MINUTES OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE.
The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Alicia Salisbury at 8:00 a.m. on January 20, 1995 in Room
123-S of the Capitol.

Members present: Senators Salisbury, Burke, Downey, Gooch, Harris, Petty, Reynolds, and Vidricksen.

Commitize staff present:  Lynne Holt, Legislative Research Department
Jerry Donaldson, Legislative Research Department
Bob Nugent, Revisor of Statutes
Betty Bomar, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee: Dick Pratt, President, Topeka Housing Partnership
Phil Dubach, Executive Director Topeka Housing Partnership
Al Bailey, Director, Gity of Topeka Community and Economic Development

Karen Hiller, Director of Housing and Credit Counseling

Lana Balka, Executive Director, Topeka Housing Authority

Barbara Huppee, Executive Director, City of Lawrence Housing Authority
Lymn O’Dell, Lawrence Housing Authority

Others attending: See aftached list
The purpose of the meeting was to hear community plans for addressing housing needs.
Richard Pratt, President, Topeka Housing Partnership, introduced the Topeka Housing Partnership.
Mr. Pratt stated in 1990, 300 leaders of the Gity of Topeka, locally elected officials, who came
together to identify the affordable housing needs of the City. From this initial involvement and the Mayor’s
Commission on Affordable Housing, the Topeka Housing Partnership has evolved. Mr. Pratt related that the
City attorney raised a legal question relative to a portion of Substitute for S.B. 732, passed in the ‘94 .

Phil Dubach, presented testmony teg:dingahousmgnadsmeyprepamdafterl\ﬂgﬂstﬂ 1993,
the last meeting of the task force. see attachment 1

Al Bailey presented the findings of the Mayor” Commission on Affordable Housing. see attachment

Karen Hiller, gave an overview of homelessness to homeownership and support services needed in
Topeka see attachment 3

Lzna Balka appeared with her presentation regarding the effect the proposed changes in HUD’s

“Reinvention Blueprint™ will have on public housing in Topeka and how it will affect low-income residents.
see aftachment 4

Barbara Huppee and Lynn O’Dell, Lawrence Housing Authority, presented the Report from the
Housing Study Group, dated October 11, 1994. see attachmentS The report indicates the critical housing
need in Lawrence is affordable rental units. High rents also in this university town have created a shortage of
affordable rental property for working people. The City further experiences twice the demand for subsidized
bousing as is available. :

The Commitice adjourned at 9:00 am.
The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, Jannary 23, 1995.
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Bummary of CMAS Development Process

The task force model was selected as the process for creating
Topeka's CHAS. This model was selected because it seeks input from
representatives from a variety of sources. City officials belimsve
that concerned citizens, non-profit housing groups and social
service providers should play a substantial role in the development
of the CHAS while their viewcfoints are often diverse and conclu-
sions are not easily reached on priorities and programs, their
input is essential if the city's CHAS 1la to be responsive to the
needs of the community.

The task force was advised and provided input into data
collection and strategy selected. City officlale managed the
overall CHAS effort, made the final decisions and wrote the CHAS.
Metbetrs of the CHAS task force included a cross section of the
Topeka community and included members from the Mayor’'s Commission
on Affordable Housing. The Mayor's Commission on Affordable
Housing (MACH) was again as in the development of the City's first
comprehensive housing strategy a major player in the development of
the CHAS. Members of the task force included members from the
following organizations: Topeka Housing Authority, housing advocacy
groups such as; Homeless Task Force, Topeka Association of
Neighborhoods, local banks and realtors.

Surveys were sent in June of 1993 to social service agencies
to gather data on support services offered within the community.
Two public hearings were held at different times of day on July 8
and the 14th. The task force met several times between July 14,
and August 31 to develop strategy recommendations.

An index of citizen participation is attached as Appendix #3.
I. Community Profile
A. Market and Inventory Characteristics
1. Background and Trends

The City of Topeka is the capital of Kansas and the county
seat of Shawnee County. Topeka population is 119,883 according
to the 1990 census and had a growth rate of 1% between 1980 and
1990,

The City government is a strong Mayor/Council form with the
Mayor elected at-large and the City Council elected for a four
year term from nine geographical districts. The City of Topeka,
as a unit of government, provides a wide range of services
including police, fire, health care, recreation, community and
economic development, and water and sewage treatment. The
annual budget for fiscal year 1993 is $120 million dollars and
the city employees opportunity 1500 persons.
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According to census data between 1970 and 1980 total housing
unite increased from 43,700 to 51,556 for an increase of 7, p5e
uriite or an 18% increase. Between 1980 - 1990 total housing
unite increamed from 51,556 unite to 57,830 for an increage of
6,274 unite,

According to the 1990 census data book (hereafter data book)
supplied by HUD 10,631 of the city's 49,936 occupied households
were cofistructed before 1940 or 21%. 75% of the rental units
are occupied by very low income persons and 65% of the owner
units are occupled by very low income persons. 25,2317 housing
units were built before 1960 or 50% of the occupied housing
unite in Topeka were built before 1960.

Owner-occupled unite as a percent of all units occupied has
decreaped since 1970, Owner-occupied units accounted for 62.9%
of all ocecupled units in 1970 or 26,418 units. In 1980 the
percefnitage dropped to 62.2% or 28,788 units and in 1990 owner-
occupled unite accounted for 53.3% of all units occupied or
26,603 units.

Housing units lacking complete plumbing as a percentage of
all units has decreased steadily since 1970. In 1970 1,202
housing units or 2% lacked complete plumbing. In 1980 the
percentage dropped to 1.4% or 718 units. 1In 1990, 0.3% percen-
tage or 163 units lacked complete plumbing.

Housing units with more than 1 person per room as a percet-
tage of all occupied units decreased steadily since 1970. In
1970, 5.6% or 2,364 occupied units were overcrowded. In 1980,
the percentage of overcrowded units dropped to 2.1% or 984
occupied units.

According to building permit information from the Topeka/
Shawnee County Metropolitan Planning Agency from 1980 to 1990
2,482 housing units were built west, southwest and south of the
city of Topeka and only 811 housing units built within the
community development target area. 9.4% of the housing units
built between 1980 and 1990 were built in the community devel-
opment target area.

According to the 1990 census, there are a total of 7,894
vacant unite in Topeka. 3,166 vacant units are for sale or rent
and 109 are seasonal and migratory. The other 4,619 units are
not for sale, rent or used seasonably. A large portion (2,795
vacant units) are within the community development target area.

The mean housing sale price in Topeka was 46,068 in 1980 as
compared to 64,427 in 1990. Housing prices range from real
bargains $10,000 - $12,000 which are substandard to very
expensive (300,000 to 400,000) large family homes. The data
book showed 49,936 occupied housing units and 7,894 vacant units
for a vacancy rate of 15%.

The City of Topeka is just now reviving from the population.
Loss experienced by the closing of the military base at Forbes
Field.
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Over the past decade, the Topeka regional @cofiomy haw
exhibited relative stability, with a modest decline in the sarly
1980'w and somewhat stronger growth in the late 1980'sg, Overall
efployment in the City grew by a total of 7.3% nearly 25% of the
employment in the city is in government, Housing sales prices
in the city have tremained generally stable, with increased
dverage sales prices keeping pace with the rate of inflation.

Trends

In 1980 118,690 persons resided in the city as compared to
119,883 in 1990 for a net change of 1%. According to the City's
cofiprehensive metropolitan plan 1990 - 2010, the city's popula-
tion, 1e estimated to be 127,336 by 2010.

The addition of 7,453 persons would equate to a need of
dpproximately 3105 housing units, many of which would be
provided using the existing 1990 vacant units and units provided
by the Topeka Housing Partnership, inc. affordable housing
progran.,

11, Demographice/Low Income and Racial Ethnic Concentrations.

a, General population (Trends) Household, Racial and
Ethnic Characteristics.

Topeka's 1990 Census population is 119,883, The city's
population grew 1% from 1980 to 1990.

There are 49,936 occupied housing units and 7,894 vacant
units as per the data book. A number of the vacant units are
not rehabable and will be removed from the housing market via
city demolition program.

The following shows the racial and ethnic characteristics of
the total population as per the data book.

1990 General Population by Race

White Black Hispanic Native American
(non-hispanic) (non-hispanic) (All Races) 1,299 (19%)
98,528 (B2%) 12,347 (10%) 6,539 (6%)
Asian Pac. Islander Other (non-hispanic) TOTAL
1,013 (.8%) 157 (62%) 119,883

b. Concentration of Racial/Ethnic Minorities as defined
in the CHAS glossary of terms by census tracts.

The only census tracts where minority/ethnic races exceed 40%

and where over 50% of the families are below 80% of the median
income is census tracts 2, 3, 11, 12, 14.

-
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Population A Hevsahold Data

U8 Deparamant of Housing and Urban Developman:
Offled of commuiey Planning and Developsant

Comprahansive Housing Affordabilivy Beratedy (chAs)
lﬂltrunllunn for Loeal Jurisdietions

MAWA of JusiMdiendew: e
Clty af Topaha, RANAAS
;“‘-;;Fulltlun h iilu 1980 | ' | ] laLn:vaNMQdLln Inéﬁé‘lmi.jééiiﬁL;...h
|chnaus baca|census bata| changs | h
| (A | L] | 4] [ [MBA Madian |Juriddiction oiNAtLonal
............................ ‘-‘I-----------i-----------l-----------' [Family Madian Family |Madian
1. White (nwn-Hispanie) | 1do,0d0 | 9,020 | 1% [ theowa tnoome not | ramily
| l | | | AvALLAbLLA for |Income
AR P Sy R R P |saassaaanna |eeanasaanan |ssaansacnna | ukhan |
1. Blagk (neh-Hispanic) | 14,449 ’ 12,147 | 118 | coulbien and | i
I | ! | | cuhlertia) |
asmsmsAsAAANAsmRansansasana as|as assdnss|assnsnnanaa ! ........... | | |
1. Hispanie (ALl rAces) : §, 104 : 0,819 | | \ |
| | | |
............................. na|emassscsana|ansaseacacafanninnnnaan] | g10, 947 128,11 | 318,919 |
4 Nativa Amarican [ Lo312 | 1,299 | N1l A0 0 T A B
(non-Hispania) : | |
.................................... accena|ennanaanann|csncanannaa|
5. AMian A Pacific telandars 6h0 | 1,013 | 504|
inoh-Hispanie) | \
tecesssssssssrsssanessasassnsas|sessnccaas o|emcennannan |ssassnanns .
6. othar (nen-Hispanie) | 10 | 187 | -14]
| [ I [
......... N B e I |
7. Total Populatien [ L118,89%0 | 119,083 | 14
| I [ |
“sscmmmssanenssanassncssanaanc|seassacssans|anannnacans |enanancnnan |
6. Housahold Population | 0| 0 |N/A
(TN W s—
sassessssssassansenssscanassnaa|sscsccacson]sanann ssnse|ssnnnnennas |
9. HNon-Household Population | LA6,690 | 119,682 | 18]
| I | |
i. Special Categories
(@.¢. atudance, milicary, mxgrlnt farm workers, etc.)
[ | | |
| | \ |
e N B T T T T oy .
| | {
| | \
.......... e T N [P
| | | |
| | L |
............................... \...........|...........;.-.........\
\ | | \
| | | \
€ Housaholda |  Total |% of Total | % Very Low |§ Othar Low| % Hodarate ' |
| Houssholds |Households | Income | Income | Incoms Above |
| 1990 | | 0-50% MPI® |S1-800 MPI®|[01-960 MPL® 206 MPIe
| (A | 1 ]] | () | (D) | (R | (P |
1. White (non-Hispanig) 43,374 | Boh| 21% | 200 | 9 508
| | | | |
2. Black (nen-Mispanie) | 4,008 | 9| 460 198 6h | 208
(ST — ——
3. Hispanic (all races) | 2,029 | a8 FELT 198 e 1 198
| | | | |
4. Native American | 466 | 1% ALY asy| 140 108
inon-Hispanie) | | |
----------- mmemmessannsnasas -_...'...........|...._......|.....-..... mmescessncs |manencmcnsn |cnsnssannassaan
5. Asian & Pacific Islanders| 122 | 1% 178 188 | sy 438
(nen-Hispanie) | | |
------------------------ ---....|....-..--..|.........._'.......---.l....-------l---«-l----- q------..-n!."
6. All Households | 49,039 | 100%| 240 ao0%| ”" A7%|
I | I I | |
* Or, based upen HUD ndjua:cd income limice, if applicable
HUD 40090-A (1/93)
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| SRONUR Ledch | Total Parpenm | Tobal LMP_ | Pargent L/M |

2 401 201 50.12
3 1,423 1,118 78.57
11 4,823 2,250 79.70
12 2,084 1,522 73 .43

- 14 960 552 57,50

A map 1e attached., These census tracts fall within the
community development target area which 18 the northeast
quadrant of the city.

Market and tnventory Conditionms
i. Ceneral Market and Inventory

An overview of general market supply demand condition and
cost of housing has been presented.

Topeka has 49,936 occupied households of which 19,583 or 39%
are renters and 61% ot 30,353 are owhers. These petcentage are
typical of medium size citiles.

There are 4,728 vacant units (8.6%) of these 2471 are rental
properties with a 15% substantial rate. Approximately 400 - 550
are guitable for rehab. There are fewer vacant unite in the
owner properties with 695 of which approximately (84 - 90) need
repair. There 18 no guarantee that the vacant units for sale
will be owner occupied when sold. Other units may have been
removed from the market by the owner because of estate settle-
ment, etec.

Currently there are owner occupied households on the waiting
list for homeowner rehabilitation. Many of these are elderly
homeowners who are not financially capable of providing normal
maintenance. City officials estimate that over 3,000 homeowners
are in need of substantial rehabilitation.

According to the data book 4,401 owner occupied households
have housing problems and 7,367 renter households have housing
problems.

The size, tenure, and occupancy according to the data book is
as follows:

" Housing uniteg by bedroom size, tenure and occupancy status: 1990

City of Topeka

Total Renter Occupied Units Owner Occupied Units

0-1 2 j-more 0-1 2 34qmre

49,936 7,635 8,071 3,877 976 9,365 20,012
-5



The cost of housing is illustrated by the following:

The mean housing sale price in Topeka in 1990 was 64,427 thig
is up from 46,068 in 1980, The figures were derived from multq-
ple listing service provided by the Topeka Hoard of Realtors.
In 1990 over 43% of the properties sold for under $50,000.

Ae in the' case for most communities, gpecific data 1s not
avallable addressing the suitability of existing units for the
elderly, disabled or families with children. Federal requla-
tiofis require landlords to modify single units to accommodate
persons with disabilities if such persons are willing to pay for
such improvement. The law aleo prevents discrimination against
families with children except where more than 80% of all units
are rented to persons age 55 or older. The elderly are
generally given preferential treatment for all housing,

The majority of Topeka's housing stock is single Ffamily
resldefices, the needs of the elderly, disabled and families with
childreh can be patisfied.” Homeownership opportunities for
families are availlable because of low interest rates and
purchase prices are competitive, 1In addition, both private and
public programs are availlable to reduce the cost of homeowner-
ship such as lower dowh payments and reduced closing costs.

There are no barriers to access either for rental ot

ownership properties except the typical requirements for
gecurity depoeits and down payments,

Pursuant to the data book 21% or 10,631 housing units were
built pre 1940. 3,242 were rental units and 7,389 units were
owned. The rental units occupied by very low and low income
persons totaled 6,769 or 91%.

35,312 units according to the data book or approximately 65%
of Topeka’'s housing units were built pre 1960. The presence of
lead base paint in these units is higher than in units built
after 1960. The Topeka Shawnee County Health Department has not
identified one child as having lead poison. However, 20
children have been identified as having an elevated lead
reading. Lead presence gcreening is being planned for 1994 in
units housing persons identified by the medical community with
elevated lead levels.

11, Assisted Housing Inventofy
a, Public Housing

The City of Topeka via the Topeka Housing Authority has 731
public housing units of which 382 are 0 - 1 bedroom, 191 are 2
bedrooms and 158 are 3 or more bedrooms. Currently 116 units
are vacant for a vacancy rate of 15.8%. The physical and
management needs assessments prepared by the city’s housing
authority are on file with the Topeka Housing Authority, HUD,
Region VII, Kansas City, KS and are available for public review
at those locations. The city has 4 family projects and 4
elderly projects.

-7 -

-7



b, Section A

The city via the Topeka Housing Authority operates 758
section B hcunin? certificates and vouchers. The program is
dlmost exclusively used by families living in market based
hHousing. The vast majority of the units are single family with
about 15% of families living in multi-family apartments,

The breakdown of section 8 by bedroom size and number of
urilte 1s as follows:
Bedroom # of
Size Unite

27
141
315
199

26

PPN S e

The occupancy rate is currently 97%. No city-owned or leased
unite exist in this program, therefore no units are expected to
be lost from the current inventory. The tenants vote with their
feet and location of the unite vary as tenants move to different
units.

©. Other Assisted Housing

The following 1s an inventory of other assisted housing in
Topeka. There are 540 gection 202 units, 454 section 236 and
395 other units HUD assisted in Topeka for a total of 1389
unite. An example of this type of unit is Century Plaza.

There are approximately a total of 3,236 HUD assisted units
in Topeka. 1,298 or 40% assist the elderly and the additional
units 1938 or 60% assist families. The HUD assisted units by
bedroom size are as follows: 239-0; 1,265-1; 845-2; 488-3; 78-
4; and 321 units are not applicable to bedroom size.

iii. Inventory of Facilities and Services for the Homeless
and persons threatened with Homelessness

The Topeka Homeless Task Force prepared the inventory of
facilities and services for the homeless and persons threatened
with homelessness. Attached please find the avail-able services
by target population, emergency shelter and tran-sitional
housing available and the number of beds or units needed.

Other agencies supported by the city provide services to the
homeless and those threatened with homelessness. Community
Action provides case management program to meet the needs of the
homeless population. A homeless specialist work directly with
homeless individuals staying at the Topeka Rescue Mission. Each
client is dealt with on a one to one, persconalized basis to
ensure that the best possible solution for their needs are
explored. A service plan is developed identified homeless
person. The program does the following:

-



Topeka Homeless Action Plan 1993
Final Draft/December
Topeka Homeless Task Force

Avallable Services

NOT 2
foothobes 1n (

Population
Youth 6-12

Youth 12-17
(hot 1in
Fogter Care)

gingle Men

8ingle Women

Battered
Women &
Families

Pamlilies
(inc. Couples,
Battered Women

& Families,
Alcohol, Drug,
Aids)

110

Heds Avallable

11 Kansas Child.
Service League
[3 Wheelchalr
Accesgible]

40 Kansas Child.
Service League
[20 Wheelchair
Accessible]

Topeka Rescue
Misalion (2)

[10 Wheelchalr
Accesggible]
Some movement
to Transitional
Housing

30 Topeka Rescue
Mission (2,3)
(10 Wheelchair
Accessible]

16 Battered Womern's
Shelter
[1 Wheelchair
Accessgible]

Topeka Rescue
Miggion

11 Families [or
37 People] (3)
[11 Wheelchair
Accessible]

Beds Needed

J

Utlites Available Units Needed

0 NA NA

0

40 0 50-70
(4)

0
(1)
0 20 Topeka Rescue 0
Mission
0 2 Oxford House (5)

10-20 2 Oxford House (5) 0
0
p B Availability &
Needs included
0 under Families
10 Cornerstone 267
2 Mary Sheldon Families
0 [or House [or
40 2 Oxford House 700
people] [above serves people]
1-2 14 families or 12 (6)
WCA 40-50 people] Wheelchair
[1 Wheelchair Accessible

Accessible]



Action Plan 1993

Page 2
tmerdency Shelter Tranwitional Houmwing
, Available Unite
Unitse Needed
Baverely & See slngle met, 47 Breakthrough 5 (H)
Perwintentl gingle women, & Living (7) 1
Mentally 11 families [2 Wheelchalr Wheelchalr
Accespible] Accesalble

NOTE: The primary need for persons with severe and persistent mental illness ig
long term permanent housing. Currently, 147 beds are available at Adult Family
Hotes or Adult Living with projected permanent housing needs of 353 beds., (9)

IMPORTANT NOTE: Supportive services should be available.

