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Affordable housing in MHK — Part 1: Local
perspectives

Brandon C Irwin

Part 1 summary: Is affordable housing a problem in MHK? To answer this, I conduct a scoping review of
available local data, including four methodologically rigorous studies, key informant interviews, and
data from local housing-related agencies (total n = 1,290). The lack of affordable housing was consistently
identified as a significant problem in the community. In Part 2, I attempt to answer the same question
but using national datasets from the US Census and the American Community Survey.

In a previous blog post, I summarized the data from several national studies (e.g., US Census; The
American Community Survey) and local sources (e.g., the 2015 Riley County Community Needs
Assessment) to describe the current state of affordable housing in MHK (you can find a summary of this
data here
(hitps://docs.google.com/document/d/IPECV_30YzoBlf4Ukd4Fip]zZKhw3sB1GxhypRDX80VEk/edit) in
the MHK Affordable Housing Community Action Group Google Doc). This document has had some
time to circulate through the community and has come up in several formal and informal public
dialogues organized around the issue of affordable housing. These dialogues have included various
members of the community, including civic leaders, community health advocates, students, and other
interested citizens all of whom are trying to make sense of this complicated issue and how we might

address it.

A most fruitful product of these conversations has been the challenging of assumptions about this issue,
the conclusions drawn from the data, and the quality of the data from which those conclusions are
drawn. Several critiques have emerged, including the limitations of using Census data to make
conclusions about what is and is not true about affordable housing. At the core of this critique is the
concern about the inclusion of college students in the Census data. How do they impact the data?
Should students be included in analyses of affordable housing? What does the data tell us if they are
excluded? A second critique, related to the first, is that national data does not reflect an accurate picture
of the issue at the local level, ignoring the nuances and dynamics of the issue, locally. Lastly, and
perhaps most importantly, the question has been raised, given the limitations of the data and/or the
belief that people are generally happy with the current housing market, whether or not affordable
housing is really a problem at all and, if so, to what extent. Thus, the research questions are:

A



o Is affordable housing a problem?
o What do local data indicate?
o What do national data indicate?
o Should students be included in this data?
o What do the data tell us if the students are not included?

In an attempt to help provide some answers to these questions, I am going to write a series of blog posts.
In them, I aim to organize and summarize the best available local (Part 1) and national data (Part 2) on
this issue, how we might address the effect of the student population (Part 3), and offer some of my
thoughts along the way to advance this ongoing discussion. I invite and welcome the opportunity to
collaborate with others in this project (e.g., planning, gathering evidence, writing, etc.
birwin8@gmail.com).

The explicit purpose of this work is to facilitate productive, civic dialogue on this important issue. By no
means do I claim any authority on this matter. As a trained scientist, I have some skills in acquiring and
interpreting data. Here, I apply them to what I believe is a worthwhile pursuit — to discover truths about
affordable housing in MHK and how to address it. I'm not aware of anyone else doing this work and am
volunteering my time and energy to fill this need.

In the true spirit of community, this online space allows for sharing and challenging of ideas and
opportunities for others with better, new and/or different information and understanding to contribute
to and advance the conversation. As in any pursuit of truth, challenges and critiques are necessary. Your
comments and critiques are most welcome. Of course, the most productive form of criticism is one based
on facts. We all have the responsibility to support truth claims with such facts.

Methods

Describing problems of affordable housing are complicated by a number of factors, one of which is the
level and quality of the data being used. There are a variety of national data sets that tell us a great deal
of information about housing, including the US Census, the American Community Survey, and others
(to be summarized in Part 2). These data, as all data, have their limitations, typically arising from the
ways that questions are asked and the methods used to reach respondents (see here
(https://www.census.gov/prod/1/gen/95statab/app3.pdf), here o
(https://journalistsresource.org/studies/government/congress/household-survey-census-population),
here (http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2014/09/22/census-confirms-more-data-problems-in-
sorting-out-the-number-of-u-s-gay-marriages/), and here
(http://web.archive.org/web/20151201080448/https.//www.aeaweb.org/articles.php?
doi=10.1257/jep.29.4.199)). Nonetheless, and with a few exceptions, because they capture such large
sample sizes, these data sets are particularly well suited for describing trends and phenomena at the
state and national levels. They are less well-suited for, although not incapable of, describing trends and
phenomena at local and neighborhood levels. That said, the most accurate picture of what is happening
at the local level will almost always be provided by methodologically rigorous studies conducted at the
local level. For the Manhattan area, we have several such studies and sources of data.




