•Conflicted Advocates
•Competitive Spirit
•Process Paralysis and Inclusiveness
•Land Supply and Growth Issues
•Inevitable Cost and Value Appreciation



Housing Affordability and 
Market Choice    
Housing Affordability and 
Market Choice    

PParticipants in the CHAT process agree that 
moderately-priced housing is the clearest 
shortage in the Lawrence market.  The 
affordability analysis indicates an unusual 
pattern – more higher cost units than 
households who can easily afford them.  The 
Housing Program for Lawrence further suggests 
a significant need for owner-occupied housing 
in the range of $150,000 and below – a product 
that is not being routinely developed in the city. 
In any case, with appreciating home and land 
values, buyers in this market face a very limited 
supply within Lawrence, and even surrounding 
communities.
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CCompounding the issue of availability of moderately-priced 
housing is the fact that, despite of the philosophical 
preferences of citizens, a lower-priced housing stock is 
generally not in their economic self-interest.  A limited land 
supply in a high demand setting increases land prices –
benefiting land owners.  Homebuilders are not eager to 
undertake the risk and limited profit of lower-priced 
housing.  Increasing house values in both older and newer 
neighborhoods increases the wealth of homeowners.  And 
people, however inclusive, frequently oppose development 
projects that they perceive will, in one way or another, 
reduce the value of their property.  Often, those who have a 
fundamental interest in increasing the amount of 
moderately priced housing are public or nonprofit agencies 
who are programmatically committed to producing this 
product; or people who are priced out of the market, and 
are therefore not in the city to be counted.    
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Conflicted Advocates    Conflicted Advocates    

LL awrence citizens who are strongly and 
philosophically committed to the cause of 
housing that is affordable to more people are 
also strongly committed to other causes –
environmental and aesthetic quality, a sense 
that development should pay its own way, 
reduced densities, special amenities and 
features in projects.  Developers and builders 
state, with some justification, that these 
commitments work at cross purposes, and add 
costs to the development process.  We 
sometimes fail to understand the relationship of 
these items to one another.  We shouldn’t 
conclude that these various priorities are 
unworthy.  But when they add costs, someone 
pays.
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GG enerally, in the world of municipal 
competition, cities that are grateful for 
development do anything possible to attract 
it.  Cities that naturally attract development 
(and Lawrence is clearly in this category) will 
take a more skeptical view.  Lawrence is a 
highly desirable place and its citizens know it.  
It does not appear to see itself locked in 
competition to attract routine development, 
making it “a harder place to do business” than 
some other neighboring cities and towns 
might be.  
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UU niversity cities, particularly with a populace 
who cares passionately about the integrity of 
the place, can be challenging places in which 
to resolve big issues that define the 
community’s futures.  Many people and 
groups demand to be included in the process 
and complicated issues that have complex 
costs and benefits (such as growth directions 
and major transportation projects) are often 
subject to extensive public debate without 
conclusion or action.  CHAT participants report 
the presence of this phenomenon in 
Lawrence, and believe that it creates 
uncertainty and adds costs to development. 
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Project ReviewProject Review

AA number of stakeholders cited a diffusion of 
authority in the development review process, 
where several co-equal departments 
recommend changes in parallel.  To them, the 
review process appears to lack a 
“quarterback,” and guidance is sometimes 
inconsistent.  We cannot determine whether 
this perception is a trend or is anecdotal.  
However, it is clearly a perception that exists 
and should be addressed to create a strong 
partnership around an issue of common 
interest, such as production of moderately-
priced housing.
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LL and is a finite resource in the Lawrence urban 
area, and the city is limited in several 
directions by floodplains.  The market has 
traditionally pushed growth to the west.  
However, land in this area is expensive and 
the rocky substrate adds substantial cost to 
development as well.  In addition, continued 
westward growth at some point addresses the 
unresolved question about the South 
Lawrence Trafficway’s role as an edge or 
incentive to development; and its 
continuation around the city.  As in any 
situation, a limited supply and a substantial 
demand are the ingredients of higher costs.
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NN otwithstanding all of the above, people want 
to live in Lawrence.  The city’s inherent 
desirability, created by its vitality, diversity, 
culture, and, yes, aesthetic and environmental 
standards, will always make it a relatively 
expensive housing environment.  Various 
changes and procedural reforms may help at 
the margins, but, barring a catastrophe or 
major real estate collapse, Lawrence’s housing 
market should always be strong.  This 
suggests a twofold approach:  programs that 
directly produce or increase access to 
affordable housing, and efforts that lessen 
unnecessary obstacles to private participation 
in the market.   
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Baldwin CityBaldwin City

Resources:

•Baker University
•Rapidly expanding and diverse development activity
•High quality traditional town
•Productive downtown district, with a developing streetscape 
program
•Strong sense of self
•Resolution to be the “best possible bedroom community.”