=105
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HOMRLEME TASR FONCH

Octobetr 19, 1992

Marilyn Ault

Program Director

YWCA

Post Office Box 1883
Topaka, Kansas 66601-18823

Phona: 3154-7927

Lana Balka

Executive Director
Topeka Housing Authority
1312 Polk
Topeka, Kansas 66612
Phone: 233=4176

FAX: 233-8514

Dennis Beitz
Breakthrough House
815 B.W. 5th Street
Topeka, Kansas 66603

Phone: 232-6807
FAX: 2331-12342

Cynthia Breitenbach
Women’s Recovery Center
1324 5.W. Western Avenue

Topeka, Kansas 66604
Phone: 233-5885
FAX: 233-12342

- Heather Cafferty-wWilson
Cornerstone of Topeka
507 S.W. Fillmore

Topeka, Kansas 66606-1192
Phone: 232-1650
FAX: 232-3255

Gary G, cunhinbnrr¥
Commerce Bank and Trust
Jist and 8. Topeka Boulevatrd

Topeka, Kansas 66611-2155
Phone: 267-8409
FAX: 267-8473

Mary Gentry
Breakthrough House

815 8.W. 5th Street
Topeka, Kansas 66601
Phone: 232-6807

FAX: 233-1342

Barry Feaker

Director

Topeka Rescue Mission
600 N, Kansas Avenue

Topeka, Kansas 66608-0350
Phone: 354-1744
FAX: 154-8661

Karen Hiller

Executlive Director

Housing and Credit Counseling,
Inc,

1195 Buchanan

Topeka, Kansas 66604-1183
Phone: 234-0217
FAX: 234-0237

Peggy Houston
Independent Living
235 Kansas Avenue
Topeka, Kansas 66603

Phone: 296-0340

/= 1/



Hotemiess Tamk Force
October 19, 1992
Page 2

Don Karr

Topeaka tndependent Living
Remource Center

1258 8. Topeka Boulevard
Topeka, Kansas 66611-2240

Phone: 267-7100

Lori Kidd

Vaterans Administration
2200 Gage Boulevard
Topeka, Kansas 66622-0002

Phone: 272-3111, Ext., 3198

Ron Lutz

State of Kansas
Bocial and Rehablilitation
Searvices

Post Office Box 1424

Topeka, Kansas 66601-1424

Phone: 296-0497

Diane Mcbiarmid

Shawnee Community Mental Health
2401 W. 6th

Topeka, Kansas 66606-1708

Phone: 233=1730
FAX: 233-0085

Mike Patrick

Kansas Children’s
League

2600 S.E, 23rd
Topeka, Kansas 66605

Service

Phone: 234-5424

Nancy Rapp
Kahmas children’s Service
Laague

2600 8.E, 23rd
Topeka, Kansas 66605

Phone: 234-8424

Dennis Rogers

Fidelity Bank

600 Kansas Avenue

Topeka, kansas 66603-3812

Phona: 232-3465
FAX: 233=-7871

Fern Rosenberg

United Way

5100 W. 10th

Topeka, Kansas 66604-2051

Phone: 273-4804

Marilyn Ward

Executive Director
Everywoman’s Resource Center
1002 S.W. Garfield

Topeka, Kansas 66604-1309

Phone: 357-5171

Susan Wheatley

Executive Director
Shawnee County Community
Assistance and Action
1000 S.E. Hancock
Topeka, Kansas 66607

Phone: 235-9561
FAX: 235-9564
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1. identifies and assists homeless perwon in finding emergency
shelters. .

2. helpw to address medical and nutritional needs.

3. provides transportation to clients involved in job sedrching,
4. coordinates with other human service agencies as needed,

5. provides guidance in finding employment.

To receive agsistance a client must be homeless, nearly home-
less or in danger of becoming homeless. The client must also
have an income below 125% of the federal poverty line and must
be willing to make changes toward a better quality of life,

Cage manadement allows low-ificome families to overcome the
barriers of poverty and gain the skills necessary to become
gself-reliant. Other case management of services programs
include the elderly outreach program which identifies the
lsolated elderly and assists them 1in accessing necessary
programs and services,

An Operation Boatshop case management program is offered to
gection 8 housiflg clients to work towards self-rellance. The
program is coordinated with the Topeka Housing Authority.

The Discovery Group program provides training and support via
a group setting to share experiences and success stories and
understand common and often feared bureaucratic information.

Other social and youth service agencies supported by the city
provide child care and other emergency services. The agencies
include Blg Brothers/Big Sisters, YWCA, Topeka Day Care, Red
Cress, and Let's Help which provides a soup kitchen for the
homeless and near homeless.

All of these social service agencies assist the homeless or
near homeless from becoming homeless.

iv. Inventory of Supportive Housing for Non-Homeless Persons
with Special Needs.

In 1993, Contemporary Housing Alternative of Topeka, Inc.
built 8 units to serve persons with Alzheimer’'s disease and 8
additional units are currently under construction.

The Women’s Recovery Center services on the average 25 per-
gons per day and 4 of those are homeless. The residential drug
alcohol facility provides 3 meals a day to residential clients
and outpatient clients and children. 100% of the adults are
regulars. The facility is for women and 66% unaccompanied adult
women. 33% of the persons serve are persons in single-parent
families with children. The following treatment and services
are provided on site. Treatment for drug and alcohol abuse and
mental and other health problems, food and meals, storage of

] B
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personial belongings, showetrs, laundry, mail drop, clothing, job
counseling, life skills, child care, early childhood education.

The Women's Recovery center is a fion-profit organization who
serves persont below 50% of the area median income. The racial/
ethnic composition of their clients are 66% white, 37% black, 1%
hispanic, 5% native american. the cefiter focuses on homeless
with disabilities, families with children, persons with aids,
and non-homeless persons with disabilities (drug, alecohol).

The Independent Living Agency provides training to foster
care youth transitions into apartment living. Referred youth
are tested to assess thelr life gkill level. Training is
provided in 10 life skill areas and coordinated with community
regources., The agency serves clienits below 50% of the area
median income. The racial composition of their clients is 50%
white, 40% black, 5% hispaniec, and 5% native american. On the
averade 6 persons use the services offered. Their primary
service 18 providing life skills (budgeting, planning, etc.).

Sheltered Living, Inc. is a non-profit agency which provides
essentlal residential, social, vocational for adults with devel-
opmental disabilities. The clients served have incomes below
50% of the area median income. The racial/ethnic composition of
their clients is BB% white, 7% black, 5% hispanic. The agency
serves 171 people.

The Topeka Aids Project, Inc. is a non-profit agency which
gerves people with HIV infection with social, medical, educa-
tional and legal services. The clients served have incomes
below 50% of the median income for the area. The racial/ethnic
composition is 79% white, 8% black, 5% hispanic and 8% native
american. The agency provides services only it doesn't have a
facility.

The Shawnee Community Mental Health Center is a non-profit
agency which provides assistance to long-term mentally ill. The
four case managers have direct contact with people to insure
that basic needs such as housing, food, financial assistance and
medical/mental health are being met. Once the clients obtains
housing, the case mangers provide budgeting, cooking, and house-
keeping services. The agency serves persons who have incomes
below 50% of the median for the area. The racial/ethnic
composition is 70% white, 17% black, 8% hispanic and 5% native
american. The agency services approximately 24 persons on an
average day. The following services are provided on site:
treatment for drug and alcohol abuse, food and meals, storage of
personal belongings, mail, clothing, job counseling, education
and training and transportation.

The center has received a grant from the state in the amount
of $691,000 per year or the next five years. The new program is
called "Access to Community Care and Effective Services and
Supports" or ACCESS. It is estimated that 1/3 of the homeless
suffer from persistent mental illness and about half that group
has an alcohol or drug abuse problem. The program will integrate
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the available services among various dgencies. The agency will
incredse its staftf by about 15 persones to implement the new
grant .

The legal aid society of Topeka provides legal assistance to
persons below 50% of the area median income. The racial/ethnic
composition -of the clients is 66% white, 14% black, 4% hispanic,
1% native american, 1% asian. The setrvices offered focus on the
following populations; elderly, frail elderly, homeless with
disabilities, families with children, and persohs with Aids,

The Community Action Agency offers a Full ranige of pervices
and programs that are designed to help low income persons to
deal with the causes and conditions of poverty. The agency
focuses on the following population with special needs: elderly,
frail elderly and families with children. The clients served
have income below 50% of the median for the area. The racial/
ethhic compositions of their clients are 55% white, 39% black,
5% hispanic and 1% native american.

Let’'s Help, Inc. a non-profit agency provides food and meals,
rent and utility bills to assist families who have not received
aggistance for low income families.

Door Step, Inec. a non-profit agency provides payment of
utility bills to families who have not received assistance
during the previous years.

The Papan’s Landing Senior Center identifies elderly and
frail elderly in need of meals, medical, legal, transportation
and living skills assistance (PLSC) is located in North Topeka
and serves approximately 200 persons per year.

The LULAC Senior Center identifies senior citizens in need of
services. The center provides transportation to medical
appointments, shopping, legal aid and recreation facilities.
The center serves approximately 60 persons per day.

El Centro is a non-profit agency that provides translation
for hispanic elderly clients. The agency also prints a job
bulletin, refers clients to housing agencies, and assists
clients through the immigration process.

Catholic Social Service through volunteers provides shopping
transportation and house cleaning services to the elderly.
Catholic social services serves approx. 367 elderly per year.

The Topeka Shawnee County Health Department through its Adult
Field Services provides services to maintain or improve the
health and quality of life for chronically ill and or elderly
residents of Topeka.

The volunteer program assists clients receiving any of the
Adult Field Services. The volunteers provide companionship,
transportation, minor home maintenance chores, nutritional
shopping tasks and respite for caregivers.
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The Home Health division of the depattment provides nursing,
home health aide service, physical, occupational and spaach
therapies and social work for homebound residents of the City
whose illnewsws ra?uirea traditional homecare for shotrt and long
term health problems, care for the terminally i1l and special
Heeds for those individuales receiving hi-tech services such ag
IV medication. 24% of the persons receiving care under the Home
Health Divieion were persons 80 years of dage or older.

The Health Department also provides nursing evaluations,
health counseling, illness management ak a clinic held at public
housing elderly highrises.

Project Access, a case management service, 1s also offered at
the health department., The program assiste frail alderly who
suffer from an accumulation of health, mocial, economic,. envi-
ronmental and functional conditions which threaten independence.
Nurses and social workers visit in the home to complete a com-
prehefislve assessment of needs and resources and provides long
term follow up as needed. In 1992, 642 persons were served 5,576
visits were made and 65% of the clients were 75 years and older,

Home Care Assistance is also provided by the health depart-
ment . This program provides personal care and homemaking
services. In 1992, 328 persons were served and 10,600 visits
were made and 63% of the clients were over B0 years of age .

Many of the soclial service agencies providing supportive
services to non-homeless persons with special needs are part of
the Mayor's Commission on Affordable Housing. 1In 1994, addi-
tional efforts will be made to coordinate the many services
offered to persons with special needs.

b. Needs Assessment
1. Current Estimates/Five Year Projections
i, Very Low Income

Households in the 0-30% of median family income are the most
likely to experience wsignificant current housing problems
compared to other households as a whole (see table 1c).

According to the data book, there are 1,229 owner households
or 69% experiencing housing problems and 1,211 or 68% of them
are spending more than 30% of their household income towards
mortgage payment and utilities. The data book shows that 659 or
37% of the households pay more than 50% of household income for
housing.

Homeownership is important to these families and in the best
interest of our neighborhood and community to maintain ownership
for the families mentioned above.

There are a total of 11,751 very low income (0-50% of MFI)
households in topeka of which 7,456 (63%) are renters compared
to 4,295 (37%) owner households.
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The varr low income households per family size for renters
lo

are am follows:

1-2 membatw 2-4 5-mote

households

1,865 2,461 BE2H 2,484 7,456

Source: data book

The very low income householde for owners i broken down to
reflect 2,573 elderly households.

According to the data book, 4,124 renter households have
lncotmes between 0-30% MFI and 3,332 have incomes betweeri 31 -
50% MFI. Of these very low income households, 5,664 (76%) have
housing problems and 463 of the dbove households are over-
crowded, The largest percentage of overcrowdness 50% is with
households having incomes between 0-310% of MPI.

The number of overcrowded owner households 18 much lower.
Overall only 0.9% of owner households are overcrowded compared
to 3.8% for renter households.

The black non-hispanic population has the highest percentage
of very low income households with 46% as compared to 21% for
white non-hispanic and an overall 24% for all households.

There 18 a need for more affordable standard rental units.
The City via the Topeka Housing Partnership, Inc. created a new
non-profit (Topeka City Homes) to acquire vacant units and rehab
them for rent. The problem will continue in 1994. The City via
Community and Economic Development provides deferred loans to
very low income persons (0-50% MFI) for repairs to owner-
occupied units. That program will also continue in 1994,

The Topeka Housing Authority manages 768 Section B units and
has a waiting list of over 400 applicants. The very low income
households are given preference in the Section 8 program when
they are severely cost burdened. The occupancy rate for the
gection 8 program is 97%.

Families are considered to have federal preference when they
expend more than 50% of their income for rent, live in substan-
dard unit or are being threatened by development or eminent
domain.

There is a disproportionate share of very low income minority
owner households experiencing housing problems 76% compared with
all households in this income range (69%).

The figures for rental unit demonstrate a more equal balance
in the market place. All renter households below 30% MFI
experiencing housing problems is 76.1% co- ared with 78% for
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Minority trenter households. This indicates that ragardless of

race, low income families are having housing atfordability
problems.

The houwing aswistance provided by government and nofi-profits
are provided to minority households at a highetr percentage (32%)
than the 18% ratio of minority households in the Ciky.

The Section 8 programe disperses low income housing without
regard to race throughout the City. The Yection 8 units are in
all 9 city council districts.

11, Other Low Income Families (51-80% MF1)

There is a total of 10,132 households in the low ihcome range
(51-80% MFI) 4,760 are renters and 5,372 are owners. 28% of all
renters in thies group have housing problems. 25% of rental
unigg ;or 1,190 units pay more than 30% for housing plus
utilities.

Of the 5,372 owner units 25% have housing problems compared
to 28% for rental units. In addition, 24% or 1,289 owher
households pay more than 30% of the gross monthly income for
mortgage payments.

The above mentioned statistics indicate that as income
increases the numbers and percentages of households with housing
problems regardless of tenure type are equal.

The percentage of all owner households with housing problems
in Topeka is 14.5% as compared to 25.7 for minority households.
In the low income range (51 - B0%) the percentage of owner
households with housing problems is 25.4% compared to all
minority households at 32.4%.

The above statistice show a slightly disproportionate share
of low income minority owner households having housing problems
than all households.

Overall, the 4,760 renter households with incomes between 51
- BO% MFI 28% have housing problems compared to 25% for owners.

i1ii., Moderate Income (81 - 95% if MFTI)

A few moderate income families may need housing assistance,
but incomee in the $29,160 to $34,200 range provide sufficient
funds to pay rent and utilities at $729 to $900.

Of the total renters in this income group 1,591 only 4% pay
more than 30% of their income towards housing and only 1% pay
more than 50% of their income for housing and only 8% or 127
units in this income group with any housing problems. Overall
their are 19,236 rental unit and 30% have some housing problems.

In the owner category overall of 30,603 households 15% have
gome kind of housing problem. There are 2,937 households in
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thiw income group of which 11% have some housing problem and #%
or 234 pay totre than 0% of their income for mMortgage and
utilitiew and no households pay more than 50% of their motithly
income for houwing.

iv, Public Houwing Needs

A copy of the Topeka Houming Authority'm 1994 comprehensive
grant program grant application is attached as Appendix #s.

The Houwing Authority opens their Section B wailting list once
per year. The waiting list currently has 375 persons, 94
persons or 25% of the persons on the waiting list meet federal

referenices. The public housing waiting list has 116 eligible
amilies on the waiting list of which 20% or 23 persons meet the

Federal preferences. The housing authority does not have local
preferences,

Over the past decade the Topeka regional economy has
exhibited relative stability. The long term trends in the
coposition of regilonal employment show that Topeka's share of
total employment represented by manufacturing, construction, and
transportation has declined, while its share of employment
represented by wholesale and trade, finance, services, and
government have demonstrated significant increases, Topeka
employment clearly demonstrates that Topeka is a governmental
center., Twenty five percent of the employment in the city is in
government. Growth in the governmental sector is not expected
to increase significantly in the future.

The increase jobs will be service sector employment which pay
amount $5.00 per hour. When you consider that most families
will by 2 income families, most of the families will fall into
the 30% to 80% of median family income range.

Topeka has become a regional center for retail and medical
activity. However, the increase in population, between 1980-
1990 only increase was primary due to the fact that the new jobs
being created were filled to a large extent by persons residing
in the surrounding six counties which experienced greater
population increase.

For the above reasons, the needs discussed will not vary
gignificantly over the next five years.

2. Nature and Extent of Homeless

Topeka's network for identifying and aiding persons who are
homeless is the Topeka Homeless Task Force. The task force is
made up of agencies that provide shelter and social services to
the homeless of Topeka. The homeless projections are based on
historical data provided by the Topeka Homeless Task Force.
Table 10 shows a total of 1,993 persons that will experience
homelessness in Topeka in a one year time frame,

1. Needs of Sheltered and Unsheltered Homelessnesgs
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There 1is no statistical data dvailable to determine the
extent of homelewsness by rdace and ethnic groups. The aswsump-
tiont iw made that the homeless population im comparable to the

population aw a whole and that 18% of the homeless population im
minotrity.

The Topeka Homelews Action Plan 1993 {dentifies the agencies
dealing with the homeless. The beds available for emergency
shelter is 341, 'The need is for 434 additional beds., The units
available for transitional housing is 101, The Heed ia for over
1,000 additional unite.

There are many agencies that provide supportive housing
asgistance via the self-help concept for education, training,
child care, health care, food provision, and houmsing, until the
Family can accumulate enough cash from earned income to provide
for rent plus deposit in a more permanent housing setting,

i1, Subpopulation
a. Severely Mentally 111

The need relating to severely mentally 111 1is twice the
national average of 1% for the population because of the mental
illness facilities located in Topeka such facilities include
V.A., Kansas Neurological Institute (KNI) and Mentingers.

b, Alcohol/Other Drug Addicted Persons

Persons afflicted with aleohol and drug addition would be
referred to the appropriate agency, examples include the Womens
Recovery Center and the Special Alcohol Related Program (SARP) .
These agencies estimate the number of persons to have a serious
and persistent alcohol or other drug addition to be 249 persons .

c. BSeverely Mentally I1l1 and Alcohol/Other Drug
Additione

The Kansas Office of Social and Rehabilitation Services
egtimates that 1/2 of mentally ill make up this population.

d. Domestic Violence

Pergons fleeing domestic violence include primarily women and
children, however incidents of male and elderly abuse also
exists.

The Battered Women Task Force provides immediate intervention
in domestic disturbance and provide temporary sheltering of
abuse victims. Currently there are 16 beds available. The
estimate count for this subpopulation is 40 provided by Battered
Womens Task Force (BWTF).