The purpose of this blog post is to organize and summarize the local data on the issue of affordable
housing.

Procedure. The best way to describe my strategy for reviewing the local data is as a ‘scoping’ review (for
full description, see here (http:/ktdrr.org/products/update/v4nl/dijkers ktupdate_v4nl 12-
15.pdfhtips://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2954944/)). In short, these are typically used as a
quick way to review and communicate evidence on a particular issue. They can produce valuable
insights for time-sensitive decisions and sometimes lead to more methodologically rigorous reviews and
studies. The steps in a scoping review are listed below, followed by the actions I took and/or outcomes of

each step:

1. Identify the research questions: what domain needs to be explored?

1. What do local data tell us about the existence and extent of an affordable housing problem in MHK?

2. Find the relevant studies, through the usual means: electronic databases, reference lists (ancestor
searching), websites of organizations, conference proceedings, etc.

1. Online search: I used Google for several searches including key words such as “housing”, “affordable
housing”, “Manhattan, KS” and other variations of such terms. I also scanned websites of local
organizations with missions related to housing, including Riley County and departments within Riley
County (e.g., Riley County Health Department), the City of Manhattan, the Manhattan Housing
Authority, Habitat for Humanity, USD-383.

2. Email/other communications: As I also work within the ‘housing advocacy’ community, I collected any
communications that I've had with other housing advocates that include hard data on this issue.

3. Select the studies that are relevant to the question(s)

1. Any study or communication that addressed as a primary focus or included data related to affordable
housing was included.

4. Chart the data, i.e. the information on and from the relevant studies

1. I read all relevant studies and sources of data relevant to the research questions. I actually cut and paste
data directly from study reports into this blog post, where possible. I also provide direct links to each study.

5. Collate, summarize and report the results

1. The contents of this blog post.

6. (Optional) consult stakeholders (clinicians, patients and families, policy makers, or whatever is
the appropriate group) to get more references, provide insights on what the literature fails to
highlight, etc. '

1. Since blogs, like this one, allow for public comments, I expect stakeholders to respond directly to this post to
achieve this aim. If warranted, I will update this post with new information, strengths, or limitations based
on public comment.

Before digging into the specifics of each and what they tell us, some comments are warranted. First,
you'll notice that each study focuses on a different (although overlapping) geographic area. Caution
should be used in generalizing the results from one geographic area to another. Second, knowing the
methodologies and how the data were collected is important. I will only briefly review the
methodologies for each. I encourage readers to inspect the methods for themselves. As with any ideas
and conversations of importance, I invite your critiques of these data and conclusions as you see fit. At
the end of this post, I identify further limitations with these data, for your consideration.



City of Manhattan Community Survey (2015)
(http://cityofmhk.com/DocumentCenter/View/36702)

A survey was mailed to 2,000 households in the City of Manhattan, KS on behalf of the City Commission
to better understand the views of residents about current priorities, satisfaction with city services, and to
benchmark trends over time. Of the 2,000 surveys mailed, 457 were returned (22.8% response rate).
According to the authors, we can be 95% confident that the results for most questions accurately reflect
the views of manhattan area households within a margin of error of +/- 4.54 percentage points. Here, I
report only the housing-specific results.