Baldwin CityBaldwin City

Issues:

•Managing rapid development that has quadrupled the annual 
growth rate of the town
•Geographic challenge: a “north” versus “south” possibility of a 
new town and old town separated by a highway
•Role of Highway 56: a bridge or a wall
•Vision-based planning



EudoraEudora

Assets:

•Rapid residential growth as a “suburb” of Lawrence
•High quality school system
•Rapid sales of lower-priced homes – attraction as an entry into 
the region
•Location on K-10, with possibility for substantial business park 
development leveraged by transportation environment



EudoraEudora

Issues:

•Infrastructure: sewer system is at capacity
•Taking the leap to finance public services
•Rural quality of the traditional town
•A “glass ceiling” on house values, limiting move-up 
opportunities
•Retention of upwardly mobile residents
•Community growth vision and directions
•Connectedness: to move beyond a traditional town with 
subdivisions
•Balanced development



LecomptonLecompton

Assets:

•Rich community history with museums
•“Word of mouth” sales market
•Relatively affordable housing
•Rural life style
•Resident satisfaction with the community
•City park and community building



LecomptonLecompton

Issues:

•Future community growth and retention of young
•Infrastructure
•Balancing expectations for community quality with a regulation-
free environment



Lawrence/Douglas County Housing ObjectivesLawrence/Douglas County Housing Objectives

A housing program for Lawrence and Douglas County should:

1. Wherever possible, remove obstacles to the private development of 
quality, moderately-priced housing while preserving important 
community standards.

2. Consider economic or regulatory incentives for desirable project types.

3. Maintain and expand the capacity, including the production capacity, of 
major community partnerships and initiatives, including the Department 
of Neighborhood Resources, Tenants to Homeowners, Habitat, and the 
Community Land Trust.   

4. Expand innovative production and land development projects addressing 
new development, affordable senior housing, and existing housing
preservation and reuse.



6. Develop procedures and processes that recognize the impact (both
positive and negative) of various requirements on the cost and value of 
housing.  

7. In Lawrence, establish a clear and predictable growth vision for the city 
that inter-relates major factors, including environmental resources, 
community form, transportation, infrastructure, and parks and open 
space.  

8. In smaller growth environments, provide clear blueprints for community 
connectedness, growth, commercial development where desired, and
infrastructure finance.  

Lawrence/Douglas County Housing ObjectivesLawrence/Douglas County Housing Objectives



Regulatory Audit                                                LawrenceRegulatory Audit                                                Lawrence

Lawrence should undertake a “regulatory audit,” involving 
City staff, the development community, neighborhood 
associations, and other constituencies.  This audit should:

•Identify the various land use, transportation, infrastructure, and other regulations 
that affect housing development, particularly of moderately-priced housing.

•Quantify the costs and benefits of these various regulations.

•Develop, if appropriate, a program that modifies regulations or procedures with 
greater costs than benefits.



Regulatory Audit                                                LawrenceRegulatory Audit                                                Lawrence

The audit process should be managed by an independent 
party who understands both sides of the issues and all the 
forces at play.  It should not be viewed as an attack on 
standards.  Rather, it will create a systematic list of 
requirements, costs, and benefits; determine the 
relationships of these requirements on other worthy goals; 
create a greater understanding of the problems and 
concerns of various constituencies; and, possibly, create a 
streamlined but effective regulatory framework.



Development Review Process                       LawrenceDevelopment Review Process                       Lawrence

More than regulations, developers and builders become 
frustrated when they perceive that requirements are 
inconsistent or change in midstream.  Lawrence should 
implement processes that reduce the perception of 
inconsistency, and present developers with a seamless, 
smooth set of procedures.  Possible changes may include:

•A one-stop permitting shop.