The BWTF also provides public education and awareness of the
extent of domestic violence experienced in Topeka, and provides
a support network of services to aid victims after the
emergency.
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e, Homelesgs Youth

The Kansas Children Service League (KCSL) hae 20 beds avail-
dble to youths between the ades of 12-17, Kaheas Office of
Social and Rehabilitation Services and KCSL estimate that thetre
are an estimated 31 sheltered and 110 unsheltered homeless youth
i1 Topeka.

f. Alde/Related Dlgeases

The ineidence of AIDS occurring in Topeka 1o negligible (175
capes dlagtiosed sitice 1981) and support service exist in Topeka
via the Topeka Alde Project. No facilities are planned speci-
flieally for thie subpopulation,

111, Needs of Persons Threatenied with Homelesshness

The latrgest population of persons threatened with homeless-
nesge are those families who are attempting to pay rent in excess
of 50% for thelr income; families earning less that 30% of ML
are at the dgreategt risk for homelessness.

The city hae created a non-profit (Topeka City Homes, Inc.)
to deal with the above mentioned population by acquiring and
rehabllitating unite to be rented at affordable trents. The
program isg planned to be continued in 1994,

There 18 no plans by the city or the private sector to
eliminate low cost housing because of emall, medium or large
geale development .

3. Population with Special Needs, other than Homeless
i. Need for Supportive Housing

The primary supportive housing need existe in the elderly
gubpopulation. According to figures from the Topeka Shawnee
County Health Agency, there are 700 frail elderly and 1,000
elderly persons needing supportive service and an additional
2,000 elderly in nursing homes.

There are 11 privately owned Section 8 or Section 202 housing
projects in Topeka that provide approximately 1200 units to
persons over age 55 who are capable of independent living.

A pecondary supportive housing need identified is the frail
elderly. 1In addition to the services already mentioned, a new
program via SRS called Community Re-entry Program will assist
nursging home residents who reside in nursing facilities and wish
to return home.

C. Available Resources

The City has used various means to resolve housing problems
and meet the needs of low and moderate income and homeless
families. 1In the 70’'s and 80’s the city used the acquisition
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and demolition of wubstandard wtructures, to build new houwsing,
The Jefferwon Square Houwing project provided 130 new homes that
wete built on urbah renewal ground. Thiw policy was often titew

#low and very cowtly. There is to tore available urban renewal
land available,

In conjunction with acquisition and demolition for new con-
struction, The largest housing program was rehabilitation for
owher occupied structures. The city continues to rely on this
program,

In the 90's, the city via a housinig etrategy developed in
conjunction with the Mayor's Commission on Affordable Housing
the city developed a first time homebuyer program, A program to
dcquire and rehabilitate property for rent. A ledase purchase
program, an infill new construction program and continued the
traditional housing programe such as owner and rental rehabill-
tation programe.

Aleo In 1991, homeless apsistance programs wers funded,
These programs include transitional and permanent housing for
the homeless. Projects include a Battered Womens project,
permanent unite for the mentally i1l and transitional housing
for the homeless.

1. Federal Programs

A complete liet of the federal programs hae been incorporated
into Table 3A. Federal programe include CDBG, RRP, HOPE 1, II,
111, HOME program, Transitional Housing and Supportive Housing
Services, Shelter-Plus-Care, Section 202 and 811 (elderly/handi-
capped) , Section 8 and other public housing programs.

2. Non-Federal Public and Private Resources
i, State programs

The Topeka City Homes was a recipient of 233,000 to enhance
its rental program via funding under the HOME program.

ii., Local Program

The city allocated $750,000 in capital improvement funds to
provide for affordable housing. In addition, the lending
institutions have provided over 5 million dollars in first
mortgages for the first-time homebuyers program, loans in the
rental program and mortgages for the infill new construction
program,

A housing trust fund was created to provide assistance to the
affordable housing program.

The city has provided several building sites to local non-
profits for new construction of single family dwellings.
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POLICY QUIDELINES

LN A I B

The first priority of the Mayor's Commission on Afordable Housing 1s to
ehsure the provision of decent, safe and affordable housing to Individuals
and families Iiving In Topeka.

In addressing these housing needs, the Commission shall:

direct its efforts toward people and families earning less than 80% of
the area median Income who are either cost-burdened or live In sub-
standard housing;

set priorties and ensure the development of programs that are
proportionate to the needs of identified subpopulations among the
farniles and individuals it 1s charged with serving;

cteste a "ladder of opportunities’ to ensure atfordable housing
reciplents, from the homeleas to the homeowner, recelve the level of
assistance which is appropriate to their personal circumstances and
goals; '

promote economic, soclal and ethnic diversity in neighborhoods
throughout Topeka.

The Commission shall also recognize the importance of the "livability’ of
nelghborhoods occupied by those it serves, by collabarating with others in
addressing such issues as crime prevention, infrastructure improvements,
improvement of adjacent and surrounding properties and private sector
housing development initiatives.
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Emphusis of all Commission efforts will be on providing decent, sate, acossaible,
and affordable housing of choloe to peopls.

Definition of people:

1. Topeka Mesidents whose ihcomes are between 0 and B0% ot the median
ares Income; and

@, who elther pay more than 30% of thelr monthly Income on rent or
mortguge payment; or,

b. furilles and Individuals with excessive, essentlal non-housing
obligations; or,

c. who live in sub-standard housing.

2 The Commiasion Is encouraged to direct special attention to those groups
who are disproportionately impacted by high housing costs. These include
fernale heads of household, minortties, people with disabilities, and persons
who are elderly.

a. The Topeka Housing Patthership (THP) should, as a matter of priority, focus
fts programs and resources on resldents whose income Is between 0 and
50% of the median area Income ("very low income"), These people are the
least served by the community as a whole and are most in need of
assistance,

The Plan encompasses short-term and long-term goals ranging 20 years into the
future.
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The Plan s city-wide In scope.

Over the next 20 years, the community as a whole shoukd produce 228 newly
affordable rental units esch year, of which 187 should be targeted to those earming
Isss than B0% of the median area Income, and 75 newly afforduble home owner
unhits each year, of which 83 should be targeted to those earning less than 50%
of the median area iIncome. This equates to 8,000 total units produced by the end
of 20 yeara, with 5,000 of those being targeted to those sarning less than 50% of
the median area income,

In the Plan year 1995-06, the THP shall be responsible for producing 90 newly
atiordable rental units and 30 newly effordable home owner units. For aach of the
Plan years 1008 through 1900, the THP shall be responsible for producing 108
newly affordable rental unita and 36 newly atfordable home owner units. By 1999,
the THP will have produced a total of 896 newly affordable housing units. At that
time, the THP and the Commission will reassess the overall community progress
towards meeting its goals and will set new production goals accordingly.

The THP shall also seek to facilitate production by the community at-large of the
emalning 97 newly affordable rental units per year and the remaining 33 newly
affordable homeowner units per year,

In addition, the THP Is encouraged to direct additional attention and, perhapa,
resources to other needs in the affordable housing arena, including, for example,
asaistance to those people eaming between 51 and 80% of the median area
income,

Ofits total units produced each year, the THP is encouraged to produce a number
of units accomodating special needs groups which is proportionate to the needs
of those groups. Reasonable accomodations can be achieved through structual
modifications. Further, the THP shall continue its present efforts to link special
needs residents with the social services they require. Finally, the THP is also
encouraged to promote universal design for all new construction.



The THP's production gouls focus oh those people considered to be In the most
acute heed of affordable housing assistance: current renters earhing between 0
uhd B0% of the median area Ihcome. The THF's direct unit production efforts are
notintended to preclude other community groups, including the Commiusion iteel,
from focusing thelr efforts on goals which are sither broader Ih scope ot different
In their oHentation (L.e.. homeowner rehabliitation, nelghbothood revitalization..)

The Commission shall also recognize the Importance of the 'livability' of
nelghborhoods occupled by those It serves, by collaborating with others In
addressing such Issues as ctime prevention, Infrastructure Improvements,
Iimproverment of adjacent and surrounding properties and private sector housing
development initiatives,

The Commission is encouraged to ensure the targeting of programs and resources
geographically to enhance, where posaible, whole neighborhoods. The formatfor
such targetling of efforts can be modelled after the City's plan.

The Commission should encourage and strive for a geographical and economic
mix of residents.

The Commission shall assume the responsiblility for generating new ideas and new
"partnerships.”" Case studies from similar cities may be helpful in this context

The Commiasion shall work towards creating a "ladder of opportunities" to ensure
affordable housing recipients, from the homeless to the homeowner, receive the
level of assistance which is appropriate to their personal circumstances and goals,
This will be accomplished through networking of agencies and a good referral
system. Marketing efforts, and a "uniform application" may also help. The goal
i5 to create a system in which a candidate for affordable housing assistance can
plug-in by contacting any given agency and be referred to the appropriate agency.

The THP is charged with responsibility for constantly monitoring the progress of
the Commission’s affordable housing efforts. The THP will present a detailed
report to the Commission including overall production units as ageinst plan goals.
In order to facilitate the Commission’s planning, as well as, the compilation of
reports filed by others, the THP shall file at least an annual report with the
Commission by no later than January 5 of each calendar year.
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The Commission and the THP shall Implement more sophisicated and
comprehensive data collection techniques for the purpose of collecting duta
regarding Topeka's aforduble housing market which s up-to-date and detalled
and specific. Duta must be collected regarding not enly THP programs, but also
oxternal community afforduble housing sfforts.

The Commiasion shall seek und encourage Incremsed public exposure to and ihput
oh the affordable housing effort. Thia will entall, among other things, regular
Commission meetings and speclal public forum meetings where appropriate.



Topeka's population includes both stable and dyhamic elements, Based on changes
recorded between the 1080 and 1900 U.8, Census of Population and Housing and other
sources, the following trends and needs have been identified:

The total population of Topeka will remain stable.

Topeka's population grew only 1% duting the decade due largely to continued
outmigration from Topeka, ffrom Kansas, and from the Midwest in general, This
outmigration ofeet gaine that otherwine would have been experienced due to the
number of births over deaths during the decade. [1980 and 1990 cehsus of
Population and Housing and live birthe and deaths reported by Kansas Dept of
Heanlth ahd Environment)

Poverly Is projected to rermain largely stable over the decade, but disproportionately athect
children, female-headed families and non-white families.

Recent years have been marked by unemployment rates thet indicate full
employment l.e. the unemployment that exists Is due to normal job turnover,
iIhadequate wage scales in some occupations and a mismatch between avallable
jobs and worker skills). During the past decade the poverty rate increased slightly
from 9.3% to 12.3%, but the number of poor grew faster, those affected being
disproportionately children, female-headed familles and non-white tamilles who
experience poverty at higher rates than adults, marred-couple families and white
families.

The targets for affordable housing programs are today’s tenants who need safe, decent,
affordable rental and homeownership opportunities,

Reducing mortgage expenses for currently cost-burdened home owners is not
within the scope of the City's affordable housing iniiative. Programs do not exist
that would alleviate the cost burden of a mortgage voluntarily assumed by a
homeowner. The City does provide rehabilitation programs addressing health and
safety problems faced by home owners.

For families who are currently tenants -- Census data, HUD estimates, deta from
other state and federal sources, as well as data from providers working with the
Topeka Housing Parthership -- indicate that approximately 75% need affordable
rental assistance while 25% are ready at this time to graduate to home ownership.
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Topeka's uffordable housing programs should focus uttention to the needs of houssholds
edrning leas than 50% of median Income.

Private and public sector Initiatives opermting Independently of the Mayor's
Commission on Affordable Housihg are sighificantly serving houssholds esming
from 80% to 80% of median Income. In the afordable rental arena, 1,100 rental
housing unite (pHoed at 30% of Income for rent und estimated utilites) have beesn
targeted to households earning less than 80% of median Ihcome through the
tax-credit program administered by the state. [Division of Housing, Kansas Dept
of Commerce and Housing).

The greatest ourrent need is for rental unite, but in the abeence of major changes In
poverly and total population In Topeka, this Is a fixed target

Famlly Income and structure are dynamic over time. Young persohs grow up to
form new families. Family iIncome and mortgage-eligiblity often Improves, due to
time in the workforce and taing wages, At the other and of the age scale families
members grow old, sometimes give up home ownership and Inevitably die.

In recognition of these iIncome dynamics of famillea over ime, and in the absence
of major changes in the population and poverty rates for Topeka, the number of
afforcdable rental units needed Is a fixed number. Similar phenomena have been
observed In traditional publlc housing programs, as familles "graduate’ from
assisted housing due to rising Incomes and changing family circumstances,

O greatest concern are the 2,949 renter households eaming less than 50% of
median who pay more than half thelr incomes for rent each month. [CHAS
Databook, Table 5, Pt 5]

While the number of househokls currently mortgage-eligible and needing home purchase
assistance Is smaller than the number needing affordable rentals, this Is projected to be
a continuing needing -- particularly for subpopulations underrepresented in current home
purchase programs (disproportionately Black familles and fernale-headed families).

In 1992 Topeka lenders originated 969 home purchase loans for families earning
less than 80% of median income. Black households accounted for only 2.3% of
total home purchase loans originated. No loan origination data were collected for
female heads of households. Census data indicate that 48% of Black families are
headed by females, and these families experience a poverty rate of 34%.



" COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT ]

- HOUSEHOLDS | | HOUSEHOLHS |
W/INCOME LESS | | W/INCOME LESS
| THAN B0% MFI THAN 50% MF| |
[ 1. [ Total Renter Households* [ 12,216 | 7,458 |
| 2. | Households which pay mote than 30% of
Ihcome for housing, Incl. utllities* 6,664 | 5,508 |
| 3. | Estimated households which have been
provided affordable housing since Census
or have chosen to pay motre than 30% of
income for housing | 684 | | 508 |
| 4. | Estimated remaining households which should
have the opportunity to access affordable
housing ‘ ] 6,000 | | 5,000 |
| 5. | Estimated percentage of those neaeding
affordable housing who would be eligible tor
and deslre homeownership opportunities l 25% | | 25% |
| 7. | Estimated number of households eligible for
and desliring homeowner programs/
opportunities (No. 4 x 25%) | 1,500 | | 1,250 |
| 8. | Remaining number of households needing
affordable rental units (No. 4 x 75%) | 4,500 | | 3,750 |
| 9. | Total number of units which must be produced
annually, for 20 years, in order to meet the
Community Need (No. 4 / 20 years) | 300 | | 250 |
a. [Number of rental units 225 187
b. |Number of homeowner units 75 63

_* From 1990 Census Data




1000 CEN8US BATA -
HOMEOWNER HENTEH | TOTAL

HOUSEHOLDS HSHLDS HSHLDS

0 to 30% MFI 1,782 4,124 5,008
lTrJ_/Houelng Problems 1,228 3,318 4,546
Cost Burden > 30% 1,217 4,220 4,447
wo/Corplete Plumblng 11 98 109
a1 to 50% MFT 2,518 3,332 5,845
| w/Housing Problems 1,008 2,353 3,381
Cost Burden >30% 987 2,288 3,275
wo/Complete Plumbing ™ 21 L i)

51 to 80% MFi 5,372 4,760 10,132
| w/Housling Problems 1,362 1,345 2,707
Cost Burden >30% 1,273 1,176 2,449
wo/Complete Plumbing 89 169 258

0 to 50% MFI — TOTALS 4,295 7,456 11,751
| w/Housing Problems 2,236 5,671 7,907
Cost Burden >30% 2,204 5,508 7,712
wo/Complete Plumbing 32 163 195

0 to 80% MFI — TOTALS 9,667 12,216 21,883
| w/Housing Problems 3,598 7,016 10,614
Cost Burden >30% 3477 6,684 10,161
wo/Complete Plumbing 121 332 453
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HOUSING b CREDIT COUNSELING

INC.

1195 5W Buchanan
Sulte 203

Topekd, Kansas
66604-1183

(913) 234.0217

FAX (913) 234.0237

ONSUMER
HEDIT
UUNBELING

P. O, Box 4369
Topehe, Kansas
66604-0369
(Main Office)
(913) 234.0217

Lawtenhce, Kansas
(913) 749-4224

Manhattan, Kansas
(913) 539-6666

=

HUD Comprehensive
Counseling Agency

@

United Ways of
Greater Topeka and
Douglas County

TESTIMONY REGARDING AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN TOPEKA
SENATE COMMERCE COMMITTEE
JANUARY 20, 1995
KAREN A. HILLER, PRESENTING

| have been asked to wddress our work toward a "sesmless continuum of
care' in Topeka, 1h terms both of affordable housing from hotwelesshess
to homownership and support services needed throughout,

Our Homeless Task Force has corpleted the updating of a facilities needs
plan and 1s udding to 1t a gervices needs matrix. Though we have made
splgnificant strides in the past 5 years, our plan details that at any
given time there are still 40 youth age 12-17, 10 to 20 single women,
11 battered women and their children and 10 families that we do not have
room to house in emergency shelters and 50 to 70 youth and 267 funilies
that are in need of transitional shelter over and above what we can
currently provide. Homeless prevention and support services such as
11fe skills  (budgeting, landlord-tenant, nutrition, family
relationships), counseling and support, Job skills and education,
medical, transportation and child care are available unevenly among the
shelters and in the comunity. In our planning, we are identifying the
gaps and comunity resources and are conmitted, s we have done in our
facilities planning, to helping ohe another to acdquire and share
resources to do the best we can not only to temporarily solve
homelessness, but to prevent 1t from occurring again. (Note: This plan
can I?a made available to the Comittee as soon as the final draft 1s
complete,)

Special needs populations in Topeka include a large population of people
with a variety of disabilities. At this time, the Shawnee Comunity

Mental Health Center has the HOPE Connection, a large 5-year grant for
outreach and support services for people with severe and persistent
mental 11lness and the Topeka Independent Living Resource Center has a
growing support services staff. As a typical income for persons in this
groups 18 $400 per month disability, permanent rental housing at rental
rates of $100 to 200 per month including utilities, is desperately
needed for this group.

Homeownership is a high priority among neighborhood groups and many
advocacy groups in Topeka. At this time, while the national
homeownership rate has risen to 64%, the homeownership rate in Kansas
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Topekn Aftordabie Housing
January 20, 1995
Page 2

1o only 63% und the hotwowhership rate 1h topeka 18 only 61%. Minority
hottwowhership rutes wre far lowsr thun those.  An ihcresse of 1330
hettwowners  1h the under B0% of {hcome range would raise Topeks's
hottwowhership rate to 82% and 1ts under-B0% of median homeownership rate
to 50%. our TOT0 (topska Opportunity to own) Progran has been very
successful 1n allowing 92 fenilies {n the past 24 yesrs to become
hoteowners,  44% of the buyers 1n 1994 were minorities, our average 1ncotme
level has been about B0% of median and most buyers have chosen to purchase
ih our targetted neighborhoods, key elements needed to continue such
programning are: wbout $14,000 per purchase 1n order to provide
dowhpayment and closing cost mssistance to those who truly need 1t and to
s1nu1tunooua!r provide necessary inprovements to houses with depressed
?13" ih o ::Itwh :;19}1:?:&&; ':u:msbuyur adu:ution, counseling and
vehnleal buppert the B purehupe proesss (has proven successful in
Topapu, atu 19093 elaev%'ore navg proveh Bthat tht(su upiumntl provide the
difference between high and almost non-exiastent loss rates); and long-term
cotttmitment by goverrtment and private parthers, understanding that 1t may
take 3 to 5 years for previously discouraged prospective hambuyers to
tnk; care of saving and credit-readiness so that they are ready to close
oh hoes,
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—— CITY OF TOPEKA

_‘A'cd"'{,h:m Topeka Housing Authorily
g 4 ) W/ 1312 Polk
y ) ; '|'n|li'lt.‘1. Wansay GEG Y1797
& i Phone Y13-296-0685
o MEMBERS OF 'THE BENATE COMMERCE COMMITTRE
PROM : LANA BALKA, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

TOPEKA HOUSBING AUTHORITY

suBJECT: IMPLICATIONS FOR THE FUTURE OF PUBLIC HOUSING IN 'TOPEKA,
A8 PROPOSBED IN HUD’S V"REINVENTION BLUEPRINT, AND HOW
THESE PROPOSED CHANGES WILL AFFECT LOW-INCOME RESIDENTS

DA'T'E ¢ JANUARY 20, 1995

The Public Housing Program attempts to respond to a large
market need that the private sector falls to address. 1ts purpose
i to provide low income households with decent, affordable housing
units. Because these units are publicly owned, they remain a
permanent resource 1in communities, accessible to low income
households. Publicly owned housing units provide one of the most
cost effective means of providing housing assistance to low income
persons.