According to this survey, 36.1% of respondents were very satisfied or satisfied with affordable housing
for sale. Another 31.5% of respondents were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied. For renting, 29.3% of
respondents were satisfied or very satisfied with affordable housing for rent while 42.1% were
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied. Interpreting this data is difficult, as we lack a mutually agreed upon
reference point for interpreting it. Nonetheless, among all of the variables listed in this table, housing
and jobs garner the least satisfaction and the most dissatisfaction among all other variables.
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Riley County Community Needs Assessment (2015)
(http://www.rileycountycommunityneedsassessment.org/upl
oads/4/1/4/2/41422627/final_riley_county_community _need

s_assessment_january_2015.pdf)

Questions from this study were specifically targeted to learn from residents about the following aspects
of community life in MHK: Quality of Life, Physical Health, Mental Health, Social Issues, Children and
Youth, Education, Aging, Housing, Transportation, Infrastructure, and Economics and Personal Finance.
Data were collected via survey and key informant and focus group interviews. For the purposes of

this post, I include the summary of the housing findings (below) as well as the housing data that
emerged in other sections (e.g., Aging).

Survey data

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

A number of indicatars show housing in Rdey County to be in the midst of a baom while also being an area of
extreme concern. The 2015 Manhattan Housing Forecast fram Wichita State University's Center for Heal Estate
indicates that construction of new hemes inManhattan should increase by 4.3% while sales should increass by
5.3% (vorsus 1.6% for Kansas), At the sama Timg, Lhe invantory of sctive listings is rolatively kow, Additionally,
sverage home values arg expecied Lo rige by 2.5%. Tensus data show that the median value of cwhsr-occupied
housing is already notably higher than the state average {($174,900 versus $129,500, respectively). Residents

in Riley County are also less lkely than averags te own their hame and are mare likely to liva in 3 multi-unit
strugture. Thase pieces of sacondary date halp support the fesdback from survey respondants that the lack of
affordaiple housing is a primary concesn. Other key findings from the survey are:

*  Ower 75% of respondents reported owning thelr own +  The top five identified needs reganding housing are:

heme. This is not consistent with Census data Bhat 1. Waristy of affordsble housing oplions
showes just cvar 40% home cwhership 0 Riley County. 2. Assistance with proparty fepair

o Of those who do not own their hoime, over 70% and maintenance
would prefer to own It 3. Higher quality rentals

¢ Cwer 78% of those who rasponded to the guastion 4, Code enforcamant (3.5. overgrown kwns,
indicated that thera is a lack of affordakile broken windaws, trash, elc.)
housing. This & echoed in the st of nesds refated 5. MNeighborhood improvement programs

to housing in the community with "variety of
affordable housing options" being selected by over  See Tables 110 through T17 for specific data related
50% of the responcents. to housing.



TOP THREE NEEDS FOR OLDER ADULTS

IR E X Z R RN RN R R R R N R R A AR R RRE SRR R R NRE R EENENEE RN ERENFANES EE S SR SR EN AR AN E N AR N E SR SRR A RE XAR LR RS, ]

Affordable Housing ﬁ

Independent living in the home Y

(https://healthycommunitieslab.org/2017/04/30/affordable-housing-in-mhk-part-1-local-
perspectives/screen-shot-2017-04-28-at-11-36-15-am/)
Table 103. Choose the top three needs for alder adults in your community?

Answer Freguency %
Affordable housing 245 28
independent living in the home 210 187
Transportation 181 16.1
Ease of mobility in the community 150 13.3
Affordable prescriptions 141 12.5
Home healthcare options 132 n7
Caregiver support 130 ns

- Medical care 100 8.2
Finances/Income 100 89
Access to daily meals g4 8.3
Assisted living options g0 8.0
Long term carg options a1 72
Respite services for caregivers 75 6.7
Day programs 73 65
Memory care options/dementia ‘
Rt 69 6.1
Health insurance 69 6.1

(https://healthycommunitieslab.org/2017/04/30/affordable-housing-in-mhk-part-1-local-
perspectives/screen-shot-2017-04-28-at-11-33-48-am/)




Table 116. What are the top three needs related to housing in
your community?

Statement Frequency %

Variety of affordable housing

options 584 519
Assist with ]
SSI{» ance \ ) property 294 261

repair and maintenance
Higher quality rentals 287 25.5
Code enforcement (e.g.
overgrown lawns, broken 275 244
windows, trash, etc.)