•A clear development review process, managed by a specific department 
(typically the Planning Department) that coordinates development comments 
and provides a single set of recommendations.



Housing Partnerships                                       LawrenceHousing Partnerships                                       Lawrence

Lawrence should maintain and expand its existing 
community development partnerships, including Tenants to 
Homeowners, the Lawrence Housing Authority, Habitat for 
Humanity,  the nascent Community Land Trust, and the 
private sector, including builders and lenders.  This group 
may be formalized as a Lawrence Housing Partnership, 
designed to marshall resources to accomplish specific types 
of projects.



Project Focuses                                                 LawrenceProject Focuses                                                 Lawrence

Ongoing programs, like the HOOT and Habitat programs, 
should continue.  Other project focuses that we would 
recommend for this partnership to consider include:

•Subdivision development, continuing the precedent of the HAND subdivision.  
Subdivision development permits a builder to realize some economy of scale, and 
may be done in concert with pooled construction lending programs.

•Acquisition/rehab/resale programs where feasible.

•“Ownership Transition” affordable senior housing.



Project Focuses                                                 LawrenceProject Focuses                                                 Lawrence

Subdivision Development

•Creates a planned development where builders can build a critical mass of 
houses near each other.

•Encourages the creation of a distinctive environment (example of The Woods on 
19th Street)

•Should be combined with an interim financing pool, recognizing the risk that 
multiple, speculative, moderately-priced homes may pose for builders who are 
small business people.  The financing pool can be used for infrastructure finance 
by city, CHDO, or for-profit developer, and for interim financing of house 
construction.

•Concept has been successful at HANDS and Atherton Court (public sector) or The 
Woods (private sector)



Project Focuses                                                 LawrenceProject Focuses                                                 Lawrence

Acquisition/Rehab/Resale

In this program concept, houses are acquired and sold in a rehabilitated or 
“turnkey” state to owner-occupants.  This recognizes the limited number of 
prospective buyers who want to carry out a major home rehabilitation project. 
This program works best when candidate houses can be purchased at relatively 
low cost – a relatively rare condition in Lawrence and probably limited to East 
Lawrence, Brook Creek, and perhaps North Lawrence.  Under the program, the 
CHDO purchases existing houses, completely rehabilitates them, and resells them 
to new homebuyers.  The lending community may participate cooperatively in 
this effort by providing interim financing.  Mortgage financing for low and 
moderate income buyers may be assisted by CDBG or HOME “soft-second” loans. 
Realtors may participate by reducing commissions on selected projects.



Project Focuses                                                 LawrenceProject Focuses                                                 Lawrence

Ownership Transition Senior Housing

This concept program provides affordable independent living settings to 
moderate income seniors while providing a supply of houses for reuse in the 
acquisition/rehab/resale program.  

•The CHDO builds an affordable independent living project in a cottage or attached 
townhome configuration with maintenance provided.

•The resident conveys their previous home to the CHDO.  The equity value of the home 
is credited toward purchase of the unit in the new senior development.

•Monthly payments in the new project are the gap between the nominal value of the 
unit and the equity value of the previous house

•The CHDO then rehabs and resells the original house to a new homebuyer.
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This concept program provides affordable independent living settings to 
moderate income seniors while providing a supply of houses for reuse in the 
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•Monthly payments in the new project are the gap between the nominal value of the 
unit and the equity value of the previous house
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In order to address such issues as its diminishing supply of 
developable land and the costs and equities of financing 
services, Lawrence should develop a highly specific, clear, 
and practical growth vision for the city.  This should specify:

•Where growth will be directed.
•How growth and associated public services will be financed.
•How new areas will remain connected to the existing city.
•How the transportation framework will function to support the proposed 
development.

It is essential that this planning program offer specific and 
predictable direction, and avoid ambiguity.



Economic Incentives                                          LawrenceEconomic Incentives                                          Lawrence

Lawrence should consider possible incentives to encourage 
the development of moderately priced housing.  Incentives 
may include:

•Reductions in impact or benefit fees, or a relationship of fees to single-family 
densities.