The current public housing program has been overregulated and
has been operated with a "top-down" methodology. This approach has
interfered with local decision making and flexibility, and has
resulted in an inefficient and cumbersome program. The
consolidation of a number or programs into a single, flexible,
formula driven program, responsive to local needs would address

needed improvements over the current system,

Low income persons will benefit from public housing programs .
Q%§0.199$
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which allow meaximum flexibllity and which serve a broad range of
low ihcome groups. Low lncome 1e defined as BO% of median lncome
or balow. 'The mix of tenant incomes within that primary low lhcome
group must be a local decision, based on local hneeds and sound
business principles. PFach local housing authority should decide
who will be served based oh resources avallable from rent revenue
ahd/or federal, state and local sources. 'The number of very low
income households (below 50% of median income) which can be served
will be directly trelated to the amount of subsidy provided by
Conhgress, If there are statutory mandates that a certain
percentage of very low income people are to be served, then
Congress must also fund the requisite levels of subsidy.

The Section 8 certificate and Voucher programs currently
utilize private sector housing and owners are subsidized for
housing income eligible renters. 1t is a popular program both for
the landlords and the elilgible residents. '"The program utilizes
avallable rental stock, allows cholce for the resident in type and
location of housing and the Housing Quality Standards that must be
met keep rental housing repaired.

For the program to be successful, there must be rental
property available and owners must be willing to participate.

The "reform" for public housing proposed wherein residents
could choose to use vouchers in public housing or elsewhere, has
the following implications:

Residents could and probably would choose to live in privately

owned as opposed to public housing for a variety of reasons



including location, amenitlies, cholee of school and nelghborhood,
I'ewetr people, however, would be agslsted for the sate amount of
dollarse. 'he dollars could be stretched by lhcreasing the family’s
income eligibility, thereby reducing the subsidy and leaving out
the lowest lhcome people. 0r, the numbers served would be reduced
by retailning preference for the lowest income families. 1tn this
sacond scenario, serving the lowest income people will cost more
than if people lived in public housing., For example, if 733 very
low income families lived in units that gqualified for the highest
Falr Market Rents, the subsildy could lnhcrease to a million or more
dollars per year over the cost of subsidizing the Topeka Housing
Authority’s 733 unite of public housing under the current subsidy
formila system.

Further, as rents increase in the private market, the subsidy
conseguently would need to increase costing more dollars or serving
fewer families for no increase in dollars.

To control expenses, a rent cap could be placed on the subsidy
which could have the effect of restricting families to marginal
properties and the goal of "non-impaction" in neighborhoods would
not be achieved.

Finally, if familles do not choose to use vouchers in public
housing and families who can afford market rent choose to live
where 1t is closer to jobs and other services, what happens to the
current public housing stock? Is the federal government, in

essence, "dumping" such a problem on local governments?
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In conolusion, the "Blueprint" needs in depth discusslon and
debate to fully cohsider how housming needs for the low 1hoome
population will be met or further unmet by this proposal,



=1

=5

=5

N O Ll N N Ll S AN, AN N AN TN N S
# [ [ f f0 oo g g0 g0 EN  EILL ELLI ST SR T

AN ACTION PLAN FOR
HOUSING

S 3 EY £

A REPORT FROM THE HOUSING % 1
STUDY GROUP 7 = e
(_Jawciny O, | o —{
2 N

OCTOBER 11,1994 ~  Fremeces g
l')g’ri— 159/ 7 / 5 g}l\

| QLS

i JER EU JEI FEN] R JEN FEN " " i i i N g



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction

Methods of Study

Existing Local Government Initlatives
Overview/Conclusions

Primary Recommendations
Additlonal Recommendations

Appendix One  -(Analysis of Housing Data)

Appendix Two  -(Trust Fund Materials)

Appendix Three -(Code Enforcement Materials)
Appendix Four  -(Lawrence Housing Authority Structure)
Appendix Five  -(List of Community Resources)
Appendix Six -(Glossary of Terms)

Appendix Seven -(Addresses of Future Resources)

Page

10
32

35
39
42
46

58



INTRODUCTION

The City Commission held & serles of public meetings in 18982 to recelve Input regarding
housing needs and concerns. As a result of those meetings, the City Commission
appointed & Housing Study Group to study the housing Issues of Lawrence. While they
have not eddressed every Issue discussed In the public meetings, the Housing Study
Group has developed an action plan to address the key housing needs and concerns of
the community.

The Housing Study Group has worked to create @ document that can begin to guide
future housing policy, and make prudent use of limited financlal and technical resources,

Mike Heffner, Capitol Federal Savings & Loan Assoclation, Co-Chair

Shirley Martin-Smith, Adia Personnel, Co-Chalr

Jim Schneider, J & L Enterprises

Sandra Shaw, Bert Nash Community Mental Health Center

Barbara Huppee, Lawrence Housing Authority

Jack Hope, Natural Breeze Construction, Tenants to Homeowners

Bob Mikesic, Independence, Inc.

Jay Leipzig, Housing and Neighborhood Development Dept., City of Lawrence
Lynn Goodell, Housing and Neighborhood Development Dept., City of Lawrence
Jean Cowles, Douglas County Senior Services

Jerry Samp, Commerce Bank

Humbert Tinsman, The Bank of Kansas (now Commerce Bank)

Dale Flory, Hallmark Cards Incorporated

Ron Robinson, Capitol Federal Savings & Loan Association

Gary Condra, (Deceased ), Alternative Solutions,

Clerical Support Provided by Julie Wyatt, Housing and Neighborhood Development Dept.



METHODS OF STUDY

Due to the complexity of the subject matter, the Housing Study Group decided to
break the analysis Into three sub-committees: Housing Fihance, Housing Education, and
Aftordable Housing Needs.

HOUSING FINANCE: This sub-committee studied the problems and methods Involved
In the financing of housing, including new construction and rehabilitation of existing
structures. Financing mechanisms which have been used In other communities were also
reviewed,

HOUSING EDUCATION: This sub-committee reviewed existing housing programs, and
recommended enhancements, additions and revisions to fully educate the public on
housing programs.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEEDS: This sub-committee anelyzed various public
documents, conducted interviews with various housing professionals, enalyzed needs, and
developed solutions to address those needs.

EXISTING LOCAL GOVERNMENT HOUSING INITIATIVES

The City of Lawrence now provides several housing and housing service programs
to serve the citizens of Lawrence.

HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Community Development Division
CDBG Program
1. Comprehensive Housing Rehabilitation for Homeowners
2. Energy Improvements for Homeowners
3. Emergency Repairs-for Homeowners
4. Rental Rehabilitation for Investor Owners
5. Homebuyer Programs
6. Financial Assistance to Several Housing and Housing Service Providers
HOME Program
1. Comprehensive Housing Rehabilitation for Homeowners
2. Rental Assistance for Tenants
3. Homebuyer Programs



Bullding Inspection Division
1. Unitorm Housing Code Enforcement
2. Housing Inspections on Request (modest fes)

HUMAN RELATIONS DEPARTMENT
1. Fair Housing Education and Outreach
2. Falr Housing / Equal Housing Ordinance Enforcement

THE LAWRENCE HOUSING AUTHORITY

Public Housing
1. 120 Units of Elderly Housing
2. 130 Units of Family Housing
3. 94 Units of Scattered Site Housing
4. 25 Units of Elderly Housing Under Construction as of 1995

Sectlon 8 and HOME Asslstance
1. 378 Section 8 Certificates and Vouchers
2. 18 State HOME coupons
3. 25 City HOME coupons as of January, 1995
4. 34 Section 8 vouchers as of January, 1995.

The Housing Study Group recommends that these programs continue. The report focuses
on additional ways to fund and provide affordable housing and housing support services,



OVERVIEW

Following a caretul review of all of the housing Information avallublb. the Housing Study

Qroup came to conclusions based upon the Interpretation of the data. For @ more detailed
discussion of the housing characteristics of the City of Lawrence, please refer to the
saction entitled, Sources of Reference, Appendix One, page 10.

Congluaiona

1,

There (s a shortage of affordable three and four bedroom housing units.  Current
data Indicates that the supply of one and two bedroom units appears to be
adeguate, but many are not affordable for lower income families. (refer to pages
25,26)

There |s a substantial need for housing and housing support services for low
income special populations, This includes such groups as the elderly, frall eiderly,
the homeless, people with physical and mental disabllities, AIDS, and severe and
persistent mental illness. This includes both subsidized and non-subsidized
housing. Most of these populations are in need of one and two bedroom units.
(refer to pages 26-30)

The housing conditions data indicate that property owners have done a good job
of keeping residentlal property up to code. Most of the City's substandard
structures are single family homes, the majority of which are owner occupled. (refer
to pages 10-13)

The student population creates a significant demand for rental units, hence,
Lawrence rents are comparatively high relative to other communities in Kansas.
(refer to pages 14-20)

The student population has a significant impact upon the demographics of
Lawrence. The disproportionately high number of low income student "nonfamily
households," skews overall household data such that conclusions about families,
drawn from "household data", are not sound. Therefore, when assessing the
program need of families, "Family household" data should be used. (refer to pages
14-20)

Data indicate that there are currently vacant apartments renting at or below Section
8 rent levels, Fair Market Rents.(refer to page 24) However, many private sector
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10.

11.

12,

13.

landlords are not participating in the program and should be educated and
ancouraged to do so as additional Section 8 certificates and vouchers become
avallable.

According to the commaenta from the 1982 Public Hearings, many residents are
unaware or do not have access to existing housing assistance programs in the
cammunity.

There |s minimal assistance avallable to renters and landlords who are in need of
d@n organization to mediate housing disputes or answer questions about general
rights and responsibliities, (1992 Public Hearings)

There are presently 100 vacant, single family residerces that can be renovated to
provide affordable housing for lower Income families. (Lynn Goodell, Director,
Housing and Neighborhood Developmaent Department)

Emergency shelters for single people who are homeless appear to be adequate at
this time. On occasion, there s a need for emergency shelters for familles who are
homeless. (refer to pages 29,30)

There are no existing programs to provide transitional housing for familles who are
homeless. (refer to 1994 Supportive Housing Program Grant Application)

Many citizens do not understand the requirements of home ownership and
maintenance. Many renters need information and education regarding their
responsibilities and rights as tenants. (Barbara Huppee, Director, Lawrence
Housing Authority, and Lynn Goodell, Director, Housing and Neighborhood
Development Department)

There is a shortage of available funds and mechanisms to initiate new programs
fundamental to developing an adequate supply of decent affordable housing and
housirng support services. (refer to the CHAS Annual Plan, page 44-47)



PRIMARY RECOMMENDATIONS

Faderal Policy has shifted the focus away from 100 percent federal financing of
housing and housing related programs to shared financing and to public private
partnerships.

1. Cruate A Houslng Trust Fund

The Housing Study Group recormmends the creation of a public- private trust fund
that would be used to facilitate the acquisition, rehabllitation and development of affordable
housing and fund support services necessary to maintain Independaent living In the local
community. Housing trust funds are rapidly bacoming an effective tool for the developmant
of housing solutions. The trust can be funded from a variety of sources and can be used
to provide gap financing for projects which serve the lower income population.

The Trust Fund must be administered by a non-profit tax exempt organization.
There are several different options which will need to be reviewed in order to determine
which Is the most appropriate for the purpose of the trust fund.

The Housing Study Group strongly recommends selection of a non-profit
organization that requires representation of members from the low income community.

2. Appoint A Truat Fund Board

The trust would be administered by a non-profit governing body hereafter referred
to as the Board of Trustees. The Board would oversee the daily operations of the fund.
Board activities may include the development of funding sources, funding policy, and
funding projects designed to address housing needs and support services for the low
income community.

3. _Establish a Housing Advisory Council

In addition to the creation of the Trust Fund and the Board of Trustees, it is
recommended that a Housing Advisory Council (HAC) should be appointed by the City
Commission. The City Commission would establish the terms of the members and their
responsibilities.
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The HAC would meet on a regular basis to evaluate housing policy, and would advise and
provide guldance to the City Commission and the Bodrd of Trustwes regarding
Implementation of housing policy and any needed changes. The creation of the Housing
Advisory Councll should oceur whether or not a Housing Trust fund |s created.

Note: Please refer to Appendix Two, Background on Trust Funds, pages 32-34,
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ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS

Whille the Trust Fund should be considered a primary funding source, the following

Initiatives need not be dependent on the trust fund In order to be iImplemented Some of
the recommuendations require iImmediate attention.

1.

Infortm the public of housing programs and projects now avallable to the community.
Distribute this Information to all avallable resources such as soclal service
providers, SRS, the Chamber of Commerce, all schools, businesses, and
nelghborhood associations. Work with KU and Haskell Student Housing Officials
to ansure that the student population s aware of these programs.

Housing conditions date should be collected on an annual basis to facilitate needed
changes In the City's housing policy. To minimize the expenditure of time and
expense, It is recommended that data collection procedures follow those outlined
in the City's 1991 CHAS (County Appralser data was utilized and analyzed). A
"rental" & "owner occupled” categortzation should be part of this housing conditions
analysis.

The City should strongly support and encourage public and/or private partnerships
that enhance first time homebuyer programs.

The City should work In partnership with the community to identify and secure funds
to develop housing and housing support services for populations identifled as
needing both housing and housing support services, This includes the elderly, frail
elderly, homeless families, people with physical and mental disabilities, people with
severe and persistent mental illness, and people with AIDS. This recommendation
also includes the provision of Section 8 certificates and vouchers for these
populations.

Encourage the development of public and private partnerships for affordable
housing.

Establish a voluntary inspection and certification program wherein landlords would
have the option to have. units inspected by a certified building inspector every 24
months. The inspector would inspect the property, and certify that the unit is in
conformance with existing mechanical, electrical, plumbing, and environmental
standards. The landlord can market to prospective renters that he/she has certified
units. It is believed that these units will be easily leased and can inform the public
of the certified units available for rent. For further discussion of this proposal.
please see Appendix Three, page 35.
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7. |dentity or develop a source for housing assistance to mediate housing problems
between landlords and tenants expeditiously, and with fairmess to both parties.
Services might be avallable through a current non-profit corporation.

8. Continue to support the creation of a transitional housing program that includes the
components outlined by the Homeless and Housing Network in the Supportive
Services Grant application submitted to HUD in August, 1994, These components
Include the procurement of a year round shelter which provides intensive counseling
and case managemaent services for a limited duration with a focus on the local
homeless population.

9, Establish a transitional living facility with supportive service to accommodate
indlviduals with severe mental lliness.

10.  Develop housing education workshops for tenants and homeowners. These
workshops should Include such topics as basic physical maintenance, care of any
residence, tenants and homeowner's rights and responsibilities, etc. Such classes
and workshops should be sponsored In partnership with KU and Haskell Indian
Nations University, Housing and Neighborhood Development Department of the
City of Lawrence, and other groups such as the Lawrence Assoclation of Landlords,
and the real estate sector,

11, Identify and secure funds to construct, acquire, and/or rehabilitate 1,482 units of
alfordable housing for low income families and individuals. In addition, identify and
secure funds to provide rent assistance and housing support services for low
income families and individuals.

GOALS FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS
First Second 10 Year

Goals 5 Year 5 Year Total

Elderly 100 100 200

Frail Elderly 100 100 200

SMI Units 10 20 30

Developmentally Disabled 3 10 13

Other Chronic llinesses N e 4 6

Homebuyer Rehabilitation 70 150 220

Homebuyer Program 100 100 200

Rental Rehabilitation 25 25 50

Rental Assistance 125 125 250

Accessibility Modifications 60 83 143

Total of All Programs 670 792 1462

9
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SOURCES OF REFERENCE

APPENDIX ONE

ANALYSIS OF HOUSING DATA

Unless otherwise stated, data presented in this section were derived from the 1990
Census, or from the City of Lawrence Comprehensive Housing Affordabllity Strategy
(CHAS) and 1984 Annual Plan.

HOUSING CONDITIONS
Resldential Structurea

See Appendix Five for definitions of "Substandard," "Minor Deterioration," "Major
Deterioration," and "Dilapidated." Census data indicate that total Lawrence Residential
Structures = 14,824, Of that total, 1,448 (9.8%) had minor deterioration, 81 (0.5%) had
major deterioration, and 43 (0.3%) were dilapidated. |n short, total residential structures
with some form of deterioration = 1,572,

| it e e 1)

Condition of Residentlal Structures

T 1 Typ® of Deteriorstion .

= No Detertorstion Noted { B9.4%) !

12,000 Substanderd-Minur Deterforation (2.0%) ‘

Substercierd-Mejor Deteriorstion (0.5%)

(] Dtapkiated ( 0.3%) ;

10,000 :
0,000
!
4,000
2,000

gl 81 43
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Anglyals of the 1,872 Structures Having Some Form of Deterioration
(Andlysis by Owner va, Rental Status & Structure Type.)

Far simplicity, "Owner" shall Include both owner occupled structures and previously
owner occupled structures that are now vacant. "Rental" shall include both occupled and
vacant rental structures. (There were only 28 vacant Owner structures and 81 vacant
Rental structures in the 1,572 deterlorated structures analyzed below.)

M
STRUCTURES HAVING DETERIORATION

Structure Type
Ovwner-8ingie Family Homes
Fprtm-huge 1 emily Homes
anisl-Duplenss
Fonts-Cofverted Houses
RentakAl Other Types

10.8%

Of the 1,572 residential structures having some form of deterioration, 844 (53.7%) were
Owrler structures: 728 (46.3%) were Rental structures; 1,402 (89.2%) were single family
homes (Owner & Rental combined), 81 (5.2%) were duplex structures (all assumed to be
Rental); 89 (5.6%) were multifamily rental structures with a density greater than duplex.

Data on all deterioration types (i.e., Minor; Major; Dilapidated) were not available across
Owner vs. Rental status: however, such data were available for Lawrence's most severely
deteriorated structures. A total of 56 structures were so deteriorated that rehabilitation
was judged not practical. Of these structures, 29 were single family, owner gccupied
homes: 1 was a previously owner occupied home that was vacant, 23 were occupied
rental structures: and 3 were vacant rental structures.  While an exact, single family vs
multifamily break down was not available for the 26 rental structures, data analysis
indicates that at least 13 structures had to be single family houses-—- 13 structures were
multifamily structures.

11
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Houaing Unite

Except for single family homes, where 1 single family structure = 1 housing unit,
housing "units” ditfer from residential "structures." Therefore, there may be 2 or more
housing Units (apartments) in 1 multfamily structure.  For example, there are 2 ynits In a
one duplex structure.

Census data indicate that Total Lawrence Housing Units = 25,884,  Of that total,
11,522 (44.5%) were owner units, 13,987 (54.0%) were rental units, 385 (1.5%) were
clessifled as "other."