_ ﬁerghborhaad improvement 230 20.4
programs
Low-income housing _
assistance (Section 8) Hik &
Education about financing 172 153

options for homeownership
Senior housing 163 14.5
Education about responsible

N ] 123 10.9
homeownership

Historic Preservation 102 gl

Other 53 4.7

Note: Percent based on total N (1126). Each person may have
selected more than one option. Totals will not equal 100%.

(https://healthycommunitieslab.org/2017/04/30/affordable-housing-in-mhk-part-1-local-
perspectives/screen-shot-2017-04-28-at-11-38-15-am/)

Table 115. Do you think there is a lack of affordable housing in
your community?

Answer Frequency
Yes 703 79.3
Not Answered 239

(https://healthycommunitieslab.org/2017/04/30/affordable-housing-in-mhk-part-1-local-

perspectives/screen-shot-2017-04-28-at-11-39-32-am/)
Housing theme that emerged from key informant interviews:



Lack of affordable housing and
low wages
These themes were often mentioned
together, as interviewees saw a tight
connection between the two. The value of
housing, both owner-occupied and rental, is high in
Riley County while the median income is lower than
average for the state. This combination makes it
difficult for residents to make enough to reasonably
afford to live in Riley County. Also, interviewees
indicated that the lack of affordable housing and
low wages are intertwined with community growth.
Specifically, the boom in the economy contributes
to new housing construction, which in turn drives
up costs and creates a surplus of places that many
community members cannot afford. At the same time,

very few lower income housing options are being
created or even maintained. The strain on housing
resources created by the influx of students is an
additional contributor to the problem. Interviewees
noted that it has become accepted that students will
five in substandard housing, which is problematic, but
this issue affects the larger community as well.

Housing-related themes that emerged from focus group interviews (by population; click to enlarge)
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Across all focus groups samples survey to reflect on the issue of

housing, there was strong

sentiment that lack of affordable
housing was a problem. When prompted to reflect on issues faced by the aging population, respondents
indicated that this problem was particularly prevalent among the aging population. Housing also
emerged as a key issue in all focus group and key informant interviews.



Community Health Improvement Plan (2015)
(https://datacounts.net/rcchip/)

Riley County’s health improvement plan was an iterative process involving over 200 community
stakeholders in reviewing data, discussing needs, and identifying priorities for improving the
community’s health. The process included meetings with key stakeholders and organizational partners,
community listening sessions, and planning team work sessions. Here were the priorities that emerged

from those meetings:
Bosed on the series of community and stakeholder maetings, thiteen pdosities wera

idenkified:

LORTWEW WOl Arwd s Rl

® & B & B @ 6 @ 4 @ & @

Gl those, three weare salecied as having the most potential For collecive impoct In
improvitg the heollh of Riey Counby:

Of note is that housing did not make the final list of issues (3) deemed to have the most potential for
collective impact. Interestingly, however, in every summary of community meetings, housing was in the
top 4 (1/3 meetings) or top 3 (2/3 meetings):

#Fol # of Meetings Total

Summary of Top isiues m in I_op 3 “Vobes”
Meniol Heolih 7 5 [
Heokhy Llestyle (Nulrition:, Physicol Aclivily) w | 3 [
1 Tnensportafion ¥ 5 9%
\Housing 1 3 87
Communicolion & Coordination of Sysiems & 5 1 a4

I Services

—

Housing also received among the highest levels of validation and commitment among community
leaders and community meeting participants. Attendees responded to the following statement, the
results summarized in the table below:



This was accwalely idendified as a TOP heafth prioily ond should be oddressed
in a comrdinated, conceted effon over the next 3 years with focused aitention,
fime aptl iesouces.

Atlendsas wore ok osind o comider the following oataria in thes vobdahion
+  Concern: Level of communily concemn_ social oufrage, or desee/acceptance of
ehange?
*  Magritude: Propordion of populafion andfor communities affected?
+  Sennusness: Level of health impact
+ Faondbiily of Solitions” Known and peoven sholegies 10 address? Resources
aveaiiable to impiement strolegies?