•Investigating the possible use of Tax Increment Financing to finance 
infrastructure or land acquisition for affordable housing development.  Workforce 
housing, in particular, is integral to economic development efforts.  If legislative 
changes are required, the city may take on this initiative.

•Reduced or waived building permit fees.



Connectedness and Amenity                    Baldwin CityConnectedness and Amenity                    Baldwin City

Baldwin City is experiencing significant development of new 
housing.  The city’s clear objective is to position itself as a 
top quality commuter community.  In this process, it faces 
two clear challenges:

•The possible division of the city into a new (north) and old (south) district.  Baker 
University’s presence can help counter this geographic challenge.

•The development of supporting amenities to make the city an even stronger 
contender in the residential market.



Connectedness and Amenity                    Baldwin CityConnectedness and Amenity                    Baldwin City

Approaches to these challenges may include:

•Developing and implementing a parks and trails master plan.  Baldwin’s growing 
size will require new facilities, such as a recreation complex. Trails and greenways 
are both amenities and techniques of assuring that the community remains linked 
together as it grows.  In addition, they provide an alternative means of 
transportation and promote community health.

•Implementing a plan for the commercial corridor along Highway 56.  Highway 56 
should be a bridge that unites the two sides of town.  Therefore, it should be 
physically delightful and promote quality, albeit, auto-oriented development.  The 
street should be designed as a “green street” with high, but reasonable standards 
for adjacent development.  It should also be crossable and tend to calm traffic 
moving through the city.  The highway is no longer the edge of town – it is the 
center.

•Carrying out the planned Downtown streetscape and revitalization program.  A 
strong downtown with both a good environment and effective marketing 
strategy also draws a community together.



Infrastructure Plan                                             EudoraInfrastructure Plan                                             Eudora

Eudora is experiencing rapid growth, generated by its status as a 
“suburb” of Lawrence, its school system, and its strategic  location along 
K-10.  The most significant threat to this continued development is the 
city’s infrastructure capacity problem.

If not already done, the city must develop and implement a financing 
program to fund needed wastewater system improvements.  The most
logical funding mechanism will be a benefit fee district, by which the city 
provides front-end financing for the system improvements, and is 
reimbursed by development that is served.
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Eudora is experiencing a value “ceiling.” It appears that most 
of the city’s new housing supply is in a fairly narrow price 
range, generally between $140,000 and $200,000.  New 
housing should diversify beyond so-called entry level homes.  

One reason for this may actually be the rural nature of the 
original town.  Many of the town’s streets have rural 
sections, and the condition of some properties could also be 
improved.  A strong traditional town, on the other hand, can 
be an asset that accelerates development of a variety of 
housing types, while providing an affordable housing 
resource within the traditional community.



Traditional Town Revitalization                     EudoraTraditional Town Revitalization                     Eudora

An answer is to consider Old Eudora as a “community 
development strategy area,” using the same techniques that 
Lawrence has used effectively.  Lawrence’s Department of 
Neighborhood Resources, along with other elements of the 
partnership addressed earlier, could offer assistance by:

•Helping Eudora develop a revitalization plan for the traditional town.

•Apply programs such as acquisition/rehab/resale to Eudora through a 
regionalized Tenants to Homeowners.

•Assist with the preparation of applications for CDBG/HOME funds.

Eudora should also appropriate capital funds for street 
rehabilitation.  The added values created by such a program 
would make this an especially productive investment.



Executing a Subdivision                                LecomptonExecuting a Subdivision                                Lecompton

Lecompton is an especially accommodating and comfortable 
place to live and prizes its rural lifestyle.  Growth and 
housing development are not big issues for the town.  
However, the town should have a housing resource to 
accommodate its own young people, and to provide a 
setting for some new residents.  

This possible setting is a 23-lot platted subdivision.  The 
town should develop a strategy, again perhaps lending 
front-end financing, for the infrastructure necessary to make 
this subdivision a reality.  The costs of development could be 
recouped either on the actual sale of lots, or through added 
tax revenues over time.  



Executing a Subdivision                                LecomptonExecuting a Subdivision                                Lecompton

This planned subdivision may be adequate to meet the city’s 
projected ten-year demand for lots, and could provide a 
precedent for a go-it-slow approach that provides some new 
opportunities, sustains existing property values, and does 
not lose the tranquil quality of this town in a development 
boom.
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