Analyala Of The 1,910 Units Having Some Form Of Deterioration

On the previous page, a total of 1,572 residential siructures were analyzed that had
some form of deterloration. These 1,572 structures, contained a total of 1,910 housing
ynits. The chart below summarizes the owner vs, rental status, and the unit type of the
1,910 housing units having some form of deterioration,

UNITS HAVING DETERIORATION

untt Type
Ovwner-gingle Family Home
Hanta-8ingle Feinly Home

Amniel-Commried House
Rentai-All Other Types

LITmEE

Of the 1,910 housing units having some form of deterioration, 844 (44.2%) were owner
units, 1,066 (55.8%) were rental units. Again, of the 1,910 units, 1,402 (73.4%) were
single family homes (Owner & Rental combined), 162 (8.5%) were duplex units and 346
(18.1%) were units in multifamily rental structures with a density greater than duplex.
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Data on deterloration type (8.g. Minor, Major; ete.) was not avallable across owner,
rental, and unit type, However, of the 88 units that were so deterlorated as to make
rehabllitation not practical, 30 were owner occupled units (0.3% of all owner units); 39 were
rantal units (0.3% of all rental units).

13
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POPULATION & INCOME CHARACTERISTICS
Unduratanding The inpact of Colleys Studenta,

The single most significant population characteristic affecting every aspect of Lawrence
Iife I8 the large number of college students,  Without knowing the consequential effects
of the college student population on housing, it s difficult to formulate policy and allocate
resources effectively. The following section provides an explanation of this impact upon
the Lawrance community.

TOTAL LAWRENCE POPULATION = 08,087

College Bludents ae 34% of Lawrence
(7] M-t B colepotsms 7] e ohaieme

l_

College Students are 34% of Lawrence,

According to Kansas University (KU), there were 26,320 students enrolled on the
Lawrence campus, during census data collection. At the same time, there were
approximately 800 college students enrolled at Haskell Indian Nations University (Haskell).
The large discrepancy between the 22,508 college students reported by the census, and
the number actually enrolled at KU and Haskell (26,320 + 800 = 27,120) is due, in part,
to the fact that a sizable number of KU students reside in other communities, and commute

14
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or teke correspondance courses, Thus, the 22,508 college students (34% of Lawrence)
depicted in the above chart, are college students who actually reside in Lawrence.

To understand this section, the reader must understand the following terma (In Bold):
Family Housshold: 2 or more rglated people occupying @ housing unit.
Nontamily Housshold: 1 or more unrelgted people occupying @ housing unit,

Households: \When the term, "Households," |s used alone (without "Family" or "Non-
family" In front of it), Houssholds = Family Households + Nonfamily Households,
For example, there are 24 531 Households in Lawrence (12,892 Family Households
+ 11,639 Nonfamily Households = 24,531 Households).

Relative to the rest of Kansas, Lawrence has a disproportionately high number of
Nonfamily Households.

While demographic data were not avallable on Haskell students, KU data indicate that
of the 26,320 KU students who were enrolled on the Lawrence campus during census
data collection, 19,792 were Single without children; 616 were Single with children; 1,949
were Married without children; 1,526 were Married with children; 2,437 provided no marital
data. Thus, 4,091 (17%) of Lawrence, KU students qualify as, or are part of, "Family
Households." 19,792, (83%) of KU students are Single without children. While these
data are not exclusive to college students who are Lawrence residents, it s safe to
conclude that: The overwhelming majority of the 22,508 college students, who make
up the 34% of Lawrence residents, are single individuals who contribute,
significantly, to the disproportionately high number of Nonfamily Households in
Lawrence,

The graph & Table 1, on the next page, graphically illustrate how the large number of

single students produce a disproportionately high number of Nonfamily Households in
Lawrence.

15
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Ratlo of NonFamily to Family Households

A - R ———
Hutmbyslts :

Neslmeiiy | e samtiosbia |

TOM -| 5] |mplly Homusatyrhin ——e S— ,1:."_“ ——————

0a.0%

Lawrence Households Kansas Households

Household % of Total Household % of Total
Nonfamily Households . .. 11,639 47 5% 281,585 29.8%
Family Households . . . . .. 12,892 _52.5% 664668 _702%
Total Households . . ... .. 24 531 100.0% 946,253 100.0%

The above graph and Table 1 illustrate the impact of Single students and the
disproportionately high number of Non-Family Households in Lawrence.
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Nonfamily Households by Householder Age
"Houssholdw” = Hesd of Housshold

5 10 theu 24 918,

20 thwu 34 ye,

e[ S S S —

Table 2: Nonfamily Houasholds by Houasholder Age.

Lawrence Households Kansas Households

% of Total % of Total

Nonfamily Nonfamily

Households Households

15thru 24 years ... ... .. 4,667 40.1% 30,610 10.9%
25thru 34 years . ... .. .. 2,898 24.9% 53,821 19.1%
35thruGd years . ....... 2,357 20.3% 88,766  31.5%
65andover.......... .. 1.717 14.7% 108,388 _38.5%
Totals: 11,639  100.0% 281,585 100.0%

The above graph and Table 2 illustrate the impact of Single students on the Lawrence
population. This graph illustrates how the young student population affects the "age
demographics" of Lawrence., Kansas University data indicate that, of the 26,465 students
enrolled on the Lawrence campus, 19,287 (72.9%) are Undergraduates (Average age, 22
years), and 7,178 (27.1%) are Graduate and Professional students (Average age, 32
years).

17
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Above data (llustrate that, relative to other Kansas settings and by sheer numbers,
Lawrence's older population is overshadowed by our younger student population. It s
possible that older citizen needs are being eclipsed and underestimated.  Our college
students have a dramatic impact on Lawrence demographics.  Policymakers need to
dsnwas this Impact, when evaluating needs and allocate resources.

Because they are often used to Infer housing needs, it s important to understand the
following terms:

Madian: The point at which 50% of the cases in a population fall below, and 50% of the
cases fall above—- |t |s the mid point, For example, 1980 census date indicated that the
Medlan Family Income (MFI) for Lawrence was $34 986, By definition, 50% of all Family
Households made less than $34 996-- 50% made more than $34 998, In a recent
(9/25/94) contact, the U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) indicated that
the current (FY 1984) Median Family Income for Lawrence (s $41,500. By definition, 50%
of all Famlly Households make less than $41, 500 50% make more.

Very Low Income Housshold: A Household (Family or Nonfamily) whose income is 0 to
50% of the Median Family Income.

Low Income Household: A Household (Family or Nonfamily) whose income s
50 to 80% of the Medlan Family Income,

Moderate Income Household: A Household (Family or Nonfamily) whose income is
80 to 95% of the Median Family Income.

The reader should note that in the calculation of Very Low, Low, & Moderate Income
Households, the Median Income of Eamily Households (often 2 wage earners) is used as
a measurement point across all Households. All Households include Family Households
+ Nopfamily Households (often 1 wage earner). This inappropriate, statistical mixing of
apples and oranges, is especially inappropriate in a college community where there is (1)
a high Median Family Income, and (2) a disproportionately large number of low income.
Nonfamily, student Households.

Compared to the rest of Kansas, Lawrence has a relatively high Median Family
Income (MF1); the MF! for Lawrence, has been $2 030 to $2,900 higher than the MF1 for
the rest of Kansas (Tables 3 & 4). When the MFI is relatively high, what becomes defined
as "Very Low," "Low," and "Moderate" Income, also, is relatively high (Table 4).
When one has a high MF1, and at the same time, one has a large number of low income.
Nonfamily student Households, one produces a large number of Nonfamily Households
that have Very Low & Low Incomes (Table 5). Without knowing that Lawrence has a
high Median Family Income, and a large number of low income, Nonfamily Student
Households, a naive observer could observe Table 5 data, and erroneously conclude
that Lawrence is an extremely poor city.

18
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JTable 3: 1990 Conaus Median Family Income

Lawratice Houaeholds
Nonfamily Households . . . . .. $12,418 $14,795
Family Households . .. ... . .. $34,908 $32,988
Total Households . ... ... ... $22,900 $27,291
Table 4: Current (FY 94) Income Levels,  Lawrence Kansas
Medlan Family Income (HUD) .. ... ... $41,500 $38,600
"Very Low Income" (0 to 50% of MFI) . . 0 to $20,750 0 to $19,300

"Low Income" (50 to 80% of MFI) . ... $20,750to $33,200 $19,300to $30,880
"Moderate Income" (80 to 95% of MFI) . $33,200 to $39,425 $30,880 to $36,670

Table 8; Very Low & Low Income Householda (Cenaua Data),

—Lawrence Kansas
Nonfamily Households ... ... ... ... ..., 9,398 (B1%) 213,766 (76%)
Family Households ... ................ 4787 (37%) 247,034 (37%)
Households (Family & Nonfamily) ... 14,110* (58%) 456,236" (48%)

Because of discrepancias within income categories of census data, Family + Nonfamily Households « Households.

In Kansas, Very Low & Low income Family Households, outnumber Very Low & Low
income Nonfamily Households (Table 5). In Lawrence, the reverse is true; Very Low &
Low income Nonfamily Households, outnumber Very Low & Low income Family
Households (nearly 2 to 1). This, again, illustrates the impact of the large number of
student Nonfamily Households. Note: The percent of Very Low & Low income Family
Households are nearly identical across Lawrence and Kansas Households (Table 5).
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Above data [llustrate that, relative to other Kansas settings and by sheer numbers,
Lawrence's older population is overshadowed by our younger student population. |t is
possible that older citizen needs are being eclipsed and underestimated.  Our college
students have a dramatic Impact on Lawrence demographics. Policymakers need to
dssess this Impact, when evaluating needs and allocate resources.

Colluge Students & Houashold Income Levels,
Because they are often used to Infer housing needs, It s Important to understand the
following terms:

Medlan: The point at which 50% of the cases In a population fall below, and 50% of the
cases fall above— |t |s the mid point. For example, 1990 census data indicated that the
Madian Family Income (MFI) for Lawrerice was $34,998. By definition, 50% of all Family
Households made less than $34 996-- 50% made more than $34,996. |n a recent
(9/25/94) contact, the U.S, Dept. of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Indicated that
the current (FY 1984) Median Family Income for Lawrence s $41,500. By definition, 50%
of all Family Households make less than $41,500-- 50% make more.

Very Low Income Household: A Household (Family or Nonfamily) whose income is 0 to
50% of the Medlan Family Income.

Low Income Household: A Household (Family or Nonfamily) whose income is
50 to 80% of the Median Family Income.

Moderate Income Household: A Household (Family or Nonfamily) whose income is
80 to 95% of the Median Family Income,

The reader should note that in the calculation of Very Low, Low, & Moderate Income
Households, the Median Income of Family Households (often 2 wage earners) is used as
a measurement point across all Households. All Households include Family Households
+ Nonfamily Households (often 1 wage earner). This inappropriate, statistical mixing of
apples and oranges, is especially inappropriate in a college community where there is (1)
a high Median Family Income, and (2) a disproportionately large number of low income.
Nonfamily, student Households.

Compared to the rest of Kansas, Lawrence has a relatively high Median Family
Income (MF1); the MFI for Lawrence, has been $2,030 to $2,900 higher than the MF| for
the rest of Kansas (Tables 3 & 4), When the MF! is relatively high, what becomes defined
as "Very Low," "Low," and "Moderate" Income, also, is relatively high (Table 4).
When one has a high MF1, and at the same time, one has a large number of low income.
Nonfamily student Households, one produces a large number of Nonfamily Households
that have Very Low & Low Incomes (Table 5). Without knowing that Lawrence has a
high Median Family Income, and a large number of low income, Nonfamily Student
Households, a naive observer could observe Table 5 data, and erroneously conclude
that Lawrence is an extremely poor city.
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Households Below Poverty Level

Houashold Type
o o iy b
(] Pty Hmsshets

Lawrence Kansas

As with Very Low and Low Income Households, it is not surprising to find that the large
number of student, nonfamilly households has a similar effect on both the number and
profile of Households below the poverty lavel,

So What is The Purpose of All of This Data?

There is a serious problem. College students, primarily KU students, have an
enormous impact on Low Income & Poverty Levels in this community. Low income-
student Nonfamily Households, and to some extent low income-student Family
Households, skews data needed to allocate social and housing resources. An attempt
should be made to "unskew," and analyze, demographic and housing data in order to
identify critical needs. One example of what can happen when data is analyzed, occurred
in the previous section (the "Housing Conditions" section). An analysis of the housing
conditions data indicate that, owner occupied, single family homes make up the majority
of the most severely deteriorated (dilapidated) residential structures in Lawrence. These
data suggest a need: |t is very probable that these dilapidated houses are owned by low
income elderly, unable to maintain their homes. We must use phrases like: '"This
suggests," and  "it is very probable;" because, we do not, really, know if these
homeowners are "low income, elderly." We need data (e.g., "unskewed" data) to
pinpoint needs, to formulate policy, and to allocate resources with confidence.
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Currently, Karsas University obtaine age, marital, and depsndent information from
anrolling students. It would be helptul to have KU ask students 2 additional questions.
One duestion would seem to be broad In scope (less personal);, however, It would
immaediately classity the student respondent as either Very Low Income, Low Income, or
dabove Low Income. The question:

My monthly Income |s; [ ] 0to$1,729 per month,
[ 1 $1,729 to $2,787 per month,
[ ] more than $2,787 per month,

The other question would ask the amount of rent pald. Except for substituting the word
"vour" for "this," in the question, the proposed KU duestion (and instructions for
answering the guestion) would need to use the [dentical wording used In the 1980 census.
Question "H7a" of the census |s as follows:

Anawer only If you PAY RENT for your house or apartment.--

What ia the monthly rent?
[Question H7a lists various rent categories wherein the respondent can, simply,
check a circle to indicate the correct rent level.]

If the City could get the cooperation of Kansas University to gather the data on these
two additional questions, Very Low & Low income students, as well as students paying
more than 30% & 50% of their income for rent (discussed later), could be factored out of
Lawrence census data. This process would not require a large expenditure of extra time
or money. This data could be collected as infrequently as once every 5 years (during
census years & 5 yrs, later). If KU would summarize the data, as part of its normal data
collection process, it would take one City worker less than 2 hours to "subtract out" the
student data from the most recent census data.

NOTE: Dollars amounts in the above question, are FY94 monthly income values for Very

Low, Low, and Moderate Income Households, These values would need to be updated
edach time the survey was taken.
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Households Below Poverty Level

Housshold Type
G] Nenfamdy Heusehaidy
(L] Py Heusstwin

L.awrence Kansas

As with Very Low and Low Income Households, it is not surprising to find that the large
number of student, nonfamilly households has a similar effect on both the number and
profile of Households below the poverty level.

So What is The Purpose of All of This Data?

There is a serious problem. College students, primarily KU students, have an
enormous impact on Low Income & Poverty Levels in this community. Low income-
student Nonfamily Households, and to some extent low income-student Family
Households, skews data needed to allocate social and housing resources. An attempt
should be made to "unskew," and analyze, demographic and housing data in order to
identify critical needs. One example of what can happen when data is analyzed, occurred
in the previous section (the "Housing Conditions" section). An analysis of the housing
conditions data indicate that, owner occupied, single family homes make up the majority
of the most severely deteriorated (dilapidated) residential structures in Lawrence. These
data suggest a need: |t is very probable that these dilapidated houses are owned by low
income elderly, unable to maintain their homes., We must use phrases like: "This
suggests," and it is very probable;" because, we do not, really, know if these
homeowners are '"low income, elderly." We need data (e.g., "unskewed" data) to
pinpoint needs, to formulate policy, and to allocate resources with confidence.
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HOUSING AVAILABILITY AND HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

Qwier Quoupisd Houslng

At the time of the 1980 Census, there were 11,522 owner occupled housing units in
Lawrence. The median value was $88 400, At the time of 1991 CHAS. the President of
the Lawrence Board of Realtors indicated, that overall, the market was meeting the needs
of first time home buyers; from December 1980 to June 1981, homes valued at less than
$80,000 accounted for between 38% and 42% of total listings.

More recent data on the cost of single family homes was obtained from the Douglas
County Appralsers Office. The below chart represents all the sales of single tamily homes
that took place in the City of Lawrerce this past year (7/1/93 to 8/1/94). All seles
presented meet Kansas law requirements for arm's length transactions (sales between
friends and relatives were excluded). Total sales = 1,308,  Of these total sales, 33.4%
had a sale price under $85,001; 33.4% had a sale price between $85 000 and $95,001:
33.2% had a sale price that exceeded $895000.  Median Price = $80,000.

_
SINGLE FAMILY HOME PRICES (7/93 - 8/94)

Data Source: Do.Co. Appralser's Cffice
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Rantal Housing Ayallability

The vecancy rate for rental housing is an accurate indication of rental housing
dvallabllity. Vacancy rate also aftects AFFORDABILITY (next section). Census data
Indicate that Lawrence's rental housing vacancy rate s 5.79%  TABLE 8, is @ summary
of vecant apartments by size obtained from the 1990 Cenaus,

TABLE 9: Lawrance Vacant Apartmaents by Slze

Numbar of Apta,
0&1 bedroom .......... 304
2bedrooms ............. 342
3 or more bedrooms . .. ... 184

Total Vacant 810

The following excerpt from a recent City document lllustrates the City's vacancy rate
and the avallabllity of rental units: "The total number of renter oceupled units Increased
by 38% since 1980, The renter vacancy rate was 5.7% (5.79%] at the time of the 1980
census, Indicating a slightly soft market for renter housing. Thus, since there are a
sufficient number of rental units in the clty, emphasis should be on renter assistance
rather than new construction." (1991 CHAS Executive Summary)

While census data, and data on HUD Fair Market Rents (amount allowed by HUD for
rent + utilities), provide some data from which to make inferences about housing
affordability, this data has limitations, and/or is narrow in scope. There is no data or
sourcas from which to directly assess current availability & affordability across the full
range of Lawrence rental housing. Unfortunately, when there is no full range, direct
assessment of availability & affordability, inferences about housing affordability are made
from income data. For example: "Housing units are available, but not affordable.
Approximately 6,800 lower-income renters pay more than 30% of their incomes for
housing." (Summary of Housing Concerns Expressed by Citizens and How The CHAS
Addresses These Concerns, a City Document, P.1) This quote illustrates the fact that
students skew data relating to income and those households who pay more than 30% of
their incomes for rent. Beyond the problem of students skewing the data, there is the
problem of how census data is used to determine the number of renters paying more than
30% of income for rent. The census question is, "What is the monthly rent?' The
census instructions, for answering that question, are as follows: "Report the rent agreed
to or contracted for, even if the rent for your house, apartment, or mobile home is
unpaid or paid by someone else." After a respondent's total income is determined,
income and rent data are used to determine the percentage of income that is paid for rent.
A sizable number of students share apartments, because they can not afford them
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Below Is @ comparison of the vacant apartments as reported I the 1990 census. with
vacant dapariments as indicated In the current survey, Using the categories listed 1 the
1980 census I the survey sample, there were 119 "0 and 1 bedroom," 98 "2 bed room "
dnd 16 "3 or more bedroom," units, vacant and avallable to rent.  To facilitate the below
© comparison, sample vacant units were projected to the 15,000 total Lawrence rental units.
NOTE: While the above number accurately represents the number of vacant rental units
in our 5,513 Sample, the reader |s again reminded that this |s not a sclentifically derived
study,

w

1980 & 1984 Vacant Apartments
e (al lvmmlh '
" 1B Vo A (oareum dete) 1994 mom g (survmy ctmteg
L_

The comparison of vacant apartments across the 1990 Census and the 1994 survey
indicates: (1) There is an availability of affordable 0, 1 & 2 bedroom apartments in the
private sector. (2) There has been a sizable decrease in vacant "3 or More Bedroom"
Apartments.