1 Mental Health $0.2% 4.57

2 Tramspertotion 878% | 435

3 Homnq ' 85.4% 421

4 Fealiny Lifestvies 837% 412

5 .-!‘oveﬂy andg Economic Chotenges 80.4% 4,22

&  Access to Crifical Servicas QOulsids Monhaiian 0% @ 382
| 7- ISubslmca Abuse &1&; ) 3.7

8 Chiid & Beforefafler School Core 42.7T% I 384
s 'Spould Heeds ‘ sea% ;s; N

0 Communication cnd Coordinglion of Syslems & Services | 58.0% ] 3.82

11 Emoloymant Cos20% 348
12 Binge Drnking 0% [ 3.3

13 Erwvonment and Infrastuciues 32.7% 3.24

Housing also received strong support from respondents as an issue they were willing to commit time to
addressing;:
Finglly. paricipant were ked which (it any) ksues they were wiling fo cormmil lime to

addressng. Below o the numbens of indraduos and wigue organzofions axpresang
aniinterast In woking on each kwe.

s ]
Mentgl Heolih 18 7 14 7
Transporation T 7 14 5
Housing 1 8 10 : 5
| Healtin Lifestje | 18 12 12 7
| Povarty and Economic Chalenges Lo 8 9 | 7
AcCags 1o Cancol Samices Ouilioe ' 15 n 3
Mantantan
Child gnid Befored Affer Schoo! Cane 12 4 . 3
Substance Abuse |7 w4 8
' ?,222‘2‘; SoveinE SRR 12 0 10 8
Specil Needs i 10 s 7 3
_Empioyment B 0 7 10 s
Bings: Drinking | s 7 5 7
Envirgnment andg Infrostruchure [ 3 & 2

On the specific issue of housing, the meetings (14, total) resulted in the following data:



Housing

Communily Meelng Resuilfs
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Discigree 3 1048
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lindecided/Dont Krscns o 0%
Tolat: | 48 0%
Avetoge Waighted Score. &0

Toloi % Svongly Agree” and "Agree” a5.4%

Together, these data seem to communicate that respondents (community leaders and community
meeting attendees) perceive housing to be a high-priority community health problem.

At the same time, housing was not identified as an issue to be best addressed through a concerted,
collaborative effort of multiple organizations and representations (also taking into account work that
was already being done on the issues and selecting only those that could most benefit from collective
impact and would not duplicate efforts). It may be worth pursuing additional information on the
process behind the decision to not focus on housing, given its prominence in all of these lists, so as to
avoid speculation (e.g., conflicts of interest, perceived as too difficult, another organization(s) are

working on it already, etc.).

Flint Hills Fair Housing Equity Assessment and
Regional Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing

(2015)

(http://flinthillsregion.org/sites/default/files/fair_housin
.pdf)




The purpose of this study was to engage community stakeholders to analyze the extent of impediments
to fair housing for all people and identify strategies to reduce or eliminate those barriers. Data were
collected through opinion surveys, a steering committee (n=30), and focus group interviews (KState
students; Section 8 voucher holders; real estate professionals and lenders; two with representatives of
area employers). Below are the results regarding affordable housing in the region and, when possible,
data specifically about Manhattan and Riley County.

Opinion survey. In total, 554 responses (of which 75% were from Riley County). The cost of renting was
listed as a weakness of the area by 68% of respondents. Respondents listed poor condition of homes as
one of the top reasons (after cost) that people could not find a place to rent.

Excerpts directly from the report summarize the findings on affordable housing;:

“A recurring issue in focus groups, the opinion survey and within the discussion with the Steering Committee is
the poor physical state of rental housing. While the cities and counties in our region generally employ average
building standards at the point of construction, there is weak post-occupancy control of standards and poor code
enforcement. .. There is no use of inclusionary housing techniques and, overall, poor support for the construction of
affordable housing.”

“In Manhattan, land zoned for mobile homes is in or adjacent to flood plains and on the outskirts of town. This
puts vulnerable populations at higher risk of property loss and personal injury and disconnects them from
opportunities that households with more means and therefore more choice enjoy”

“In general, the public and assisted housing stock is a very small proportion of regional housing units, and much of
it is old. According to regional stakeholders interviewed, subsidized units have long waiting lists and are unable to
meet local demand for affordable units. Low incomes and rents, plus inadequate federal capital and operating funds
means there is not enough funding for adequate repairs and modernization upgrades in existing public housing”

K-State Student Health Needs Assessment

In the Fall of 2016, the Wildcat Wellness Coalition, including the Lafene Health Center, conducted a
survey to assess the health needs of Kansas State Students. Most measures were aimed at measuring
health behaviors. However, several measures targeted the ‘social determinants’ of health, including
employment, housing, and others. Below are the responses to these questions.
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Homelessness was identified by 3.62% (n = 16 of 1,278) of respondents as a social issue of major concern.
This was among the lowest of any social issue.
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Housing was identified by 34% of respondents as one of the top 3 social issues. At 148 responses, it was
the 2nd most frequently reported social issue, behind employment. It differed from ‘availability of
mental health services’ by only 1 response and availability of support groups/peer support by 5
responses, so distinguishing between the three social issues is likely not warranted.

Manhattan Housing Forecast (http://realestate.wichita.edu/data-

research/housing-markets-forecast/2017-forecast/2017-manhattan/

Produced by the Center for Real Estate within the W. Frank Barton School of Business as Wichita State
University, the purpose of this report, as the name suggests, is to describe and predict the health of the
local housing market. The forecast considers a variety of economic and market factors including
employment growth, unemployment, mortgage rates, and home sales and construction.

According to pretty much every metric in the report, with perhaps the exception of a small uptick in the
unemployment rate in 2016, the local economy and the housing market are experiencing strong growth
and are projected to continue to do so for the upcoming year.



Kansa:
Total Home Sales

. Building Permits
Home Price Appreciation
Sales Volume {n millions)
Average Price

(https://healthycommunitieslab.org/2017/04/30/affordable-housing-in-mhk-part-1-local-

2013

33,580
4,459
1.0%
$5.817
$173,223

2014

34,017
4,334
3.4%
$6,093
$179,128

2015

36,992
5,257
4.1%
$6,948
$187,814

2016

38,680
5,400
5.0%
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Manhattan

Total Home Sales
Buillding Permits

- Home Price Appreciation
Sales Volume Gn millions)
Average Price

763
307
0.4%
$153

$200,328
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41,090
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Internal data from local agencies

USD-383 (http://www.usd383.org/manhattan-ogden)

According to the USD-383 Grant Administrator, Dr. Stan Ward

(http://www.usd383.org/Home/Components/StaffDirectory/StaffDirectory/2012/249), there are
approximately 350 homeless children in the USD-383 school system on any given night. Below is an
email from Stan:

“Our current homeless student population is 351 students (5.38%) of an official student population of 6,519.
This number does not include children in families who are not enrolled in school because they are too young or
those who have dropped out.

We are going to try to do a count on those youth in a couple of weeks.”

According to a recent article (http://themercury.com/articles/health-dept.-aims-to-help-homeless) in the
Manhattan Mercury, this number could be upwards of 375 students.




Manhattan Housing Authorit

The Manhattan Housing Authority is a HUD funded agency that assists income qualified persons with
decent, safe and affordable housing in an efficient, ethical and

professional manner. They offer a variety of programs to achieve this mission. Clients access these
programs by contacting the housing authority directly and are paired with the right program to suit
their needs. As the housing authority’s resources are not infinite, they can not serve everyone who comes
through their door. In such cases, potential clients are put on a waiting list. Knowing how many people
they serve and how many people are on their waiting lists can be used as an indicator of the need for
affordable housing in the community.