If private sector housing providers and policymakers are going to respond effectively
to changes in housing demand, a direct measures vacancy rates and rents will need to be
taken. The Housing Study Group recommends that random, phone surveys of private
sector housing providers be undertaken every 2 to 3 years, in months other than August,
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Individually, The census does not ask @ low Income student for thelr share of the rent.
On the contraty, the census clearly asks for the total rent, |0 short, students sharing

apartments will inflate data on the number of people paying more than 30% of their Income
In rant,

Due to analysis of prior City documents, as well as an evaluation of current bullding
parmits, there |s an acknowledged avallabllity of vacant apartments. Howaever, it |s
assurned that these vacant apartments are not affordable, based on Inferences drawn from
population income data. What is needed s @ direct measurement of the atfordability for
those units that are avallable.

Vacancy & Rent Survey

Survey Procedures: A telephone survey consisting of 47 contacts with private sector
housing providers was conducted 2/2/94 through 2/4/84. Three of the 47 contacts refused
to provide vecancy, or unit inventory data. The 44 contacts that did provide such data
were apartment complex owners or managers, apartment management firms, landlords
owning single family & multifamily structures, and a mobile home park. It should be noted
that the author does not intend to represent this as a sclentific survey. Because of limited
time and resources, we did not attempt to scientifically derive a population from which to
draw a random sample. The authors attempted a random sampling of Yellow Page
Listings, @ Landlords of Lawraence Membership Lists, and Clasaifled Advertising (only 4
contacts were drawn from Classifled Ads). While extrapolation from the sample of rental
units to the total population of Lawrence rental units should not be considered statistically
conclusive, the sample size is large enough that conclusions can be made about a
sizeable number of Lawrence rental units. Our survey yielded data on 5,513 rental units.
A canservative analysis of rental units bullt since the 1990 Census indicates that there are
approximately 15,000 private sector rental units in Lawrence. Thus, our 5,513 unit sample
represents 36.8% of the total 15,000 rental units in Lawrence,

Vacancy Rate (Availability). There were a total of 233 vacant units (all available to rent),
within the 5,513 unit sample, producing a 4.23% vacancy rate. |If the sample vacancy rate
were projected to the 15,000 total of Lawrence rental units, this projection would indicate
that there are 635 private sector housing units currently vacant and available to rent.

Affordability: Of the 233 vacant units in the sample, 56 (24% of the vacant units) were at,
or below, Section 8 qualified rent levels. If the qualifying rate is projected to the 635
vacant units outlined above, this projection indicates that there are 153 private sector
housing units vacant & available in the Section 8 qualified rent level.
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Septerber; October & Noverbet (the vecancy rat Wil be: atypleally low dufing these
months of high student moverment). These surveys should not take large, expenditures: of
time and could be conducted by voluntesr Interta”worklfg for the: Clty,” Once the
methodology for saimiple selection wes desighed (pethaps with the help of KU resources),
It would take one City worker less than- two days to- collect phone survey deta. 1

P,
v A

HOUSING NEEDS OF SPECIAL GROUPS AND INDIVIDUALS

The following populations represent those which further study s needed and further
graphical presentation |s necessary. The populations are widely referenced In other City
documents, such as the 1984 Annual Plan, and the CHAS, as well as various United way
reports.

Elderly Houssholda AGSAM Todg | wiemn T mim s pm

L ok, . - B £t | Ehanta Ug

. There are a total of 953 renter households.that are. 62 years of age or older.- It is

astimated that 794 of these hotissholds, or 83,3%. of all.elderly renter households, can be -

classified as either: low or moderate Income. There.are a. total of 2,849 elderly owner
households that are 62 years of age or older. [t is estimated that 1303, or 49.1%, can be
classifled as low or moderate.income. While this indicates a need for subsidized
housing for the elderly. renter, a total of 338 units of subsidized elderly housing currantly
exists, Of these, 218 units are in the 221 d(4) projects with Section 8 contracts. All of
these 221d(4) projects will be up for renewal in the next 5 years, and are expected to be
renewed and. maintained in the elderly housing. inventory. - There are- currently ro
vacaricles for any public. housing,, or Section 8 certficates or.vouchers, and all facilities
have over 50.individuals or families on their waiting lists.. The following chart illustrates the
amount of all elderly households compared to the number of. low. income elderly
households. The chart clarifies that 83.3% of all elderly renter households can be
classified as low income.

e L meagn e g ) gt R % % ~ - = Y. e [ ot
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" The rieed for assisted housing' (s the greatest among smiall faitillles.  ThHe B02 low
income and 1,489 very low income renter households represent '83.9%- of ‘all' renter
households in this category. In other words, 81% of the very low income households and
29% of the low Income households, expend more tharr30% of their monthly income for
rent and utilities, It is estimated that 67% of the very low income small households and 1%
uf the low Incama househulds exparlence a cost burden greatar than 50% %

A

~Inthe large famlly category, 166 of the 385 (43%) large famlllas are very Iow income
and 112 (29%) are low income. Approximately 68% of the very low income large families
expend more than 30% of thelr income on housing and 25% expend more-than 50%" of
their income on housing. - There is not d dlsprupcrtlonate level: cf nvarcrowdlng |n
Lawrence far Iargu familles.. -~ - - o

The Public Housing waiting list is typically around 125 families. This number changes
weekly depending upon the number of applications taken and number of applications
housed. The Lawrence Housing Authority recently changed its procedures for taking

housing applications. Under its new procedure, the LHA takes about 45 applications per

month. The Section 8 waiting list has been open and closed on a variable basis since
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November 1881, with approximately 200 people.. Thete are 2,538 flmlilu who fall, at or:
bulow 50% of the MFT for Lawrshce, (This figure doss, hot Inelude nan-tatilly, Househiolds. ).
With Incamues et or below 520,750, thess fumilies dre coneldered very [ow Income. There
are_another 2,023 familles who. are sbove. the 50% level but below. the, 80% of. mediun
IHeate; Theam fettillles are chrialdered | Incore. Uniiiy the 1980 Curiatia duhfur.vnry
low Income familles,. (2,938 families), and cumplrlnu It to tHe number: of subsldized Urits
avllllllélln In the Clty (872), there I two thirds s much dumand or need u thm m uhits
dvallable. .. )

. | IO e “'ni WSNIRE Il ,','\‘,."-,."!,.‘ R P 3l Bar is;

The Lawrence Huuulnu Aulhority Hae ndnptnd the four cutugurlu of Federal
praferances for households to recelve priority status, These categories are, n order of
priority status: 1) homaeless; 2) paying more than 50% of Income toward rent and living In
substandard housing; 3) living In substandard housing, and; 4) paying more than 50% ot
Income toward rent. As mentioned above, it Is estimeted that 3,628 renter households are
experiencing severs cost burdens.

w3 B

The Lawrence Housing Authority walting list for public housing has approximately
(15%) homeless households and 25-30% of households paying more than 50% of their
income for rent. The walting list for Section 8 assistance indicates that lppruxlmntuly
(12%),of the households on the walting list are classified as homeless, and approxlm-tcly
7% are living In stbstandard housirg dnd are paying more than 50% of thelr, icokne for
rent. Approximntuly (1%) are Iving lh submndnrd housing and (18%) are paying. more
than 50% of their Income for rent. Many of the holising service providers in the commirity

maintain as cllents individuals and flrnlllu who ‘would qualify under these gﬁldulinu ga )

hamalus This number s eatlmatcd as approxlmltnly 50 lndlvldunls o

...... parar & henitet
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There are approximately 81,798 persons living within Douglas County. According to
the National Institute. of Mental Health (NIMH) criteria, 1 percent of that total, or 818
people, have SPMI problems. The CHAS estimated that 124 of the 818 are homeless.
This is probably a conservative estimate as national studlas have estimated that up tu 30%
of all Indlviduals with SPMI are homeless.
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The Bert Nash Mental Health Cantsr serves appraxlmataly 178 lndlvlduals who rnaat
the criteria for SPMI, and 50% of them reside in subsidized housing in the community.
Individuals with SPMI occupy 52% of the available Section 8 single-occupancy units in the
community, 25% of the single-occupancy units in public housing, and 8% of the total
Section 8 program in Douglas County. Data collected in 1990 by the Bert Nash Centar and
Project Acceptance estimated that 7% of the total population, or 51 individuals with
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PMI, live with their tamiliee, to the detriment of both parties, dus. to the absence. of
dppmpriut- and wifordable pertmutent housing: for Indeperiduent living.. Thn r-mulndur of
the papulutl(ngl‘ reside In pﬁvutl ruldhhcu. prlrnlrlly o lll‘!lhil ek i e i

i numﬁnr"of‘ budli, wiid thi Jrnuunt of alibaidizetd nuppurt nuch an alctlurrs'
dedicated to- ihdividuals with S8PMI [n' currently’“seversly limited.” There afe ten
Indeperntdent Group Residences (IGR) dedicated to the SPMI populstion. Individuls dre
granted access to privete stock with the benefit of Section 8 certification dedicated to a
mental health population, provided supportive services are avalluble. There are seven
single-occupancy dwellings dedicated to individuals wlth SPMI whu dare homulm again,
provldld uuppunm urvlcu are avulllblo '

Ty A el : AT
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Like rmany larger urban areas, Lawrence |s hampered by a growing problem of
homelessness. While the Housing Study Group |s very sympathetic to such individuals,
it appears that this population has been largely overstated. One of the reasons for the
overstatement (s caused by the many definitions which HUD uses for determining
- homeleasness,’ In prior coples. of the CHAS, and other grant applications submitted to
HUD, much Information has been provided about the homeless Ppopulation. ' According tu
the 1991 CHAS, approximately 915 Individuals were providod services through the various:
hotising service providers in the community.” However, many of thede Individuals were.
counted twice, or were living In doubled up housing, or were transient individuals and'not _
residents of the community. Accordingly, in this document, the Housing Study Group has
defined a homeless person as one who Is living in a place not ordinarily meant for human
habitation. This does not include those individuals living in doubled up, or sub-standard
housing. This definition is more restrictive than the HUD definition, but Is more consistent
with the standard definition of homelessness.  However, the HUD definition is listed in the
appendix to this document. y

_ Accordlng to data examined at the Lawrsnce Salvation Army for the months of
December, January, and February of 1993 and' 1994, ‘there are approxlrnatoly 32
individuals who are repeatedly homeless. The majority of these are single males, (29) with
approximately two or three females with young children. The following chart gives a brief
categorization of the homeless populatlon derived frcm the indlvlduals whn recaived
aaslstancs aver a parlod of a tims In 1991 g
Note: SMI denotes Severe Mental Illness, and the purcantages in this chart do not add
up to 100% due to.some overlapping in the catagories For a further- discussionwf
homelassnass plaase refar to the 199¢ Clty of Lawrenca CHAS Annual Plan e N
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" aUmcATROORIES OF LAWNENGE ioMELkss PobULATION

nm And Alouhel 24%

Pagple with Physlcal Disabliitien
According to the Kansas Commission on Disability Concerns, two thirds of people with

disabllities live on a limited, fixed income such as social security. Rent subsidies are an .

essential form of assistance that enables many people with disabilities to live
independently in the community. Existing levels of rent assistance are not meeting the
affordable housing needs of people with physical disabilities. There are walting lists at all
of the subsidized housing projects in Lawrence.

In addition to affordable housing, many people with physical disabilities also need
accessible housing. The vast majority of affordable housing in Lawrence is not accessible.
Accessibility modifications are needed in many rental units in order for people with physical
disabilities to have full, independent use of their homes. Such modifications often involve
installing ramps, grab bars, widening doorways, installlng visual signals for doorbells, and
smoke detectors for persons who are deaf.

The Accessible Housing Program of Independence, Inc., funded through a Community
Development Block Grant, assists 10-12 low income, renter households each year by
making accessibility modifications. There is a definite need for this type of assistance to
continue;

Existing subsidized housing in Lawrence has approxihataly 40 accessible units. This
includes the housing of Accessible Residential Options Inc. (ARO), the Lawrence Housing
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Authority; Clintor: Pluce Apartments; Praiie- Ridge: and: Vermont Towers= The-ARO
Aputtments provide 20 units of fully accessible housing, the grestest number of any dhe
project. The ARO Has bien at tullcapucty since its opdniig 1 19877 Thare s an dverdge
your- round waiting list of 10 people. i
‘ o T LB M MUt sue o 1

With advarices in medical techiology, peaple with disabillties are living longer. The
population of Lawrerice (s also growing. Thess two fucts. underscore the cortainty that
addtional affordable and acowsslble‘housing units i Lawrence will be needed by people
with physical disabilities i thl,;i\.ﬂugq;; A
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Housing Trust Funds are used to provide gep fihancing for @ varlely of housing
development activities, The primary advantage to a trust |s that a city s not solely
dependent upon federal and stute programs; and Is givert @ wide degree of fexibility for
funding mechanisms, Housing trust funds appear i all parts of the nation, but are-
concentrated primarily I the Northeast, and Weat. Of the sixty-two funds which were:
analyzed from a recent American Planning Assoclation article, 24% are In the Northeast;
41% are In the West, 18% are in the Midwest, and 17% in the South. However, the
number of trusts used I the Midwest has increased substantially the last few years. Also,
of the funds surveyed, 53% were supported at the city level, 12% at the county level, and
A6% at the state level, -~ | it 2

Housing Trust Funds were created in response to dwindling federal and state resources
for affordable housing. Federal support for low income housing experienced the largest
budget cuts of any program benefiting low income households (Low Income Housing
Information Service 1981). * The U.8. Department of Housing and Urbah Development:
(HUD)'s low Income housing programs averaged $28.4 billion per year in the late-1970s:
By flacal year 1980, this' amount had been reduced to $11.1 billion. Consequently, local
governments have attempted to inttiate the development of affordable hotaing, as well'as:
to broaden the funding sources for low income housing. Local and state governments.
have also looked toward non-general revenue or alternate sources of funding for housing
and community development to be placed in dedicated trust funds: There are at least
sixty-six major trust funds' currently in operation in the United States, and many more:

operating in smaller cities:

The following list is a brief example of trust funds and some basic funding sourcé
information. These cities were chosen due to the similar population characteristics; and
the available housing stock of Lawrence/Douglas County. e o

Ann Arbor, Michigan:  This trust began in 1991 using a one time allocation of CDBG
funds of $250,000 from the Community Development Department, and a transfer of
$250,000 from an already ex:_stlng account. _ .

o bkte s i) B TR 5 | 8 FIEE S PR - S - LU 20N My L I i Sl
Duluth, Minnesota; This trust was initiated in° 1988 using local contributions. totaling
$500,000 from various private sources. :
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Burlington, Vermont: This trust began In 1987 with approximately-84 37,000 hdrindal:
raveriue, This fund Is financed using Impect fees on the corversion of rental housing to

condominium use, and property tax Incresses. ,
a0 AmNT 10 bseis

JWMM - - S Y

The housing trust In' Lawrence/Detglas Catinty, Kanhass could bis funded in @ vatibty

of different ways.. Please keep (n mind that these are only preliminary recommendations,
and that these sources can be altered as needed. The Housing Study Group recoghizes
that the selection of funding mechnanisma | the declslon of the City Commiasiort..

g
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Fesa Collected For Bullding Pormita: In 1983, there were $270,000 In bullding permit
fees collected. These charges were based upon a valuation of $75 milllon for the year.
It we put an additional fee of .20 on some permits, such as rehabllitations, or additions, and.

wedatherization, for every $1,000 of assessed valuation, the City could generate an
additional $15,000 committed to the trust fund.

Hounlngd Authority Funds: The Lawrence Housing Authority (LHA) annually pays the |

Clty @ payment in lleu of taxes which (s derived from a formula based inpart on the LHA's’
rental.income for. the year. The City then divides the payment in lleu of taxes amang the.
taxing bodies based upon the current mill levy. In 1983, this payment was approximately:
438,000, The finance sub-committes recommends that the City commit thelr’ b&ftluhd:
this allocation to the trustfund. - . . . . s Sha N uhiinibwlarbliite,
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Community Funding Sources: Housing Study Group members representing both the
financial and large employers indicated that affordable housing Is a very marketable
concept. There should be a strong desire to become partners with the public sector by
providing financial and tachnical support for the housing trust fund. -~ = = °

Recaptured Revenue From Other Funding Sources: This source includes using
additional income from future bond sales (e.g. industrial revenue bonds).

: LI s " - R I T I L it e AMAE 13 & fay wenn ] oasT
Mortgage Revenue Bonds: M.R.B.s.are a traditional method. to raise money for housing
activities. This is a traditional source for housing activities and. are primarily risk free.

General Obligation Bonds: G.O. bonds are another common. source of revenue for
housing activities. . - - . Eomn . s

i
N -

County Fees: Trust funds throughout the country have utlléad added fees on deed and
mortgage recordings as.a valuable resource. for cha.thgging,mgrkqtg.yhlgn are. viable
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and strong. The current veluation of mortgages (s .28 per one hundred dollars of the
Indebtedhess. In 1984, |t s anticlpated that over one milllon dollars will be collscted:

Davelopment Linkages: On Real Estate: A Ilhkngo s ar: amount of money: that «
developer contributes to the trust fund when bullding certain projects.

Fesas On Bullding Conversion: For example, this fee could be levied on the conversion
of single family residences into apartment units, or use changes in commuercial bulldings.

Increased Mill Levy On Personal Property Taxes: Using the current mill levy, for every
$1.00 of mill collected, the city recelves $277,000. If the City would Incredse the mill levy
by .26 per $1,000 of valuation, this would give the trust fund $88,250. For example, on a
$80,000 home, |t would cost the homeowner $2.80 annually.

in Lieu Fess For Demolition Of Bulldings: Although & fee on the demolition of a
bullding would ot be applicable to the City of Lawrence for quite some time, it may be a
valuable resource In certain blighted areas.

Fuss From A State Housing Finance Agency: The Kansas Department of Commerce
and Housing s currently investigating the feasibility of creating a State Housing Finance
Agericy. As of 1994, Kansas s the only state which does not have such a development
agency to provide a clearinghouse for affordable housing. In some communities, a partial
allocation of the fees collected from the State agency is used to fund local trust funds.
However, this is a very futuristic Idea, and one which is only in the discussion phases at

the State Department of Commerce and Housing. '

Note: There are many other ideas which may be examined in the future. One of the main
advantages of the trust fund Is that you can adapt sources of revenue to accommodate the

particular housing market. The Lawrence/Douglas County housing market will need to be
analyzed extensively to develop equitable and cost effective revenue sources.
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(3) spend aigniicant resources, in order to go atter & very small number of violtors?
Glven the high cost (time & money) of implementing & mandatory inspection program, and
given that it Indicts @ whole population of good housing providers 0 order to prosscute &
fow, we cannot recommend & mandatory program.

Appralanl Bussd Code Enforgement

Instead of @ mandatory, annual inspection, we suggest that the current complaint

based code Inapection program be supplemented by a program that would use Dougles
County Appraiser date to dentity those structures that have major deterioration, or that are
dilupldated:  Currently, the Douglas County Appraiser, regularly, does a "Physical
Condition Rating" on the exterior condition of all Lawrence residential structures.  As was
done for the data presented in the Cly's 1981 CHAS, we suggest that the readily avallable
Physical Condition Rating date (date collected by a relatively objective third party— the
Appraiser), be used to identity residential structures that are dilapidated, or that have
major deterloration. In order to verify and identity specific code violations, City Bullding
Inspectors would need to do thelr own inspection of those structures judged to be
"Unsound," or in "Poor" condition, by the County Appraiser., The Physical Condition
Rating of the County Appraiser, and the follow-up inapection of the structure's exterior,
could be used as basis for proceeding with an inspection of the interlor of the housing unit.
That Is, if the owner or tenant would not, voluntarily, allow a Bullding Inspector access to
the interior, the Building Inspections Department could use Appraiser's Physical Condition
Rating and/or existing, external code violations, as probable cause for obtaining a court
ordered Interior inspection.. Rather than increasing all rents and inditing all private housing
providers with an across-the-board, mandatory, Inspection program, the suggested

. @ddition to the current complaint based program, is more precise in its aim and more frugal
in its cost.

A Voluntary Inspection and Certificate Program

Complaint based code enforcement, and the above outlined, "Appraisal Based"
program, represent the "stick" approach to improving housing conditions, We recommend
that a positive/'carrot" approach also be made available. We recommend that the City
announce that it is giving rental property owners an opportunity to submit any one, or all
(at owner's option), of their rental units for inspection, on a yoluntary basis. Each unit
meeting minimum housing , safety, and fire code standards would be issued a Certificate
of Inspection, certifying that the unit had passed the aforesaid standards. Inspections
could be scheduled at anytime of the year, and at the mutual convenience of inspectors
and property owners. There would be no charge** for the inspection, and Certificates of
Inspection would be good far 24 months from the date of issue. At first, one might insist
that no property owner would submit to such an inspection on a voluntary basis. If that
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APPENDIX THREE
Rualdentinl Code Enforcemant ¥

Any discussion of code enforcemaent needs to ackrowledge the prwlouuly presented
date which Indicate that, for the most part, property owners and the City (Bullding
Inspuctions) have done @ good job of keeping residential property up tu cUdl

Within a "strict" code enforcement context, all code violators should be vigorously
prosecuted. However, as per above data, Owner structures make up the majority of the
deteriorated structures problem; 29 of thn 58 structures that should be demollshed; are

owner gocupind.  Cuestion: What does the low income homeowner do after the City-

demolishes his/her family home (strict code enforcement)?  This question, not only iImplies
@ program need, but it also implies that housing problems do not always have easy
solutions, and/or housing policy needs to be both, consistent and flexible.

Assuming the problem of low Income horme owners, living In dilapidated structures, can
be addressed, the following code enforcement policy Is recommended (this may bc current
policy; however, we state it here for the record): el
Policy: While housing standards may vary- across nolghborhoodu. code

enforcement should be applied’ equally to every property owner within a
neighborhood. Except for safety and sanitation standards, which should be strictly
anforced citywide, some housing standards may vary across neighborhoods due
to the unique characteristica of each neighborhood. Within each nelghborhood;
however, code enforcement should be applied equally across all property owners.
Codes should not be unevenly enforced based on the status and/or characteristics
of the property owner.

Currently, the interior and exterior inspection of residential structures, for code
violations, is done on a complaint basis. On occasion it has been suggested that all
Lawrence rental units undergo an annual, mandatory, code inspection. Given time to
reflect, rental property owners would conclude that there are advantages (explained later)

to having their units inspected on an annual basis. However, when considering a
mandatory, annual, interior inspection of all rental units, one needs to remember that no
deterioration was noted acress 92.4% of all Lawrence rental units.  And, where

deterioration was noted, nearly all deterioration was classified as minor, or as deterioration
that could be reasonably rehabilitated. Only 0.3% (N=39 out of 13,987) of all rental units
were found to be so substandard, or dilapidated, that they could not be rehabilitated.
Given the increase in the number of rental units since the 1990 census, 9 additional staff,

additional offices, additional vehicles, would be required to carry'out an annual, mandatory

inspection program. Question: |s it reasonable, and fiscally prudent, to implement a
program that will (1) increase rents, (2) intrude on tenants and good property owners, and
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bullef s true, ten there should b no coneern about how such a voluntary program would

(mpact the worklosd of city Inupncturs-—- if no prupurty owner submits, then there will be
ho Impact on workload... | v — -

NOTE: While submitting a unit fur Inapection would bi vuluntlry, drncnhu dctual on-site
Inspection was underway, the owner could not opt out of the process— any violations of
minimum housing, safety, and fire codes that were found, would need to be addressed,
before the unit would be allowed on the rental market and/or befors a Certiticate of

Inspection was lasued, Initially, to encourage participation, somae of the cost of vutuntlry'

Inapections could be funded by fines obtained from complaint based & appraisel based
code enforcement. In this way, those who profit from not mairtaining their property (lower
property taxes), would given an opportunity to return somae of that profit by funding those
who voluntarily demonstrate a desire to maintain thelr property, (Fees could be instituted
if demand and Inspector workload increased significantly),

Why would rental property owners submit to a voluntary inapection & certificate
program? Such a program would be helpful to people who are coming to Lawrence for the
first time. Many of these people (e.g., KU students) have no knowledge of codes and/or
what is substandard. With a certificate program, students could simply ask for proof that
a particular unit had recelved a valld up-to-date, Certificate of Inspection. If it had, then the
student could be assured that the unit met some minimal standards of livability, Rental
owners would submit to voluntary inspections; because, once their units pasaed inspection
and recelved a certificate, then they could advertise those particular units as "City
Certifled." (A positive selling point, as well as a service to the public.)

Another advantage that accrues to an owner for having their units inspected and

certified, involves a problem little known to the public:  Occasionally, unscrupulous
tenants will deliberately cause fire, safety, or housing code violations. They then file a
complaint of substandard conditions with legal aid and/or with city Inspectors. The
complaint is file as justification to get out of a lease. If a rental owner had a Certificate of
Inspection, certifying that his/her units was up to code several months prior to leasing it to
the unscrupulous tenant, then it would be difficult , if not impossible, for that tenant to claim
major code violations without implicating themselves, Having a Certificate of Inspection
would, in effect, inoculate owners against unscrupulous individuals who cause, and use,
code violations for their own gain. While it would be more advantageous for an owner to
have his/her unit inspected annually, as proposed , we recommend that a Certificate of
Inspection be valid for a period of 24 months from the date of issue. 24 months because:
(1) arental unit is not going to fall out of code in 24 months (unless actively pushed); (2)
if a large number of owners participate in this program, there will be a significant increase
in Building Inspections staff workload— compared to an annual inspection schedule, a 24
month schedule would require 1/2 the total inspection/staff time. NOTE: the 24 month
inspection schedule of this program, does not imply that current, annual, fire code
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Inspections be charged to @ 24 month schedule— the existing fire code inepection code
pruurnm would rotair unchunuud

lnmully, the participation In & Volunhry Impnctlun & Certification Program wuuld be
slow and gradual. Consweduently, i1 the beginning yers, the need for additional inspector
time would be minimal, gradusl, and edslly monitored. It promoted by the City, it
paperwork was minlrnul and If Inspections were falr and ressonable, ** then & voluntary
Inspection & certificate program will succeed. It the program s clearly explained and
understood, opposition to the program should be minimal— how can one be against
someone, maintaining: thelr rental units and, yaluntarly, requesting an inspection? - If
promoted and done correctly, @ voluntary Inspection & certificate program s a palltlvn.
nonpunltivu yot lﬂucﬂvn way to upgrade housing.

NOTE: ** Prior to Instituting a Voluntary Inspections Program, a thorough review of the
housing code should be considered. The purpose of such a review would be to eliminate
any code requirements (e.g., screen doors) that are superfiuous,

L 1) 7 by
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APPENDIX FOUR

Gandltiona Impugt Ite Finanelel Congitions

The Lawrence Housing Authority was created In July, 1988 under Resolution 3524 as.

an agent of the City of Lawrence with the power to plan, construct, maintain, operate, and
manage any low rent housing project or projects of the City, In January, 1988 the
Lawrence City Commiasion, under Resolution 3582, approved the endedvor to secure a
contract with the government for loans or annual contributions for prujuctu cumprlalnu
approximataly 800 units of low Income houaing. _

Construction of the Edgewood Homea family housing projnct began in 1971, followed
In 1973 by constriction of the Babcock Place elderly housing project, By 1975 the City
had an inventory of 250 low-income apartments. In 1977, the Authority waa selected by
HUD to administer the Section 8 housing program. Under this program, 40 units of low-
Income housing were added to the City's inventory that year,

Ovar the years, the Authority has experienced steady and continued growth with
additional Section 8 and Public Housing units being added In 1979, 1981, 1982, 1983,
1984, 1986, 1988, and. 1991, 1992 (HOME) and 1993. Today the LHA manages, and
operates 344 Public Housing unlts 387 Section 8 Certificates and Vouchers and 25 State
HOME cnupans . | P

The developrnant of low Income housing by the Lawrenca Housing Authority Is funded
through a system of federal grants and loans. Operatigns are funded through a
combination of rental income, federal subsidy and,.when necessary, Authority cash
reserves, Inthe past, funding for public housing comprehensive physical improvements
was accomplished through national competitive federal grant programs. In 1993 and
1994, housing authorities with 250 units of more received a comprehensive grant for
maintenance improvements. The Authority receives no local support but does make a
payment to the City in lieu of taxes in an amount equal to approxlmately three percent of
the Authority's operating budget. ; ‘

The Authority currently prcvldes housing to 747 families (approximately 2,000 people)

in Lawrence and Douglas County. This number represents 19 percent of the total low-
income county population based upon the 1990 census. Section 8 and Public Housing
combined represent 747 units, or 5.0%of all renter-occupied housing in Douglas County.

The LHA public housing funding structure and hence its income, has been governed
completely by its arrangement with the federal government since its inception. This
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drrangemant results from louns and grants recelved by the tederal government for land
and construction and stipulates; that all property will be used exclusively to house the low
incotme of Lawrence. Further, the arrangement or contract requires that this population
shall pay no more than 30 percent of ite adjusted gross. income for rent;
) o ; ; .

The average monthly rent paid by @ public housing tenant In Lawrence 1 1994 (s
$137.00 To compensate for this low rent payment, the federal government provides
housing authorities with an annual subsidy, This subsidy Is formuls-based and varies from
your- to-year based on @ number of variables Including congressional approptations. In
1994 the LHA's subsidy was $308,422. This factors out to an average monthly unit
subsidy of $75.18. In 1984, the LHA recelved a Comprehensive Grant for Maintenance
Improvements totaling $528,000 to be divided among the agency's 344 public housing
units. This equates to $128,00 per month per unit. When totaling the LHA's combined
rent, subsidy, and grant sumas from all sources In $340,00 per unit per month, The LHA
pays utllities on 250 of its 344 units. For thoss tenants living In scattered site housing who
pay thelr own utilities, the agency pays the tenant a monthly utility allowance. This
allowance Is a deduction from the monthly rent charge which in some cases results in a
direct cash payment to tenants, Of the 94 scattered site tenants, 14 presently receive a
direct cash allowance. The aggregate total's $344 per month thus reducing LHA per unit
maonthly income from all sources to $339.00, The average annual income is $4,088.

To contrast public housing with that' of the private rental market; an analyais of the
Section 8 program |s useful. In 1993, the LHA pald $1,497 890 in housing assistance

payments to local landlords. The average monthly payment was $330.00. Section 8.

tenants pald an additional $60,250 to the same landlords from an average monthly. rent of
$160. The total monthly average income to landlords from rent and subsidy was $490 or
$5,880 per year. This compares to $4,068 for public housing. When the LHA's
comprehensive grant amount is factored out (this is not a permanent source of income),
the LHA's per unit annual income is $2,544. The avallable data shows that in 1993, private
landlords were paid $1,812 more per unit than public housing. The simple point of this is
that the Housing Authority, which is subject to more visibility and scrutiny than the private
sector, must do more with less, o

Yet in spite of this, the Lawrence Housing Authority is situated in a more positive
position than its counterparts in other states and locations when it comes to tenant rents
(rent is based on 30 percent of the tenant's adjusted gross income. In Lawrence, the
average rent is $137.00 per month.) The average monthly tenant rent for Kansas City,
Kansas is $121.00; Olathe, Kansas, $111; Springfield, Missouri, $106; Marshall, Missouri.
$87; Smithville, Missouri, $121; Topeka, $96; and Manhattan, Kansas, $125. The national
average is $89 per month. Rents paid by public. housing tenants in Lawrence are said to
be among the highest in the nation.
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The redson for this can be best demonstrated by supply and demand. Lawrence has
d limited number of rental units and a lot of demand for those units stemming from the
uhiversity student populetion and Lawrence's location ds @ bedroom community on the
Topeka, Kanaus City, and Johnson County corridor. Rerits are high, (888 for a three
bedroom at falr market rent) for the low income populktion, estimated to be 2, 938 famllive
at or below 50% of median income; and another 2,023 families who fall above 50 percent
but below B0 percent of the median according to the 1980 census. For this population,
Lawrence housing |s unaffordabls. With only 843 subsidized tamily housing and 330
subaidized eiderly housing units avallable in the county, there (s far more demand for
affordable housing than unite avallable. Consequently, public housing becomes a very
viable houasing option for working familles whose income yleld a higher monthly rent
payment than a family on welfare assistance.

The community's economic condition, which |s affected by the mix of available
subsidized units, has allowed the Housing Authority to compensate for the stringent
financlal structure Imposed by the federal government. These variables have combined
in @ waly to create financlal balance for the Housing Authority providing it with the financial
resources (tenant rents) it requires to soundly manage, operate and maintain the city's $14
milllon in property. This balance |s its own ecosystem which can be significantly altered
it any of the variables are altered, From the Housing Authority's perspective, a key
concemn pertaining to increasing affordable housing options in the community is to not alter
the mix in a way that will destroy the balance.
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APPENDIX FIVE |

Note: For a full description of programs which are avallable, plesss contact elther
the Housing and Nelghborhood Development Dcpartmnnt of the City of Lawrence,
or the various agencies listed In this section,

a. Prodrams to Encourgde Homeownerahip

Tanants to Homeowners (Homeowners Out of Tenants)
Housing and Nelghborhood Development Programs
Habitat for Humanity

Local Lending Institutions (i.e. 3/2 Advantage Loans)

b, Programa to Encourade Rehabllitation of Existing Houaing Units

Housing and Nelghborhood Development Department (see itemized list below)
-Comprehensive Housing Rehabllitation
-Emergency Housing Loans
-Furnace Loans E
-Weatherization Assistance

Corporate Volunteer Counsel (CVC)
Douglas County Senior Services

c. Programs to Prevent Homelessneas

The programs and services designed to prevent individuals and';‘amilles from Ifnmlnant risk
of homelessness are limited, but available to every aspect of the population in. Lawrence.
The following organizations are involved in this endeavor.

The Lawrence Housing Authority

The East Central Kansas Economic Opportunity Corporation (ECIKAN)
Emergency Services Council

The University of Kansas Office of Financial Aid

The Homeless and Housing Network. R T

The Lawrence Job Service Center

PENN House
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The Salvation Army

Health Care Access

Firat Step House

Womer's Transitional Care Services (WTCS) .«
Hannah's House

Boy's and Girl's Ranch of Douglas County

The Mustard Seed Christian Fellowship

The Douglas County Alds Project '
The Transition Councll of Douglas and Jefterson Cuuntlu
Soclal and Rehabllitation Services (SRS)

Project Acceptance

Headguarters

d.nyentory of Emergency Sheltera

The Salvation Army

Project Acceptance

Women's Transitional Care Services (WTCS)
Mustard Seed Christian Fallowahip

First Step House

Hannah's House

O'Connel Youth Ranch

Boy's and Girls Club of Lawrence

a. Inyentory of Establishments Providing Meals

The Salvation Army

Lawrence Interdenominational Nutritional Kitchen (LINK)
Douglas County Aids Project

The Bert Nash Community Mental Health Care Center
The Ballard Center

Douglas County Senior Services (Maals on Wheels)

f. The Elderly Population

The Lawrence Douglas County Health Department.
The Lawrence/Douglas County Advocacy Council on Aging
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The Shelter Inc.

Soclal and Rehabllitation Services ( Ald to Familles With Dependent Children)

Court Appointed Special Advocate

The Bert Nash Community Mental Health Center
The Achlevement Place for Boys

The Achlevemant Place for Girls

The O'Connel Youth Ranch

Dougles County Child Development Association
Community Children's Center

Heoadstart

b, The Mentally Il Population

Project Acceptance

Bert Nash Community Mental Health Canter
Douglas County Mental Health Assoclation
The Cathollc Soclal Services

Headquarters

Independence Ine,

L The Developmentally Disabled Population

The Transition Council of Douglas County

Cottonwood Inc.

Community Living Opportunities

The Bert Nash Center

The Lawrence Parks and Recreation Department

Full Citizenship Inc.

Independence Inc.

Trinity Respite Care

Lawrence Public Schools

Association of Retarded Citizens of Douglas County (ARC)

L. The Physically Disabled Population
Independence Inc.

Accessible Residential Options (ARQ)
City of Lawrence, Housing and Neighborhood Development Department
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k. The Population of HIV+ Individusia

The Douglus County Alds Project
Headguarters

The Salvation Army

Univeraity of Kansas-Watkins Health Center
Independence Inc.
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APPENDIX 8IX

Aftordable Housing: Affordable housing s generally defined as housing where the
oceupant s paying no more than 30 percent of gross Income for gross housing costs,
Ineluding utility costs.

AIDS and Related Disvases: The disease of acquired iImmunodeficlency syndrome or
any conditions arlsing from the etiologic agent for acguired iImmunodeficlency syndrome.

Alcohol or Other Drug Addiction: A serious and persistent alcohol or other drug
addiction that significantly limit's a person's ability to live iIndependently,

Aroa of Raclal/Ethnic Concentration: Used for the purposes of the CHAS, this term
denotes an area in which the raclal makeup of the block group within the Census Tract £
greater than 12 % of all persons within the block group of the Census Tract. - :

Area of Low Income Concentration: Used for the purposes of the CHAS, this term
denotes an area In which the number of low and moderate persons within a Block Group
of @ Census Tract Is more than 50% of the total number of persons living In a Block Group;
of the Census Tract. These figures are based upon the 1980 Census, and are used for
determining target neighborhoods for the COBG program. Currently, there are 5 targeted
nelghborhoods: Brook Creek, North Lawrence, East Lawrence, Oread, and Pinckney.

Aaslated Household or Person: A household or person is assisted if, during the
coming Federal fiscal year, they will benefit through one or more programs included in the
jurisdiction's investment plan. A renter is benefited if the person takes occupancy of
affordable housing that is newly acquired, newly rehabilitated, or newly constructed, and/or
receives rental assistance. An existing homeowner is benefited if a home is purchased
during the year. A homeless person is benefited during the year if the person becomes
an occupant of transitional or permanent housing. Households or persons who will benefit
from more than one program dctivity must be counted only once. To be included in the
goals, the housing unit must, at a minimum, satisfy the HUD Section 8 Housing Quality
Standards. |
; " - ;

Committed: Generally means there has been a legally bindlng commltmant of funds to a
spacific pro]ect to undertake specific activities.

pooEyT

Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO): A. private nonprofit
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organization that:
(1) Is organized under state or local laws;

(2) Han not part of its net earmings nsuring the benefit of any member, founder contributor,
or Individual;

() Is nelther controlled by, nar under the direction of, Individuals or entities seeking to
derlve profit or gain form the organization. A community housing development
organization may be sponsored or created by a for-profit entity, but

(1) The for-profit entity may not be an entity whose primary purpose s the development or
management o housing, such as @ bullder, developer, or real estate management firm.

(I) The for-profit entity may not have the right to appoint more than one-third of the
membership of the organization's governing body. Board members appointed by the
for-profit entity may not appoint the remaining two-thirds of the board members; and

(Ill) The community. housing development organization must be free to contract for goods
and services from vendors of its choosing;. _

(4) Has a tax exemption ruling from the Internal Revenue Service undar section 501 (c) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, '

(59) Dces ot include a public body (including the participating Jurisdiction) or an
instrumentality of @ public body. An organization that s state or locally chartered may
qualify as @ community housing development organization; however, the state or local
government may not have the right to appoint more than one-third of the membership of
the organization's governing body and no more than one-third of the board members can
be public officials;

(6) Has standards of financial accountability that conform to Attachment F of OMB Circular
No. A-110 (Rev) "Standards for Financial Management Systems";

(7) Haé arno'ng its purposes the provision éf 'daééni héuslng that is affordable to low
income and. moderate income persons, as avldenced in its chartar artlcles of
incorporation, resolutions or bylaws;

(8) Maintains accountability to low-income community residents by:

(i) Malntﬁlnlng at least one-third of its'aé\'mrnihg b'd'afd's membership for residents of low
income neighborhoods, other low income community residents, or elected representative
of low income neighborhood organizations. For urban areas, "community” may be a
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nelghborhood or nelghborhoods, town, village, county, or multi-county dres (but not the
entire state), provided that governing bosrd containe low Income residents from each
county of the multi-county ares; and.