According to JoAnn Sutton, Executive Director of the Manhattan Housing Authority, and the most recent
HUD data for the Manhattan Housing Authority, they serve roughly 1106 clients through their various
programs. Depending on the program, there is between a 9- and 18-month waiting list to receive benefits
through those programs (average wait time is 13 months). Clients are varied, demographically, but are
62% white (non hispanic) and make $16,267/yr (household). Among all households, 74% have a female
as the head of household, with children. There is about a 20% turnover rate/yr and clients are largely the
‘working poor’, with either part- or full-time employment. Among subsidized households, 93% have
‘wages’ or ‘other’ as a major source of income (includes ~33% of folks who receive Social Security). Only
1% of households have welfare (e.g., TANF) as a major source of income (HUD
(https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/ assthsg html#2009-2016 querv_),)._As of January 9th, 2017,
0.0% of households received unemployment benefits.

See HUD's Picture of Subsidized Households
(https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/assthsg html#2009-2016_query) for more information or to
download Excel data file.

Shepherd’s Crossin

Shepherd’s Crossing, a 501c3 organization, is an ecumenical ministry of 35-40 local churches which
assists families in financial emergencies. This assistance comes in several forms including financial
counseling and the provision of money (sent directly to utility companies, landlords, or pharmacies) to
help with utilities, rent, and prescription medications. Thus, measures of how many people they serve
and the amount of resources provided can help identify and describe the existence and extent of
affordable housing, or lack thereof, in Manhattan, KS.

The clientele:

o 1100 families served in 2016
o 56% have children

46% are employed
80% or more below poverty level, as defined by the Federal government

o O



o 1in 5 adults classified as disabled and cannot work
Services provided:

o Served 1,200-1,400 households each year, with an average of 2.3 persons per family
o Distributed over $286,000 in 2016 to over 1,000 families over 2,400 individuals

According to the Executive Director, the amount of funding and services provided over the past few
years has grown, indicating an upward trend in either access to and/or demand for these services.

L

Manhattan Emergency Shelter, Inc. (http://www.mesikansas.or

The following comes directly from the MESI website:

“MESI provides three main programs to the community —emergency shelter, supportive housing, and
homelessness prevention. The Caroline Peine Transitional Shelter (hitp://www.mesikansas.org/caroline-peine-
transitional-shelter.html) provides emergency shelter for the Manhattan and Riley County area. This includes any
individual or household relocating to the community from surrounding areas. These counties may include Clay,
Geary, Pottawatomie, Marshall, and Wabaunsee. The Supportive Housing Programs
(http:/fwww.mesikansas.org/permanent-supportive-housing-programs.html) provide supportive and permanent
housing to homeless individuals and families in Riley County. The Homeless Rental Assistance Program
(http:/lwww.mesikansas.org/homeless-rental-assistance-program.html) assists households in Riley County or
Manhattan that are transitioning from homelessness and/or housing crisis to stable living environments.

MESI continually responds to several hundred incidents of homelessness and requests for emergency services every
year. During 2016, 571 homeless individuals, including 115 children, stayed in the Caroline Peine Transitional
Shelter. In addition to providing emergency shelter, MESI provided homelessness prevention services, rapid re-
housing assistance, and supportive housing programs—serving a total of 707 unduplicated adults and children in
2016.

MESI provides a unique service in Riley County, as it is the only emergency shelter available to homeless men,
women and families. In addition, MESI is the only agency in the region offering supportive housing and rapid re-
housing programs.

Manhattan Emergency Shelter, Inc. has witnessed several factors that have contributed to a lack of affordable rental
units for the low income individuals MESI serves. Public housing waiting lists can be up to one year for single
individuals. Additionally, public housing authorities have strict acceptance guidelines, potentially disqualifying
individuals with a criminal history, poor landlord references, or a history of eviction. These barriers are applicable
to the majority of MESI’s clients —eliminating their ability to obtain traditional subsidized housing. The
guidelines for tax credit housing are as stringent and the units are less affordable. Private landlords are now using
leasing applications, requiring an application fee up to $50, and running credit and criminal background checks.
Homeless individuals typically have poor credit due to their many financial struggles and lack the immediate
resources to pay application fees only to be repeatedly denied. In addition, there is fierce competition for these units
from university students and Ft. Riley soldiers. Landlords are reluctant to take the risk of leasing to a homeless
individual or family when more fiscally sound renters are available. As a result, MESI clients often rent
overpriced, sub-standard units which perpetuate instability and homelessness.”