‘1’ v ..“

(I Providing a formal process for low Income, program beneficlaries to advise the
organization In its decisions regarding the design, siting, development, and managemaent
of affordable housing; . _

(9) Hets @ demonstrated capacity for carrying out activities assisted with HOME funds. An
organization may satisty this requirement by hiring experienced dccomplished by staft
members who have successtully completed similar projects, or a consultant with the same
type of experience and a plan to train approprigte key staff members of the organization;
and

(10) Has a history of serving the community within which the housing to be assisted with
HOME funds is to be located. In general, an organization must be able to show one year
of serving the communtty (from the date the participating jurisdiction provides HOME funds
to the organization). However, a newly created organization formed by local churches,
service organizations or neighborhood organizations may meet this requirement by
demonstrating that it parent organization has at least a year of serving the community.

Conslatent with the CHAS: A determination made by the jurisdiction that a program
application meets the following criterfon: The Annual Plan for the fiscal year's funding
indicates the jurisdiction planned to apply for the program or was willing to support an
application by another entity for the program; the activities serve the geographic area
designed for the plan; and the activities benefit a category of residents for which the
jurisdiction's five-year strategy shows a priority.

Cost Burden »30%: The extent to which gross housing costs, including utility costs,
exceed 30 percent of gross income, based on data published by the U. S_\. Census Bureau,

Cost Burden >80%: (Severe Cost Burden): The extent to which gross housing costs,
including utility costs, exceed 50 percent of gross income, based on data published by the
U. S. Census Bureau, | o

Dilapidated: As a result of a prolonged lack of maintenance or of inadequate original
construction, defects have developed to such a degree that repairs are no longer
financially practical or feasible. A

Disabled Household: A household composed of one or more persons at least one of
whom is an adult (a person of at least 18 years of age) who has a disability. A person shall
be considered to have a disability if the person is determined to have a physical, mental,
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ar emotional impairnent tat
(1) In mxpected to be ufllunq-cur_ltlnund und Indcﬂnltn.durgtlun,
(2) nubstantially impedes his or her abllity to live Independently, and

(3) | of such @ nature that the abllity could be Improved by more suitable housing
conditions, A person shall also be considered to have a disabllity ¥ he or she has «
developmental disability as defined In the Developmental Disabllities Assistance bill of the
Civil Rights Act. The term also Includes the surviving member or members of any
household described (n the first sentence of this paragraph who were living In an assisted
unit with the deceased member of the housshold at the time of his or her death.

Economic Independence and Self-Sufficlency Programs: Programs undertaken by
Public Housing Agencles (PHAs) to promote the economic independence and
self-sufficiency for participating familles, Such programs may Include Project
Selt-Sufficlency and Operation Bootstrap programas that origineted under earller Section
8 rental certificate and rental voucher initlatives, as well as the Family Self-Sufficlency
program. In addition, PHAs may operate locally-developed programs or conduct a variety
of special projects designed to promote economic lndop-ndnnco and self-sufficlency.

Elderly Household: A family in which the head of the household or spouse [s at least 62
years of age. . , .

Eldiriy Peraon: A person who is at least 62 years of age.

Exiutlnq Homeowner: An owner-occupant of residential property who holds legal title to
the property and who uses the property as his/her rasldence

Fair Market Rents (FMRa): Section 8 of the United States chslng Act of 1937 (tha Act)
(42 U.S.C. 14371 authorizes a housing assistance program to ald lower income families
in renting decent, safe, and sanitary housing. Fair Market Rents are the sum total of Rent,
Utility costs, Other Housing Services, and a HUD derived quality adjustment.

Family: A housshold comprised of two or more related individuals.

Family Self-Sufficlency (F8S) Program: A program enacted by Section 554 of the
National Affordable Housing Act which directs Public Housing Agencies (PHAs) and Indian
Housing Authorities (IHAs) to use Section 8 assistance under the rental certificate and
rental voucher programs, together with public and private resources to provide supportive
services, to enable participating. famlllas to achieve “economic mdependenca and
salf-sufﬂctency

!‘\ .“ .
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Fadural Preference for Admission: The preference given to otherwise eligible applicants
urder HUD's rental aesistance programs who, at the time they seek housing assistance,
dre Involuntarlly displaced, living In substandsrd housing, or puylnq more than 50 percent
of tamily. Income for rent. NS

Financlally Feaslble for Rehabllitation: A huuulnq unit which can be rehablitated to
standard condition for less than 80% of the assessed value of the unit for conformance
with the City's standard housing code.

First Time Homebuyer: An Individual or family who has not owned a home during the
three-year period. preceding the HUD-asslsted purchase of @ home that must be used as
the principal residence of the homebuyer.

For Rent: Year round housing units which are vacant and offered/avallable for rent. (U.S.
Cansus definition)

For Sale: Year round housing units which are vacant and oftered/available for sale only.
(U.8. Census definition)

F;-ill Elderly: An oldoriy person who li uniable o perform at loast 3 activities of dally ilvlng
(Lo, eating, dressing, bathing, grooming, and household management).

Group Quarters: Facllities pruvldlng living quarters that are not classifled as housing
units. ‘

HOME: The HOME Investment Partnerships Act, which is authorized by Title Il of the
National Affordable Housing Act.

Homelesas: Individuals or families who lack the resources to obtain housing, whose annual
income In not in excess of 50 percent of the median income for the area, who :

(1) have a primary nighttime residency that is a public or private place not designed for,
or ordinarily used as, a regular sleeping accommodation for human beings;

(2) have a prlmar'y.nighlttlme residence that is a supervised publicly or privately operated
shelter designed to provide temporary living accommodations, or;

(3) are at imminent risk of homelessness because they face immediate eviction and have
been unable to identify a subsequent residence, which would result in emergency shelter
placement (except that persons facing eviction on the basis of criminal conduct shall not
be considered homeless for purposes of this definition); or Handicapped person(s) who
are about to be released from an institution and are at risk of imminent homelessness
because no subsequent residences have been identified and because they lack the
resources and support networks necessary to obtain access to housing.
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Homeless Family: Family that includes at least one parent or gusrdign and one child
under the age of 18, @ homeless preghant womean, or d Homeless pursoh In th- process
of sweuring logul custody of d person undur th ige of 18,

Homeleas Individual: An unuccompnnlnd youth (17 yesrs or undlr) or an adult (18 years
or older) without children, .

Homeless Youth: Unaccompanied person 17 years of age or under who is living in
situations described by terms "sheltered" or "unsheltered".

HOPE: (Federal) Housing Opportunities for People Everywhers authorized by the National
Affordable Housing Act which divides the program Into three separate aress.

HOPE 1: The HOPE for Public and Indian Housing Homeownership Program, which |s
Title IV, Subtitle A of the Natlonal Affordable Housing Act.

HOPE 2: The HOPE for Homeownership of Multifamily Units Program, which Is Title IV,
Subtitle B of the National Affordable Housing Act.

HOPE 3: The HOPE for Homeownership of Single Family Humu Program, which is Tltlo
IV, Subtitle C of Natlonll Affordable Housing Act. ,

Household: One or more persons occupying & housing unit (U.8. Census Definition).
Housing Problems: Households with housing problems include those that (1) occupy
units meeting the definition of Physical Defects; (2) meet the deﬂnlt!an of Overcrowdad
and (3) meet the definition of Cost Burden > 30 percent.

Housing Structure: A housing structure can contain one or more housing units.

Housing Unit: An occupied or vacant house, apartment, or single room (SRO housing)
that is intended as separate living quartars (U.S. Census definition)

HUD: The United States Department of Housing and Urban Developmant
Institutions/Institutional: Group quarters for persons under care or custody.

Landlord: The owner of property, such as land, houses ar apartments, which is leased
or rented to another.

Large Related: 'A household of 5 or more persons which anctudas at least 2 related
persons.
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Loud Bused Puint Huzard: Any condition that causes exposure to lead from lead-
contaminated dust, lesd-contaminsted soll, wad- contaminated paint that (s deteriorated
ar present In dcoessible surtsces, friction surtaces, or Impsct surfsces thet would result In
adverse human health effects as. established by the appropriste_Federal agency.
(Resldential Lead-Based Paint Reduction Act of 1882 definition.)

LIHTC: (Federal) Low Income Housing Tax Credit.

Low Income: Income that doss not exceed B0 percent of the median. income for the area,

as determined by HUD with adjustments, for small and larger familles, except that HUD -

ey establish iIncome cellings higher or lower than B0 percent of the median for the area
on the basis of HUD's findings that such  variations are necessary because of pravalling
lavels of construction costs or falr market rents, or unusually high or low family incomes.
Note: HUD Income limits are updated annually and are available from local HUD offices
for the appropriate jurladictions.

Major Deterforation: As a result of Inadegquate maintenance, defects of conalderable
number and severity have developed. ,

Minor Deterioration: As a result of, tnldnqum maintenance, a few minor defuctn havu.

developed.

Middle Income: Households whose incomes dre from 96 to 120 percant of median
incoma for the area, as determined by HUD, with adjustments for smaller or larger families,
except that HUD may establish income cellings higher or lower than 120 percent of the
medlan for the area on the basis of HUD's findings that such variations are necessary
because of prevailing levels of construction costs or fair market rents, or unusually high or
low family incomes.

Moderate Income: Incomes that are between 81 and 95 percent of the median income
for the area, as determined by HUD, with adjustments for smaller or larger families, except
that HUD may establish income ceilings higher or lower than 95 percent of the median for
the area on the basis of HUD's findings that such varlations are necessary because of
prevailing levels of construction costs or fair market rents, or unusually high or low family
incomes,

MSA: (Metropolitan Statistical Area) A HUD definition which includes all of Douglas
County, both the un-incorporated, and incorporated areas.

Non-Elderly Household: A household which does not meet the deﬂmtiun of Elderly
Household. (previously defined)
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Non-Family Housshold: One or more unrulutod Individusle oceupying @ housing unit,

Non-Homeless Persons with Special Nesds: Includes trall elderly persons; peraons with
AlDS, disabled. families, and familles participating: in amanlud praqrnmrtu achleve
sconomic ulf-nufnciuncy

Non-institutional: Group quarters for persons not undlr care or custody, (U 8. Cnmun
definition used)

Occupled Housing Unit: A housing untt that | the usual place of residence uf the
occuplnt

Operation Bootatrap and other solf-auﬂlcloncy Prugrlmr Prounma undurtnk-n by
the Lawrence Housing Authority to promote sconomic independence and self-sufficlency
for participating families.

Other Housshold: A household of one or more persons that does not meet the definition
of @ Small Related Household or @ Large Related Household, or is an elderly household
comprised of 3 or more persons.

Other Low Income: Incomes that are between 51 percent and 80 percent of the median
income for the area, as determined by HUD, with adjustments for smaller and larger
tamilies, except that HUD may establish income ceilinga higher

or lower than B0 percent of the median for the area on the basis of HUD's findings that
such variations are necessary because of prevalling levels of construction costs or fair
market rents, or unusually high or low family incomes. (This term corresponds to'
moderate-income in the CDBG Program.)

Other Vacant: Vacant year round housing units that are not For Rent or For Sale. This
category would include Awaiting Occupancy or Held.

Overcrowded: A housing unit containing more than one person per room.
Owner: A household that owns the housing unit it occupies. '(u.s. Census definition)

Physical Defecta: A houslné_unit lacking complete kitchen or bathroom (U.S. Census
Definition).

Poverty Level: A threshold amount specified by HUD to determine the number of
households who are living below the poverty threshold in the community. The poverty
thresholds are revised annually to allow for changes in the cost of living as reflected in the
Consumer Price Index. The average poverty threshold for a family of four persons was
$12, 674 as determined by the 1990 Census.
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Primary Housing Activity: A mesrs of providing or producing affordable housing - such
du. tuhtal asslsturice, production, rehabliitution or seguisition. - that. will be allocated
alghiftcant resourcws ard/or pursusd Inturisively for uddressing @ particular housing nead.
(See dlao; "Secondary Housing Activity.”) b A

Project-Based Rental Aulmncn: ‘Rlntnl ganlstunce provided for a project, not for a
spuciic tenant. Tenunts receiving project-based rentul assistance give up the right to that
assistance upon moving from the project.

Public. Housing CIAP: Publie Housing Comprehensive improvement Assistance
Program. o

T [ el
4 :

Public Housing MROP: Public Housing Major Reconstruction of Obsolete Projects,

Rent Burden >30% (Cost Burden): The extent to which gross rents, including utility
costs, exceed 30 percent of groas income.

Rent Burden >80% (Severs Cost Burden): The extent to which groas rents, including
utility costs, exceed 50 percent of gross income. o )

_ Rental Asslatance: Rental Assistance provided for @ project, not for a speciic tenant.
- Tenants recalving project-based rental assistance give up the right to that assistance upon
| moving from the projects. K

Renter: a household that rents the houalng unit it occuples, including both units rented
for cash and units occupled without cash payment of rent. (U.S. Census definition)

Renter Occupled Unit; Any occupied housing unit that is not owner occupied, including
both units rented for cash and units occupied without cash payment of rent.(U.S. Census
definition) ’

Secondary Housing Activity: A means of providing or producing affordable housing-
such as rental assistance, production, rehabilitation or acquisition - that will receive fewer
resources and less emphasis than primary housing activities for addressing a particular
housing need. (See also, " Primary Housing Activity".) ' o

Sectlon 8: A housing assistance program for low income residents wherein the federal
government pays a rent subsidy to private landlords on behalf of the low income eligible
tenant. g5 2 )

Section 215: Sactio-n 215.of Title Il of the National Affordable Housing Act. Section 215
_ defines what constitutes "affordable" housing projects under the Title [| HOME program.
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Service Needs: The particulur services identified for special needs populations, which
typlcally may Include transportation, personsl care, housekeeping, counseling, mesls, case

management, personal emergency response, dnd other services tuﬂprwnnt pramature

Inatitutionalizetion and aeslst Indlvldunll to live Indlplndlntlr
Severe Cost Burden: Ses Cost Burden » 50%

Severa Mental liness: A serious and persistent mental or urnatlnnul Impairment that
significantly imits a person's abllity td live |ndupundnntly

Sheltered: Familles and persons whose primary nighttime residence s a supervised
publicly or privately operated shelter, including emergency shelters; transitional housing
for the homeless, domestic violence shelters, residential shelters for runeway and
homeless youth, and any hotel/motel/apartment voucher arrangement pald because the
person Is homeless., This term does not Include persons living doubled up or in
avercrowded or substandard conventional housing, Any faciity offering permanent housing
s not @ shelter, nor are ita residents homeless. Sheltered homeless does not include any
individual imprisoned or otherwise detained pursuant to an Act of Congress or State law.

Small Related: A household of 2 to 4 persons which includes at least two related persons.
Special Needs Population: Persons with disabllities (mental, physical, developmental),

the elderly, persons with AIDS, and low Income families who could benefit from

participation in an organized program to achieve economic lndnpendoncu and
self-sufficiency.

Standard Condition: By lacal definition, housing which meets or exceeds the expectations
of decent, safe and sanitary housing and is in compliance with the City's standard housing
cade,

Structurally Feasible for Rehabllitation: A unit which, when the required rehabilitation

work is completed, will comply with the definition for a standard housing unit. -

SUbatandard Condition and not Suitable for Rehabllitation: By local definition;
dwelling units that are in such poor condltion as to be neither structurally nor financially
feasible for rehabilitation, - -

Substandard Condition but Suitable for Rehabilitation: By local deﬁnltion, dwelling
units that do not meet standard conditions but are both financially and structurally feasible
for rehabilitation. This does not include units that require only cosmetic work, correction
or miner livability problems or maintenance work.
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Substantial Amendment: A major change ih an approved housing strategy. |t involves.
d change to the flve-yesr strategy, which may be occssioned by @ decialon to undertake
dctivitios or programs inconslstent with that strategy.

Substantial Hehabllitation: Rehabilitation of residential prt:;pirty ut an dverdge cont for
the project In excess of $25,000 per dwelling unit.

Supportive Housing: Housing, Including Housing Unite and Group Quarters, that have
@ supportive environmaent and includes a planned service component,

Supportive Service Need In F88 Plan: The plan that PHA's administering a Family
Selt-Sufficlency program are required to develop to (dentity the services they will provide
to participating familles and the source of funding for those services. The supportive
services may include child care; transportation; remedial education; education for
completion of secondary or post secondary schooling; job training, preparation and
counseling; substance abuse treatment and counseling; training In homemaking and
parenting skills; money management, and housshold management; counseling in
homeownership; job development and placement; follow-up assistance after job
placement; and other appropriate services,

Supportive Services: Services provided to residents of supportive housing for the
purpose of facllitating the independence of residents. Some examples are case
management, medical or psychological counseling and supervision, child care,
transportation, and job training.

Tanant Assistance: Rental assistance payments provided as either project-based rental
assistance or tenant-based rental assistance.

Tenant-Based (Rental) Assistance: A form of rental assistance in which the assisted
tenant may move from a dwelling unit with a right to continued assistance, The assistance
is provided for the tenant, not for the project.

Total Vacant Housing Unita: Unoccupied year round housing units. (U.S. Census
definition.)

Unsheltered: Families and individuals whose primary nighttime residence is a public or
private place not designed for, or ordinarily used as, a regular sleeping accommaodation
for human beings. (e.g. streets, parks, alleys, etc.)

Vacant Awaiting Occupancy or Held: Vacant year round housing units that have been
rented or sold and are currently awaiting occupancy, and vacant year round housing units
that are held by owners or renters for occasional use. (U.S. Census definition.)
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Vacant Housing Unit:  Unoccupled year-round housing unite thet are available or
Intended for vccupancy at dny time during the year.

Very Low Income: Houssholds whose Incomes do not excesd 50 percent of the median

dared (hcore for the ares, as determined by HUD, with adjustmenta for smaller and larger
families and for areas with unusually high or low Incomen or-whete needed because of
pravalling levels of construction costs or tair market rents. (This

tarm corresponds tc low-Income houssholds in the COBG Prnqum )

Worst-Case Needs: Unassisted, very-low income renter household who pay more than
halt of thelr Income for rent, live in seriously substandard housing (which Includes
homeless people) or have bun Involuntarlly displaced.

Your Round Housing Unite: Ocnublld and vacant houolnu umts Intlndod for year ruund
~ use, (U.S. Census definition.) Housing units for seasonal or migratory use are excluded,
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APPENDIX SEVEN

Addreanes of Future Resources and Contucts

Technical resources can be provided by a varlety of sources, both state and tederal for the
Housing Trust Fund. Much of the previously mentioned information for the fund was
provided by Mary Brooks of the Housing Trust Fund Project, which Is @ non-profit -
corporation providing technical assistarice to state and local municipalities. The expertise
she can provide Ihcludes funding sources, administrative assistance, references and
contacts for rmany trust funds across the country. She would be happy to make a personal
vialt to Lawrence to facilitate establishing the fund.

The Housing Trust Fund Project
Mary E. Brooks, Director
570 Shepard Street
San Padro, CA 80731
Phone: (310) 833-4249
Fax: (310) 831-2178
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