Key informant interviews

The Healthy Community Laboratory interviewed several community members on the issue of affordable
housing including Karen McCulloh (City Commissioner), Deb Nuss (Riley County Seniors’ Service
Center), John Ball (Manhattan Area Urban Planning Board), Phil Andersen (Manhattan Area Urban
Planning Board), Beverly Olsen (Shepherd’s Crossing), Emily Wagner (Manhattan Emergency Shelter,
Inc), Stan Ward (USD-383), JoAnn Sutton (Manhattan Housing Authority), Loren Pepperd (G&A Real
Estate), and Rod Harms (Civitas Group).

While these data are still being analyzed for themes, a conservative, preliminary conclusion is that the
interviewees perceive affordable housing to be a problem in the community. The beliefs about the extent
to which it it a problem, who experiences this problem, and the underlying causes of this problem varied
(to be addressed in a future blog post). These interviews were recorded and, once we analyze them and
learn more about the issue, we will publish the interviews in a podcast or series of podcasts so that you
may hear the interviews for yourself (estimated release Summer “17).

Discussion

The purpose of this post was to organize and summarize the available local data on affordable housing.
A consistent theme across all local sources of data is that affordable housing is perceived as a significant
problem in the community. Data from local organizations that serve those with housing-related

needs indicate that there is a demand for such services and, in most cases, demand for these services is
rising. In many cases, resources cannot keep up with demand.

A key question that emerges from these data involves the incongruence between the Manhattan Housing
Forecast and just about every measure of satisfaction (or lack thereof) with the current state of affordable
housing. The economy is growing, the housing market is growing, and yet other data suggest that
affordable housing is a significant issue.

A simple and plausible explanation is that growth in the housing market is not meeting the needs of, nor
accessible to, a strong proportion of residents in the community (73% of respondents of the Community
Survey identified affordable housing as a problem). This explanation is also corroborated by the Flint
Hills Fair Housing Assessment which found that little to no new affordable housing is being built in the
region. Key informant interviews also suggested that the bulk of new construction is higher priced
homes. A study to quantify demand according to income quartiles/price bands (purchase price or rental
rates) and housing types (detached, attached, multi-story, multi-tenant, mobile home, etc.) may be
warranted. Lastly, I may have missed other relevant datasets and reports and therefore they would not



be included in this post. It seems, however, that given the number and quality of reports included in this
analysis that, to significantly impact the conclusions drawn, any new information would have to be
extremely robust in suggesting any other conclusions.

Strengths. This review has several strengths. First, it includes data from a variety of sources, including 5
in-depth, comprehensive studies conducted with rigor by local experts. It also includes raw data from
several housing-related organizations.

Limitations. First, it is not clear what definitions of ‘affordable housing’ were used and whether they
were consistent across studies. Second, some of these survey data, but not all, quantify subjective
experiences of residents. Nonetheless, with large sample sizes, subjective experiences are likely to
accurately reflect and describe the phenomenon in question. Also, the incentives for inaccurately
responding to or intentionally misleading the investigators in these studies seem to be negligible. Third,
as much of this data is from surveys, they do not directly communicate objective data on the issue
(although in a subsequent blog post, I will attempt to do so, using US Census data and the American
Community Survey). Such data might include statistics on availability of housing, cost of housing,
quality of housing, and income/employment.

Lastly, the primary instrument for data collection and interpretation (i.e., me) is subject to its own biases
and this publication, as of the time of publication, did not go through a thorough peer-review process, as
is customary in the scientific community. Nonetheless, the article was reviewed by several colleagues
and community members who provided comments. Also, as stated, since this is a blog post, is published
in the public domain and allows for comments (below), the peer review process is ‘crowd-sourced” to
you, the public. Review away.

Conclusions. Affordable housing, or lack thereof, is consistently regarded by residents, community
leaders, and other stakeholders as a key issue in the community.

In Part 2, I intend to review the available data from federal sources, including the US Census and the
American Community Survey, to further describe the local state of affordable housing.

What do you think? Is affordable housing a problem?
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